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ABSTRACT. We present novel results for fast mixing of Glauber dynamics using the newly introduced and
powerful Spectral Independence method from [Anari, Liu, Oveis-Gharan: FOCS 2020]. We mainly focus on
the Hard-core model and the Ising model.

We obtain bounds for fast mixing with the parameters expressed in terms of the spectral radius of the
adjacency matrix, improving on the seminal work in [Hayes: FOCS 2006]. Furthermore, we go beyond the
adjacency matrix and establish -for the first time- rapid mixing results for Glauber dynamics expressed in terms
of the spectral radius of the Hashimoto non-backtracking matrix of the underlying graph G.

Working with the non-backtracking spectrum is extremely challenging, but also more desirable. Its eigen-
values are less correlated with the high-degree vertices than those of the adjacency matrix and express more
accurately invariants of the graph such as the growth rate. Our results require “weak normality” from the
Hashimoto matrix. This condition is mild and allows us to obtain very interesting bounds.

We study the pairwise influence matrix IΛ,τ
G by exploiting the connection between the matrix and the trees

of self-avoiding walks, however, we go beyond the standard treatment of the distributional recursions. The
common framework that underlies our techniques we call the topological method.

Our approach is novel and gives new insights into how to establish Spectral Independence for Gibbs distri-
butions. More importantly, it allows us to derive new -improved- rapid mixing bounds for Glauber dynamics
on distributions such as the Hard-core model and the Ising model for graphs that the spectral radius is smaller
than the maximum degree.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Markov Chain Monte Carlo method (MCMC) is a very simple, yet very powerful method for ap-
proximate sampling from Gibbs distributions on combinatorial structures. In the standard setting, we are
given a very simple to describe, ergodic Markov chain and we need to analyse the speed of convergence to
the equilibrium distribution. The challenge is to show that the chain mixes fast when the parameters of the
equilibrium distribution belong to a certain region of values.

Here our focus is on combinatorial structures that are specified with respect to an underlying graph G,
such as the independent sets. For us, the graph G is always simple, connected and finite. Also, we assume
that the corresponding matrices we obtain from G are irreducible.

The Spectral Independence is a (newly) introduced technique for analysing the speed of convergence of
the well-known Markov chain called Glauber dynamics. It has been proposed in [3] and builds on results
for high dimensional expanders, such as [2]. The authors in [3] use the Spectral Independence method (SI)
to prove a long-standing conjecture about the mixing time of Glauber dynamics for the so-called Hard-core
model, improving on a series of results such as [20, 39]. Since then, it is not an exaggeration to claim that
SI has revolutionised the study in the field. Using this method it has been possible to get positive results for
approximate sampling from 2-spin Gibbs distributions that match the hardness ones, e.g., [3, 8, 9, 11, 37, 38].

In this work, our main focus is on the so-called pairwise influence matrix, denoted as IΛ,τ
G . This is a

central concept for SI as the rapid mixing bounds we obtain with this method rely on showing that the
maximum eigenvalue of this matrix is bounded.

We provide a novel perspective on how to analyse IΛ,τ
G and this allows us to derive more accurate estima-

tions on the maximum eigenvalue of this matrix than what we have been getting from previous works such
as [3, 11]. We study the pairwise influence matrix IΛ,τ

G by exploiting the connection between the matrix
and the trees of self-avoiding walks, however, we go beyond the standard treatment of the distributional
recursions. Interestingly, in our results the fast mixing regions for Glauber dynamics do not depend on the
maximum degree ∆ of the underlying graph G, they rather depend on the spectrum of G. Specifically, we
present a set of results expressed in terms of the spectral radius of the adjacency matrix AG. We further
present results expressed in terms of the spectral radius of the Hashimoto non-backtracking matrix HG.

The non-backtracking matrixHG is less studied compared to the adjacency matrixAG. It originates from
physics and was introduced in [24]. It is a very interesting object to work with. In the recent years, it has
found many applications in computer science e.g.,[1, 6, 14, 30, 32]. One of its desirable properties is that
the eigenvalues of HG tend to be less correlated to the high-degree vertices of the graph, i.e., compared
to AG. In many cases of interest, they are mostly related to the expected degree of the graph, e.g. see
[6]. Working with HG is the natural step to consider beyond the adjacency matrix. On the other hand, it
is very challenging to work with HG. It is not symmetric*, i.e., it is over the oriented edges of G. Many
standard tools from linear algebra do not apply here. Hence, even basic questions about this matrix might
be extremely difficult to answer.

We focus on two-spin Gibbs distributions and get new rapid mixing results for the Glauber dynamics for
the Hard-core model and the Ising model improving on the seminal work of Hayes in [25]. It turns out that
the classification of rapid mixing results with respect to the spectrum of G is more precise than that with
the maximum degree ∆. In that respect, our results refine the connection between the hardness of counting
and the rapid mixing of Glauber dynamics, indicating that the hard cases correspond to graphs with large
spectral radii.

For the adjacency matrix, we prove results of the following flavour: consider the Glauber dynamics on
the Hard-core model for G whose adjacency matrix has spectral radius ρ. Let λc(k) be the critical value for
the Gibbs uniqueness of the Hard-core model on the infinite k-ary tree. We prove mixing time O(n log n)
for Glauber dynamics for any 0 ≤ λ < λc(ρ).

*Actually HG is not even a normal matrix.
1



For comparison, recall that the max-degree-∆ bound for the Hard-core model requires fugacity 0 ≤ λ <
λc(∆ − 1) to get O(n log n) mixing time. This implies that our approach gives better bounds when the
spectral radius ρ is smaller than ∆− 1. As a reference, note that we always have that ρ ≤ ∆. On the other
hand, the spectral radius can get much smaller than the maximum degree, e.g., for a planar graph, we have
that ρ ≤

√
8∆− 16 + 2

√
3, while we have similar behaviour ρ = O(

√
∆) for graphs of small Euler genus,

see further discussions in Section 2.1. We obtain bounds expressed in terms of ρ(AG) for the Ising model,
too.

The idea to utilise the spectrum of AG (or matrix norms) to obtain rapid mixing bounds is not new in
the literature, i.e., it originates from [25] and was further developed in [15, 26]. Our results here improve
on [25]. The improvement in the parameters of the Gibbs distributions is as large as a constant factor. As
opposed to our approach that utilises SI, these earlier results rely on the path coupling technique [7]. Our
improvement reflects the fact that SI is stronger than path coupling.

As opposed toAG, obtaining bounds in terms ofHG has not been considered before in the literature. Note
that HG is a completely different object to work with, while the analysis is more intricate. The results we
obtain are of similar flavour to those forAG. E.g. for the Hard-core model, we show mixing timeO(n log n)
for the Glauber dynamics for any fugacity 0 < λ < λc(ρ) where now ρ = ρ(HG). In our results we have
the mild requirement that HG is “weakly normal”. This means that we need to have ψ1(e)/κ1(e) = Θ(1)
for all the entries of ψ1, κ1, the left and right principal eigenvectors of HG, respectively.

One way of having weak normality is by allowing backtracking after a bounded number of steps, i.e., for
every oriented edge e of G, there is a bounded number ℓ > 0 such that Hℓ

G(e, e
−1) > 0, where e, e−1 is the

oriented edge and its reverse. Somehow, backtracking after a bounded number of steps is in contrast to what
we have with AG, where we need to allow backtracking within one step.

Interesting cases of graphs with weak-normality include, e.g., the planar graph where each vertex belongs
to at least one face of bounded degree. The strength of the results for HG is particularly evident when the
underlying graph G is of large girth and average degree d ≪ ∆. In this setting it is standard to come up
with cases such that ρ(HG) ≪ ρ(AG)

†. For example, consider the graph G of bounded average degree d
and girth g, e.g. say g = poly(log d), while assume that d is a large number. Suppose that the maximum
degree is d100, while for each vertex in the graph, the number of neighbours at distance g/2 is ≤ dg/2. Then,
it is not hard to show that ρ(HG) ≤ d. Furthermore, if G is weakly normal, the rapid mixing bound we
obtain for the Hard-core model on G is roughly λ < e/d, i.e., d is the average degree. For comparison, the
corresponding bound for the adjacency matrix cannot get better than λ < e√

∆
= e

d50
, while the maximum

degree bound is λ < e/d100.
It is worth mentioning that apart from the challenges that emerge from the analysis of matrixHG, it is also

challenging to accommodate in the analysis the high-degree vertices. This is similar to e.g., [5, 18, 19, 36].
In that respect, we utilise results from [36]. The obstacle in applying our results to multi-spin distributions
such as the graph colourings, or its generalisation the Potts model comes from the fact that we still do
not know how to deal with the effect of high degree vertices for these distributions, i.e., despite the recent
advances in the area [4, 10].

Establishing Spectral Independence - The Topological Method. A natural question at this point is how
the eigenvalues of the matrix of interest, i.e., AG, or HG, emerge in the analysis. The starting point is
the following, well-known, observation: each entry IΛ,τ

G (w, v) can be expressed in terms of a topological
construction called the tree of self-avoiding walks (starting from w), together with a set of weights on the
paths of this tree, which are called influences. The influences are specified by the parameters of the Gibbs
distribution we consider. Essentially, the entry of the influence matrix is nothing more than the sum of
influences over an appropriately chosen set of paths in this tree.

†Note that we always have ρ(HG) ≤ ρ(AG)

2
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FIGURE 1. Oriented edges

In that respect, it is implicit in our approach that we approximate the tree of self-avoiding walks with other
topological constructions such as path-trees, universal covers (e.g. see [23]). The aim of these constructions
is to obtain a “larger” matrix than IΛ,τ

G , i.e., with a larger spectral radius, that is easier to analyse. For most
of the cases, the spectral radius emerges by introducing weights on the tree recursions that typically emerge
in the analysis. The weights are from the (right) principal eigenvector of the corresponding graph matrix.

2. RESULTS

Consider the graph G = (V,E) on n vertices. We assume that G is simple, finite and connected, while
the maximum degree ∆ is bounded. The Gibbs distribution µ on G with spins {±1} is a distribution on
the set of configurations {±1}V . We use the parameters β ∈ R≥0 and γ, λ ∈ R>0 and specify that each
configuration σ ∈ {±1}V gets a probability measure

µ(σ) ∝ λ#assignments “1” in σ × β#edges with both ends “1” in σ × γ#edges with both ends “-1” in σ, (2.1)

where the symbol ∝ stands for “proportional to”.
The above distribution is called ferromagnetic when βγ > 1, while for βγ < 1 it is called antiferromag-

netic. Unless otherwise specified, we always assume that µ is a two-spin Gibbs distribution.
Using the formalism in (2.1), one recovers the Ising model by setting β = γ. In this case, the magnitude

of β specifies the strength of the interactions. The above, also, gives rise to the so-called Hard-core model
if we choose β = 0 and γ = 1. Particularly, this distribution assigns to each independent set σ probability
mass which is proportional to λ|σ|, where |σ| is the size of the independent set. We use the term fugacity to
refer to the parameter λ of the Hard-core model.

Glauber Dynamics. Given a Gibbs distribution µ, we use the discrete-time, (single site) Glauber dynamics
{Xt}t≥0 to approximately sample from µ. Glauber dynamics is a very simple to describe Markov chain.
The state space is the support of µ. We assume that the chain starts from an arbitrary configuration X0. For
t ≥ 0, the transition from the state Xt to Xt+1 is according to the following steps: Choose uniformly at
random a vertex v. For every vertex w different than v, setXt+1(w) = Xt(w). Then, setXt+1(v) according
to the marginal of µ at v, conditional on the neighbours of v having the configuration specified by Xt+1.

For the distributions we consider here, {Xt}t≥0 satisfies a set of technical conditions that come with the
name ergodicity. Ergodicity implies that {Xt}t≥0 converges to a unique stationary distribution which, in
our case, is the Gibbs distribution µ.

We focus on obtaining rapid mixing bounds for Glauber dynamics that depend on the spectral radii
of the adjacency matrix AG and the Hashimoto non-backtracking matrix HG of the underlying graph G,
respectively. These matrices are defined as follows:

Adjacency matrix AG: For graph G = (V,E), the adjacency matrix AG is a zero-one, V × V matrix such
that for every pair u,w ∈ V we have that

AG(u,w) = 1{ u,w are adjacent in G} .

In our results, we assume that the AG is irreducible. This implies that the underlying graph G needs to be
connected.

3



Hashimoto non-backtracking matrix. For the graphG = (V,E), letM be the set of oriented edges obtained
by doubling each edge of E into two directed edges, i.e., one edge for each direction. The non-backtracking
matrix, denoted as HG, is an M ×M , zero-one matrix such that for any pair of oriented edges e = uw and
f = zy, we have that

HG(e, f) = 1{w = z} × 1{u ̸= y} .

That is, H(e, f) is equal to 1, if f follows the edge e without creating a loop, otherwise, it is equal to zero.
The reader may consider the example in Fig. 1, There, we have HG(e, f) = HG(f

−1, e−1) = 1, while
HG(e, f

−1) = HG(f
−1, e) = 0.

For HG irreducibility implies that for any two oriented edges e, f , the graph G has a non-backtracking
path that connects them. It is standard that HG is irreducible if G is not a cycle and the minimum degree is
at least 2, e.g., see [22].

Ising Model. It is a well-known result that the uniqueness region of the Ising model on the infinite k-ary
tree, where k ≥ 2, corresponds to having

k − 1

k + 1
< β <

k + 1

k − 1
.

The uniqueness for the ferromagnetic Ising corresponds to having 1 ≤ β < k+1
k−1 , while for the antiferro-

magnetic corresponds to having k−1
k+1 < β ≤ 1.

For d > 1 and δ ∈ (0, 1), we let the interval

UIsing(d, δ) =
[
d−1+δ
d+1−δ ,

d+1−δ
d−1+δ

]
. (2.2)

Theorem 2.1 (Ising Model - Adjacency Matrix). For any fixed ε ∈ (0, 1), for bounded ρ > 1, consider the
graph G = (V,E) such that the adjacency matrix AG is of spectral radius ρ. Let µ be the Ising model on G
with zero external field and parameter β ∈ UIsing(ρ, ε).

There is a constantC = C(ε) such that the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics on µ is at mostCn log n.

Note that having bounded ρ(AG), implies that ∆ is also bounded. This follows from the standard in-
equality that

√
∆ ≤ ρ(AG).

We now consider our results for the Hashimoto non-backtracking matrix. As opposed to AG which is a
symmetric matrix, HG is not necessarily normal, i.e., in general we have that HG · H̄G ̸= H̄G · HG, where
H̄G is the transpose of HG.

For integer n > 0 and ĉ > 0, let Hn,ĉ be the set of irreducible, non-backtracking matrices HG on a graph
G with n vertices, such that for any oriented edge e, we have that

ψ1(e)

κ1(e)
≤ ĉ , (2.3)

where ψ1, κ1 are the left and right principal eigenvectors of HG, respectively.
In our results, we assume that HG is weakly normal. This essentially corresponds to having HG ∈ Hn,ĉ,

for ĉ = Θ(1).

Theorem 2.2 (Ising Model - Hashimoto Matrix). For any fixed ε ∈ (0, 1), for bounded numbers ĉ > 0,
θ > 1 and ∆ > 1, consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, such that the Hashimoto matrix
HG ∈ Hn,ĉ, while it has spectral radius θ. Let µ be the Ising model on G with zero external field and
parameter β ∈ UIsing(θ, ε).

There is a constant C = C(ε, ĉ) such that the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics on µ is at most
Cn log n.

For the above result, note that assuming that ρ(HG) is bounded does not imply that ∆ is also bounded,
i.e., as we had for the adjacency matrix.

4



Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that the left and right eigenvectorsψ1, κ1 ofHG satisfy thatψ1(e) =
κ1(e

−1), for all oriented edges e. With this observation in mind, Claim 4.7 implies that if for every oriented
edge e there is a bounded number ℓ > 0 such that Hℓ

G(e, e
−1) > 0, then matrix HG is weakly normal.

Hard-core Model. For z > 1, we let the function λc(z) = zz

(z−1)(z+1) . It is a well-known result from [29]
that the uniqueness region of the Hard-core model on the k-ary tree, where k ≥ 2, corresponds to having

λ < λc(k) . (2.4)

As far as the Hard-core model is concerned we derive the following results.

Theorem 2.3 (Hard-core Model - Adjacency Matrix ). For any fixed ε ∈ (0, 1), for bounded ρ > 1, consider
the graphG = (V,E) such that the adjacency matrixAG has spectral radius ρ. Also, let µ be the Hard-core
model on G with fugacity λ ≤ (1− ε)λc(ρ).

There is a constantC = C(ε) such that the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics on µ is at mostCn log n.

For the non-backtracking matrix we obtain the following result.

Theorem 2.4 (Hard-core Model - Hashimoto Matrix). For any fixed ε ∈ (0, 1), for bounded numbers
∆ ≥ 2, ĉ > 0 and θ > 1, consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, such that the Hashimoto
matrix HG ∈ Hn,ĉ, while it has spectral radius θ. Also, let µ be the Hard-core model on G with fugacity
λ ≤ (1− ε)λc(θ).

There is a constant C = C(ε, ĉ) such that the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics on µ is at most
Cn log n.

Notation. For the graph G = (V,E) and the Gibbs distribution µ on the set of configurations {±1}V . For
a configuration σ, we let σ(Λ) denote the configuration that σ specifies on the set of vertices Λ. We let µΛ
denote the marginal of µ at the set Λ. We let µ(· |M,σ) and µM,σ denote the distribution µ conditional on
the configuration at M ⊂ V being σ. Also, we interpret the conditional marginal µΛ(· |M,σ) in the natural
way. Similarly, for µM,σ

Λ .
For the graph G and for w ∈ V , we let NG(w) be the set of vertices which are adjacent to w in the graph.

Also, for the integer N > 0, we let the set [N ] = {1, 2, . . . , N}.

2.1. Applications. There are a lot of interesting cases of graphs whose adjacency matrix has spectral radius
much smaller than the maximum degree, and hence, our results give better rapid mixing bounds than the
general one. A standard example is the planar graphs for which we have the following bounds on their
spectral radius from [17].

Theorem 2.5 ([17]). Suppose that G = (V,E) is a planar graph of maximum degree ∆, then ρ(AG) ≤
ϱ(∆)where

ϱ(∆) =


∆ for ∆ ≤ 5 ,√
12∆− 36 for 6 ≤ ∆ ≤ 36 ,√
8(∆− 2) + 2

√
3 for 37 ≤ ∆ .

(2.5)

In what follows, we show the implications of the above theorem to the mixing time of Glauber dynamics
for the Ising model and the Hard-core model. We focus on results for graphs of bounded maximum degree.

As far as the Ising model on planar graphs is concerned, we have the following result.

Corollary 2.6 (Planar Ising model). For δ ∈ (0, 1), for fixed ∆ ≥ 2, let the planar graph G = (V,E) be of
maximum degree ∆. Let µ be the zero external field Ising model on G with parameter β such that

β ∈ UIsing (ϱ(∆), δ) ,

where ϱ(∆) is defined in (2.5). There is a constant C = C(δ) such the Glauber dynamics on µ exhibits
mixing time which is at most Cn log n.

