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ON SAMPLING DILUTED SPIN GLASSES
USING GLAUBER DYNAMICS

CHARILAOS EFTHYMIOU AND KOSTAS ZAMPETAKIS

ABSTRACT. Spin-glasses are natural Gibbs distributions that have been studied in theoretical com-
puter science for many decades. Recently, they have been gaining renewed attention from the
community as they emerge naturally in neural computation and learning, network inference, opti-
misation and many other areas.

Here we consider the Edwards-Anderson spin-glass distribution at inverse temperature S when
the underlying graph is an instance of G(n,d/n). This is a random graph on n vertices such that
each edge appears independently with probability d/n, where the expected degree d = ©(1). We
study the problem of efficiently sampling from the aforementioned distribution using the well-known
Markov chain called Glauber dynamics.

For a certain range of (, that depends only on the expected degree d of the graph, and for
typical instances of the Edwards-Anderson model on G(n,d/n), we show that the corresponding
(single-site) Glauber dynamics exhibits mixing time O(nHF;Q_d ).

The range of 3 for which we obtain our rapid-mixing result corresponds to the expected influence
being smaller than 1/d. This bound is very natural, and we conjecture that it is the best possible
for rapid mixing.

As opposed to the mean-field spin-glasses, where the Glauber dynamics has been studied before,
less is known for the diluted cases like the one we consider here. The latter problems are more
challenging to work with because the corresponding instances involve two levels of randomness, i.e.,
the random graph instance and the random Gibbs distribution.

We establish our results by utilising the well-known path-coupling technique. In the standard
setting of Glauber dynamics on G(n,d/n) one has to deal with the so-called effect of high degree
vertices. Here, with the spin-glasses, rather than considering vertex-degrees, it is more natural to
use a different measure on the vertices of the graph, that we call aggregate influence.

We build on the block-construction approach proposed by [Dyer, Flaxman, Frieze and Vigoda:
2006] to circumvent the problem with the high degrees in the path-coupling analysis. Specifically,
to obtain our results, we first establish rapid mixing for an appropriately defined block-dynamics.
We design this dynamics such that vertices of large aggregate influence are placed deep inside
their blocks. Then, we obtain rapid mixing for the (single-site) Glauber dynamics by utilising a
comparison argument.

1. INTRODUCTION

Spin-glasses are natural, high dimensional Gibbs distributions that have been studied in theo-
retical computer science for many decades. Recently, they have been gaining renewed attention
from the community as they emerge naturally in neural computation and learning, e.g., in the Hop-
field model, as models of network inference, e.g., in the stochastic block model, in optimisation,
counting-sampling and many other areas, e.g., see [38] 26, [13] 3], 29, 23] [1§].

Furthermore, spin-glasses are widely considered to be canonical models of extremely disordered
systems [31], B8] and, as such, they have beed studied extensively in mathematics & mathematical

physics, e.g., see [39, [33] 24, 28], and also in statistical physics [31], [38] 35]. In particular, as far
as physics is concerned, spin-glasses have been studied intensively since the early ’80s, while the

Date: March 15, 2024.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.08921v1

seminal, groundbreaking work of Giorgio Parisi on spin-glasses got him the Nobel Prize in Physics
in 2021.

In this work, we consider the natural problem of sampling from these distributions. To this end,
our endeavour is to employ the powerful Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method. Typically,
the MCMC sampling algorithms are very simple to describe and implement in practice, however,
analysing their performance can be extremely challenging.

We focus on one of the best-known cases of spin-glasses, called the Edwards-Anderson model (EA
model) [I6]. Given a fixed graph G = (V, E), and the vector J = {J. : e € E} of independent,
identically distributed (i.i.d.) standard Gaussians, the EA model with inverse temperature 8 > 0,
corresponds to the random Gibbs distribution 1 = ug, g 3 on the configuration space {£1}V such
that

p(o) o exp <ﬂ Z{w’u}eE 1{o(u) = o(w)} - J{u7w}> )

where o stands for “proportional to”.

In the literature, we also encounter this distribution as the Viana-Bray model (e.g. see [28]), or as
the 2-spin model (e.g., see [34,26]). It is worth mentioning at this point that the Edwards-Anderson
model on the complete graph corresponds to the well-known Sherrington-Kirkpatrick model (SK
model) [36].

On a first account, the EA model may look innocent, i.e., it looks similar to the standard Ising
model with just the addition of the Gaussian couplings. It turns out, though, that it is a fascinating
distribution with a lot of intricacies, while the configuration space has extremely rich structure,
e.g. in various settings, it is conjectured to exhibit the “infinite Replica Symmetry Breaking” [31].

We use the Glauber dynamics to sample from the Edwards-Anderson spin-glass. We assume that
the underlying geometry is an instance of the sparse random graph G(n,d/n). This is a random
graph on n vertices, such that each edge appears, independently, with probability p = d/n, for some
constant d > 0. Note that we obtain an instance of the problem by first drawing the underlying
graph form the distribution G(n,d/n) and then, given the graph, we generate the random Gibbs
distribution.

Sampling from Gibbs distributions induced by instances of G(n,d/n), or, more generally, in-
stances of so-called random constraint satisfaction problems, is at the heart of recent endeav-
ors to investigate connections between phase transitions and the efficiency of algorithms, e.g.
M, 2 121 25, 27, B7]. The MCMC sampling problem on random graphs has garnered a lot of
attention, e.g., see [I4], [7, 19, B2, 20, [15] [I1], as it is considered to be an intriguing case to study.
So far the focus has been on sampling standard Gibbs distributions, which, already, is a very chal-
lenging problem. The study of spin-glasses takes us a step further. Working with the EA model,
we introduce an extra level of disorder which is due to the random couplings at the edges of the
graph. Hence, in our analysis, we need to deal with the disorder of both G(n,d/n) and the random
couplings.

For typical instances of both the random graph G(n,d/n) and the EA model, we show that the
Glauber dynamics exhibits mixing time O(n Jr_2_)

E [tanh (g |J|)] <1/d , (1)

where the expectation is with respect to the standard Gaussian random variable J. It is elementary
to show that for large d, the above condition corresponds to having 0 < 8 < \/g' In turn, this
implies that the expected influence is smaller than 1/d, a quite natural requlrement to have. We
conjecture that the region for 5 in which we establish the rapid-mixing of Glauber dynamics is the
best possible.

for any inverse temperature S > 0 such that
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We also believe that the bound we obtain on the mixing time is very close to the optimal one.
Our conjecture is that the mixing time for Glauber dynamics, in the aforementioned range of 3, is
nexp(©(y/logn)). This is because we typically have isolated stars with rather large couplings at
their edges. Note that we expect to see couplings of magnitude as large as ©(y/logn).

To the best of our knowledge, not much is known about the mixing time of Glauber dynamics
for the EA model on G(n,d/n). There is only a weaker, non-MCMC, sampler for this distribution,
proposed in [I8]. The error at the output for this algorithm is a vanishing function of n. Here,
with the Glauber dynamics, we obtain the standard approximation guarantees one gets from the
MCMC samplers, which are considered to be the best possible.

As opposed to the MCMC samplers for the EA model on G(n,d/n), more is known about the
mean-field SK model, with the most recent works being [4] [0, 29, 23]. For the cases we consider
here, these results imply a much weaker bound on 8 compared to what we get with our approach,
i.e., they require 8 to be a vanishing function of nl]. This comes without surprise as the SK model
lives on the complete graph, hence there is no geometry in the problem. On the other hand, the
EA model on G(n,d/n) has a very rich, and as it turns out, intricate geometry. Overall, the results
for the SK-model fare poorly because they cannot address the geometric challenges that emerge in
the EA model on G(n,d/n).