5



As far as the Hard-core model on planar graphs is concerned, we have the following result.

Corollary 2.7 (Planar Hard-core model). For ε ∈ (0, 1), for fixed ∆ ≥ 2, consider the planar graph
G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆. Let µ be the Hard-core model on G with fugacity λ such that

λ ≤ (1− ε)λc(ϱ(∆)) ,

where ϱ(∆) is defined in (2.5). There is a constant C = C(ε) such the Glauber dynamics on µ exhibits
mixing time which is at most Cn log n.

There are further examples of graphs with spectral radius much smaller than the maximum degree. One
very interesting case, which generalises the aforementioned one, is the graphs that can be embedded in a
surface of small Euler genus.

Theorem 2.8 ([17]). Let the graph G = (V,E) be of maximum degree ∆ > 0. Suppose that G can be
embedded in a surface of Euler genus g ≥ 0. If ∆ ≥ d(g) + 2, then

ρ(AG) ≤
√
8(∆− d(g)) + d(g) ,

where d(g) is such that

d(g) =

{
10 if g ≤ 1,
12 if 2 ≤ g ≤ 3

and d(g) =

{
2g + 6 if 4 ≤ g ≤ 5,
2g + 4 if 6 ≥ g .

If, e.g., the Euler genus of G is much smaller than ∆, then, from the above theorem, it is immediate
that ρ(AG) ≈

√
8∆. It is straightforward to combine the above results with Theorems 2.1 and 2.3 and get

results analogous to what we have in Corollaries 2.6 and 2.7. We omit the presentation of these results as
their derivation is straightforward.

3. APPROACH

Consider the graphG = (V,E) and a two-spin Gibbs distribution µ on this graph. In the heart of Spectral
Independence (SI) lies the notion of the pairwise influence matrix IΛ,τ

G . Let us describe this matrix since
this is the main subject of our discussion here.

For a set of vertices Λ ⊂ V and a configuration τ at Λ, we let the pairwise influence matrix IΛ,τ
G , indexed

by the vertices in V \ Λ, be such that

IΛ,τ
G (w, u) = µu(+1 | (Λ, τ), (w,+1))− µu(+1 | (Λ, τ), (w,−1)) ∀v, w ∈ V \ Λ . (3.1)

The Gibbs marginal µu(+1 | (Λ, τ), (w,+1)) indicates the probability that vertex u gets +1, conditional on
the configuration at Λ being τ and the configuration at w being +1. We have the analogous for the marginal
µu(+1 | (Λ, τ), (w,−1)). Note that in some works, the entry IΛ,τ

G (w, u) is denoted as IΛ,τ
G (w → u).

Our focus is on the maximum eigenvalue of IΛ,τ
G . If for any choice of Λ, τ the maximum eigenvalue

is O(1), then we say that the Gibbs distribution µ exhibits spectral independence. Spectral independence
for µ implies that the corresponding Glauber dynamics has polynomial mixing time. In this work, we only
focus on establishing Spectral Independence for the corresponding Gibbs distribution, while we utilise rapid
mixing results from [12].

Our starting point is the well-known, observation that each entry IΛ,τ
G (w, v) can be expressed in terms of

a topological construction called tree of self-avoiding walks (starting from w), together with a set of weights
on the paths of this tree, which are called influences. It is worth giving a high-level (hence imprecise)
description of the aforementioned relation. For further details see Section 6.

A walk is called self-avoiding if it does not repeat vertices. For each vertex w in G, we define TSAW(w),
the tree of self-avoiding walks, starting from w, as follows: Consider the set consisting of every walk
v0, . . . , vr in the graph G that emanates from vertex w, i.e., v0 = w, while one of the following two holds

(1) v0, . . . , vr is a self-avoiding walk,
6
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FIGURE 2. Initial graph G
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FIGURE 3. TSAW(a)

(2) v0, . . . , vr−1 is a self-avoiding walk, while there is j ≤ r − 3 such that vr = vj .
Each one of the walks in the set corresponds to a vertex in TSAW(w). Two vertices in TSAW(w) are adjacent
if the corresponding walks are adjacent. Note that two walks in the graph G are considered to be adjacent if
one extends the other by one vertex ‡.

We also use the terminology that for a vertex u in TSAW(w) that corresponds to the walk v0, . . . , vr in G
we say that “u is a copy of vertex vr in TSAW(w)”.

Figures 2 and 3 show an example of the above construction. Fig. 2 shows the initial graph G, while Fig. 3
shows the tree of self-avoiding walks starting from vertex a. In Fig. 3, the name of the vertices indicates
whose copy each specific vertex is, e.g., all the vertices with the letter b are copies of vertex b in the initial
graph G.

Each path in TSAW(w) is associated with a real number called influence. For a path of length 1, which
corresponds to an edge e in the tree, we let Infl(e) denote its influence. For a path P with length > 1, the
influence is given by

Infl(P ) =
∏

e∈P
Infl(e) .

That is, Infl(P ) is equal to the product of influences of the edges in this path. §.
The entry IΛ,τ

G (w, u) can be expressed in terms of a sum of influences over paths in TSAW(w), i.e.,

IΛ,τ
G (w, u) =

∑
P
Infl(P ) ,

where P in the summation varies over the paths from the root to the copies of vertex u in TSAW(w).

Adjacency Matrix: Let us give a high-level description of how we obtain our results with respect to AG.
We start with the Ising model. This is the most straightforward case. We show that there is a scalar ξ > 0,
which depends on the parameters of distribution, such that

ρ
(
IΛ,τ
G

)
≤ ρ

(∑
ℓ≥0

ξℓ ·Aℓ
G

)
.

Specifically, we choose ξ ≥ maxe{|Infl(e)|} where e varies over the edges in all self-avoiding trees.
In light of the above inequality, our results for the Ising model and AG follow by setting the parameters

of the distribution so that we have ξ < 1/ρ(AG).
But how someone could establish the above? For brevity, let B =

∑
ℓ≥0 ξ

ℓ · Aℓ
G. To show the above

inequality for the spectral radii, it suffices to show that each entry of IΛ,τ
G satisfy that |IΛ,τ

G (w, u)| ≤
B(w, u).

‡E.g. the walks P′ = w0, w1, . . . , wr and P = w0, w1, . . . , wr, wr+1 are adjacent with each other.
§In the related literature, influences are defined w.r.t. the vertices of the tree, not the edges. In that respect, the influence of an

edge e = {x, y} here, corresponds to what is considered in other works as the influence at y, where y is the child of vertex x in the
tree.
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The TSAW(w)-construction for IΛ,τ
G implies that

|IΛ,τ
G (w, u)| ≤

∑
ℓ≥0

ξℓ × (# length ℓ paths from the root to a copy of u in TSAW(w)) .

Then, we get |IΛ,τ
G (w, u)| ≤ B(w, u) by noting that the number of paths of length ℓ from w to u, in

TSAW(w), is at most Aℓ
G(w, u).

We can apply the above to obtain bounds for the Hard-core model, too. As a matter of fact, doing so
one recovers the results in [25]. In order to get the improvement we aim for, we need to employ potential
functions. In this new setting, the previous approach does not seem to work all that well.

Working with potential functions, we typically focus on estimating the sum of influences from w to all
other vertices in G, i.e.,

∑
u I

Λ,τ
G (w, u). This estimation is accomplished by utilising tree recursions on

TSAW(w) with the influences over the edges of the tree. The idea now is to introduce weights to these
recursions. That is, at the initial step of the recursion, we apply a weight to each vertex according to the
corresponding entry of ϕ1, the principal eigenvector of AG.

Applying the weights to the vertices systematically gives rise to the following norm for the influence
matrix ∣∣∣∣∣∣(M)−1 · IΛ,τ

G ·M
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

,

where M is the diagonal matrix such that M(w,w) = (ϕ1(w))
t, for appropriately chosen number t ≥ 1.

The reversibility ofM is implied by our assumption that AG is irreducible.
Our results for the Hard-core model and AG follow by requiring that the above norm is bounded. We

show that one can utilise the results from [36] to establish the desirable bounds. For further details, see
Theorem 5.5 and its proof in Section 10.

Non-backtracking Matrix: For the non-backtracking matrix HG, the analysis gets more involved. The two
matrices IΛ,τ

G and HG do not even agree on their indices, to start with. Matrix IΛ,τ
G is on vertices of G

whereas HG is on the oriented edges of the graph. It turns out that the differences are much deeper. They
emanate from the basic fact that two matrices do not share the same kind of symmetries. The main technical
challenges and limitations come from our attempt to reconcile the differences between the two objects.

We start our approach by focusing on a refined picture of the influences in TSAW(w). Rather than consid-
ering the influence from the root of TSAW(w) to the copies of vertex u in the tree, i.e., to obtain IΛ,τ

G (w, u),
we now focus on the following quantity: For each vertex s, neighbour of vertex w in G, and for each vertex
z, neighbour of u, we consider the quantity

J Λ,τ
G (ws, uz) =

∑
P
Infl(P ) , (3.2)

where P varies over the paths in TSAW(w) that emanate from the root and reach the copies of u, with the
additional restriction that the vertex after the root in the path needs to be a copy of s, while the vertex prior
to the last one needs to be a copy of z.

Note now that J Λ,τ
G is a matrix over the oriented edges of the graph G. Furthermore, for w ̸= u, it is

immediate that IΛ,τ
G (w, u) =

∑
s,z J

Λ,τ
G (ws, uz). Based on this relation between IΛ,τ

G and J Λ,τ
G , we obtain

that

ρ
(
IΛ,τ
G

)
≤ 1 +∆ ·max

{∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1 · J Λ,τ
G ·D

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞
,
∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1 · J̄ Λ,τ

G ·D
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

}
,

for any invertible matrix D such that D and J Λ,τ
G are conformable for multiplication. Note that J̄ Λ,τ

G is the
transpose of J Λ,τ

G .
For the Ising model and HG we use the above to establish that

ρ
(
IΛ,τ
G

)
≤ 1 +∆ ·

∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1
∑

ℓ≥1
ξℓ ·Hℓ · P ·D

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

, (3.3)

8
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That is, we essentially substitute J Λ,τ
G with

∑
ℓ≥1 ξ

ℓ ·Hℓ · P, while assume that D is non-singular, while D
and J Λ,τ

G are conformable for multiplication.
Similarly to what we have for AG, the scalar ξ > 0 is the maximum over the absolute influence of

the edges. The matrix P is an involution on RM , i.e., the vectors indexed by the oriented edges of G.
Specifically, for any x,x⋆ ∈ RM such that Px = x⋆ we have x(e) = x⋆(e−1), where e−1 is the oriented
edge that shows the opposite direction to e.

Matrix P arises naturally in the analysis and makes Hℓ
G · P symmetric. The emergence of this matrix also

gives rise to the weak-normality assumption we need from HG.
We obtain the bounds for the Ising model and the non-backtracking matrix by choosing D to be the di-

agonal matrix with the diagonal entries specified by the right eigenvector of HG. Using the left eigenvector
works, too. Also note that we do not need to use potential functions for the Ising model. Hence, the manip-
ulations to obtain the results for the Ising model are mostly algebraic. For further details see Theorem 5.3
and its proof in Section 8.

At this point in the discussion, it is worth mentioning the following: In light of the above inequalities
for HG, one might be tempted to use the principal eigenvector of matrix (Hℓ

G · P) rather than that of HG.
Assuming that this was technically possible, i.e., the corresponding matrices are irreducible etc, note that
this would have given rise to the maximum singular value of Hℓ

G. For smaller values of ℓ > 0, the singular
values of Hℓ

G tend to be related to the degree sequence of G, whereas, as ℓ → ∞, the ℓ-th root of the
maximum singular value converges to ρ(HG). Hence, the above approach with the eigenvectors of (Hℓ

G · P)
potentially gives results with respect to the maximum degree ∆, rather than ρ(HG).

For the Hard-core model, we build on the aforementioned ideas for the Ising model and HG. However,
note that rather than substituting J Λ,τ

G as we describe above, we use what we call the extended influence
matrix. The main reason why we use this new matrix is because for the Hard-core model we need to use
potential functions. We regard that further details on the matter get too technical for this early exposition.
For further details see Theorem 5.6 and its proof in Section 11.

3.1. Structure of the paper. Figures 4 and 5 show the basic structure for proving the theorems that use
the adjacency matrix. Recall that Theorem 2.1 is for Ising model, while Theorem 2.3 is for the Hard-core
model.

Similarly, Figures 6 and 7 show the basic structure for proving the theorems that use the non-backtracking
matrix.We have that Theorem 2.2 for Ising model, while Theorem 2.4 is for the Hard-core model. Note that
Theorem 2.4 build on ideas that emerge in the proofs of both Theorems 2.2 and 2.3

4. PRELIMINARIES

4.1. Measuring the speed of convergence for Markov Chains. For measuring the distance between two
distributions we use the notion of total variation distance. For two distributions ν and ν̂ on the discrete set
Ω, the total variation distance satisfies

||ν− ν̂||tv = (1/2)
∑

x∈Ω
|ν(x)− ν̂(x)| .

9
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We use the notion of mixing time as a measure for the rate that an ergodic Markov chain converges to
equilibrium. More specifically, let P be the transition matrix of an ergodic Markov chain {Xt}t≥0 on a finite
state space Ω with stationary distribution µ. For t ≥ 0 and σ ∈ Ω, we let Pt(σ, ·) be the distribution of
{Xt}t≥0 when X0 = σ. Then, the mixing time of P is defined by

Tmix(P) = min{t ≥ 0 : ∀σ ∈ Ω ||Pt(σ, ·)− µ(·)||tv ≤ 1/4} .

4.2. Spectral Independence. We have seen the definition of the influence matrix before. However, since it
is important to state the rapid mixing results we are using, we state it once more.

Consider a graph G = (V,E). Assume that we are given a Gibbs distribution µ on the configuration
space {±1}V . Then, for a given a set of vertices Λ ⊂ V and a configuration τ at Λ, we let the pairwise
influence matrix IΛ,τ

G be a matrix indexed by the vertices in V \ Λ such that for any v, w ∈ V \ Λ, we have
that

IΛ,τ
G (w, u) = µu(+1 | (Λ, τ), (w,+1))− µu(+1 | (Λ, τ), (w,−1)) , (4.1)

where µu(+1 | (Λ, τ), (w,+1)) is the probability of the event that vertex u has configuration +1, con-
ditional on that the configuration at Λ is τ and the configuration at w is +1, We have the analogous for
µu(+1 | (Λ, τ), (w,−1)).

In the analysis we use the following folklore result which is standard to prove.

Claim 4.1. For any graph G = (V,E) and any Gibbs distribution µ : {±1}V → [0, 1] the following is
true: For any Λ ⊆ V , for any τ ∈ {±1}V , let M be the (V \ Λ) × (V \ Λ) diagonal matrix such that for
any v ∈ V \ Λ we have that

M(v, v) =

√
µΛ,τv (+1) · µΛ,τv (−1) . (4.2)

Then, for IΛ,τ
G induced by µ, the following is true: if M is non-singular, the matrix M−1 · IΛ,τ

G ·M is
symmetric.

For the sake of our paper being self-contained, we provide a proof of Claim 4.1 in appendix A.1.

Influence Matrix and Mixing Times. As far as the influence matrix IΛ,τ
G is concerned, the main focus is on

θ1(IΛ,τ
G ) i.e., the maximum eigenvalue.

Definition 4.2 (Spectral Independence). For a real η > 0, the Gibbs distribution µG on G = (V,E) is
η-spectrally independent, if for every 0 ≤ k ≤ |V | − 2, Λ ⊆ V of size k and τ ∈ {±1}Λ we have that
θ1(IΛ,τ

G ) ≤ 1 + η.

The notion of η-spectral independence for µ is related to (bounding) the mixing rate of the corresponding
Glauber dynamics. One gets the following general result.

Theorem 4.3 ([3]). For η > 0, there is a constant C ≥ 0 such that if µ is an η-spectrally independent
distribution, then Glauber dynamics for sampling from µ has mixing time which is at least Cn2+η.
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Theorem 4.3 implies that for bounded η, the mixing time of Glauber dynamics is polynomial in n. How-
ever, this polynomial can be very large. There have been improvements on Theorem 4.3 since its introduction
in [3], e.g., see [8, 12, 13].

For our results, we use a theorem from [12] which applies to graphs with bounded maximum degree ∆.
First, before stating the theorem, we need to introduce a few useful concepts. For S ⊂ V , let the Hamming

graph HamS be the graph whose vertices correspond to the configurations {±1}S , while two configurations
are adjacent iff they differ at the assignment of a single vertex, i.e., their Hamming distance is one. Similarly,
any subset Ω0 ⊆ {±1}S is considered to be connected if the subgraph induced by Ω0 is connected.

A distribution µ over {±1}V is considered to be totally connected if for every nonempty Λ ⊂ V and
every boundary condition τ at Λ the set of configurations in the support of µ(· | Λ, τ) is connected.

We remark here that all Gibbs distributions with soft-constraints such as the Ising model are totally con-
nected in a trivial way. The same holds for the Hard-core model and this follows from standard arguments.

Definition 4.4. For some number b ≥ 0, we say that a distribution µ over {±1}V is b-marginally bounded
if for every Λ ⊂ V and any configuration τ at Λ we have the following: for any V \Λ and for any x ∈ {±1}
which is in the support of µu(· | Λ, τ), we have that

µu(x | Λ, τ) ≥ b .

The following result is a part of Theorem 1.9 from [12] (arxiv version).

Theorem 4.5 ([12]). Let the integer ∆ ≥ 3 and b, η ∈ R>0. Consider G = (V,E) a graph with n vertices
and maximum degree ∆. Also, let µ be a totally connected Gibbs distribution on {±1}V .

If µ is both b-marginally bounded and η-spectrally independent, then there are constants C1, C2 > 0
such the Glauber dynamics for µ exhibits mixing time

Tmix ≤ (∆/b)
C1

(
η

b2
+1

)
× C2 (n log n) .

Theorem 4.5 implies O(n log n) mixing for provided that ∆, η and β−1 are bounded, independent of n.

4.3. Basic Linear algebra. For a square N ×N matrix L, we let θi(L), for i ∈ [N ] denote the eigenvalues
of L such that θ1(L) ≥ θ2(L) ≥ . . . ≥ θN (L). Also, we let Φ(L) denote the set of distinct eigenvalues of L.
We also refer toΦ(L) as the spectrum of L.

We define the spectral radius of L, denoted as ρ(L), to be the real number such that

ρ(L) = max{|θ| : θ ∈ Φ(L)} .

It is a well-known result that the spectral radius of L is the greatest lower bound for all of its matrix norms,
e.g. see Theorem 6.5.9 in [27]. Letting ||·|| be a matrix norm on N ×N matrices, we have that

ρ(L) ≤ ||L|| . (4.3)

It is useful to mention that for the special case where L is symmetric, i.e., L(i, j) = L(j, i) for all i, j ∈ [N ],
we have that ρ(L) = ||L||2.

ForD,B,C ∈ RN×N , we let |D| denote the matrix having entries |Di,j |. For the matrices B,C we define
B ≤ C to mean that Bi,j ≤ Ci,j for each i and j. The following is a folklore result in linear algebra (e.g. see
[33, 27]).

Lemma 4.6. For integer N > 0, let D,B ∈ RN×N . If |D| ≤ B, then ρ(D) ≤ ρ(|D|) ≤ ρ(B).

Concluding, for the matrix L ∈ RN×N we follow the convention to call it non-negative, if all its entries
are non-negative numbers, i.e., every entry Li,j ≥ 0.
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4.4. The adjacency matrix AG. For an undirected graph G = (V,E) the adjacency matrix AG is a zero-
one, V × V matrix such that for every pair u,w ∈ V we have that

AG(u,w) = 1{ u,w are adjacent in G} .

A natural property of the adjacency matrix is that for any two u,w ∈ V and ℓ ≥ 1 we have that(
Aℓ

G

)
(u,w) = # length ℓ walks from u to w . (4.4)

A walk in the graph G is any sequence of vertices w0, . . . , wℓ such that each consecutive pair (wi−1, wi) is
an edge in G. The length of the walk is equal to the number of consecutive pairs (wi−1, wi).

Since we assume that the graph is undirected, we have thatAℓ
G is symmetric, for any integer ℓ ≥ 0. Hence,

AG has real eigenvalues, while the eigenvectors corresponding to distinct eigenvalues are orthogonal with
each other. We denote with ϕj ∈ RV the eigenvector of AG that corresponds to the eigenvalue θj(AG), i.e.,
the j-th largest eigenvalue. Unless otherwise specified, we always take ϕj such that ||ϕj ||2 = 1.

Our assumption that G is always connected implies that AG is non-negative and irreducible. Hence, the
Perron Frobenius Theorem (see appendix B ) implies that

ρ(AG) = θ1(AG) and ϕ1(u) > 0 ∀u ∈ V . (4.5)

Note that if G is bipartite, then we also have ρ(AG) = |θn(AG)|.

4.5. The Hashimoto non-backtracking matrix. Here we define the Hashimoto non-backtracking matrix,
first introduced in [24].

For the graph G = (V,E), let M be the set of oriented edges obtained by doubling each edge of E into
two directed edges, i.e., one edge for each direction. The non-backtracking matrix, denoted as HG, is an
M ×M , zero-one matrix such that for any pair of oriented edges e = uw and f = zy we have that

HG(e, f) = 1{w = z} × 1{u ̸= y} .

That is, H(e, f) is equal to 1, if f follows the edge e without creating a loop, otherwise, it is equal to zero.
The reader is referred to the example in Fig. 8. For the edges e, f in this example we have thatHG(e, f) = 1,
we also have HG(e

−1, f−1) = 1. On the other hand, for HG(e
−1, f) = 0, etc.

As opposed to AG, the connectivity G does not necessarily imply that HG is irreducible. It is a folklore
result, e.g. also see [22], that HG is irreducible when G is connected, the minimum degree δ(G) ≥ 2, but it
is not a cycle.

Note that HG is not a symmetric matrix, i.e., HG ̸= H̄G. The assumption that it is irreducible, together
with the Perron Frobenius Theorem, imply that the maximum eigenvalue is a positive real number (and
algebraically simple).

PT-Invariance: It was mentioned above that HG is not symmetric. In actuality HG is not normal, that is
HG · H̄G ̸= H̄G · HG. However, this matrix possesses a certain type of symmetry which, in mathematical
physics, is called PT-invariance, where PT stands for parity-time. Formally, PT-invariance can be described
as follows: for x ∈ RM , the vector x⋆ is such that

x⋆(e) = x(e−1) ∀e ∈M , (4.6)
12



where e−1 is the edge that has the opposite direction to the edge e ∈M . Furthermore, let P be an involution
on RM such that

P · x = x⋆ . (4.7)

Then, PT-Invariance for HG implies that for any integer k ≥ 0, we have that

Hk
G · P = P · H̄k

G . (4.8)

The above implies that for any e, f ∈M and for any integer k ≥ 0 we have that

Hk
G(e, f) = H

k
G(f

−1, e−1) . (4.9)

The Eigenvectors: Since we expect that HG is not normal, for the maximum eigenvalue we expect to have
different left and right eigenvectors. Both of them arise in our analysis.

We let κ1 ∈ RM be the right principal eigenvector of HG, while let ψ1 ∈ RM be the left principal
eigenvector. An important observation for the two principal eigenvectors of HG is that P · κ1 = ψ1. That is,

κ1(e) = ψ1(e
−1) ∀e ∈M . (4.10)

Furthermore, for any vertex u ∈ V and any w ∈ NG(u) we have that∑
v∈NG(u):v ̸=w

κ1(uv) = θ1 · κ1(wu) and
∑

v∈NG(u):v ̸=w

ψ1(vu) = θ1 ·ψ1(uw) , (4.11)

i.e., since we work with oriented edges, we need to be cautious on the orientation of the indices of the
eigenvector in the equation above.

To visualise the above, consider the example in Fig. 9. The sum of the component of κ1 that correspond
to the red edges is equal to θ1 times the component that corresponds to the blue edge. On the other hand, for
ψ1, the sum of the components that correspond to the green edges is equal to θ1 times the component that
corresponds to the black edge.

Assuming that HG is irreducible, the Perron Frobenius Theorem (see appendix B ) implies that then for
e ∈M we have that

ψ1(e), κ1(e) > 0 . (4.12)

Claim 4.7. For θ > 1, consider the graph G = (V,E) and assume that HG is irreducible and has spectral
radius θ. Suppose that there is an integer L > 0, such that for each e ∈ M there is ℓ ≤ L such that
Hℓ

G(e, e
−1) > 0. Then, for all e ∈M we have that

κ1(e
−1) ≤ θL−1 · κ1(e) . (4.13)

Proof. Since HG is irreducible, (4.11) implies that for any s, f ∈M such that HG(s, f) > 0 we have that

κ1(f) ≤ θ · κ1(s) . (4.14)

Fix an edge e ∈ M . Our assumption is that there is at least one non-backtracking path P from e to e−1

which is of length ℓ where ℓ ≤ L, i.e., since Hℓ
G(e, e

−1) > 0.
Let P = e1, e2, . . . , eℓ be a path connecting e and e−1, i.e., we have e1 = e and eℓ = e−1. Since P is

non-backtracking, for any 1 ≤ i < ℓ we have that HG(ei, ei+1) = 1, while (4.14) implies that

κ1(ei+1) ≤ θ · κ1(ei) . (4.15)

Then, a simple induction implies that κ1(eℓ) ≤ θℓ−1κ1(e1). Clearly, (4.13) follows, since ℓ ≤ L and
eℓ = e−1 and e1 = e.

This concludes the proof of Claim 4.7. □
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5. SPECTRAL BOUNDS FOR IΛ,τ
G USING TREE RECURSIONS

Consider the tree T = (VT , ET ), rooted at vertex r, while assume that every vertex has at most ∆
children, for integer ∆ > 0. Also, let µ be a Gibbs distribution on {±1}VT , specified as in (2.1) with respect
to the parameters β, γ and λ.

For the region K ⊆ VT \ {r} and τ ∈ {±1}K , let the ratio of marginals at the root RK,τ
r be defined by

RK,τ
r =

µr(+1 |K, τ)
µr(−1 |K, τ)

. (5.1)

Recall that µr(· | K, τ) denotes the marginal of the Gibbs distribution µ(· | K, τ) at the root r. Also, note
that the above allows for RK,τ

r = ∞, i.e., when µr(−1 |K, τ) = 0.
For a vertex u ∈ VT , we let Tu be the subtree of T that includes u and all its descendents. We always

assume that the root of Tu is the vertex u. With a slight abuse of notation, we let RK,τ
u denote the ratio of

marginals at the root for the subtree Tu, where the Gibbs distribution is, now, with respect to Tu, while we
impose the boundary condition τ(K ∩ Tu).

Suppose that the vertices w1, . . . , wd are the children of the root r, i.e., root is of degree d > 0. It is
standard to express RK,τ

r in terms of RK,τ
wi ’s by having RK,τ

r = Fd(R
K,τ
w1 , R

K,τ
w2 , . . . , R

K,τ
wd ), for

Fd : [0,+∞]d → [0,+∞] such that (x1, . . . , xd) 7→ λ

d∏
i=1

βxi + 1

xi + γ
. (5.2)

In order to get cleaner results in the analysis, we work with log-ratios rather than ratios of Gibbs marginals.
Let Hd = log ◦Fd ◦ exp, which means that

Hd : [−∞,+∞]d → [−∞,+∞] s.t. (x1, . . . , xd) 7→ log λ+
∑d

i=1 log
(
β exp(xi)+1
exp(xi)+γ

)
. (5.3)

From (5.2), it is elementary to verify that logRK,τ
r = Hd(logR

K,τ
w1 , . . . , logR

K,τ
wd ).

Finally, we let the function

h : [−∞,+∞] → R s.t. x 7→ − (1− βγ) · exp(x)
(β exp(x) + 1)(exp(x) + γ)

. (5.4)

It is straightforward that for i ∈ [d], we have that ∂
∂xi
Hd(x1, . . . , xd) = h(xi), where recall that [d] =

{1, . . . , d}. Furthermore, let the interval Jd ⊆ R be defined by

Jd =

{
[(log λβd), log(λ/γd)] if βγ < 1 ,

[(log λ/γd), log(λβd)] if βγ > 1 .

Standard algebra implies that Jd contains all the log-ratios for a vertex with d children. Also, let

J =
⋃

d∈[∆] Jd . (5.5)

The set J contains all log-ratios in the tree T .

5.1. First attempt. Having introduced the notion of the (log-)ratio of Gibbs marginals and the related
recursions we present the first set of our results that we use to establish spectral independence.

Definition 5.1 (δ-contraction). Let δ ≥ 0, the integer ∆ ≥ 1 and β, γ, λ ∈ R are such that 0 ≤ β ≤ γ,
γ > 0 and λ > 0. We say that the set of functions {Hd}d∈[∆], defined in (5.3), exhibits δ-contraction, with
respect to (β, γ, λ), if it satisfies the following condition:

For any d ∈ [∆] and every (y1, . . . , yd) ∈ [−∞,+∞]d we have that ||∇Hd(y1, . . . , yd)||∞ ≤ δ.

Clearly, the δ-contraction condition is equivalent to having h(z) ≤ δ, for any z ∈ [−∞,+∞], where
h(z) is defined in (5.4).
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Theorem 5.2 (Adjacency Matrix). Let ρ ≥ 1, the integer ∆ ≥ 1, ε ∈ (0, 1). Also, let β, γ, λ ∈ R be such
that 0 ≤ β ≤ γ, γ > 0 and λ > 0.

Consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, while the adjacency matrix AG is of spectral
radius ρ. Also, consider µ the Gibbs distribution on G, specified by the parameters (β, γ, λ).

For δ = 1−ε
ρ , suppose that the set of functions {Hd}d∈[∆] specified with respect to (β, γ, λ) exhibits

δ-contraction. Then, for any Λ ⊂ V and any τ ∈ {±1}Λ, the pairwise influence matrix IΛ,τ
G , induced by µ,

satisfies that

ρ
(
IΛ,τ
G

)
≤ ε−1 .

The proof of Theorem 5.2 appears in Section 7.

Theorem 5.3 (Hashimoto Matrix). Let the integer ∆ ≥ 1, ĉ > 0, θ ≥ 1, ε ∈ (0, 1). Also, let β, γ, λ ∈ R be
such that 0 ≤ β ≤ γ, γ > 0 and λ > 0.

Consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, while assume that the non-backtracking matrix
HG ∈ Hn,ĉ and has spectral radius θ. Also, consider µ the Gibbs distribution on G, specified by the
parameters (β, γ, λ).

For δ = 1−ε
θ , suppose that the set of functions {Hd}d∈[∆] specified with respect to (β, γ, λ) exhibits

δ-contraction. Then, for any Λ ⊂ V and any τ ∈ {±1}Λ, the pairwise influence matrix IΛ,τ
G , induced by µ,

satisfies that

ρ
(
IΛ,τ
G

)
≤ 1 + ĉ ·∆/ε .

The proof of Theorem 5.3 appears in Section 8.

5.2. Second Attempt. Perhaps it is interesting to mention that using Theorem 5.2 and working as in the
proof of Theorem 2.1 one retrieves the rapid mixing results for the Hard-core model in [25]. In order to get
improved results for the Hard-core mode, we utilise potential functions, together with results from [36].

Let Σ be the set of functions F : [−∞,+∞] → (−∞,+∞) which is differentiable and increasing.

Definition 5.4 ((s, δ, c)-potential). Let s ≥ 1, allowing s = ∞, δ, c > 0 and let the integer ∆ ≥ 1. Also, let
β, γ, λ ∈ R be such that 0 ≤ β ≤ γ, γ > 0 and λ > 0.

Consider {Hd}d∈[∆], defined in (5.3) with respect to (β, γ, λ). The function Ψ ∈ Σ, with image SΨ , is
called (s, δ, c)-potential if it satisfies the following two conditions:
Contraction: For d ∈ [∆], for (ỹ1, . . . , ỹd) ∈ (SΨ )

d, and m = (m1, . . . ,md) ∈ Rd
≥0 we have that

χ (Hd(y1, . . . ,yd)) ·
d∑

j=1

|h (yj)|
χ (yj)

·mj ≤ δ
1
s · ||m||s , (5.6)

where χ = Ψ ′, yj = Ψ−1(ỹj), while h(·) is the function defined in (5.4).
Boundedness: We have that

max
z1,z2∈J

{
χ(z1) ·

|h(z2)|
χ(z2)

}
≤ c . (5.7)

The notion of the (s, δ, c)-potential function we have above, is a generalisation of the so-called “(α, c)-
potential function” that was introduced in [11]. Note that the notion of (α, c)-potential function implies the
use of the ℓ1-norm in the analysis. The setting we consider here is more general. The condition in (5.6),
somehow, implies that we are using the ℓr-norm, where r is the Hölder conjugate of the parameter s in the
(s, δ, c)-potential function¶.

¶That is, r satisfies that r−1 + s−1 = 1.
15



a

b c d

e f

a

b c d

e d f e c

ab

a

f e

b

a

d

f a c

a

Wednesday,	18.	October	2023 19:49

FIGURE 10. Initial graph G
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FIGURE 11. TSAW(a)

Theorem 5.5 (Adjacency Matrix). Let the integer ∆ > 1, ρ > 1, s ≥ 1, allowing s = ∞, let ε ∈ (0, 1) and
ζ > 0. Also, let β, γ, λ ∈ R be such that γ > 0, 0 ≤ β ≤ γ and λ > 0.

Consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, while the adjacency matrix AG is of spectral
radius ρ. Consider, also, µ the Gibbs distribution on G specified by the parameters (β, γ, λ).

For δ = 1−ε
ρG

and c = ζ
ρ , suppose that there is a (s, δ, c)-potential function Ψ with respect to (β, γ, λ).

Then, for any Λ ⊂ V , for any τ ∈ {±1}Λ, the influence matrix IΛ,τ
G , induced by µ, satisfies that

ρ
(
IΛ,τ
G

)
≤ 1 + ζ · (1− (1− ε)s)−1 · (∆/ρ)1−(1/s) . (5.8)

The proof of Theorem 5.5 appears in Section 10.

Theorem 5.6 (Hashimoto Matrix). Let ∆ > 1, ĉ > 0, θ > 1, s ≥ 1, allowing s = ∞, let ϵ ∈ (0, 1) and
ζ > 0. Also, let β, γ, λ ∈ R be such that γ > 0, 0 ≤ β ≤ γ and λ > 0.

Consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, while assume that the non-backtracking matrix
HG ∈ H|V |,ĉ and has spectral radius θ. Consider, also, µ the Gibbs distribution on G specified by the
parameters (β, γ, λ), while assume that (β, γ, λ) give rise to µ being b-marginally bounded, for b > 0.

For δ = 1−ϵ
θ and c = ζ

θ , suppose that there is a (s, δ, c)-potential function Ψ with respect to (β, γ, λ).
Then, for any Λ ⊂ V , for any τ ∈ {±1}Λ, the influence matrix IΛ,τ

G , induced by µ, satisfies that

ρ
(
IΛ,τ
G

)
≤ 1 + b−6 · ζ · ĉ · (1− (1− ε)1/s)−1 ·∆/θ .

The proof of Theorem 5.6 appears in Section 11

6. TSAW CONSTRUCTION FOR IΛ,τ
G

Consider the Gibbs distribution µG on the graph G = (V,E), defined as in (2.1) with parameters
β, γ, λ ≥ 0. For Λ ⊆ V and τ ∈ {±}Λ, recall the definition of the influence matrix IΛ,τ

G induced by
µ, from (4.1). Assume w.l.o.g. that there is a total ordering of the vertices in V , i.e., the vertex set of G.

We start by introducing the notion of the tree of self-avoiding walks inG. Recall that a walk is called self-
avoiding if it does not repeat vertices. For each vertex w in G, we define TSAW(w), the tree of self-avoiding
walks starting from w, as follows: Consider the set consisting of every walk v0, . . . , vr in the graph G that
emanates from vertex w, i.e., v0 = w, while one of the following two holds

(1) v0, . . . , vr is a self-avoiding walk,
(2) v0, . . . , vr−1 is a self-avoiding walk, while there is j ≤ r − 3 such that vr = vj .

Each one of the walks in the set corresponds to a vertex in TSAW(w). Two vertices in TSAW(w) are adjacent
if the corresponding walks are adjacent. Two walks in graph G are considered to be adjacent if one extends
the other by one vertex ||.

||E.g. the walks P′ = w0, w1, . . . , wr and P = w0, w1, . . . , wr, wr+1 are adjacent with each other.
16



For an example of the above construction, consider the graph G in Fig. 10. In Fig. 11 we have the tree of
self-avoiding walks that starts from vertex a in G.

For the vertex in TSAW(w) that corresponds to the walk v0, . . . , vr, we follow the convention to call it a
“copy of vertex vr”, i.e., vr is the last vertex in the path. Note that one vertex may have a lot of copies in
TSAW(w). For a vertex v in G, we let A(v) be the set of its copies in TSAW(w).

Consider the walk-tree T = TSAW(w). In what follows, we describe how the entry IΛ,τ
G (w, v) can be

expressed using an appropriately defined spin-system on T . The exposition relies on results from [3, 11].
Let µT be a Gibbs distribution on T which has the same specification as µG. That is, for µT we use the

same parameters β, γ and λ as those we have for µG. Each z ∈ A(u) in the tree T , such that u ∈ Λ, is
assigned a fixed configuration equal to τ(u). Furthermore, if we have a vertex z in T which corresponds to
a path w0, . . . , wℓ in G such that wℓ = wj , for 0 ≤ j ≤ ℓ− 3, then we set a boundary condition at vertex z,
as well. This boundary condition depends on the total ordering of the vertices. Particularly, we set at z

(a) −1 if wℓ > wℓ−1,
(b) +1 otherwise.