Our analysis does not rely on the newly introduced Spectral Independence (SI) method [5] 10, @],
even though there are rapid mixing results for Gibbs distributions on G(n,d/n) that utilise SI,
e.g., see [7, [19]. When it comes to spin-glasses, the natural quantities that arise with SI turn out
to be too complicated to work with. Our approach exploits the classic path-coupling technique
[8]. Specifically, we build on the machinery developed in the sequence of results in [I4] 17, 2]
that establish fast mixing for Glauber dynamics on (standard) Gibbs distributions on G(n,d/n).
Basically, our approach builds on these ideas so that we can accommodate the extra disorder that
the problem exhibits. Note that these previous works are about distributions such as the colouring
model, the hard-core model, etc., and not for spin-glasses.

For typical instances of G(n,d/n) all but an exp(—O(d)) fraction of the vertices are of degree

logn
loglogn

have the parameters of the problem expressed in terms of the expected degree d, rather than, e.g.,
the maximum degree. Hence, a major challenge in the analysis is how to circumvent the so-called
“effect of high degrees”.

Roughly speaking, the approach underlying [21] is as follows: Rather than considering (single
site) Glauber dynamics, we consider block dynamics. That is, there is an appropriately constructed
block-partition of the set of vertices such that, at each step, we update the configuration of a
randomly chosen block. As it was already observed in [I4], the typical instances of G(n,d/n)
admit a block-partition, such that the high-degree vertices are hidden deep inside the blocks, in
a way that makes their effect vanish. This allows one to circumvent the problem that the high-
degree vertices pose in the path-coupling analysis and show fast mixing for the block dynamics.
Subsequently, one obtains the bounds on the mixing time for the single-site dynamics by using
comparison.

A primary challenge of the above approach is to construct the desirable block-partition. The
contribution coming from the aforementioned works amounts to introducing a weighting-scheme (a
set of potentials) for the paths in the graph, which is further leveraged for the block construction.
Typically, this approach entails heavy probabilistic analysis.

It turns out that the use of potentials for the paths is quite natural in our setting, too. One of
our main contributions here is to introduce new weights (new potentials) for the paths of the graph,
which accommodate the richer structure of the problem. Unlike the previous works that focus only

close to d, while we expect to have degrees as huge as © . In that respect, it is natural to

More concretely, it is elementary to verify that they require g = O (1 / lolgol%).
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vertex-degrees, we utilise concepts from Spectral Independence and introduce a new measure for
the vertices of the graph, which we call aggregate influence

Overall, getting a handle on the behaviour of the weights of the paths is one of the most tech-
nically demanding parts of this work. It is worth mentioning that the set of blocks we obtain
here is quite different than the one appears in [2I]. Note that in this work, the block partition is
such that vertices with large degree are hidden deep inside the blocks. Here, it is typical to have
single-vertex blocks consisting of a high-degree vertex, or having multi-vertex blocks whose vertices
are all low-degree ones. This comes without surprise, as the notions of the aggregate influence and
the degree of a vertex are different from each other.

1.1. Results. We let G = G(n,d/n) be the Erdés—Rényi graph on a set V,, of n vertices, with
edge probability d/n, where d > 0 is a fixed number. The Edwards-Anderson model on G at
inverse temperature 3 > 0, is defined as follows: for J = {J. : e € E(G)} a family of independent,
standard Gaussians, and for o € {£1}V", we let

1e,.g,5(0) = m - exp (B > 1{o(y) = o()}- J{x,y}> ; (2)

r~y

where

Z3(G,T)= Y exp <BZI{T(y)=T(w)}'J{m,y}>

Te{£1}Vn Ty

Typically, we study this distribution as n — co.

We use the discrete time, (single site) Glauber dynamics (X¢):>0 to approximately sample from
the aforementioned distributions 1 = ug 7 8. Glauber dynamics is a Markov chain with state space
the support of the distribution u. We assume that the chain starts from an arbitrary configuration
Xy € {jzl}V”. For ¢ > 0, the transition from the state X; to X;11 is according to the following
steps:

(1) choose uniformly at random a vertex v,

(2) for every vertex w different than v, set X411 (w) = X¢(w),

(3) set X;y1(v) according to the marginal of 1 at v, conditional on the neighbours of v having
the configuration specified by X;y1.

It is standard to show that when a Markov chain satisfies a set of technical conditions called
ergodicity, then it converges to a unique stationary distribution. For the cases we consider here,
the Glauber dynamics is trivially ergodic.

Let P be the transition matrix of an ergodic Markov chain (X;) with a finite state space {2 and
equilibrium distribution . For ¢t > 0, and o € §2, let P!(c,-) denote the distribution of X;, when
the initial state of the chain satisfies Xo = 0. The mizing time of the Markov chain (X;);>¢ is
defined by

Tymix = Igleag){min {t >0:||Po,) — pllTv < 1/e} .

Our focus is on the mixing time of the aforementioned Markov chain.
Finally, for k > 1 we let

V2T
Be(k) = 7 (3)
Theorem 1.1. For any € € (0,1), there exists dy = do(e) > 1, such that for d > dy, for f <
(1 —¢e)Bc(d), there is a constant C' > 0 such that the following is true:
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Let G = G(n,d/n), while let p be the Edwards-Anderson model on G, at inverse temperature 3.
Then, with probability 1 —n~Y* over the instances of G and p, the Glauber dynamics on i exhibits
mizing time
Ty < C-n” o

A couple of remarks are in order. First, in Theorem [T}, we write 8 < .(d) to specify the region
that we have rapid mixing. This condition is equivalent to what we have in (I), since we assume
sufficiently large d. Using 8 < f.(d) instead of (), leads to cleaner derivations.

Second, we note that Theorem [[.1] continues to hold if we replace the Gaussian couplings with
couplings drawn from an arbitrary sub-Gaussian distribution. To see this, notice that if J’ is sub-
Gaussian, and .J is a zero-mean Gaussian, there exist a constant ¢ > 0, such that for all £ > 0 we
have that Pr[|J/| > t] < ¢-Pr[|J| > t]. Therefore, for any (using coupling) any sub-Gaussian model
to the EA-model we consider here.

2. APPROACH

In this section, we give a high-level overview of the construction we use to prove Theorem [Tl
Note that the construction relies on introducing a good number of potentials.

2.1. Aggregate Influence. Consider the graph G = G(n,d/n), and the vector of real numbers
J ={J.:e € E(G)}, where J.’s are i.i.d. standard Gaussians, i.e., N(0,1). For 8 > 0, consider
also the Edwards-Anderson model 1 = pg,7 5 on {1}V, that is,

) o exp (ﬂz 1{o(y) (a;)}.J{x,y}), Vo € {£1}% | (4)

We usually refer to each J, as the coupling at the edge e in the graph.
For each edge e € F(G) consider the influence T, defined by

1 —exp (BJe)|
1 +exp(BJ) (5)

A natural way of viewing the influence I, is as a measure of correlation decay over the edge e. Note
that the influence is a very natural quantity to consider and emerges in many different contexts
such as [10, [I8], 22], just to mention a few.

To get some intuition, note that I, € [0,1] is an increasing function of |J.|. For a “heavy edge”,
i.e., an edge e that |J.| is “big”, the corresponding influence is close to 1. On the other hand, for
a “light edge”, i.e., when |J¢| is “small”, the corresponding influence is close to 0.

Given the set of influences {I%.}.c E(G), for every vertex w € V(G), we define the aggregate
influence such that

A(w) = ZZNU) r{w,z} . (6)

The quantities A(w)’s play a key role in the analysis, as they are used in our construction of blocks.
The choice of parameters in Theorem [[T] implies that for each vertex w, we have that E[A(w)] =
(1—¢), where the expectation is with respect to both the degree of w and the couplings at its incident
edges.
In Theorem Bl in the appendix, we show that A(w) is well-concentrated, i.e., for any fixed
0 > 0, we have that

Pr{A(w) > E[A(w)] + 6] < exp(—£2(d)) . (7)

In our analysis, we would have liked that each vertex in G has aggregate influence < 1. From
the above tail bound we expect to have many, but relatively rare, heavy vertices in G, i.e., vertices
5



with aggregate influence > 1. Note that, we typically have poly(n) many vertices each of aggregate
influence as huge as O(log"/? n).