Let Γ = Γ (G,Λ) be the set of vertices in T which have a boundary condition in the above construction,
while let σ = σ(G, τ) be the configuration we obtain at Γ .

For each e, edge in TSAW(w), we specify weight β(e) as follows: letting e = {x, z} be such that x is the
parent of z in TSAW(w), we set

β(e) =

{
0 if there is boundary condition at either x, or z,
h
(
logRΓ,σ

z

)
otherwise. (6.1)

The function h(·) is from (5.4), while RΓ,σ
z is a ratio of Gibbs marginals at z (see definitions in Section 5).

Then, we have the following proposition which is obtained from [3, 11].

Proposition 6.1 ([3, 11]). For every u,w ∈ V \ Λ we have that

IΛ,τ
G (w, v) =

∑
P

∏
e∈P

β(e) , (6.2)

where P varies over all paths from the root of TSAW(w) to the set of vertices in A(v).

7. PROOF OF THEOREM 5.2

Recalling that δ = (1− ε)/ρ, let B be the V × V matrix defined by

B =

n∑
ℓ=0

(δ ·AG)
ℓ . (7.1)

Since the adjacency matrix AG is symmetric, B is symmetric, as well. It is direct that ρ (B) ≤ ϵ−1, e.g.,

ρ (B) = ||B||2 =
∣∣∣∣∣∣∑

ℓ≥0
(δ ·AG)

ℓ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
≤

∑
ℓ≥0

|δ|ℓ ·
∣∣∣∣∣∣(AG)

ℓ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
≤

∑
ℓ≥0

(1− ε)ℓ = ε−1 .

Let BΛ by the principal submatrix of B which is obtained by removing rows and columns that correspond to
vertices in Λ. Cauchy’s interlacing theorem, e.g., see [27], implies that

ρ (BΛ) ≤ ρ (B) ≤ ε−1 . (7.2)

We prove the theorem by showing that

ρ
(
IΛ,τ
G

)
≤ ρ (BΛ) . (7.3)

In light of Lemma 4.6, we get (7.3) by showing that for any u,w ∈ V \ Λ we have that∣∣∣IΛ,τ
G (w, u)

∣∣∣ ≤ BΛ(w, u) . (7.4)
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FIGURE 12. TSAW(ad)
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FIGURE 13. Copies of ab and ac

It is immediate that for u = w we have that
∣∣∣IΛ,τ

G (w, u)
∣∣∣ = 1, while B(w, u) ≥ 1 as the summad in

(7.1) for ℓ = 0 corresponds to the identity matrix. Fix w, u ∈ V \ Λ such that w ̸= u. Recall from the
construction of Section 6 and Proposition 6.1 that

IΛ,τ
G (w, u) =

n∑
ℓ=0

∑
P∈Pℓ(u)

∏
e∈P

β(e) , (7.5)

where the set Pℓ(u) consists of the paths of length ℓ that start from the root of TSAW(w) and finish at a copy
of vertex u in the tree. Our assumption about δ-contraction implies that for all edges e in TSAW(w), we have

|β(e)| ≤ δ .

Plugging the above into (7.5), we have that∣∣∣IΛ,τ
G (w, u)

∣∣∣ ≤ ∑
ℓ≥0

|Pℓ(u)| · δℓ . (7.6)

Let SAWℓ(w, u) be the set of walks of length ℓ from w to u, in the graph G, that correspond to the elements
in A(u). Let Walksℓ(w, u) be the set of walks of length ℓ from w to u, in the graph G. We have that

SAWℓ(w, u) ⊆ Walksℓ(w, u) , (7.7)

since any element in SAWℓ(w, u) is also a walk. It is standard that

|Pℓ(u)| = |SAWℓ(w, u)| ≤ |Walksℓ(w, u)| = Aℓ
G(w, u) .

The inequality above follows from (7.7), while the last equality is from (4.4).
Plugging the above bound into (7.6), we get that∣∣∣IΛ,τ

G (w, u)
∣∣∣ ≤ ∑

ℓ≥0
δℓ ·Aℓ(w, u) = BΛ(w, u) .

The theorem follows by noting that the above implies (7.4) is true. 2

8. PROOF OF THEOREM 5.3

The proof of Theorem 5.3 is quite different from that of Theorem 5.2. Recall that for Theorem 5.2 we
bound ρ(IΛ,τ

G ) by just comparing the entries of IΛ,τ
G with the corresponding ones in BΛ. Theorem 5.3

follows by directly working with
∣∣∣∣∣∣IΛ,τ

G

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
.

Before proving Theorem 5.3, we need to introduce a few concepts and some preliminary results.
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8.1. A Refined norm bound. As in the standard setting for IΛ,τ
G , consider the graph G = (V,E), the

Gibbs distribution µ on this graph, defined as in (2.1) with parameters β, γ, λ ≥ 0. Also, let Λ ⊆ V and
τ ∈ {±1}Λ.

Recall the set M of oriented edges in G, that is

M = {ws | w, s ∈ V such that s ̸= w and {w, s} ∈ E} . (8.1)

We also let the set MΛ ⊆M consists of all the elements ws ∈M , such that w, s ∈ V \ Λ.
For ws ∈ M , we let TSAW(ws) be the subtree of TSAW(w) induced by the root of TSAW(w), the child

of the root which is a copy of vertex s, as well as the descendants of that copy. E.g., considering the tree
of self-avoiding walks TSAW(a) in Fig. 11, we have TSAW(ad) in Fig. 12, i.e., the subtree that is enclosed
within the dotted line.

For uz ∈ M , we say that vertex v in TSAW(ws) is a copy of uz if v is a copy of u and, at the same time,
the parent of v is a copy of vertex z. E.g., in Fig. 13 the blue vertex is a copy of ab, while the red vertex is a
copy of ac.

For integer 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, for θ ∈ R≥0, we define Eθ,ℓ
Λ to be the MΛ ×MΛ matrix obtained as follows: for

any ws, uz ∈MΛ such that w ̸= u, we have that

Eθ,ℓ
Λ (ws, uz) = |C(uz, ℓ)| · θℓ , (8.2)

where C(uz, ℓ) is the set of copies of uz in TSAW(ws) that correspond to self-avoiding walks of length ℓ
in graph G. Note that there might be copies of uz in TSAW(ws) that correspond to walks of length ℓ in G
which are not self-avoiding. These copies are not included in C(uz, ℓ).

Furthermore, for any ws, uz ∈MΛ such that w = u, we have that Eθ,ℓ
Λ (ws, uz) = 0.

Intuitively, under the δ-contraction assumption, one could view the entry Eθ,ℓ
Λ (ws, uz) as an upper bound

on the influence from w to u in G, “restricted” to the paths that start with edge {w, s} and end with the edge
{u, z}.

Theorem 8.1. Let δ ∈ R>0 and the integer ∆ ≥ 1. Also, let β, γ, λ ∈ R be such that 0 ≤ β ≤ γ, γ > 0
and λ > 0. Consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, while let µ be the Gibbs distribution on
G specified by the parameters (β, γ, λ).

Suppose that the set of functions {Hd}d∈[∆] specified by (β, γ, λ) exhibits δ-contraction. Then, for any
Λ ⊆ V , for any τ ∈ {±1}Λ and any MΛ ×MΛ non-negative, non-singular, diagonal matrices Dℓ, where
1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, we have that ∣∣∣∣∣∣IΛ,τ

G

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
≤ 1 +∆ ·

∑
ℓ≥1

∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1
ℓ · Eδ,ℓ

Λ ·Dℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

, (8.3)

where IΛ,τ
G is specified with respect to µ.

The proof of Theorem 8.1 appears in Section 9.
Note that Theorem 5.3 follows Theorem 8.1 by choosing appropriately the matrices Dℓ.

8.2. Proof of Theorem 5.3. Let κ1 be the right principal eigenvector of HG. Recall that κ1 is indexed by
M , i.e., the set of oriented edges of G.

Since we have assumed that HG is irreducible, i.e., we have HG ∈ Hn,ĉ, then we have that

κ1(xv) > 0 ∀xv ∈M . (8.4)

Let Φ be the MΛ ×MΛ diagonal matrix such that for any xv ∈MΛ we have that

Φ(xv, xv) = κ1(vx) . (8.5)

One needs to be cautious about the direction of the edge in the component of κ1 for the diagonal entries of
Φ. Further note that, due to (8.4), the diagonal entries ofΦ are all positive, hence the matrix is non-singular.
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Applying Theorem 8.1, where we set Dℓ = Φ for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, we get that∣∣∣∣∣∣IΛ,τ
G

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
≤ 1 +∆ ·

∑
ℓ∈[n]

∣∣∣∣∣∣Φ−1 · Eδ,ℓ
Λ ·Φ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

,

where δ = 1−ε
θ . In light of the above equality, the theorem follows by showing that∣∣∣∣∣∣Φ−1 · Eδ,ℓ

Λ ·Φ
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ ĉ · (1− ε)ℓ 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n . (8.6)

Fix ws ∈MΛ and let

Q(ℓ)
ws =

∑
uz∈MΛ

(
Φ−1 · Eδ,ℓ

Λ ·Φ
)
(ws, uz) .

Q(ℓ)
ws is nothing more than the absolute row sum for the row that corresponds tows in the matrixΦ−1 ·Eδ,ℓ

Λ ·Φ.
We don’t need to use absolute values here since the matrices are non-negative.

Clearly, (8.6) follows by proving that, regardless of the choice of ws, we have

Q(ℓ)
ws ≤ ĉ · (1− ε)ℓ 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n . (8.7)

Let T = TSAW(ws). Consider the vertex v in the tree T , at level 0 ≤ h ≤ ℓ. Also, recall that Tv is the
subtree that contains v and all its descendants. Let Rv be defined by

Rv =
∑

uz∈MΛ

Φ(uz, uz)

Φ(ws,ws)
· |C(uz, ℓ) ∩ Tv| · δℓ−h ,

where, recall that, C(uz, ℓ) is the set of copies of uz in TSAW(ws) that correspond to self-avoiding walks of
length ℓ in G. With a slight abuse of notation, we use C(uz, ℓ) ∩ Tv to specify the elements of C(uz, ℓ) that
are also in the subtree Tv.

For a vertex v ∈ T at level h = ℓ, the above can be written as follows

Rv =
∑

uz∈MΛ

Φ(uz, uz)

Φ(ws,ws)
· 1{v ∈ C(uz, ℓ)} . (8.8)

If vertex v corresponds to the root of T , then the definition of matrix Eδ,ℓ
Λ implies that

Rv = Q(ℓ)
ws . (8.9)

Hence, we prove (8.7) by showing that for any 0 ≤ h < ℓ, for any vertex v at level h in the tree T which
is a copy of xq ∈M (i.e., v is a copy of x with parent vertex being a copy of q), we have that

Rv ≤ Φ(xq, xq)

Φ(ws,ws)
· (1− ε)ℓ−h =

κ1(qx)

κ1(sw)
· (1− ε)ℓ−h . (8.10)

For h = 0, the above, together with (8.9) imply (8.7), since we have qx = ws and κ1(ws)
κ1(sw) ≤ ĉ due to our

assumption that HG ∈ Hn,ĉ

We use mathematical induction to prove (8.10). The induction is on the quantity ℓ− h. In our induction
we use the following, elementary to show, observation: for a vertex v at level 0 ≤ h < ℓ, whose children in
Tv are the vertices v1, . . . , vd, we have that

Rv = δ ·
∑

vi
Rvi . (8.11)

We now proceed with the induction. The base corresponds to ℓ− h = 1. Then, from (8.11) we have that

Rv = δ ·
∑

vi
Rvi = δ ·

∑
vi

∑
uz∈MΛ

Φ(uz, uz)

Φ(ws,ws)
· 1{vi ∈ C(uz, ℓ)} .
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The second equation is from (8.8), i.e., since it assumed that ℓ−h = 1, then vi’s are at level ℓ of T . Suppose
that vi is a copy of qix ∈ M (Recall that v is assumed to be a copy of xq.) Then, the above can be written
as follows:

Rv = δ ·
∑

qix

Φ(qix, qix)

Φ(ws,ws)
= δ ·

∑
xqi

κ1(xqi)

κ1(sw)
, (8.12)

where in the second equality we use the definition of the matrixΦ. From (4.11), we further have that∑
qix
κ1(xqi) ≤ θ · κ1(qx) . (8.13)

Plugging the above into (8.12), we get that

Rv ≤ δ · θ · κ1(qx)
κ1(sw)

=
κ1(qx)

κ1(sw)
(1− ϵ) .

The last equality follows since δ = 1−ε
θ . All the above conclude the proof of the base of the induction.

Suppose that (8.10) is true for some ℓ− h ≥ 1. We show that this hypothesis implies that the equation is
true for ℓ− h+ 1. As before, from (8.11) we have that

Rv = δ ·
∑

vi
Rvi ≤ δ ·

∑
qix

κ1(xqi)

κ1(sw)
(1− ε)ℓ−h .

The last inequality is due to the induction hypothesis. Plugging (8.13) into the above inequality, we get that

Rv ≤ δ · θ · κ1(qx)
κ1(sw)

(1− ε)ℓ−h =
κ1(qx)

κ1(sw)
(1− ε)ℓ−h+1 .

For the last equality we use, once again, that δ = 1−ε
θ . This concludes the induction, hence (8.10) is true.

Theorem 5.3 follow. 2

9. PROOF OF THEOREM 8.1

9.1. Proof of Theorem 8.1. As in the standard setting for IΛ,τ
G , consider the graph G = (V,E) and the

Gibbs distribution µ onG, defined as in (2.1) with parameters β, γ, λ ≥ 0. Also, let Λ ⊆ V and τ ∈ {±1}Λ.
Recall that for the oriented edge ws ∈ M , we let TSAW(ws) be the subtree of TSAW(w) induced by the

root of TSAW(w), the child of the root which is a copy of vertex s ∈ V , as well as the descendants of that
copy (see example in Fig. 12).

For TSAW(w) consider the weights {β(e)}e as these are specified in (6.1) with respect to the Gibbs
distribution µΛ,τ . We apply the same weights to the edges of TSAW(ws). Since TSAW(ws) is a subtree of
TSAW(w) this can be done in the standard way.

Consider now TSAW(ws) with weights {β(e)}e at its edges. For ℓ ≥ 1, we let Sℓ = Sℓ(G,Λ, τ) be the
MΛ ×MΛ matrix defined such that for ws, uz ∈MΛ with w ̸= u, we have

Sℓ(ws, uz) =
∑

P

∏
e∈P

β(e) , (9.1)

where P varies over the paths from the root of TSAW(ws) to the vertices in C(uz, ℓ), while recall that
C(uz, ℓ) is the set of copies of uz in T that correspond to self-avoiding walks of length ℓ in G.

For any ws, uz such that u = w we have Sℓ(ws, uz) = 0.

Theorem 9.1. Let δ ∈ R≥0 and the integer ∆ ≥ 1. Also, let β, γ, λ ∈ R be such that 0 ≤ β ≤ γ, γ > 0
and λ > 0. Consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, while let µ be the Gibbs distribution on
G specified by the parameters (β, γ, λ).

For any Λ ⊆ V , for any τ ∈ {±1}Λ, for any non-singular matrices Γℓ, where 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, such that Γℓ
and Sℓ are conformable for multiplication, we have that∣∣∣∣∣∣IΛ,τ

G

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
≤ 1 +∆ ·

∑
ℓ≥1

Rℓ ,
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where Rℓ = max
{∣∣∣∣Γ−1

ℓ · Sℓ · Γℓ
∣∣∣∣
∞ ,

∣∣∣∣Γ−1
ℓ · S̄ℓ · Γℓ

∣∣∣∣
∞
}

and S̄ℓ is the transpose of Sℓ.

The proof of Theorem 9.1 appears in Section 9.2.

Theorem 9.2. Let δ ∈ R≥0 and the integer ∆ ≥ 1. Also, let β, γ, λ ∈ R be such that 0 ≤ β ≤ γ, γ > 0
and λ > 0. Consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, while let µ be the Gibbs distribution on
G specified by the parameters (β, γ, λ).

Suppose that the set of functions {Hd}d∈[∆] specified with respect to (β, γ, λ) exhibits δ-contraction. For
any Λ ⊆ V , τ ∈ {±1}Λ, for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n and any MΛ ×MΛ non-singular, non-negative, diagonal matrixDℓ

we have that ∣∣∣∣D−1
ℓ · Sℓ ·Dℓ

∣∣∣∣
∞ ≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1
ℓ · Eδ,ℓ

Λ ·Dℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

. (9.2)

The above inequality holds even when we replace the matrix Sℓ with its transpose S̄ℓ.

The proof of Theorem 9.2 appears in Section 9.3.
Clearly, Theorem 9.2 implies that the quantities Rℓ defined in Theorem 9.1 satisfy that

Rℓ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1

ℓ · Eδ,ℓ
Λ ·Dℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n .

From the above and Theorem 9.1 it is immediate to get (8.3).
Theorem 8.1 follows. 2

9.2. Proof of Theorem 9.1. Fix ws ∈ MΛ. For TSAW(w) consider the weights {β(e)}e as these are
specified in (6.1) with respect to the Gibbs distribution µΛ,τ . We apply the same weights to the edges of
TSAW(ws). Since TSAW(ws) is a subtree of TSAW(w) this can be done in the standard way.

We let J = J (G,Λ, τ) be an MΛ ×MΛ matrix with entries in the interval [−1, 1]. For every ws, uz ∈
MΛ such that w ̸= u, the entry J Λ,τ

G (ws, uz) is defined by

J (ws, uz) =
∑

P

∏
e∈P

β(e) , (9.3)

where P varies over the paths from the root of TSAW(ws) to the set of copies of uz in this tree. Furthermore,
for ws, uz ∈MΛ such that w = u, we let J Λ,τ

G (ws, uz) = 0.
From the definitions of J and S it is not hard to see that

J =
∑

ℓ≥1
Sℓ .

Also, it is standard to get matrices K and C such that

IΛ,τ
G = I+ K · J · C , (9.4)

where I is the (V \ Λ) × (V \ Λ) identity matrix. Specifically, for K and C we have the following: K is a
(V \ Λ)×MΛ, zero-one matrix such that for any r ∈ V \ Λ and any vx ∈MΛ we have

K(r, vx) = 1{r = v} . (9.5)

C is a MΛ × (V \ Λ) zero-one matrix, such that for any r ∈ V \ Λ and any xv ∈MΛ we have

C(xv, r) = 1{x = r} . (9.6)

To see why (9.4) is true, e.g., we note that the definition of the matrices IΛ,τ
G and J imply that for any

u,w ∈ V \ Λ different with each other, we have that

IΛ,τ
G (w, u) =

∑
vs∈MΛ

∑
rz∈MΛ

1{v = w} · 1{r = u} · J (vs, rz) . (9.7)

It is elementary to verify that the entry (K · J · C)(w, u) is equal to the r.h.s. of the above equation.
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Consider the block, anti-diagonal matrixW defined by

W =

[
0 IΛ,τ

G

ĪΛ,τ
G 0

]
, (9.8)

where ĪΛ,τ
G is the transpose of IΛ,τ

G and 0 is the zero matrix

Claim 9.3. We have that
∣∣∣∣∣∣IΛ,τ

G

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
= ||W||2.

The above claim is standard. We provide a proof in appendix A.2. In light of Claim 9.3, it suffices to
prove that

||W||2 ≤ 1 +∆ ·
∑

ℓ≥1
Rℓ , (9.9)

where Rℓ’s are defined in the statement of Theorem 9.1. Consider further the block matrices

Y =

[
0 J
J̄ 0

]
, T =

[
K 0
0 C̄

]
, (9.10)

where J̄ , C̄ correspond to the transpose of matrices J and C, respectively.
From (9.4), (9.8) and straightforward calculations, we get that

W = J+ T · Y · T̄ ,

where J is the block anti-diagonal matrix, while the non-zero blocks are both the (V \Λ)× (V \Λ) identity
matrix. Furthermore, we have that

||W||2 =
∣∣∣∣J+ T · Y · T̄

∣∣∣∣
2
≤ ||J||2 + ||T ||2 · ||Y||2 ·

∣∣∣∣T̄ ∣∣∣∣
2

= 1 + ||T ||22 · ||Y||2 . (9.11)

The last derivation follows from the observation that ||J||2 = 1. Then, (9.9) follows by bounding appropri-
ately the quantities on the r.h.s. of (9.11).

As far as ||T ||2 is concerned, we have the following result.

Claim 9.4. We have that ||T ||2 ≤
√
∆.

Proof. Since T is block-diagonal matrix, e.g., see (9.10), we work as in Claim 9.3 to get that

||T ||2 ≤ max
{
||K||2 ,

∣∣∣∣C̄∣∣∣∣
2

}
.

The claim follows by showing that both
∣∣∣∣C̄∣∣∣∣

2
, ||K||2 are at most

√
∆.

We start with K. Consider the product K·K̄, where K̄ is the transpose. Note that K·K̄ is a (V \Λ)×(V \Λ)
matrix. Furthermore, for any u,w ∈ V \ Λ we have that(

K · K̄
)
(u,w) =

∑
rx∈MΛ

K(u, rx) · K̄(rx,w)

=
∑

rx∈MΛ

1{u = r} × 1{w = r}

= 1{w = u} ×
∑

rx∈MΛ

1{w = r}

≤ 1{w = u} × degG(w) ,

the last inequality follows from the observation that having rx ∈ MΛ implies that {r, x} ∈ E. Hence,
we conclude that (K · K̄) is a diagonal matrix, while (K · K̄)(w,w) ≤ deg(w). Clearly, we have that
||K · K∗||2 ≤ ∆ which implies that ||K||2 ≤

√
∆. Working similarly, we get the same bound for

∣∣∣∣C̄∣∣∣∣
2
.

The claim follows. □
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As far as ||Y||2 is concerned, we work as follows: For 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, let the block-matrix Yℓ be defined by

Yℓ =

[
0 Sℓ

S̄ℓ 0

]
.

Noting that Y =
∑

ℓ≥1 Yℓ, we have that

||Y||2 ≤
∑

ℓ≥1
||Yℓ||2 . (9.12)

It is easy to check that the matrix Yℓ, for 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, is symmetric. Hence, we have that

||Yℓ||2 ≤
∣∣∣∣Q−1

ℓ · Y ·Qℓ

∣∣∣∣
∞ , (9.13)

for any non-singular matrix Qℓ such that Qℓ and Yℓ are conformable for multiplication. The above holds,
since, for any normal matrix A (hence also for Yℓ) we have that ρ(A) = ||A||2 ≤ ||A|| for any matrix norm
||·||. We choose Qℓ such that

Qℓ =

[
0 Γℓ
Γℓ 0

]
and Q−1

ℓ =

[
0 Γ−1

ℓ

Γ−1
ℓ 0

]
,

where matrix Γℓ is from the statement of Theorem 9.1. Since Γℓ is assumed to be non-singular, it is straight-
forward that Q−1

ℓ is well defined.
Furthermore, from the definition of the matrices Yℓ and Qℓ, we have that

Q−1
ℓ · Yℓ ·Qℓ =

[
0 Γ−1

ℓ · S̄ℓ · Γℓ
Γ−1
ℓ · Sℓ · Γℓ 0

]
.

Note that the matrix Q−1
ℓ · Yℓ ·Qℓ is not necessarily symmetric. However, it is standard that∣∣∣∣Q−1

ℓ · Yℓ ·Qℓ

∣∣∣∣
∞ ≤ max

{∣∣∣∣Γ−1
ℓ · Sℓ · Γℓ

∣∣∣∣
∞ ,

∣∣∣∣Γ−1
ℓ · J̄ℓ · Γℓ

∣∣∣∣
∞
}
= Rℓ .

From the above, (9.12) and (9.13) we conclude that

||Y||2 ≤
∑

ℓ≥1
Rℓ . (9.14)

Then, (9.9) follows by plugging into (9.11) the bounds from (9.14) and Claim 9.4.
All the above conclude the proof of Theorem 9.1. 2

9.3. Proof of Theorem 9.2. Fix ℓ ≥ 1. For any ux ∈MΛ we abbreviate the diagonal element Dℓ(ux, ux)
to Dℓ(ux). Also note that, since we have assumed that Dℓ is non-singular, we have

Dℓ(ux) > 0, ∀ux ∈MΛ . (9.15)

For ws ∈MΛ consider T = TSAW(ws).
Consider the element Sℓ(ws, uz). The definition of Sℓ in (9.1) and the “δ-contraction” assumption, imply

that

Sℓ(ws, uz) ≤ |C(uz, ℓ)| · δℓ = Eδ,ℓ
Λ (ws, uz) , (9.16)

where the last equality follows from the definition of the matrix Eδ,ℓ
Λ . Furthermore, we have that(

D−1
ℓ · Sℓ ·Dℓ

)
(ws, uz) ≤

(
D−1

ℓ · Eδ,ℓ
Λ ·Dℓ

)
(ws, uz) . (9.17)

The above follows from (9.16) and (9.15). Clearly, we get that matrixD−1
ℓ · Sℓ ·Dℓ is dominated entrywise

by matrix D−1
ℓ · Eδ,ℓ

Λ ·Dℓ. Since both matrices are non-negative, it is immediate that (9.2) is true.
We now proceed to prove that (9.2) is true even if we substitute Sℓ with its transpose S̄ℓ. That is,∣∣∣∣D−1

ℓ · S̄ℓ ·Dℓ

∣∣∣∣
∞ ≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1
ℓ · Eδ,ℓ

Λ ·Dℓ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

. (9.18)
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Similarly to (9.17), we obtain that(
D−1

ℓ · S̄ℓ ·Dℓ

)
(ws, uz) =

Dℓ(uz)

Dℓ(ws)
· Sℓ(uz,ws) ≤

Dℓ(uz)

Dℓ(ws)
· Eδ,ℓ

Λ (uz,ws) . (9.19)

Furthermore, we have the following claim.

Claim 9.5. For 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ n, the matrix Eδ,ℓ
Λ is symmetric, i.e.,

Eδ,ℓ
Λ (ws, uz) = Eδ,ℓ

Λ (uz,ws) ∀ws, uz ∈MΛ . (9.20)

Combining Claim 9.5 and (9.19) we have that(
D−1

ℓ · S̄ℓ ·Dℓ

)
(ws, uz) ≤ Dℓ(uz)

Dℓ(ws)
Eδ,ℓ
Λ (ws, uz) =

(
D−1

ℓ · Eδ,ℓ
Λ ·Dℓ

)
(ws, uz) .

As in the previous case, the above implies that matrix D−1
ℓ · S̄ℓ · Dℓ is dominated entrywise by matrix

D−1
ℓ · Eδ,ℓ

Λ ·Dℓ. Since both matrices are non-negative, it is immediate that (9.18) is true.
All the above conclude the proof of Theorem 9.2. 2

Proof of Claim 9.5. If w = u, then (9.20) is true, since both entries are zero. We now focus on the case
where u ̸= w. From the definition of the matrix Eδ,ℓ

Λ , recall that we have

Eδ,ℓ
Λ (ws, uz) = |C(uz, ℓ)| · δℓ , (9.21)

where C(uz, ℓ) is the set of copies of uz in TSAW(ws) that correspond to self-avoiding walks of length ℓ in
G. Similarly, we have

Eδ,ℓ
Λ (uz,ws) = |C(ws, ℓ)| · δℓ , (9.22)

where C(ws, ℓ) is the set of copies of ws in TSAW(uz) that correspond to self-avoiding walks of length ℓ in
G. From (9.21) and (9.22), it is immediate that (9.20) is true once we show |C(uz, ℓ)| = |C(ws, ℓ)|.

Note that the two sets are specified with respect to different trees. However, we can identify C(ws, ℓ) as
the set of self-avoiding walks from u to w in G, which are of length ℓ, with the first edge of the walk being
{w, s} and the last edge being {u, z}. Similarly, we can identify C(uz, ℓ) as the set of self-avoiding walks
from w to u in G, which are of length ℓ, while the first edge of the walk is {u, z} and the last edge is {w, s}.

Then, it is immediate to verify that we have the following bijection between the two sets C(ws, ℓ) and
C(uz, ℓ): every walk P ∈ C(ws, ℓ) is mapped to the walk from P ′ ∈ C(uz, ℓ) which is obtained by traversing
P from the end to the start. The bijection implies that the two sets C(ws, ℓ) and C(uz, ℓ) are of the same
cardinality. Hence, (9.20) is true.

All the above conclude the proof of Claim 9.5. □

10. PROOF OF THEOREM 5.5

For two adjacent vertices w, v ∈ V , we denote TSAW(wv) the subtree of TSAW(w) that includes the root,
the child of the root which is a copy of vertex v as well as all the vertices that are descendants of this copy.

Theorem 10.1. Let ∆ ≥ 1, s ≥ 1, allowing s = ∞, let δ, c ∈ R>0. Also, let β, γ, λ ∈ R be such that
γ > 0, 0 ≤ β ≤ γ and λ > 0.

Consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, while let µ the Gibbs distribution on G specified
by the parameters (β, γ, λ).

Suppose that there is a (s, δ, c)-potential function Ψ with respect to (β, γ, λ). Then, for any Λ ⊂ V , for
any τ ∈ {±1}Λ, for any diagonal, non-negative, non-singularD, such thatD and IΛ,τ

G are conformable for
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multiplication we have that

∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1 · IΛ,τ
G ·D

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ 1 + max
w∈V \Λ

 c

D(w,w)

∑
z∈NG(w)

D(z, z) +
∑
ℓ≥2

δℓ−1
∑

u∈V \Λ

|A(u, ℓ) ∩ Twz| · [D(u, u)]s

1/s
 ,

where A(u, ℓ) is the set of copies of vertex u in TSAW(w) which are at distance ℓ from the root. Also,
Twz = TSAW(wz), while, with a slight abuse of notation A(u, ℓ)∩Twz indicates the elements in A(u, ℓ) that
are also in Twz .

The proof of Theorem 10.1 appears in Section 10.1.

Proof of Theorem 5.5. Let ϕ1 be the principal eigenvector of AG, i.e., the one that corresponds to the max-
imum eigenvalue θ1. Since we have assumed that G is connected, we have that AG is non-negative and
irreducible. Hence, the Perron-Frobenius Theorem implies that

ρ = θ1 and ϕ1(u) > 0 ∀u ∈ V . (10.1)

Let Ξ be the (V \ Λ)× (V \ Λ) diagonal matrix such that for any u ∈ V \ Λ we have that

Ξ(u, u) = ϕ1(u) . (10.2)

For what follows, for all w ∈ V \ Λ, we abbreviate the diagonal element Ξ(u, u) to Ξ(u).
Note that (10.1) implies that that Ξ is non-singular.
We prove our theorem by applying Theorem 10.1, while we set D = Ξ◦1/s, that is Ξ◦1/s(w, u) =

(Ξ(w, u))1/s. Specifically, we use Theorem 10.1 to show that∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(Ξ◦1/s)−1
· IΛ,τ

G · Ξ◦1/s
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ 1 + c · (∆)1−(1/s) · (ρ)1/s ·
∑n−1

ℓ=0 (δ · ρ)
ℓ/s . (10.3)

Then, substituting c = ζ
ρ and δ = 1−ϵ

ρ above, simple calculation imply that∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣(Ξ◦1/s)−1
· IΛ,τ

G · Ξ◦1/s
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ 1 + ζ · (∆/ ρ)1−(1/s) · (1− (1− ε)s)−1 . (10.4)

The above implies Theorem 5.5 due to the standard inequality in (4.3). Hence, it remains to prove (10.3).
For w ∈ V \ Λ, we let

q(w) =
∑

v∈V \Λ

∣∣∣∣((Ξ◦1/s)−1
· IΛ,τ

G · Ξ◦1/s
)
(w, v)

∣∣∣∣ . (10.5)

Clearly, q(w) corresponds to the absolute row sum for the row that corresponds to the vertex w.
Theorem 10.1 implies that for every w ∈ V \ Λ we have that

q(w) ≤ 1 +
c

(ϕ1(w))
1/s

×
∑

z∈NG(w)

(ϕ1(z))
1/s +

∑
ℓ≥2

δℓ−1 ·
∑

u∈V \Λ

|A(u, ℓ) ∩ TSAW(wz)| · ϕ1(w)

1/s

,

(10.6)

where recall that where A(u, ℓ) is the set of copies of vertex u in TSAW(w) that are at distance ℓ from the
root. Also recall that for z ∈ NG(w), TSAW(wz) is the subtree of TSAW(w) that includes the root of the
tree, the child of the root which is a copy of vertex z as well as all the vertices that are descendants of this
copy.

For every x, u ∈ V , let A(ux, ℓ) ⊆ A(u, ℓ) be the set which contains all vertices v in TSAW(w), copies of
u, such that the parent of v is in A(x, (ℓ− 1)).

Since we assume that the graph G is simple, it is straightforward that for all u ∈ V , there are no two
copies of u in TSAW(w) that have the same parent. This implies that |A(x, (ℓ − 1))| is equal to |A(ux, ℓ)|,
for any u neighbour of x in G.
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Using the above observation, for ℓ > 1, we have that∑
u∈V

|A(u, ℓ) ∩ TSAW(wz)| · ϕ1(u) =
∑

u∈V

∑
x∈V

|A(ux, ℓ) ∩ TSAW(wz)| · ϕ1(u)

=
∑

x∈V

∑
u∈V

|A(ux, ℓ) ∩ TSAW(wz)| · ϕ1(u)

≤
∑

x∈V
|A(x, ℓ− 1) ∩ TSAW(wz)|

∑
u∈V :{u,x}∈E

ϕ1(u) ,

where in the second equation changed the order of summation. Using the definition of ϕ1, the last summa-
tion is equal θ1 · ϕ1(x). Hence, we have that∑

w∈V
|A(u, ℓ) ∩ TSAW(wz)| · ϕ1(u) ≤ θ1 ·

∑
x∈V

|A(x, ℓ− 1) ∩ TSAW(wz)| · ϕ1(x)

= ρ ·
∑

x∈V
|A(x, ℓ− 1) ∩ TSAW(wz)| · ϕ1(x) .

For the last equality, we use (10.1). Repeating the above ℓ− 1 times, we get that∑
w∈V

|A(u, ℓ) ∩ TSAW(wz)| · ϕ1(w) = ρℓ−1 · ϕ1(z) ,

Note that in the above we assume that ℓ > 1. Plugging the above into (10.6) and rearranging, we get that

q(w) = 1 + c ·
∑

ℓ≥1
(δ · ρ)(ℓ−1)/s ·

∑
z∈NG(w)

(
ϕ1(z)

ϕ1(w)

)1/s

. (10.7)

We need to bound the rightmost sum in the equation above. Recall that (10.1) implies that
∑

z∈NG(w)ϕ1(z) =

ρ · ϕ1(w). Using this observation, and letting d = |NG(w)|, we get that∑
z∈NG(w)

(
ϕ1(z)

ϕ1(w)

)1/s

≤ max
y1,...,yd ∈ (0,ρ):∑

i yi=ρ

d∑
i=1

(yi)
1/s ≤

d∑
i=1

(ρ
d

)1/s
= d1−(1/s) · ρ1/s . (10.8)

In the above series of inequalities, we use the following observations: Since we assumed that s ≥ 1, it
is elementary to show that for y1, . . . , yd > 0, the function f(y1, . . . , yd) =

∑d
i=1(yi)

1
s is concave. For

the interval specified by the restrictions y1, . . . , yd ∈ (0, ρ) and
∑

i yi = ρ, the concavity implies that
the function f(y1, . . . , yd) attains its maximum when all yi’s are equal with each other, i.e., yi = ρ

d , for
i = 1, . . . , d.

Plugging (10.8) into (10.7) we get that

q(w) ≤ 1 + c · d1−(1/s) · ρ1/s ·
∑

ℓ≥0
(δ · ρ)ℓ/s ≤ 1 + c ·∆1−(1/s) · ρ1/s ·

∑
ℓ≥0

(δ · ρ)ℓ/s .

For the last inequality, we use d ≤ ∆. The above holds for any w ∈ V . Hence (10.3) is immediate.
The theorem follows. □

10.1. Proof of Theorem 10.1. In what follows, we abbreviate IΛ,τ
G to I. Also, for all w ∈ V \ Λ, we

abbreviate the diagonal element D(w,w) to D(w).
The theorem follows by showing that for any w ∈ V \ Λ we have that

∑
u∈V \Λ

∣∣(D−1 · I ·D
)
(w, u)

∣∣ ≤ 1 +
c

D(w)

∑
v∈NG(w)

D(v) +
∑
ℓ≥2

δℓ−1
∑

u∈V \Λ

|A(u, ℓ) ∩ Twz | · [D(u)]s

1/s

.

(10.9)

Let T = TSAW(w), while consider the weights {β(e)} with respect to the Gibbs distribution µΛ,τ , as
these are specified in (6.1). For every path P of length ℓ ≥ 1 that starts from the root of the tree T , i.e.,
P = v0, v1, . . . vℓ, let

weight(P ) =
∏ℓ

i=1 β(ei) ,
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where ei is the “i-th edge” in the path P , that is, ei = {vi−1, vi}.
To prove (10.9) we use the following result, which is useful to involve the potential function Ψ in our

derivations.

Claim 10.2. For any path P of length ℓ > 1, we have that

weight(P ) = γ(eℓ) ·
β(e1)

γ(e1)
·

ℓ∏
i=2

γ(ei−1)

γ(ei)
· β(ei) ,

where γ(e) = χ(β(e)) and χ = Ψ ′.