2.2. Path Weights. We introduce a weighting-scheme for the vertices of the graph G that uses
A(w)’s. There are parameters d,d > 0 in the scheme, where d > 0 is a large number, while
d € (0,1). Each vertex w is assigned weight M(w) defined by

M) = {1702 iAW) <1-4
"~ |d-A(w) otherwise.

(8)

Given the above weights for the vertices, we define a weight for each path in G. Specifically, the
path P = (vg,...,vy) is assigned weight M(P), defined by

l
M(P) = [ M(w) -
=0

Subsequently, we introduce the notion of block-vertices in G. A vertex w is called block-vertex if
every path P that emanates from w is “light”, i.e., it has weight M(P) < 1. Intuitively, w being a
block-vertex implies that A(w) < 1, while every heavy vertex v, i.e., having A(v) > 1, needs to be
far from w.

For the range of the parameters we consider here, it turns out that there is a plethora of block-
vertices in G. Specifically, we show the following result (Theorem 0], in the appendix). Let P be
the set of paths P in G of length |P| = l(\’/ga", such that there is no block-vertex in P. Then, we
have that

Pr[P is empty] =1 —o(1) . 9)

Establishing the above, is one of the main technical challenges in this paper, as the quantities we
consider are inherently quite involved.
Below, we show how we use (@) for the block construction.

2.3. Block construction. The aim is to obtain a block partition B = {Bj, Bs, ..., By} such that
each B € B is small, simply structured, while 0oy, the outer boundary of B, consists exclusively
of block vertices. Note that d,. B is the set of vertices outside B which have a neighbour inside
the block.

Let us give a high-level description of how B looks like. Recall that, typically, G is locally

tree-like, however, there are some relatively rare short cycles, i.e., cycles of length less than 411;;43,

which are far apart from each other.
Each block B € B can be one of the following

(1) single vertex,

(2) a tree,

(3) a unicyclic graph.
If B consists of a single vertex, then this vertex must be a block-vertex. If B is multi-vertex, then
Oout B consists of block-vertices. This, somehow, guarantees that the heavy vertices are hidden deep
inside the blocks. The unicyclic blocks contain only short cycles.

Intuitively, (@) guarantees that the blocks are not extensive structures. Note that, for a heavy
vertex w, we can reach the boundary of its block, by following any path of length as small as h’%
that emanates from w.

Compared to the blocks we have in [I7, 2] the ones we get here are quite different. Note that the
actual structure of the blocks depends on both graph G' and the EA model g, g 3 on this graph.
Furthermore, here, it is typical to see single vertex blocks consisting of a high-degree vertex, i.e.,
degree > d, or having multi-vertex blocks whose vertices are all low-degree ones, i.e., degree = d.

6



Of course, this has to do with the fact that the aggregate influence is a different quantity than the
degree of a vertex.

2.4. Rapid Mixing of Block Dynamics. Suppose that we have a block partition B = {By,..., By}
as the one we describe in Section

We consider the block dynamics (X)i>0 with respect to the set of blocks B. The transition from
X to X341 is according to the following steps:

(1) Choose uniformly at random a block B € B.

(2) For every vertex w outside B, set Xy11(w) = Xy(w).

(3) Draw X;y;(B), the configuration at B, according to the marginal of y at B, conditional on
the vertices in Jyy B having the configuration specified by X;11.

At this stage, the goal is to show that (X¢):>o exhibits mixing time Tysix such that
Tmix = O(Nlog N) (10)

where N is the number of blocks in B.

We use path coupling [8] to show (I0). That is, we consider (X;):>o and (Y;)i>0, two copies of
the block dynamics. Assume that at some time ¢ > 0, the configurations X; and Y; differ at a single
vertex, u*. It suffices to show that we have one-step contraction i.e., we can couple the two copies
of the block dynamics such that the expected distance between X;11 and Yj41 is smaller than that
of X; and Y;.

Typically, we establish contraction with respect to the Hamming metric between two configura-
tions. It turns out that, for block dynamics, this metric is suboptimal. In contrast to the single-site
dynamics, when we update a block B that is adjacent to the disagreeing vertex u*, the number
of disagreements grows by the size of B. For this reason, we follow an analysis for path coupling
which adapts to the setting of block dynamics.

For each vertex z, we write B, for the block that z belongs to. Furthermore, let

Aout(2) = Z r{z,w} : (11)

wi B
That is, Aoyt (2) is the sum of influences over the edges that connect z with its neighbours outside
the block B,. Typically, if vertex z has at least one neighrbour outside B, then Ay (z) > n~7/3,
We let W C V be the set that of vertices z such that Agyi(z) > 0. We call W the set of external
vertices. On the other hand, we call internal all the vertices in V' '\ W. Note that the internal
vertices have no neighbours outside their block and hence Aq(z) = 0.
For the path coupling, we introduce the following distance metric for any two o,7 € {£1}"

dist(o,7) = Z 1{zcodr}+n* Z Aout(2) - I{z€eod T},
zeV\W zeW

where o @ 7 is the set of vertices w € V' that the two configurations disagree, i.e., it consists of the
vertices w such that o(w) # 7(w).

The above metric assigns completely different weights to the internal and external vertices,
respectively. If some vertex z is internal, then its disagreement gets (tiny) weight 1. On the other
hand, if z is external, its disagreement gets weight which is equal to n* x Ay (z) > 1. Particularly,
we have that n* x Aoy (z) = 2(n*/3), for all external vertices z.

The above metric essentially captures that the disagreements that do matter in the path cou-
pling analysis, are those which involve vertices at the boundary of blocks, i.e., external vertices.
In particular, the “potential” for an external vertex to spread disagreements to adjacent blocks
increases with Agyui(z). Let us remark that this observation was first introduced and exploited in
[21] in an analogous setting.
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In the path coupling analysis, we also exploit properties of the block partition B. Particularly,
we use that the block vertices are far from the heavy ones, i.e., the vertices that have aggregate
influence larger than 1. A heavy vertex in block B, once it becomes disagreeing, tends to create
higher than typical number of new disagreements. This is highly undesirable. Having a large
distance between the heavy vertices inside B and the boundary 9,y B implies that the probability
of a heavy vertex becoming disagreeing is very small. As a consequence, the overall expected
contribution of the heavy vertices becomes negligible.

In light of all the above, we conclude that there is a constant C' > 0 such that for any vertex
u* € V, for any pair of configurations X;,Y; that differ on u* there is a coupling such that

E[dist(Xi1,Yi1) | X0, Y] < (1 - C/N)-dist(X,,Y;) . (12)

Using path coupling, and arguing that N = 2(y/n), it is standard to obtain (I0) from the above
inequality. For further details, see Theorem [5.1] in the appendix.

2.5. Rapid Mixing for Glauber Dynamics - Comparison. This part is a bit technical. Recall
that our aim is to obtain a bound on the mixing time for the single-site Glauber dynamics, whereas
so far we only have a bound for the mixing time of the block-dynamics. To this end, we utilise
a well-known comparison argument form [30], which relates the relaxation times of the Glauber
dynamics and the block dynamics. Recall that the relaxation time of a Markov chain with transition
matrix P is equal to ﬁ, where A* is the second largest eigenvalue in magnitude of P.

Letting T.q and Tpioac be the relaxation times of the Glauber dynamics and the block dynamics,
respectively, from [30], we obtain that

Trel < Thlock * (maXBGB{TB}) ) (13)

where Tp is the relaxation time of the (single site) Glauber dynamics on each block B € B, under
worst-case condition ¢ at the boundary OyutB.

From the rapid mixing result of block dynamics it is standard to obtain a bound on Tpjeck, hence,
it remains to get a bound on Tp, for all B € B. Our endeavour to bound Tp gives rise to a new
weight over the paths in G = G(n,d/n). Specifically, for a path P in G, we define the weight

Y(P) = B clJel + 32, log deg(v) . (14)

In the first sum, which involves the couplings, the variable e varies over all edges having at least
one endpoint in P. The second sum varies over all the vertices in P.

Building on a recursive argument from [21] B2], for every tree-like block B rooted at vertex v,
we show

™5 < exp (maxp{Y(P)}) , (15)

where the maximum is over all the paths P in B from the root v to o B. Note that such a path

P is at most 1‘3%” long. We also get a similar bound for the relaxation time when B is unicyclic.