Proof. For every ei ∈ P we have that γ(ei) > 0, hence, using a simple telescopic trick, we get that

weight(P ) =
∏ℓ

i=1
γ(ei)
γ(ei)

· β(ei) = γ(eℓ) · β(e1)γ(e1)
·
∏ℓ

i=2
γ(ei−1)
γ(ei)

β(ei) .

The claim follows. □

Let P(u, ℓ) be the set of paths in T that connect the root to each one of the vertices in A(u, ℓ), i..e, the set
of copies of vertex u in TSAW(w) which are at distance ℓ from the root. From Proposition 6.1 we have that(

D−1 · I ·D
)
(w, u) =

D(u)

D(w)
·
∑

ℓ≥0

∑
P∈P(u,ℓ)

weight(P ) . (10.10)

For integer ℓ ≥ 0, we let

Lℓ =
1

D(w)

∑
u∈V \Λ

∑
P∈P(u,ℓ)

|weight(P )| ·D(u) .

From the definition of Lℓ and (10.10), it is immediate that∑
u∈V \Λ

∣∣(D−1 · I ·D
)
(w, u)

∣∣ ≤ ∑
ℓ≥0

Lℓ . (10.11)

Fix ℓ > 1. For vertex v at level h of T , where h = 0, . . . , ℓ, let the quantity Nv be as follows: For h = ℓ,
we have that

Nv =
∑

u∈V \Λ
1{z ∈ A(u, ℓ)} ×D(u) . (10.12)

Suppose now that vertex v is at level 0 < h < ℓ, while v1, v2, . . . , vd are its children. Then, we have that

Nv = γ(ev)
∑

j

|β(ej)|
γ(ej)

×Nvj ,

where ev is the edge that connects v to its parent, while ej is the edge that connects v to its child vj . Since
we assume that h > 0, v needs to have a parent. The quantities γ(e)’s are defined in Claim 10.2.

Finally, for h = 0, i.e., v and the root of T are identical, we let

Nv = Nroot =
1

D(w)
max

e1,e2∈T

{
γ(e1) · |β(e2)|

γ(e2)

}∑
vj
Nvj . (10.13)

Claim 13.1 and an elementary induction imply that for any ℓ > 1, we have

Lℓ ≤ Nroot . (10.14)

Our assumption about (s, δ, c)-potential, i.e., “Boundedness”, together with (10.13) imply that

Nroot ≤
c

D(w)

∑
zj
Nzj , (10.15)

where z1, . . . , zr are the children of the root.
Furthermore, the “Contraction” assumption for the (s, δ, c)-potential, implies that for a vertex v at level

h we have that

(Nv)
s ≤ δ ×

∑
vj

(
Nvj

)s for 0 < h < ℓ , (10.16)
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FIGURE 14. Initial graph
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FIGURE 15. w-extension of G

where v1, . . . , vd are the children of v. Then, from (10.16) and (10.12) it is elementary to get the that(
Nvj

)s ≤ (δ)ℓ−1 ×
∑

u∈V \Λ
|A(u, ℓ) ∩ Tvj | · (D(u))s ,

recall that A(u, ℓ) ⊆ A(u) be the set of copies of vertex v in T that are at level ℓ and Tvj is the subtree that
is hanging from vj . Plugging the above into (10.15) yields

Nroot(ℓ) ≤
c

D(w)

∑
vj

(
δℓ−1

∑
u∈V \Λ

|A(u, ℓ) ∩ Tvj | · (D(u))s
) 1

s

. (10.17)

Suppose that vj is a copy of vertex x in G. Then, since ℓ > 1, we have that the set A(u, ℓ) ∩ Tvj and
A(u, ℓ) ∩ TSAW(wx) are identical. Combining this observation with (10.17) and (10.14) we have that

Lℓ ≤
c

D(w)

∑
x∈NG(w)

(
δℓ−1

∑
u∈V \Λ

|A(u, ℓ) ∩ TSAW(wx)| · (D(u))s
) 1

s

. (10.18)

As far as L1 is concerned, note the following: for any e ∈ T , we have that

|β(e)| = γ(e)

γ(e)
· |β(e)| ≤ max

ē,ê∈T

{
γ(ē) · |β(ê)|

γ(ê)

}
≤ c , (10.19)

where the last inequality follows from our assumption about (s, δ, c)-potential, i.e., “Boundedness”. Apply-
ing the definition of Lℓ for ℓ = 1 we get that

L1 =
1

D(w)

∣∣∣∣∑u∈NG(w)
D(u) · β(eu)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

D(w)

∑
u∈NG(w)

D(u) · |β(eu)| ≤
c

D(w)

∑
u∈NG(w)

D(u) .

(10.20)

In the last inequality, we use (10.19).
We get (10.9) by plugging (10.18) and (10.20) into (10.11) and noting that L0 = 1.
The theorem follows. 2.

11. PROOF OF THEOREM 5.6

11.1. The Extended Influence Matrix. In this section, we introduce what we call the extended-influence
matrix which we denote as HΛ,τ

G . Similarly to the standard influence matrix IΛ,τ
G , matrix HΛ,τ

G expresses
influences between vertices however in a more refined, but also more involved setting.

We consider the graph G = (V,E), a Gibbs distribution µG defined as in (2.1). Furthermore, we have
Λ ⊂ V and τ ∈ {±}Λ. Also, without loss of generality, assume that there is a total ordering of the vertices
in graph G
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FIGURE 16. {u,w}-extension

In order to define the matrix HΛ,τ
G , we need to introduce a few basic notions.

Graph extensions: For a vertex w ∈ V , we let Gw be the w-extension of G which is the graph obtained
by splitting w into as many vertices as its degree. Specifically, we substitute vertex w in G with the split-
vertices ws, one for each neighbour s of w in G. Furthermore, the split-vertex ws is adjacent only to vertex
s. For example, Fig. 15 shows graph Gw which is the w-extension of graph G in Fig. 14.

We let Sw be the set of split-vertices of Gw, i.e., Sw = {ws | s ∈ NG(w)}. Furthermore, let

SΛ =
⋃

w∈V \Λ
Sw . (11.1)

Note that for different w, u ∈ V \ Λ, the set Sw, Su refer to different graphs.
Similarly to the above, for two vertices u,w ∈ V \ Λ different from each other, we have the {u,w}-

extension of graph G, denoted as Gu,w. For this graph we first obtain Gw and then, we take the u-extension
of Gw. Note that the order in which we take the extensions for Gw,u does not really matter. Fig. 16 shows
the {u,w}-extension of the graph from Fig. 14.

Also note that {u,w}-extension is well defined for any two vertices different from each other, e.g., we
may have u,w adjacent with each other, etc.

Extended Gibbs distribution: For Gw the {w}-extension of graph G, we introduce the notion of the exten-
sion for the Gibbs distribution µΛ,τG .

Specifically, for each ws ∈ Sw, we let the ws-extension of µΛ,τ be the Gibbs distribution µM,σ
Gw

on the
graph Gw, with the same specifications as µ, while for (M,σ) we have the following:

M = (Λ ∪ Sw) \ {ws} , (11.2)

that is, we obtainM by taking the union of Λ and all the split vertices of w apart from ws. The configuration
σ ∈ {±1}M is such that for v ∈ Λ ⊆M , we have σ(v) = τ(v), while for wx ∈ Sw \ {ws} we have that

σ(wx) =

{
+1 if w > x ,
−1 if w < x .

(11.3)

The comparison between w, x is with respect to the total ordering of the vertices in G.
In the natural way we define the {ws, uz}-extension of µΛ,τG , when w ̸= u. That is, suppose that µM,σ

Gw

is the ws-extension of µΛ,τG . We take the uz-extension of µM,σ
Gw

and obtain µM
′,σ′

Gw,u
. Then, µM

′,σ′

Gw,u
, is the

{ws, uz}-extension of µΛ,τG .
Note that the {ws, uz}-extension of µΛ,τG is a Gibbs distribution onGu,w. Also, note that in the {ws, uz}-

extension of µΛ,τG apart from ws and uz, all the spilt-vertices in Sw and Su have a fixed configuration.
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The extended influence matrix. We now define the extended influence matrix HΛ,τ
G . This is an SΛ × SΛ

matrix with entries in the interval [−1, 1].
For (ws, uz) ∈ SΛ × SΛ such that u ̸= w, while letting ν(· | (M,σ)) be the {ws, uz}-extension of

µG(· | (Λ, τ)), we have that

HΛ,τ
G (ws, uz) = νuz(+1 | (M,σ), (ws,+1))− νuz(−1 | (M,σ), (ws,−1)) . (11.4)

That is, HΛ,τ
G (ws, uz) corresponds to the influence of the split-vertexws to the split-vertex uz inGw,u under

the Gibbs distribution ν(· | (M,σ)). Hence, we have that

HΛ,τ
G (ws, uz) = IM,σ

Gw,u
(ws, uz) , (11.5)

where IM,σ
Gw,u

is specified with respect to ν(· | (M,σ)). Furthermore, when w = u, we specify that

HΛ,τ
G (ws, uz) = 0.
One major difference between HΛ,τ

G and the standard influence matrix IΛ,τ
G is that for different entries in

the first matrix the underlying graph, or the conditioning might change.
Let K be a (V \ Λ)× SΛ, zero-one matrix such that for any r ∈ V \ Λ and any vx ∈ SΛ we have

K(r, vx) = 1{r = v} . (11.6)

Similarly, let C be a SΛ × (V \ Λ) zero-one matrix, such that for any r ∈ V \ Λ and any vx ∈ SΛ we have

C(vx, r) = 1{v = r} . (11.7)

Remark 11.1. We overload K and C to indicate both the matrices above and those in (9.6) and (9.5). This
is because, up to a change of labelings, the corresponding matrices are identical.

Theorem 11.2. Let ∆ > 1, while let β, γ, λ ∈ R be such that γ > 0, 0 ≤ β ≤ γ and λ > 0.
Let G = (V,E) be of maximum degree ∆. Consider µG the Gibbs distribution on G specified by the

parameters (β, γ, λ), while assume that (β, γ, λ) are such that µG is b-marginally bounded, for some b > 0.
There exists an SΛ × SΛ matrix N such that for every ws, uz ∈ SΛ we have 0 ≤ N (ws, uz) ≤ b−4,

while for any Λ ⊂ V and any τ ∈ {±1}Λ we have that

IΛ,τ
G = I+ K ·

(
HΛ,τ

G ◦ N
)
· C ,

where HΛ,τ
G ◦ N is the Hadamard product of the two matrices.

The proof of Theorem 11.2 appears in Section 12.
In what follows, for the graph Gw, i.e., the {w}-extension of G, and for ws ∈ Sw, we let TSAW(Gw, ws)

be the tree of self-avoiding walks that starts from the split-vertex ws.

Theorem 11.3. Let ∆ > 1, s ≥ 1, allowing s = ∞, let δ, c ∈ R>0. Also, let β, γ, λ ∈ R be such that
γ > 0, 0 ≤ β ≤ γ and λ > 0. Consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, while let µ the Gibbs
distribution on G specified by the parameters (β, γ, λ).

Suppose that there is a (s, δ, c)-potential function Ψ with respect to (β, γ, λ). Then, for any Λ ⊂ V , for
any τ ∈ {±1}Λ, for any diagonal, non-negative, non-singular SΛ × SΛ matrix D we have that∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1 · HΛ,τ

G ·D
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ max
wx∈SΛ

{
c

D(wx,wx)

(
D(xw, xw) +

∑
ℓ≥2

(∑
uz∈SΛ

A(uz, ℓ) · δℓ−1 ·Ds(uz, uz)
)1/s

)}
,

where A(uz, ℓ) is the set of copies of split-vertex uz in TSAW(Gw, wx).

The proof of Theorem 11.3 appears in Section 13.
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11.2. Proof of Theorem 5.6. Using Theorem 11.2 and working as in Theorem 8.1, we get the following:
for any diagonal, non-negative, non-singular SΛ × SΛ matrix D we have that∣∣∣∣∣∣IΛ,τ

G

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
≤ 1 +∆ ·max

{∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1 ·
(
HΛ,τ

G ◦ N
)
·D

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞
,
∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1 · H̄Λ,τ

G ◦ N̄ ·D
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

}
.

Furthermore, since for every ws, uz ∈ SΛ we have 0 ≤ N (ws, uz) ≤ b−4 we get that∣∣∣∣∣∣IΛ,τ
G

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
≤ 1 + b−4 ·∆ ·max

{∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1 · HΛ,τ
G ·D

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞
,
∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1 · H̄Λ,τ

G ·D
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

}
. (11.8)

Claim 11.4. We have that ∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1 · H̄Λ,τ
G ·D

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ b−2 ·
∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1 · HΛ,τ

G ·D
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞
. (11.9)

Proof. We show that for any ws, uz ∈ SΛ we have that

HΛ,τ
G (ws, uz) ≤ b−2 · HΛ,τ

G (uz,ws) . (11.10)

Then, it is a matter of elementary derivations to show that indeed (11.9) is true. For the case where w = u,
both matrix entries in (11.10) are zero, hence the inequality is trivially true.

We now focus on the case where w ̸= u. Then, as already noticed in (11.5) we have that

HΛ,τ
G (ws, uz) = IM,σ

Gw,u
(ws, uz), HΛ,τ

G (uz,ws) = IM,σ
Gw,u

(uz,ws) . (11.11)

Both entries IM,σ
Gw,u

(ws, uz) and IM,σ
Gw,u

(uz,ws) are with respect to the measure νM,σ which is the {ws, uz}-

extension of µΛ,τG . Recall that νM,σ is a Gibbs distribution on Gw,u, where (M,σ) is obtained from (Λ, τ).
Then, from Claim 4.1 we have that

IM,σ
Gw,u

(ws, uz) =
ν
M,σ
uz (1) · νM,σ

uz (−1)

ν
M,σ
ws (1) · νM,σ

ws (−1)
· IM,σ

Gw,u
(uz,ws) . (11.12)

Combining (11.12) and (11.11) we get that

HΛ,τ
G (ws, uz) =

ν
M,σ
uz (1) · νM,σ

uz (−1)

ν
M,σ
ws (1) · νM,σ

ws (−1)
· HΛ,τ

G (uz,ws) . (11.13)

Then, (11.10) follows noting that maxws,uz

{
ν
M,σ
uz (1)·νM,σ

uz (−1)

ν
M,σ
ws (1)·νM,σ

ws (−1)

}
≤ b−2. The bound follows by noting that,

since µΛ,τG is assumed to be b-marginally bounded, we have that νM,σ is b-marginally bounded, too.
All the above conclude the proof of Claim 11.4. □

Plugging the bound from Claim 11.4 into (11.8) we get that∣∣∣∣∣∣IΛ,τ
G

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
≤ 1 + b−6 ·∆ ·

∣∣∣∣∣∣D−1 · HΛ,τ
G ·D

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

. (11.14)

Let κ1 be the eigenvector that corresponds to the maximum eigenvalue of HG. Recall that κ1 is indexed
by M , the set of oriented edges of G. Note that since we have assumed that HG is irreducible, for any
xv ∈M we have that

κ1(xv) > 0 . (11.15)

Let Φ be the SΛ × SΛ diagonal matrix such that for any xv ∈ SΛ we have that

Φ(xv, xv) = κ1(vx) , (11.16)

note that the argument vx refers to the oriented edge from v to x. One needs to be cautious about the
direction of the edge in the component of κ1 for the diagonal entries ofΦ.
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We further note that, due to (11.15), the diagonal entries of Φ are all positive, hence the matrix is non-
singular. Setting D = Φ in (11.14) we get that∣∣∣∣∣∣IΛ,τ

G

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
≤ 1 + b−6 ·∆ ·

∣∣∣∣∣∣Φ−1 · HΛ,τ
G ·Φ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

. (11.17)

Then, using Theorem 11.3 and working as in the proof of Theorem 5.5 we get that∣∣∣∣∣∣Φ−1 · HΛ,τ
G ·Φ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∞

≤ c · (1− (1− ε)1/s)−1 · max
wx∈SΛ

{(
κ1(wx)
κ1(xw)

)1/s
}

≤ ζ

θ
· ĉ · (1− (1− ε)1/s)−1 .

The last inequality follows since we have assumed that HG ∈ Hn,ĉ while c = ζ/θ. Then, we have that∣∣∣∣∣∣IΛ,τ
G

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
≤ 1 + b−6 · ζ · ĉ · (1− (1− ε)1/s)−1 ·∆/θ .

The above conclude the proof of Theorem 5.6. 2

12. PROOF OF THEOREM 11.2

Let FΛ,τ
G be the SΛ × (V \ Λ) matrix such that the entry FΛ,τ

G (sw, v) is as follows: letting ζ(· | (N, ξ))
be the ws-extension of µΛ,τG , for w ̸= v we have

FΛ,τ
G (ws, v) = ζv(+1 | (N, ξ), (ws,+1))− ζv(+1 | (N, ξ), (ws,−1)) , (12.1)

If w = v, then FΛ,τ
G (ws, v) = 0.

Lemma 12.1. We have that IΛ,τ
G = I+ K · FΛ,τ

G .

Lemma 12.2. We have that FΛ,τ
G =

(
HΛ,τ

G ◦ N
)
· C.

Theorem 11.2 follows as a corollary from Lemmas 12.1 and 12.2. 2

12.1. Proof of Lemma 12.1. Firstly, note that both IΛ,τ
G and I+ K · FΛ,τ

G are (V \Λ)× (V \Λ) matrices.
For brevity we use F and I to denote FΛ,τ

G and IΛ,τ
G , respectively. From the definition of the matrices

F ,K it is a simple calculation to show that

(K · F) (v, v) = 0 v ∈ V \ Λ .

The above implies that both I and I + K · F have ones at their diagonal. We focus on the off-diagonal
diagonal elements. It suffices to show that for any u,w ∈ V \ Λ, different from each other, we have that

I(w, u) =
∑

ws∈Sw

F(ws, v) , (12.2)

where recall that Sw is the set of split-vertices in Gw.
Let T = TSAW(G,w) be the tree of self-avoiding walks in G that starts from w. Also, let {β(e)} be the

collection of weights over the edges of T we obtain as described in (6.1). From Proposition 6.1 we have that

I(w, u) =
∑

P∈M

∏
e∈P

β(e) , (12.3)

where M consists of all paths from the root of TSAW(w) to the set of copies of u in T .
Consider now Gw the w-extension of G. Then, for ws ∈ Sw let ζ(· | (N, ξ)) be the w-extension of

µΛ,τG . Since ζ(· | (N, ξ)) is a Gibbs distribution on Gw, we apply the construction we describe in Section 6.
Specifically, let Ts = TSAW(ws) be the tree of self-avoiding walks in Gw that starts from ws. We, also, let
{βs(e)} be the collection of weights over the edges of Ts we obtain as described in (6.1).
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Clearly, Proposition 6.1 implies that

F(ws, u) =
∑

P∈Ms

∏
e∈P

βs(e) , (12.4)

where Ms consists of all paths from the root of TSAW(ws) to the set of copies of u in Ts.
The above constructions have some properties that need highlighting: Firstly, note that Ts is identical to

the subtree of T which is induced by the root of T , the child of the root which is a copy of s, as well as the
descendent of this vertex. Hence, we rearrange the sum in (12.3) and get that

I(w, u) =
∑

s

∑
P∈Ms

∏
e∈P

β(e) . (12.5)

Secondly, if we identify Ts as a subtree of T , then for all e ∈ Ts we have that

βs(e) = β(e) . (12.6)

To see the above, note that the weights β(e) and βs(e) do not depend on the marginal distribution at the
root of the corresponding tree. Furthermore, the copy of vertex s that is a child of the root in T has the same
marginal distribution as the corresponding copy of s in the tree Ts. Hence, it is straightforward that the rest
of the construction gives the same weights for the two trees.

Combining (12.5) and (12.6), we get that

I(w, u) =
∑

s

∑
P∈Ms

∏
e∈P

βs(e) =
∑

s
F(ws, u) . (12.7)

For the last equality we use (12.4).
Lemma 12.1 follows by noting that (12.7) implies (12.2). 2

12.2. Proof of Lemma 12.2. Before we start our proof, it is useful to notice that Lemma 12.1 implies that
the influence matrix IΛ,τ

G satisfies the following relation: for any w, u ∈ V \ Λ we have that

IΛ,τ
G (w, u) =

∑
ws∈Sw

IMs,σs

Gw
(ws, u) , (12.8)

where note that on the r.h.s. the influence matrix is with respect to Gw and ζ(· | Ms, σs), i.e., the ws-
extension ofG and the Gibbs distribution µΛ,τG . The boundary condition (Ms, σs) is obtained as we describe
in (11.2) and (11.3). We use the subscripts to indicate the dependence of the condition on ws. We use this
observation later in the proof.

The lemma follows by showing that for any w, u ∈ V \ Λ and any split-vertex ws ∈ Sw, we have that

FΛ,τ
G (ws, u) =

∑
uz∈Su

N (ws, uz) · HΛ,τ
G (ws, uz) . (12.9)

where N is the same matrix as that in the statement of Theorem 11.2 and is specified later.
From the definition of FΛ,τ

G , we have that FΛ,τ
G (ws, u) is the influence of ws to u under the measure

ζMs,σs , which is the ws-extension of µΛ,τG . That is,

FΛ,τ
G (ws, u) = IMs,σs

Gw
(ws, u) =

ζ
Ms,σs
u (1) · ζMs,σs

u (−1)

ζ
Ms,σs
ws (1) · ζMs,σs

ws (−1)
· IMs,σs

Gw
(u,ws) . (12.10)

The second equality follows from Claim 4.1.
Furthermore, applying (12.8) to the entry IMs,σs

Gw
(u,ws) we get that

IMs,σs

Gw
(u,ws) =

∑
uz∈Su

IMs,z ,σs,z

Gw,u
(uz,ws) =

∑
uz∈Su

HΛ,τ
G (uz,ws) . (12.11)

For the influence matrices in the sum in the middle part, note that each one of them is with respect to the
{uz}-extension of ζMs,σs . Let us call this measure νMs,z ,σs,z , while note that this is the {ws, uz}-extension
of µΛ,τG . The second equality follows from the definition of HΛ,τ

G , i.e., we have that

IMs,z ,σs,z

Gw,u
(uz,ws) = HΛ,τ

G (uz,ws) ∀uz ∈ Su .
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With the above equality in mind, we apply Claim 4.1 once more and get that

HΛ,τ
G (uz,ws) =

ν
Ms,z ,σs,z
ws (1) · νMs,z ,σs,z

ws (−1)

ν
Ms,z ,σs,z
uz (1) · νMs,z ,σs,z

uz (−1)
· HΛ,τ

G (ws, uz) . (12.12)

Plugging (12.11) and (12.12) into (12.10) we get that

FΛ,τ
G (ws, u) =

∑
uz∈Su

ζ
Ms,σs
u (1) · ζMs,σs

u (−1)

ζ
Ms,σs
ws (1) · ζMs,σs

ws (−1)
· ν

Ms,z ,σs,z
ws (1) · νMs,z ,σs,z

ws (−1)

ν
Ms,z ,σs,z
uz (1) · νMs,z ,σs,z

uz (−1)
· HΛ,τ

G (ws, uz) . (12.13)

We set N (ws, uz) equal to the coefficient of HΛ,τ
G (ws, uz) in the above sum.

It remains to prove that for every ws, uz ∈ SΛ we have 0 ≤ N (ws, uz) ≤ b−4. Since µΛ,τG is assumed
to be b-marginally bounded, it is straightforward that ζMs,σs and νMs,z ,σs,z are b-marginally bounded, too.
Recall that both have the same specifications as µΛ,τG . This implies that indeed 0 ≤ N (ws, uz) ≤ b−4.

Lemma 12.2 follows. 2

13. PROOF OF THEOREM 11.3

In what follows, for the diagonal matrix D, we abbreviate D(wx,wx) to D(wx).
For wx, uz ∈ SΛ such that w ̸= u, the entry HΛ,τ

G (wx, uz) corresponds to the influence of wx to uz in
the graphGw,u under the {wx, uz}-extension of µΛ,τG . Let the Gibbs distribution on νM,σ

Gu,w
be the {wx, uz}-

extension of µΛ,τG (·).
Since HΛ,τ

G (wx, uz) is an influence, we consider the construction Section 6. Specifically, let T =

TSAW(Gu,w, wx), while let the weights {βuz(ei)} be obtained as we describe in (6.1) with respect to νM,σ
Gu,w

.
Note that (M,σ) and hence {βuz(ei)} depend on the wx, uz.

For every path P = e1, e2, . . . , eℓ, that starts from the root of the tree T , let

weightuz(P ) =
∏

i∈[ℓ]
βuz(ei) .

Let Q(ℓ,uz)
root be defined by

Q(ℓ,uz)
root =

D(uz)

D(wx)
·
∑

P∈Puz

|weightuz(P )| , (13.1)

where Puz is the set of all paths from the root of T to the vertices in A(uz, ℓ), i.e., the set of vertices at level
ℓ of the tree T which are copies of the split-vertex uz. Also, let

Q(ℓ)
root =

∑
uz∈SΛ

Q(ℓ,uz)
root .

It is clear that ∑
uz∈Su

∣∣∣(D−1 · HΛ,τ
G ·D

)
(wx, vz)

∣∣∣ ≤ ∑
ℓ≥1

Q(ℓ)
root . (13.2)

The theorem follows by showing for any wx ∈ SΛ and any ℓ > 1, we have that

Q(ℓ)
root ≤

c

D(wx)
·
(∑

uz∈SΛ

|A(uz, ℓ)| · δℓ−1 ·Ds(uz)
)1/s

, (13.3)

while for ℓ = 1, we have that

Q(ℓ)
root ≤ c · D(xw)

D(wx)
. (13.4)

In order to prove (13.3) we use the following result, which is useful to involve the potential function Ψ in
our derivations.
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Claim 13.1. For any uz ∈ Su, for any path P = e1, . . . , eℓ of length ℓ > 1, that starts from the root of the
tree TSAW(Gu,w, wx), we have that

weightuz(P ) = γuz(eℓ) ·
βuz(e1)

γuz(e1)
·

ℓ∏
i=2

γuz(ei−1)

γuz(ei)
· βuz(ei) ,

where γuz(e) = χ(βuz(e)) and χ = Ψ ′.

The proof of Claim 13.1 is identical to that of Claim 10.2, i.e., we use the same telescopic trick. For this
reason, we omit it.

Consider the vertex v in the tree T , at level 0 ≤ h < ℓ. As before, let Tv be the subtree that contains v
and all its descendants. Let the quantity Ruz

v be defined by

Ruz
v =

D(uz)

D(wx)
·

∑
P∈Puz

u

ℓ−h∏
i=1

γuz(ei−1)

γuz(ei)
· |βuz(ei)| ,

where Pvz
u is the set of paths from the root of Tv to the vertices in Tv ∩ A(uz, ℓ), while we take P such that

P = e1, . . . , eℓ−h and e0 is the edge that connects v with its parent.
For a vertex v ∈ T at level h = ℓ we set

Ruz
v =

∑
uz∈SΛ

D(uz)

D(wx)
· 1{v ∈ A(uz, ℓ)} . (13.5)

For h = 0, i.e., having vertex v to be the roof of T , we have Ruz
v = Q(ℓ,uz)

wx . This follows from (13.1).
A simple induction implies that Ruz

v , for vertex v being at level 0 < h < ℓ of the tree T , satisfied the
following recursive relation: let v1, . . . , vd be the children of v in Tv, while let a1, . . . , ad be the edges that
connect v with its children, i.e., the edge aj connects v to vj , etc. Then, we have that

Ruz
v = γuz(a0) ·

∑
i∈[d]

|βuz(ai)|
γuz(a0)

· Ruz
vi , (13.6)

where a0 is the edge that connects v to its parent in the tree T .
We further consider the quantity Rv defined by

Rv =
∑

uz∈SΛ

Ruz
v .

Then, (13.6) implies that for a vertex v at level 0 < h < ℓ, we have that

Rv =
∑

uz∈SΛ

Ruz
v =

∑
uz∈SΛ

γuz(a0) ·
∑

i

|βuz(ai)|
γuz(a0)

· Ruz
vi

=
∑

i

∑
uz∈SΛ

γuz(a0) ·
|βuz(ai)|)
γuz(a0)

· Ruz
vi

≤
∑

i
maxuz∈SΛ

{
γuz(a0) ·

|βuz(ai)|
γuz(a0)

}∑
uz∈SΛ

Ruz
vi

≤
∑

i
max
uz∈SΛ

{
γuz(a0) ·

|βuz(ai)|
γuz(a0)

}
Rvi .

Combining the above inequality with our assumption about the (s, δ, c)-potential, i.e., the contraction prop-
erty, we get that

(Rv)
s ≤ δ ·

∑
vi
(Rvi)

s .

Then, a simple induction proves that

(Rv)
s ≤

∑
uz∈SΛ

(
D(uz)

D(wx)

)s

· δℓ−h · |A(uz, ℓ) ∩ Tv| ,
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where recall that 0 < h < ℓ is the level of vertex v in the tree T .
Focusing on vertex π the single child of the root of T , the above implies that

(Rπ)
s ≤

∑
uz∈SΛ

(
D(uz)

D(wx)

)s

· δℓ−1 · |A(uz, ℓ)| . (13.7)

For the above inequality, we observe that, since the root of T has only vertex π as a child and ℓ > 1, then
we have that A(uz, ℓ) ∩ Tc = A(uz, ℓ). Furthermore, it is not hard to see that

Q(ℓ)
root ≤ max

uz
max

ea,eb∈T

{
γuz(ea) ·

|βuz(eb)|
γuz(eb)

}
· Rπ .

Our assumption about the (s, δ, c)-potential, i.e., the boundedness property, implies that

Q(ℓ)
root ≤ c · Rπ . (13.8)

Then (13.3) follows by plugging (13.7) into (13.8).
As far as Q(1)

root is concerned, note the following: for any e ∈ T and any uz ∈ SΛ we have that

|βuz(e)| =
γuz(e)

γuz(e)
· |βuz(e)| ≤ max

ē,ê∈T

{
γuz(ē) ·

|βuz(ê)|
γuz(ê)

}
≤ c , (13.9)

where the last inequality follows from our assumption about (s, δ, c)-potential, i.e., “Boundedness”. From
the definition of Q(1)

root, we have that

Q(1)
root =

1

D(wx)
D(xw) · |βxw(e)| ≤ c · D(xw)

D(wx)
. (13.10)

In the last inequality we use (13.9). The above proves (13.4).
Having proved that both (13.3) and (13.4) are true, concludes the proof of Theorem 11.3. 2

14. PROOF OF RESULTS IN SECTION 2 - ISING MODEL

For d > 0, consider the functions Hd and h(·) defined in (5.3) and (5.4), respectively. Recall that the zero
external field Ising model µ corresponds to setting the parameters β, γ and λ such that β = γ and λ = 1.
We have that

Hd : [−∞,+∞]d → [−∞,+∞] s.t. (x1, . . . , xd) 7→
∑

i∈[d]
log

(
β exp(xi) + 1

exp(xi) + β

)
. (14.1)

Since ∂
∂xi
Hd(x1, . . . , xd) = h(xi), we have that

h(x) = − (1− β2) exp(x)

(β exp(x) + 1)(exp(x) + β)
. (14.2)

The following is a folklore result.

Lemma 14.1. For any d > 0, ζ ∈ (0, 1), R > 1 and β ∈ UIsing(R, ζ) we have the following: the functions
Hd specified in (14.1) satisfies that

||∇Hd(y1, y2, . . . , yd)||∞ ≤ (1− ζ)/R . (14.3)

For the sake of our paper being self-contained, we present a proof of Lemma 14.1 in appendix A.3.
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14.1. Proof of Theorem 2.1. If ρ = ρ(AG) is bounded, then the same holds for the maximum degree ∆ of
G. This follows from the standard relation that ∆ ≤ ρ2 ≤ ∆2.

Lemma 14.1 implies the following: for any β ∈ UIsing(ρ, ε), the set of functions {Hd}d∈[∆] specified in
(14.1) exhibits (1− ε)/ρ-contraction. That is,

||∇Hd(y1, y2, . . . , yd)||∞ ≤ (1− ε)/ρ ∀d ∈ [∆] .

The above, combined with Theorem 5.2 imply that for Λ ⊆ V and τ ∈ {±1}Λ, the pairwise influence
matrix IΛ,τ

G , induced by µ, satisfies that

ρ(IΛ,τ
G ) ≤ ε−1 . (14.4)

Furthermore, for β ∈ UIsing(ρ, ε) where ρ is bounded, we have that µ is b-marginally bounded for b > 0
bounded away from zero.

Then, the theorem follows as a corollary from Theorem 4.5 2

14.2. Proof of Theorem 2.2. The proof of Theorem 2.2 is not that different from that of Theorem 2.1. Note
that we assume that both ∆ and θ are bounded, while HG ∈ Hn,ĉ, where ĉ ∈ R>0 is also bounded.

Lemma 14.1 implies the following: for any β ∈ UIsing(θ, ε), the set of functions {Hd}d∈[∆] specified in
(14.1) exhibits (1− ε)/θ-contraction, i.e.,

||∇Hd(y1, y2, . . . , yd)||∞ ≤ (1− ε)/θ ∀d ∈ [∆] .

The above, combined with Theorem 5.3 imply that for Λ ⊆ V and τ ∈ {±1}Λ, the pairwise influence
matrix IΛ,τ

G , induced by µ, satisfies that

ρ(IΛ,τ
G ) ≤ 1 + ĉ ·∆/ε .

Clearly, our assumptions imply that ρ(IΛ,τ
G ) ∈ O(1).

Furthermore, for β ∈ UIsing(θ, ε), where both θ and ∆ are bounded numbers, we have that µ is trivially
b-marginally bounded for b > 0 bounded away from zero.

Then, the theorem follows as a corollary from Theorem 4.5 2

15. PROOF OF RESULTS IN SECTION 2 - HARD-CORE MODEL

We start by introducing the potential function Ψ . We define Ψ in terms of χ = Ψ ′. We have that

χ : R>0 → R such that y 7→
√

ey

1+ey , (15.1)

while Ψ(0) = 0.
The potential function Ψ was proposed -in a more general form- in [11]. It is standard to show that

Ψ is well-defined, e.g., see [11]. Later in our analysis, we need to use certain results from [36], which
(essentially) use another, but closely related, potential function from [31]. We postpone this discussion until
later.

For any given λ > 0, we define, implicitly, the function ∆c(λ) to be the positive number z > 1 such that
zz

(z−1)(z+1) = λ.
From its definition it is not hard to see that ∆c(·) is the inverse map of λc(·), i.e., we have that ∆c(x) =

λc
−1(x). In that respect, ∆c(x) is well-defined as λc(x) is monotonically decreasing in x.

Theorem 15.1. For λ > 0, let ∆c = ∆c(λ). We have that Ψ defined in (15.1) is a (s0, δ0, c0)-potential
function (as in Definition 5.4) such that

s−1
0 = 1− ∆c−1

2 log
(
1 + 1

∆c−1

)
, δ0 ≤ 1

∆c
and c0 ≤ λ

1+λ . (15.2)

The proof of Theorem 15.1 appears in Section 16.
We also have the following claim.
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Claim 15.2. For ε ∈ (0, 1), L ≥ 2 and 0 < λ < (1 − ε)λc(L) the following is true: There is 0 < z < 1 ,
which only depend on ε, such that for ∆c = ∆c(λ), we have

1−z
L ≥ 1

∆c
and

λ

1 + λ
<
e3

L
. (15.3)

Claim 15.2 follows from elementary calculations. For the proof of Claim 15.2 see appendix A.4.

15.1. Proof of Theorem 2.3. Combining Theorem 15.1 and Theorem 5.5 we get the following corollary.

Corollary 15.3. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), ∆ > 1 and ρ > 1. Consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree
∆, while AG has spectral radius ρ. Also, let µ be the Hard-core model on G, with fugacity 0 < λ ≤
(1− ε)λc(ρ).

There is 0 < z < 1, that depends only on ε, such that for any Λ ⊆ V and τ ∈ {±1}Λ, the pairwise
influence matrix IΛ,τ

G , induced by µ, satisfies that

ρ
(
IΛ,τ
G

)
≤ 1 + e3 (∆/ρ)1/2 z−1 .

Proof of Theorem 2.3. As argued in the proof of Theorem 2.1, if the spectral radius ρ is bounded, then the
same holds for the maximum degree ∆ as we always have that ∆ ≤ (ρ)2 ≤ ∆2.

Since both ρ and∆ are bounded and ε ∈ (0, 1) is fixed, for fugacity 0 ≤ λ ≤ (1−ε)λc(ρ), Corollary 15.3
implies that ρ

(
IΛ,τ
G

)
= O(1) for any Λ ⊆ V and τ ∈ {±1}Λ.

Furthermore, for fugacity 0 ≤ λ ≤ (1− ε)λc(ρ), where ρ is bounded, w e have that the Hard-core model
µ on G is trivially b-marginally bounded for b > 0 bounded away from zero.

Then, the theorem follows as a corollary from Theorem 4.5 □

15.2. Results for the Hashimoto Matrix HG. Combining Theorem 15.1 and Theorem 5.6 we get the
following corollary.

Corollary 15.4. Let ε ∈ (0, 1), ĉ > 0, ∆ ≥ 2 and θ > 1. Consider the graph G = (V,E) of maximum
degree ∆, while HG ∈ Hn,ĉ has spectral radius θ. Also, let µ be the Hard-core model on G, with fugacity
0 < λ ≤ (1− ε)λc(θ).