We show that with probability 1 — o(1) over the instances of G and p, every path P in G of

length at most llggg];, satisfies Y(P) < llsgg;;. This implies that for every block B we have that

3
TBgnm . (16)

As mentioned earlier, it is standard to obtain an estimate for Tpoc from our rapid mixing results
for the block-dynamics. Hence, plugging T5’s and Tpjeck into ([I3)), gives the desired bound on Ty,
the relaxation time for Glauber dynamics. From this point on, it is standard to get Theorem [I.1]
For further details, see Section [0, in the appendix.
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3. Basic NOTIONS

Gibbs distribution € Influences: Even though most of the notions we describe below have been
already introduced earlier, we present them here in full detail and formality.

We use the triplet (G, J,[3), where G = (V, E) is a graph, J = {J. € R:e € E}, and € R-y,
to represent the “glassy” Gibbs distribution p = ug, 7,3 on {£1}V defined by

(o) ox exp (5 > 1{o() = o(@)} J{z,y}> , vo € {£1}V . (17)

T~y

Clearly, the above gives rise to the EA model on G once we take the couplings on the edges to be
ii.d. standard Gaussians.

The above triplet specifies a set of influences over the edges of GG. That is, for every e € E we
define the edge-influence I, such that

1 —exp(BJ.)|
© 1+4exp(BJe)

This is the standard influence we encounter in the context of Spectral Independence, e.g., see [10].

The following argument concerning influences is standard. Consider two adjacent vertices v and
w in G, and let o,7 be any two configurations at the neighbours of w disagreeing only on at wu.
Writing e = {u, w} for the edge between w and u, we have that

% = oy < Te (19)

where £ is the marginal of ;1 at w conditional on the configuration o, and similarly for p7, .

(18)

Aggregate Influences: For each vertex u € V' we define the aggregate influence A(u) such that

Alu) = Thuw - (20)

w~u

Consider now the random graph G(n,d/n) and the EA model on this graph with inverse tempera-
ture 5. For a vertex w in this graph, the corresponding quantity, A(u), turns out to be an involved
random variable. The number of edges incident to u, hence the number of summads in A(u), is
Binomially distributed, i.e., Bin(n,d/n), while for each edge e incident to u the influence is also a

. . 1— . . .
random variable, i.e., for each e, we have I', = %&%;h where J, is a standard Gaussian.

There is a natural connection between the aggregate influence and the condition for the inverse
temperature 5 < (1 — €)5.(d) we have in Theorem [Tl Specifically, for any such g we have that

EA(u)] <1—¢ .

In the analysis we establish the following tail bound for A(u) establishing this random variable is
well-concentrated.

Theorem 3.1. For e > 0, there exists dy = do(e) > 1, such that for all d > dy and 0 < 8 <
(1 —¢)Bc(d), the following is true:

Consider G = G(n,d/n) and the EA model on this graph at inverse temperature 3. For a fized
verter u in G, we have that

4
Pr [A(u) > E[A(u)] + 5] < exp (—5— -d) . (21)
2 8T
A crucial corollary from the above result is that, for the range of the parameters we consider in
Theorem [[I] the probability of having A(u) > 1 is exponentially small in d.
9



Weighting-Scheme: As before, consider the triplet (G, J, ), for a fixed graph G = (V, E), couplings
J={J. €R : e€ E}, and 8 > 0. Also, consider the distribution p = pg, 7 g, i-e., the Gibbs
distribution defined with respect to (G, J, 3).

We use the A(u)’s induced by J to introduce a weight scheme for both the vertices and the
paths of G. Let us start with the weights for the vertices.

Definition 3.2 ((d,e) Vertex-Weight). For parameters ¢ > 0 and d > 0, and for any v € V define
the vertex weight

{1—3 if Adu) <1— ¢, 22)

d-A(u) otherwise.
Then, having defined the weights M(u), we define the weight of paths in G.

Definition 3.3 ((d,e) Path-Weight). For parameters € > 0 and d > 0, and for any path P =
(w,...,wy) in G, we define the path weight

M(P) = Hfzo M(w;) .

That is, the weight of a path, is obtained by multiplying the weights of its vertices. Finally, we
have the notion of block vertex, which plays a key role in the construction of the block-partition in
Section [l

Definition 3.4 ((d,e)-Block Vertex). For e, d >0, a vertex u in G is called (d,e)-block vertex, if
for every path P of length at most logn emanating from u, the (d,e)-weight of P is less than 1,
i.e., M(P) < 1.

Definitions and [3:4] make it apparent that every path P connecting a heavy vertex w and a
block vertex u, must contain a large “buffer” of light vertices. We exploit this property of the block
vertices in the block construction that follows.

4. BLOCK PARTITION & OTHER STRUCTURAL PROPERTIES

In order to show Theorem [T} rather than considering (single site) Glauber dynamics, firstly,
we consider block dynamics. Specifically, we show that there is an appropriately constructed block-
partition B of the set of vertices such that the corresponding block dynamics mixes fast. Subse-
quently, we utilise a comparison argument to show that the above result implies rapid mixing for
the Glauber dynamics, as well.

The block partition B is specified with respect to the weights we defined in the previous section.
Hence, B depends on G = G(n,d/n) and the specification of the Edwards-Anderson model on this
graph. In what follows, we describe in full detail how the set of blocks B looks like. Furthermore,
we show that the typical instances of G and pu, the Edwards-Anderson model on G at inverse
temperature 8 as specified in Theorem [[.T] admit such a partition.

Definition 4.1 ((d,e)-Block Partition). For e,d > 0, the vertex partition B = {B,...,Bn} is
called (d,e)-block partition if for every B € B the following is true:

(1) block B is a tree with at most one extra edge,

(2) if B is a multi-vertex block, then we have the following:
(a) every w € Oout B is a (d,)-block vertex,
(b) every w € Qo B has exactly one neighbour in B,

(¢) if B contains a cycle, this is a short one, i.c., its length is at most 4181

log*d’
(d) the distance of the short cycle from the boundary of its block is at least log® d.
(8) if B is a single-vertex block, then this vertex is (d,e)-block.
10




We would like to stress here that the blocks in B are really simply structured, i.e., these are trees
or unicyclic graphs.

Apart from the weight on paths introduced in Definition B3] we consider yet another weight for
the paths. In particular, for a path P, we define

Y(P) =8 |J|+ ) logdeg(v) , (23)

where the first sum varies over all edges e in G having least one endpoint in P, while the second sum
varies over all vertices of P. As we discuss later, this weight arises in our comparison argument.
For any d,e > 0, for 0 < 8 < (1 — €)B.(d), we define G(d,e) to be the set of triplets (G, 7, )
possessing the following properties:
(1) G admits a (d, )-block partition,
(2) every path P in G of length |P| < llsgg];, satisfies Y(P) < 1951
(3) every edge e in G satisfies n=7/3 < | J,| < 10y/Tog n.

In light of all the above, we prove the following result.

Theorem 4.2. For ¢ > 0, there exists dy = do(e) > 1 such that for any d > dy, and for any
0<pB<(1—¢)B(d), the following is true:
For G = G(n,d/n), and for J = {J. : e € E(G)} a family of i.i.d. standard Gaussians we have

Pr((G,J,8) €G(d,e) | >1—n"'/" .
The proof of Theorem appears in Section [8]

5. FAST MIXING OF BLOCK DYNAMICS

For € > 0 and sufficiently large d > 0, we consider a triplet (G, 7, ) € G(d,¢), and a (d, )-block
partition B obtained from this triplet. We also consider (X¢):>o the block-dynamics defined with
respect to the Gibbs distribution p = pg,7.¢ and the set of blocks B. We show that (X;);>¢ is
optimally mixing, i.e., the mixing time is O(N log N), where N is the number of blocks in B.

Recall that (X¢):>0 is a discrete-time Markov chain. We get X from X; by choosing uniformly
at random a block B; € B and updating the configuration of B; according to the marginal of u at
this block, conditional on that the configuration outside B; being as specified by X;.

Theorem 5.1. For ¢ > 0, there exists dy = do(e) > 1, such that for all d > dy, for 0 < f <
(1 —¢)Bc(d) and any (G, T, B) € G(d,¢), there exists C' > 0 such that the following is true:

Let B a (d,e)-block partition of G and consider the Gibbs distribution p = pa,75. The block
dynamics defined with respect to p and the set of blocks B, exhibits mixing time

Tymix <C-NlogN
where N is the number of blocks in .

The proof of Theorem [B.1] appears in Section [l Some remarks are in order. First, note that in
the above theorem we do not need to have an instance of G(n,d/n), or Gaussian couplings at the
edges, i.e., it holds for every triplet in G.

Second, even though we use block dynamics only as a tool for the analysis, it is worth mentioning
that one can actually implement this dynamics efficiently. This is due to the fact that the blocks in
B are trees with at most one extra edge. Hence, each step ¢ of the dynamics can be implemented
in O(|By|) using dynamic programming, where |By| is the number of vertices in the block B;.

11



6. FAST MIXING FOR SINGLE SITE GLAUBER DYNAMICS - PROOF OF THEOREM [L.1]

We use the rapid mixing result from Section Bl to upper bound the mixing time of the single site
Glauber dynamics by means of the following well-known comparison result from [30].

Proposition 6.1. For the graph G = (V, E), let (X¢)i>0 be the block dynamics, with set of blocks
R, such that each vertex u € V belongs to M, different blocks. Furthermore, let (Y:)¢>0 be the
single site dynamics on G.

Let Thiock and Ty be the relaxation times of (X;) and (Yy), respectively. Furthermore, for each
block B € R, let T be the relaxation time of the single site dynamics on B, given any arbitrary
condition at OguB. Then,

Trel < Thlock - (Maxper{Tr}) - (Mmax,ev{M,}) .

For ¢ > 0 and sufficiently large d > 0, consider (G,J,8) € G(d,e) and the corresponding
distribution u = pg, 7 8, specified as in ([I7). Also, let B be a (d,e)-block partition for G.

Let (X);>0 be the block dynamics defined with respect to p and the set of blocks B. Also, let
(Y)¢>0 let be the (single site) Glauber dynamics on .

Suppose that Tpjock is the relaxation time for (X;), while let T, be the relaxation time for (V7).
Finally, for each B € B, let Tp be the relaxation time of the single site dynamics on B, for arbitrary
condition o at Oy B. We have the following result.

3
Theorem 6.2. It holds that Ty = O(nlogn), while for any B € B we have that tg < nles?d,

The proof of Theorem appears in Section The following corollary is immediate from
Theorem and Proposition

Corollary 6.3. For any ¢ > 0 there exist dy = do(e) > 1, such that for every d > dy and
0< B <(1—¢)B:(d) the following is true:

For any graph G = (V,E), and J = {J. : e € E} such that (G,TJ,B) € G(d,e), consider the
Gibbs distribution = g, 7,5. Then, the single site Glauber dynamics on p exhibits relazation time

143
Trel SN TioaZa .

Proof of Theorem [11. According to Theorem we have the following:

For any ¢ > 0, there exists dy = do(¢) such that for any d > dy and for 0 < 5 < (1 — €)5.(d)
the following is true: For G = G(n,d/n), for J = {J. : e € E(G)} a family of i.i.d. standard
Gaussians, we have that

Pr((G,J,8) € G(de) ]| >1—n"V4 .

Hence, due to Corollary 6.3, with probability at least 1 — n~'/* over the instances of (G, J) the
single site, Glauber dynamics exhibits relaxation time T, such that

143
Trel S 1 o .

It is now standard that
3
Tt = O (n” o7

concluding the proof of Theorem [I.11 O
12



7. PROOF OF THEOREM [G.1]

We use path coupling [§] for the proof of Theorem Bl We establish contraction by introducing
a metric on the configuration space {£1}" (also discussed in Section [Z4)). For each vertex z € V,
we let B, denote the block that z belongs to. Furthermore, let

out Z r{z w} - (24)

zZvw

w¢ B,

That is, Ayt is the aggregate influence of vertex z on its neighbours outside block B,. Let also
W C V consist of all vertices z € V such that Agu(z) > 0. Perhaps it is useful to remind the
reader that all couplings J.’s are assumed to be non-zero. Specifically, for every edge e, we have
that |J.| > n~7/3. The above implies that, if Aoy (z) =0, i.e., z € V\ W, then z has no neighbours
outside B,. We call such a vertex internal.

In light of the above, we introduce the following distance metric on the configuration space {1}V
For any two o,7 € {£1}V, we let

dist(o,7) = Z 1{zcod7}+n? Z Aout(2) - I{z €0 @7}, (25)
zeV\W zeW

where o @ 7 is the set of vertices w € V' that the two configurations disagree, i.e., o(w) # 7(w).
Let us note that a similar distance metric first appeared in [20].

We proceed now with the path coupling argument. Consider two copies of the block dynamics
(X¢)e>0 and (Y)i>0. Assume that at time ¢t > 0, the configurations X; and Y; differ at a single
vertex u*. It suffices to show that we have contraction at ¢t + 1, i.e., the expected distance between
Xy11 and Yyy is smaller than that between X; and Y;. To this end, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 7.1. Suppose that u* € W. For any B € B such that u* € Ot B, there exists a coupling
between X1 and Yiy1, such that

Eldist(Xiy1, Y1) —dist(Xy,Yy) | Xy, Vi, B updated at time t + 1] < Tgye oy - nt-(1-¢/6) ,
where z € B is the unique neighbour of u* in B.
The proof of Theorem [Z.I] appears in Section [7.11
In light of Theorem [ZI] we proceed with the path coupling analysis. Consider now two cases for
vertex u*. In the first case, assume that u* € W, whereas in the second one, assume that u* ¢ W.
We establish contraction for both cases.
We start by assuming that u* is external, i.e., u* € W. Suppose that at time ¢ + 1 the block

Byy1 € B is updated. If we have B, = By+1, then we use identity coupling and get that X1 =
Yi+1. Hence, we have that

E[dist(Xii1, Y1) —dist(Xy,Y)) | X0, Vs, Bipr = Bus]= —nt- Ague(u®) . (26)

If By is such that u* & Oout Bit1, we have that dist(Xy41, Yi+1) = dist(Xy, Y:) by using identity
coupling. Hence, we have that

E [diSt(XH_l,}/t_;,_l) — diSt(Xt, Y%) | Xt,}/t, u* ¢ 80utBt+1] =0 . (27)
Finally, if By is such that u* € Oyt Bry1, then Theorem [[.1] implies that
E[dist(Xir1,Yiq1) — dist(X,, Yy) | X3, Vi, v € Qo Bipa] < Y Tpuezy -nt - (1 ¢/6)
ZZé\JBgl;‘*
=nt (1 —¢/6) Aous(u®) , (28)
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where the last equality follows from the definition of Agys(v*). Combining now (28]), (27) and (28],

we get that

€ n
6N

On the other hand, if the disagreeing vertex, u* is internal, i.e., u* € V'\ W, then the disagreement

cannot spread. Hence, when the block B, updates, then the disagreement disappears, and thus,
if u* ¢ W, then we have that

E[dist(Xpp1, Vigr) — dist(Xy, V) [ Xi, Ve, u” € OoueBia] < — Aout(u) - (29)

1
E[dist(X¢y1, Yig1) —dist(Xy, Y:) | X3, Ve < N (30)

From (30) and (29)) it is standard to get Theorem (.11
7.1. Proof of Theorem [T.Il For any set of vertices A such that A C B, we define the quantity
DA, X, Y1) =)t Ao (w) - I{w € X, @ Y3}

weA
Furthermore, for any w € B U Qo B we let

Sw(A) =E [D(A7Xt+17Y;f+1) | Xt+1(w) 7& }/t-l-l(w)v Xf»}/ta B updated at t + 1] .
Recall that z € B is the unique neighbour of ©* in B. We have that
E[dist(Xsy1,Yir1) —dist(Xy,Y;) [ Xy, Y, B updated at t 4 1] < Sys(B) + ey -n . (31)

To see the above, notice that the term S,«(B) equals the contribution of the external vertices in the
block B, i.e., those vertices w such that Ay (w) > 0. The term F{u*,z} - n is an overestimation for
the contribution of the internal vertices of B. Specifically, once the disagreement of u* propagates
at z, which happens with probability at most I'j,« .}, then the contribution of internal vertices in
B is at most n.