There is 0 < z < 1, that depends only on ε, such that for any Λ ⊆ V and τ ∈ {±1}Λ, the pairwise
influence matrix IΛ,τ

G , induced by µ, satisfies that

ρ
(
IΛ,τ
G

)
≤ 1 + e−15 · ĉ · θ5 ·∆ · z−1 .

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Since all the quantities θ, ĉ and ∆ are bounded and ε ∈ (0, 1) is fixed, for fugacity
0 ≤ λ ≤ (1−ε)λc(ρ), we have that the Hard-core model µ on G is trivially b-marginally bounded for b > 0

bounded away from zero. Furthermore, Corollary 15.4 implies that ρ
(
IΛ,τ
G

)
= O(1) for any Λ ⊆ V and

τ ∈ {±1}Λ.
Then, the theorem follows as a corollary from Theorem 4.5 □

16. PROOF OF THEOREM 15.1

Recall that the ratio of Gibbs marginals RΛ,τ
x , defined in Section 5, is possible to be equal to zero, or ∞.

Typically, this happens if the vertex x with respect to which we consider the ratio is a part of the boundary
set Λ, or has a neighbour in Λ. When we are dealing with the Hard-core model, there is a standard way to
avoid these infinities and zeros in our calculations and make the derivation much simpler.

Suppose that we have the Hard-core model with fugacity λ > 0 on a tree T , while at the set of vertices
Λ we have a boundary condition τ . Then, it is elementary to verify that this distribution is identical to the
Hard-core model with the same fugacity on the tree (or forest) T ′ which is obtained from T by working as
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follows: we remove from T every vertex w which either belongs to Λ, or has a neighbour u ∈ Λ such that
τ(u) =“occupied”.

From now one, for the instances of the problem we consider, assume that we have applied the above steps
and removed any boundary conditions.

Perhaps it is useful to write down the functions that arise from the recursions in Section 5, for the Hard-
core model with fugacity λ. Recall that, in this case, we have β = 0 and γ = 1. In the following definitions,
we take into consideration that boundary conditions have been removed as described above.

For integer d ≥ 1, we have that

Fd : Rd
>0 → (0, λ) such that (x1, . . . , xd) 7→ λ

∏
i∈[d]

1

xi + 1
. (16.1)

We also define Fd,sym : Rd
>0 → (0, λ) the symmetric version of the above function, that is

x 7→ Fd(x, x, . . . , x) . (16.2)

Recall, also, that Hd = log ◦Fd ◦ exp. For the Hard-core model with fugacity λ, we have that

Hd : Rd → R s.t. (x1, . . . , xd) 7→ log λ+
∑

i∈[d]
log

(
1

exp(xi) + 1

)
. (16.3)

For h(·) such that ∂
∂xi
Hd(x1, . . . , xd) = h(xi), we have

h : R → R such that x 7→ − exi
exi+1 . (16.4)

Finally, the set of log-ratios J , defined in (5.5), satisfies that

J = (−∞, log(λ)) . (16.5)

Note also, that the image of Ψ , i.e., the set SΨ , satisfies that SΨ = (−∞,∞).
With all the above, we proceed to prove Theorem 15.1. We need to show that Ψ satisfies the contraction

and the boundedness conditions, for appropriate parameters.
We start with the contraction. For any integer d > 0, we let Ed : Rd × Rd → R be such that for

m = (m1, . . . ,md) ∈ Rd
≥0, and y = (y1, . . . ,yd) ∈ Rd we have that

Ed(m,y) = χ (Hd(y))

d∑
j=1

|h (yj)|
χ (yj)

×mj .

Proposition 16.1 (contraction). For λ > 0, let ∆c = ∆c(λ). Let q > 0 be such that

q−1 = 1− ∆c−1
2 log

(
1 + 1

∆c−1

)
. (16.6)

For d > 0, for m ∈ Rd
≥0 we have that

sup
y∈(QΨ )d

{Ed(m,y)} ≤ ∆c
− 1

q · ||m||q , (16.7)

where QΨ ⊆ R contains every y ∈ R such that there is ỹ ∈ SΨ for which we have y = Ψ−1(ỹ).

The proof of Proposition 16.1 appears in Section 16.1.
Note that Proposition 16.1 implies that Ψ satisfies the contraction condition with the parameter we need

in order to prove our theorem. We now focus on establishing the boundedness property of Ψ .

Lemma 16.2 (boundedness). For λ > 0, we have that maxy1,y2∈J

{
χ(y2) · |h(y1)|

χ(y1)

}
≤ λ

1+λ .
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Proof. Using the definitions of the functions χ and h from (16.9) and (16.4), respectively, we have that

max
y1,y2∈J

{
χ(y2) ·

|h(y1)|
χ(y1)

}
= max

y1,y2∈J

{√
h(y1)h(y2)

}
= max

y1,y2∈J

{√
ey1

1 + ey1
ey2

1 + ey2

}
=

λ

1 + λ
.

The last inequality follows from the observation that the function g(x) = ex

1+ex is increasing in x, while,
from (16.5), we have that ey1 , ey2 ≤ λ. The claim follows. □

In light of Proposition 16.1 and Lemma 16.2, Theorem 15.1 follows. 2

16.1. Proof of Proposition 16.1. The proposition follows by using results from [36]. However, in order to
apply these results, we need to bring Ed(m,y) into an appropriate form.

For any d > 0, we let Jd : Rd
≥0 × Rd

≥0 → R be such that for m = (m1, . . . ,md) ∈ Rd
≥0 and

z = (z1, . . . , zd) ∈ Rd
≥0 we have

Jd(m, z) = χ (logFd(z))
∑d

j=1
|h (log zj)|
χ (log zj)

×mj .

Using the definitions in (16.1) and (16.3), it is elementary to verify that for any d > 0, for any m ∈ Rd
≥0,

z ∈ Rd
>0 and y ∈ Rd such that zj = eyj , we have that

Jd(m, z) = Ed(m,y) .

In light of the above, the proposition follows by showing that

supz∈Rd
>0
{Jd(m, z)} ≤ ∆c

−1/s · ||m||s . (16.8)

In order to prove (16.8), we let

ψ : R>0 → R such that y 7→ 1
2

√
1

y(1+y) . (16.9)

Claim 16.3. For any m = (m1, . . . ,md) ∈ Rd
≥0 and z = (z1, . . . , zd) ∈ Rd

>0 we have that

Jd(m, z) = ψ(Fd(z))×
∑

i∈[d]

mi

ψ(zi)

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂tiFd(t)

∣∣∣∣
t=z

∣∣∣∣ , (16.10)

where Fd and ψ are defined in (16.1) and (16.9), respectively.

Proof. The claim follows by using simple rearrangements. We have that

Jd(m, z) = χ (logFd(z))
∑d

j=1
|h (log zj)|
χ (log zj)

×mj

=
√

Fd(z)
1+Fd(z)

∑d
j=1

√
zj

1+zj
×mj (16.11)

=
√

1
Fd(z)(1+Fd(z))

∑d
j=1

√
zj(1 + zj)× Fd(z)

1+zj
×mj .

In (16.11), we substitute χ and h according to (15.1) and (16.4), respectively. Using the definition of ψ from
(16.9), we get that

Jd(m, z) = ψ(Fd(z))
∑

j∈[d]

1

ψ(zj)
× Fd(z)

1 + zi
×mj .

The above implies (16.10), note that
∣∣∣ ∂
∂ti
Fd(t)

∣∣∣ = Fd(t)
1+ti

, for any i ∈ [d]. The claim follows. □
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In light of Claim 16.3, (16.8) follows by showing that for any m = (m1, . . . ,md) ∈ Rd
≥0 and z =

(z1, . . . , zd) ∈ Rd
>0 we have that

ψ(Fd(z))×
∑

i∈[d]

mi

ψ(zi)

∣∣∣∣ ∂∂tiFd(t)

∣∣∣∣
t=z

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∆c
− 1

s · ||m||s . (16.12)

The above follows by using standard results form [36]. For any s ≥ 1, d > 0 and x ≥ 0, we let the function

Ξ(s, d, x) =
1

d

(
ψ(Fd,sym(x))

ψ(x)
F ′
d,sym(x)

)s

,

where the functions Fd,sym, ψ are defined in (16.2) and (16.9), respectively, while F ′
d,sym(x) =

d
dxFd,sym(x).

Lemma 16.4 ([36]). For any λ > 0, for integer d ≥ 1, for s ≥ 1, for x ∈ Rd
>0 and m ∈ Rd

≥0, the following
holds: there exists x̄ > 0 and integer 0 ≤ k ≤ d such that

ψ(Fd(x))×
∑

i∈[d]

mi

ψ(xi)

∣∣∣∣ ∂

∂zi
Fd(z)

∣∣∣∣
z=x

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (Ξ(s, k, x̄))1/s × ||m||s ,

where x = (x1, . . . ,xd) and m = (m1, . . . ,md).

In light of the above lemma, our proposition follows as a corollary from the following result.

Lemma 16.5 ([36]). For λ > 0, consider ∆c = ∆c(λ) and F∆c,sym with fugacity λ. Let q ≥ 1 be such that

q−1 = 1− ∆c−1
2 log

(
1 + 1

∆c−1

)
.

For any x > 0, d > 0, we have that

Ξ(q, d, x) ≤ Ξ(q,∆c, x̃) = (∆c)
−1 ,

where x̃ ∈ [0, 1] is the unique fix-point of F∆c,sym, i.e., x̃ = F∆c,sym(x̃).

By combining Lemmas 16.4 and 16.5 we get (16.12). This concludes the proof of Proposition 16.1. 2
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APPENDIX A. REMAINING PROOFS

For the sake of keeping the paper self-contained, in this section we present the proof of some well-known
results presented in the main body.

A.1. Proof of Claim 4.1. Here we restate Claim 4.1 and provide its proof.

Claim 4.1. For any graph G = (V,E) and any Gibbs distribution µ : {±1}V → [0, 1] the following is
true: For any Λ ⊆ V , for any τ ∈ {±1}V , let M be the (V \ Λ) × (V \ Λ) diagonal matrix such that for
any v ∈ V \ Λ we have that

M(v, v) =

√
µΛ,τv (+1) · µΛ,τv (−1) . (4.2)

Then, for IΛ,τ
G induced by µ, the following is true: if M is non-singular, the matrix M−1 · IΛ,τ

G ·M is
symmetric.

Proof. Let ΣΛ,τ
G be the (V × Λ)× (V × Λ) covariance matrix defined with respect to µΛ,τ . That is, for any

u, v ∈ V \ Λ we have that

Σ
Λ,τ
G (v, u) = µΛ,τ(v,u)((+1,+1))− µΛ,τv (+1) · µΛ,τu (+1) .

A straightforward observation is that ΣΛ,τ
G is symmetric. W.l.o.g. in this proof, assume that the diagonal

entries of ΣΛ,τ
G are non-zero.

Note that for any v ∈ V \ Λ we have that

M(v, v) =

√
Σ
Λ,τ
G (v, v) . (A.1)

Furthermore, it is standard to show, e.g. see [11], that ΣΛ,τ
G and IΛ,τ

G satisfy that

IΛ,τ
G (u, v) =

Σ
Λ,τ
G (u,v)

Σ
Λ,τ
G (u,u)

.

Since ΣΛ,τ
G is symmetric, the above relation implies that

Σ
Λ,τ
G (u, u) · IΛ,τ

G (u, v) = ΣΛ,τ
G (v, v) · IΛ,τ

G (v, u) .

Then, a simple rearrangement gives√
Σ
Λ,τ
G (u,u)

Σ
Λ,τ
G (v,v)

· IΛ,τ
G (u, v) =

√
Σ
Λ,τ
G (v,v)

Σ
Λ,τ
G (u,u)

· IΛ,τ
G (v, u) .

From (A.1) we get that

M(u,u)
M(v,v) · I

Λ,τ
G (u, v) = M(v,v)

M(u.u) · I
Λ,τ
G (v, u) .

The l.h.s. in the above equation corresponds to the entry (M−1 ·IΛ,τ
G ·M)(u, v), while the r.h.s. corresponds

to (M−1 · IΛ,τ
G ·M)(v, u).

The claim follows. □

A.2. Proof of Claim 9.3. Here we restate Claim 9.3 and provide its proof.

Claim 9.3. We have that
∣∣∣∣∣∣IΛ,τ

G

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2
= ||W||2.
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Proof. For what follows, we abbreviateWΛ,τ
G and IΛ,τ

G toW and I, respectively.
Recall from (9.8) that W is a block anti-diagonal matrix. For any vector z such that ||z||2 = 1, that can

be written as z =

[
y
x

]
, where x,y are (V \ Λ)× 1 vectors, we have that

Wz =W

[
y
x

]
=

[
Ix
I∗y

]
.

Hence

||Wz||22 = ||Ix||22 + ||I∗y||22 . (A.2)

Since ||z||2 = 1, there is a scalar b ∈ [0, 1] such that ||y||22 = b and ||x||22 = (1− b). Hence, we have that

||I∗y||22 ≤ b ||I∗||22 , ||Ix||22 ≤ (1− b) ||I||22 . (A.3)

Plugging the inequalities from (A.3) into (A.2) we get

||Wz||22 ≤ b ||J ∗||22 + (1− b) ||J ||22 ≤ max
{
||J ||22 , ||J

∗||22
}
= ||J ||22 .

The last equality follows since ||J ||22 = ||J ∗||22.
Note that the above inequality is tight. It becomes equality if, for example, y,x are such that ||y||2 = 0,

||x||2 = 1 and ||J ||2 = ||J x||2.
Hence, we conclude that indeed ||W||2 = ||J ||2. The claim follows. □

A.3. Proof of Lemma 14.1. We restate Lemma 14.1 and provide its proof.

Lemma 14.1. For any d > 0, ζ ∈ (0, 1), R > 1 and β ∈ UIsing(R, ζ) we have the following: the functions
Hd specified in (14.1) satisfies that

||∇Hd(y1, y2, . . . , yd)||∞ ≤ (1− ζ)/R . (14.3)

Proof. It suffices to show that any d > 0 and any (y1, y2, . . . , yd) ∈ [−∞,+∞]d we have that

||∇Hd(y1, y2, . . . , yd)||∞ ≤ |β − 1|
β + 1

. (A.4)

Before showing that (A.4) is true, let us show how it implies (14.3). That is, we show that for any β ∈
UIsing(R, ζ), we have that |β−1|

β+1 ≤ 1−ζ
R .

Consider the function f(x) = |x−1|
x+1 defined on the closed interval

[
R−1
R+1 ,

R+1
R−1

]
. Taking derivatives, it

is elementary to verify that f(x) is increasing in the interval 1 < x ≤ R+1
R−1 , while it is decreasing in the

interval R−1
R+1 ≤ x < 1. Furthermore, noting that f(1) = 0, it is direct that

sup
β∈UIsing(R,ζ)

f(β) = f
(
R−1+ζ
R+1−ζ

)
= f

(
R+1−ζ
R−1+ζ

)
= 1−ζ

R .

It is immediate that indeed (A.4) implies (14.3). Hence, it remains to show that (A.4) is true.
Since we have that ∂

∂xi
Hd(x1, x2, . . . , xd) = h(xi), it suffices to show that for any x ∈ [−∞,+∞] we

have that

|h(x)| ≤ |1−β|
1+β . (A.5)

For the distribution we consider here, the function h(·) is given from (14.2). From the above we get that

|h(x)| = |1−β2| exp(x)
(b exp(x)+1)(b+exp(x)) = |1−β2|

(β+exp(−x))(β+exp(x)) = |1−β2|
β2+1+β(exp(−x)+exp(x))

.
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It is straightforward to verify that ϕ(x) = e−x + ex is convex and for any x ∈ [−∞,+∞] the function ϕ(x)
attains its minimum at x = 0, i.e., we have that ϕ(x) ≥ 2. Consequently, we get that

|h(x)| ≤ |1−β2|
β2+1+2β

= |1−β2|
(β+1)2

= |1−β|
1+β ,

for any x ∈ [−∞,+∞]. The above proves that (A.5) is true and concludes our proof. □

A.4. Proof of Claim 15.2. We restate Claim 15.2 and provide its proof.

Claim 15.2. For ε ∈ (0, 1), L ≥ 2 and 0 < λ < (1 − ε)λc(L) the following is true: There is 0 < z < 1 ,
which only depend on ε, such that for ∆c = ∆c(λ), we have

1−z
L ≥ 1

∆c
and

λ

1 + λ
<
e3

L
. (15.3)

Proof. It elementary to verify that ∆c(z) is decreasing in z. This implies that for λ ≤ (1 − ε)λc(R),
∆c(λ) ≥ ∆c(λc(R)) = R. Particularly, this implies that there is 0 < z < 1, which only depends on ε such
that ∆c(λ) ≥ R

(1−z) . This proves the leftmost inequality in (15.3).
As far as the rightmost inequality is concerned, we have that

λ
1+λ ≤ λ < λc(R) . (A.6)

The first inequality follows since λ > 0, while the second follows since λ < λc(R). From the definition of
λc(·), we have that

λc(R) =
RR

(R−1)(R+1) = 1
R

(
1−R−1

)−(R+1)
= 1

R

(
1 + 1

R−1

)R+1
≤ 1

R exp
(
R+1
R−1

)
≤ e3/R . (A.7)

For the one before the last inequality we use that 1 + x ≤ ex. For the last inequality we note that R+1
R−1 is

decreasing in R, hence, for R ≥ 2, we have that R+1
R−1 ≤ 3. Plugging the above bound into (A.6), gives the

rightmost inequality in (15.3). The claim follows. □

APPENDIX B. PERRON-FROBENIUS THEOREM

Let the matrix Λ ∈ RN×N be non-negative. That is, every entry Λi,j ≥ 0. We say that Λ is irreducible if
and only if (I+Λ)N−1 is a positive matrix, i.e., all its entries are positive numbers.

We associate Λ with the directed graph GΛ on the vertex set [N ], while the edge (i, j) is in GΛ iff
Λi,j > 0. Then, Λ is irreducible, if the resulting graph GΛ is strongly connected.

In this work, it is common to use the so-called Perron-Frobenius Theorem. For the sake of keeping this
paper self-contained, we state this theorem below.

Theorem B.1 (Perron-Frobenius Theorem). Let Λ ∈ RN×N be irreducible and non-negative matrix and
suppose that N ≥ 2. Then,

(1) ρ(Λ) > 0
(2) ρ(Λ) is an algebraically simple eigenvalue of Λ
(3) there is a unique real vector x = (x1, . . . ,xN ) such that Λ · x = ρ(Λ)x and x1 + · · ·xN = 1,

while xj > 0 for all j ∈ N
(4) there is a unique real vector y = (y1, . . . ,yN ) such that yTΛ = ρ(Λ)yT and x1y1+ · · ·xNyN =

1, while yj > 0 for all j ∈ N .

CHARILAOS EFTHYMIOU, charilaos.efthymiou@warwick.ac.uk, UNIVERSITY OF WARWICK, COVENTRY, CV4
7AL, UK.
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