The theorem follows by showing that

Sy (B) < Ty 2y - nt.(1-¢/5) . (32)
The following standard, technical, result is useful in our analysis.

Lemma 7.2. Let H = (Vy, Ey) be the graph induced by BU OB, for a multi-vertex block B € B.
For any A C Vi that includes Oou B, for any vertex w € Vi \ A, where o € {il}A, let p* =
p(- | {A 0}, {w,+}) and p= = u(- | {A,0},{w,—}). There exist a coupling v of the measures u*
and p~ such that the following is true:
Let M C Vi \ A, be a subset of neighbours of w in B which do not belong to the cycle inside B,
if such a cycle exists. Then, for (X,Y) distributed as in v, we have that

E[|(X®Y)QM| <Z weM {wu} )
where Ty, .,y is the influence of the edge {w,u}.

Proof. Choose v to be the maximal coupling for each one of neighbours of w in M. Since none of
the vertices in M belongs to the same cycle, it is elementary to show that we have

E[(X @ Y)nM[ =3 epmllw —pllov

where p;f, u;, are the marginals of u*, u~, respectively, at vertex u € M. It is standard to show
that ||, — i, [|Tv < Tjpuy- For example, see discussion in (I9).
The above concludes the proof of the lemma. O

To proceed with the proof of ([B2]), we make some useful observation following from the definition
of the block-vertex (Definition [3.4]) and that of the block-partition B (Definition E.T]).
14



Corollary 7.3. For any multi-vertex block B € B, for any u € Oy B and any vertex w € B the
following is true:

Let P be any path of length £ connecting v and w. Let also M be the set of heavy vertices in P,
i.e., for all x € M we have A(xz) > 1—¢/2. Then, we have that

I A@) < d ™M@ —e/ai=t
reM

The above corollary follows by noticing that any path P in B connecting w to a vertex in Oyu B,
needs to satisfy M(P) < 1. The inequality then follows from the definition of the weight M(P).

Corollary 7.4. For every multi-vertex block B and every vertex w € B such that A(w) > 1—¢/2,
the closest block-vertex to w is at distance > logd.

Corollary [7.4] follows from Corollary by noticing that if there is a path P from w to Oyy B
with |P| < log(d), then M(P) > 1. Clearly, this cannot be true, since JoyB consists only of
block-vertices. N

Let us introduce a few useful concepts. We let T" be the subset of B that contains allAvertices
reachable from u* through a path within B of length at most log d. It is easy to see that 1" always
induces a tree, since property (2d)) of the block partition B implies that the distance of the cycle in
B, if any, is at least log® d from z. Furthermore, all vertices in w € 7' satisfy that Alw) <1—¢g/2.
This is due to Corollary [.4l

Consider the root of T to be the vertex z, this is the unique vertex in B adjacent to u*. Also,
let R =B \ T. Then, the linearity of expectation yields

Sy-(B) = Sy- (f) + S, (1%) . (33)

~ ~ A~

We estimate the quantities Sy«(T") and Sy« (R), separately. As far as S,«(7") is concerned, we have
the following lemma.

Lemma 7.5. We have that S (T) < Tpye sy -0t (1—¢/2).

As far as S+ (R) is concerned, we work as follows: Let S4 be the contribution to Sy«(R) coming
from vertices reachable from z with paths in B that do not include vertices of the cycle in B (if
there is any). Also, let Sp be contribution to S, (ﬁ) coming from vertices that are reachable from
z via a path that includes vertices from the cycle (if there is any). The linearity of expectation

implies that
S (_z?z) = Sa+Sp . (34)
We prove the following bounds for S4 and Sp in sections and [74] respectively.
Lemma 7.6. We have that Sa < Ty« 2y - n*.d—e/.
Proposition 7.7. We have that Sp < Tpy» .y - nt . d12,
Plugging the bounds from Lemma and Proposition [[.7] into ([B4]), we get

Sur (R) < 2Mpue oy -t =17

Plugging the above bound for S,-(R), and the bound from Lemma [Z5] for S,+(T) into (33), gives
the desired bound for Sy« (B), and Theorem [T.] follows. O
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7.2. Proof of Lemma Since 7' U {u*} is a tree, while there is a single disagreement at u*,
we can use the coupling introduced in Lemma

We prove the lemma using induction on the height of T. The base case is when T is a single
vertex tree, i.e., the height is 0. Let T = {z}. In this case, recall that due to Corollary [[4] we
must have Agyi(2) < A(z) <1 —¢/2. Then, by Lemma [[.2] we have that

Su* <T> < F{u*,z} ~n4 . Aout( ) < F{u 2} Tl (1 —6/2) .

We proceed with the inductive step. Recall that z is the root of T. For every vertex y, child of
vertex z in T we let T be the subtree of T rooted at y, and containing all its decadents. The
induction hypothesis is that S.(7, ) < T, y}n -(1—¢/2), for every y child of z. Then, we have that

Sy <f> STy (2" Aow(2)+ Y. S <fy)

yeN (z)NT

< Ty 2y - n* Agut (2) + Z My nt-(1-¢/2) [induction hypothesis]
yEN(z)ﬂT
< r{u* 2} " nt- (Aout(2) + [A(2) — Aout(2)])
< T2y nt.(1-¢/2) .
The above proves the inductive step, and thus, the lemma follows. O
7.3. Proof of Lemma First note that the vertices in B that are reachable from z using a

path that does not include vertices in the cycle, induce a tree. Let us denote this tree with 7.
Working as in Lemma [T.5] we have that

Sur (T) < Tur 2y - <”4 Aout(2) D s S (Tm)> ’

where T',, is the subtree of T including = and all its decedents. Repeating the above step, we get

Su* (T) < F{u*,z} 77,4A0ut(2) + Z F{Z@} n4Aout(x) + Z Sy (Ty)
z€N(2)NB yE(N(z)NB)\{=}

< Tur 2y n* Aot (2) + [A(2) = Aout(2)] meﬁ(az))(mB nt Agut () + Z Sz (Ty)
ye(N(z)NB)\{z}

Repeating the above steps deeper on T, and using induction, we find a worst-case path emanating
from z, P* = (wg = z,...,,wy), such that

7j—1
Sur (T) < Tpye oy - 0t ZAM (w;) [T (A(wi) = Ague(wi)] | (35)
=0
For » =logd, it is direct that
7j—1
Sa < Tpyezy - nt. Z Aout(wy) H [A(w;) — Aout(w;)] - (36)
j>r+1 i=0
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Since for every vertex w € B we have 0 < Ay (w) < 1—¢/2 <1, we get that

j—1 Jj—1
Sa < Ty -nt D0 [ Aw) = Acue(ws)) <n*- > T Aw:) - (37)

j>r+1i=0 j>r+1i=0

The lemma follows by bounding appropriately the magnitude of each summand in (37]), separately.
For j > 1, let M; be the set of heavy vertices in {wo,...,w,+j—1}, i.e, those vertices w with
A(w) > 1 —¢/2. Letting also m; = |M;|, we define

r+j7—1
o) = J[ Alw)<@—e/27™™ [T Aw) . (38)
=0 U)EMj
To bound @ (j), we need to argue about HweMj A(w). Using Corollary [7.3] we get that
[Tuen, Alw) <d™™ (1 —¢/4) a (39)
Plugging ([B9) into (B8] we get that
. 1—g/2\"™m eNrti-m; . £\J
< mi < (1-Z mj < — ).
®(])_<1—5/4> d ]—<1 4) < (1 4) (40)

In the last inequality we use that (1 —e/4)" < d~% and (d/(1 —¢/4))™™ < 1, since r = logd.
Plugging ([@0) into (B7), and changing variable, we get

SA S F{u*7z}n4 . Z (D(j) § F{u*vz}nﬁ‘ . d_% Z (1 — 6/4)j = F{u*vz}nﬁ‘ . d_% . 46_1 S F{u*,z}n‘l . d_%,
Jj=1 =0

where the last inequality holds for sufficiently large d. The lemma follows. O

7.4. Proof of Proposition [T.7l If there is no cycle in B, then S = 0, hence the proposition is
trivially true. For what follows, assume that block B contains the short cycle C.

Recall the definition of T from the proof of Lemma That is, T is the sub-block of B which
contains all vertices that are reachable from u* through a path inside B that does not pass through
any vertex of C. Let w be the vertex in the cycle C that is closest to z. Note that w is not in 7.
Let the set A consists of all vertices in B apart from w, that do not belong to T

Lemma 7.8. Let P be the set of paths from w to the external vertices in A, i.e., that have at least
one neighbour in Jouy B. We have that

1P| j-1
Sw(A) < 2r{u*,z} : n4 : %12]%( 2:1 Aout (uj) II[A(’LLZ) — Aout (uz)]
j= i=

Repeating the same line of argument to that we used in ([B5) (proof of Lemma [T.6)) we get that

7j—1 7j—1
Sp < 2y -t > [[IAM) = A ()] < 2Tpe oy -n - >0 [ Aw) (41)

j>q+1i=0 j>q+1i=0

where ¢ > log® d is the distance from u* to the cycle in B. Then, using arguments which are almost
identical to those in the proof of Lemma we conclude that

Sp < Ty -nt-d? .

All the above conclude the proof of Proposition [Z.7] O
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7.4.1. Proof of Lemma[7.8 Let zg,x1, ...,z be the vertices in the cycle C, for some integer k > 3.
Also, we identify w with the vertex xg, i.e., w = xg.

Let M be the set of vertices in B that are outside A but have at least one neighrbour inside A.
Note that w € M. Furthermore, our assumptions imply that the graph induced by A a tree as it
does not contain the whole cycle C, recall that w is not included in A.

We need to show that there exists a coupling k of the marginals ps(-| M,o") and pa(- | M,07),
where o, 0~ are configurations at M that disagree only at w such that

Sw(A) =E[D(A, X431, Y1) | Xex1(M) =0, Yig1(M) = 7, B updated at t + 1]

|P| j—1
<2n max ZAout u;) I_II[A(uZ) Aout (u;)] (42)
1=
For o we imply that 0" (w) = +1 and, similarly, for o~ we imply that o~ (w) = —1.

For the sake of the analysis, rather than considering set M, we consider a slightly different set for
the boundary of A. We call this new set M. Specifically, we introduce a new vertex z in the cycle
C between w and z1. That is, instead of having w connected to x1, we have that w is connected
to z and, in turn, z is connected to x7.

Note that for r any configuration o at M we have that the measure py(-| M, o) is 1dentlcal to the
measure fi (-] M ,0), where ¢ is the configuration at M such that for every u € M N M we have
o(u) =0o(u), and o(z) = o(w).

We consider below a coupling k1 between the distributions 4 ne M O'++) and pa(- | M, o),
where 6++, 5+~ are configurations at M such that for every u € M N M we have 5+~ (u) =
ot (u) = 0’+( ), while 6% (2) = +1 and 07 (2) = —1.

Furthermore we also consider below a coupling ks between the distributions p A( | M o~ ) and

wa(s | M,5+ ), where 61~ is as defined above, while 7~ is a configuration at M such that for
every u € M N M we have 0" (u)=0"(u) and 6~ (2) = —1.

Note that 67~ and 6~ differ only on the configuration at w.

It is immediate that we can compose k; and ko to obtain the coupling k. That is, we generate
a configuration Yy from u, (-] M,o™) (which is identical distribution to pus(:| M ,071)). Then, we
use K1 to obtain a configuration Yp from pa(- | M ,O'+ ) conditional on Y4. Similarly, we use ko
to obtain a configuration Yo from pi(- | M, 0~ ) (which is identical distribution to pua(- | M,o07)
conditional on Yp. The pair (Y4, Y) induce the coupling «.

With a slight abuse of notation, we let
SH(A) =E [D(A,XtH,YtH) | Xy (M) = 0, Yiu1(M) = 7, B updated at ¢ + 1]

w

where we use coupling k; for the configuration of X;;1(A) and Y;41(A). Similarly, we define the
quantity 51(1)2)(/1) with respect to the coupling ks.

The triangle inequality yields that
Sw(4) < SP(A) + ST (4) (43)

We use couplings k; and Ko similar to what we have in the proofs of Lemmas and
Then, ([42)) standard arguments we have seen in the proof of Lemmas and The lemma
follows. O

8. PROOF OF THEOREM

We show that each of the three properties defining G(d,€) holds with high probability.
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8.1. Property 0} Existence of Block Partition. For ¢,d and § as specified in Theorem [£2]
let G = G(n,d/n), while let the set of influences {T'.} be induced by the Edwards-Anderson model
on G, with inverse temperature 5.

Recall that a cycle C of G is short if its length is at most 411;?47;. Recall also that a vertex u
of G is a (d,e)-block vertex, if for every path P of length at most logn that emanates from u, we
have that M(P) < 1, where M is the (d,e) path-weight, (see Definition B.3)).

In order to prove Property [Il we provide an algorithm which, for typical instances of (G, {T.}),
outputs an (d, £)-block partition B = {By,...,Bn}.

Specifically, the algorithm takes as input two parameters €,d > 0, and a graph-influence pair
(G,{Te}). Then, it proceeds as follows.

As a preprocessing step, we determine the set of (d, )-block vertices in (G, {T.}), and the set C
of short cycles in GG. Then, the algorithm checks whether the following condition is true:

logn
logZd’

Condition 1. The distance of any two cycles in C is at least 2

If Condition [lis false, then the algorithm terminates and reports failure.

At the next step the algorithm constructs the blocks containing the short cycles in C. The aim is
for each cycle C € C to have its own block Be. Let us denote with C' the set of all vertices within
distance log® d from C. To proceed with the construction of unicyclic blocks, we need the following
condition to be true:

logn

Nz from C, every path that

Condition 2. For every C € C, for every vertex w at distance > 2
connects C' to w contains at least one (d,e)-block vertex .
If Condition 2]is false, then the algorithm terminates and reports failure. The block B¢ contains

6’, and all vertices reachable from C through a path (vg,...,vy) such that none of the v;’s, for
i=1,...,¢,is a (d,e)-block vertex. Note that due to Condition 2] we must have that

Be gN(é,T‘fE"), forall C€C | (44)

where N (S,r) is the set of vertices in G that are reachable from S via a path of length at most r.

In the next stage, the algorithm constructs the tree-structured blocks. Let U be the set of
vertices u that are not contained in any block constructed in the previous step, and are such that
A(u) > 1—5,ie., uis a “heavy” vertex. For each u € U, we check whether the following condition
is true:

Condition 3. For every u € U, and for every vertex w at distance > 41(1%" from w, every path

that connects u to w contains at least one (d,e)-block vertex .

If Condition [3is false, then the algorithm terminates and reports failure.

We create the tree blocks iteratively, as follows: For each vertex u € U whose block has not
been specified yet, the algorithm creates the block B, that consists of u, and all vertices w that
are reachable from u through a path (vg,...,vs) such that none of the v;’s, for i = 1,...,¢, is a
(d,e)-block vertex. Note that due to Condition B we must have

Vd

Finally, for every vertex w of GG, which is not included in any block constructed so far, we define
B, = {w}. The algorithm concludes by returning the set of blocks B comprised by all the blocks
created in each of the three steps.

Theorem [B.4] below, which we prove in Section [0 establishes that the algorithm successfully
returns a block-partition B with high probability over the instances (G, {T¢}).

19
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Theorem 8.4. For any ¢ > 0, there exists dy = do(€) > 1 such that for any d > dy, and for any
0< B <(1—¢)B(d), the following is true:

Let G = G(n,d/n), and let the set of influences {T'.} be induced by the Edwards-Anderson model
on G, with inverse temperature 3. Then,

Pr[ the above algorithm successfully returns a block-partition | > 1 — n~2/3 (46)

In light of Theorem B4l all it remains to show is that when the algorithm returns a partition B,
then, B is indeed a (d,¢)-block partition, i.e., B satisfies all properties of Definition 1]

First, note that for every singleton block B, = {w}, vertex w must be a (d,¢)-block, since
otherwise w would have been considered during the two first stages of the algorithm.

If B is a multi-vertex block, i.e., was created in the first or second stage of the algorithm, then,
by construction, every vertex of dyu B must be a (d, €)-block vertex, establishing property (2al).

We observe that no two blocks intersect. Unicyclic blocks do not intersect due to Condition [
and () implying that 2d)) is true. The heavy vertices in U do not belong to any of the unicyclic
blocks. Any two block B, and B, generated at the second stage cannot intersect with each other
as they are separated by using block vertices at their boundaries. Hence, we conclude that the set
of blocks that is created by the algorithm is a partition of the vertex set.

We finally notice that B U Oyt B should contain the same number of cycles as B, yielding that
every vertex in Oy, B has exactly one neighbour in B, which implies (2h). To see why this true,
for the sake of contradiction assume the opposite. That is, there exists a multi-vertex block B
and z € Oy B such that z has two neighbours in B. Then, since our blocks are low diameter, our
assumption implies that there is a short cycle in the vertices induced by B U 0y, B that contains z.
This is a contradiction. If B is unicyclic, then the existence of this additional short cycle violates
Condition Il On the other hand, if B is a tree, then this short cycle must have been considered at
the first stage of the algorithm, so it cannot emerge at the second stage of the algorithm.

8.2. Property Lower Bound on Y. To establish Property 2, it suffices to use the following
lemma. For G(n,d/n) and the EA model with temperature § at this graph, recall from (23], the
following weight over the paths P in G:

Y(P)y=8) BlJe|+ logdeg(v) , (47)
where J, are the couplings in the EA model.

Lemma 8.5. For any ¢ > 0, there exists dy = dy(e) > 1 such that for any d > dy, and for any
0< B <(1—-2¢)Bc(d), the following is true:
Let G = G(n,d/n), and let p be the EA model on G. Then,

_g8/10

Pr | every path P in G with |P| < 110%5% has Y(P) < 110%2% >1-n (48)

Proof of Lemma[83 Let K be the set of paths P in G with |P| < ﬁfgg];, while Y(P) > 1155272. For

every path P, let A(P), and L(P) be the set of edges in G that have exactly one, and exactly two
endpoints in P, respectively. Let also £ = lloog%.

Clearly, each vertex of P contributes at most n edges in A(P), and each of them with probabil-
ity d/n. Hence, | A(P)| is dominated by a Binom(n/,d/n), and the Chernoff bound gives

Pr(lA(P)| >3d- < e % <n " )

where the last inequality holds for large enough d. Similarly, we see that |£(P)| is dominated by
a Binom(¢%,d/n) + £, as there are already ¢ edges in P, and there can be at most ¢? edges in total
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with both endpoints in P. Applying the Chernoff bound with { = 7 — 2, we see that
d-¢? € d-02
n 24+¢ n

Pr||L(P)| = (1+6)- +€] < exp <_ S 0

where the last inequality holds for large enough d. Noticing that (14 &) - d'n—gz + ¢ < 3d-/, from the
union bound, we have that

Pr(|A(P)|+|L(P)| >6d-¢] <2-n (51)

Let us write Ep for the conjunction of the events {|A(P)| < 3d- ¢} and {|L(P)| < 3d-¢}. From the
law of total probability we see that

_d9/10 < _(85/100
<n .

logn logn
Pr [Y(P) > m] < Pr [Y(P) > Jogn

54 +Pr[Ep] (52)

where £p is the complement of the event £p. Using the union bound, we have that

Pr[€p] < Pr[JA(P)| > 3d- €] + Pr[|L(P)| > 3d - ] < 204" . (53)
We now focus on bounding Pr [Y(P) > llgag%r; E p} . Specifically, since £p occurs, there are at most

6d- ¢ edges incident to P, and thus, the first term of Y(P) is dominated by a sum of 6d-¢ half-normal
distributions with parameter 3. Due to Theorem [A.1l we have that

> B[Je\22-6d-€-ﬁ-\/§ gexp<—6d.e.l> ,
e e T

where the sum is over all edges incident to P. Since 0 < 8 < (1 — ¢€)5.(d), we have that for
large enough d

Pr

Pr [ﬁzeue\ > so-e] <= (54)

For the second term, we first note that

— . -1 .
Zvev(P) log deg(v) = log <HU€V(P) deg(v)) </ -log <€ Zvev(P) deg(v)) . (bb)

where the last inequality follows from the arithmetic-geometric mean inequality. Since Ep occurs,
we also have that

> deg(v) =|A(P)| +2- |L(P)| <9d- ¢ . (56)
veV(P)
Plugging the above into (B3l) we get that
D logdeg(v) < £-log(9d) . (57)
veV (P)

Noticing that for large enough d, ¢ -log(9d) + 80¢ < (l?gg;)m and combining (54]) and (B7), we get

_g9/10
gP] S n ’

Pr [Y(P) > logn

which per (52)), and (510, yields Pr [Y(P) > (ﬁ?g%] < n=@"""_ Finally, we focus on the cardinality
of the set K. It is easy to show that

oo _ 18/10
E(K)) < 20-d" - Pr[Y(P) > o] < n/"

The lemma follows from the above and the Markov’s inequality. O
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8.3. Property Bound on extremal coupling values. Let H be the event that there is an
edge e in G(n,d/n) such that the coupling |J,| is larger than 10/Iogn, or smaller than n~7/3.

Lemma 8.6. We have that Pr[H] < n~'/3.

Proof. 1t is standard to show that for the standard normal random variable I, taking large n, we

have that
Pr [|I| > 10\/10gn] <n7? . (58)

Furthermore, we have that

1 n
PI<—7/3:—/ d<—/ d< EN 59
r[\ | <n ] = exp T = r<n” (59)

Furthermore, note that the graph instance G(n,d/n) has at most (2) edge couplings which are
i.i.d standard Gaussians. Let N be the expected number of the edges e whose coupling J. is larger

than 10/logn. Then, (58)) and (B9) imply that
E[N] < <Z> : (Pr [|I| > 10\/logn] +Pr [|I| < n_7/3D <n V3 (60)

Using the Markov’s inequality, we get that Pr[H] < n~1/3, concluding the proof of the lemma. [

8.4. Proof of Theorem[4.2l Consider the triplet (G, J, () as this is specified in Theorem[4.2] For
Jj=1,2,3, let L; be the event that (G, T, 3) does not satisfy the Property j. From Theorem [8.4]

we have that Pr[£;] < n~?/%. From Lemma BH, we have that Pr[£y] < n=""" " Finally, from
Lemma B8], we have that Pr[£3] < n~1/3.
The theorem follows by applying the union bound. That is, we have that

P [Uj=1,2,3 ﬁj} = Zj:1,2,3 Pric)<n= 1. (61)

9. PROOF OF THEOREM

Let us start with an additional definition. For some integer » > 0, a path P of G is r-locally
simple if N,.(P), i.e., the set of all vertices reachable from a vertex in P via a path of length r,
induces a tree in G. Furthermore, for £ > 0, we define the set of paths

Pro(G) ={P : P is r-locally simple, and has length at least ¢} .

logn

The following theorem states that for r = ¢ = R and for large enough fixed d, every path in
P, o(G(n,d/n)) contains at least one (d, €)-block vertex.

Theorem 9.1. For any ¢ > 0, there exists dy = do(€) > 1 such that for any d > dy, and for any
0< B <(1—¢)B(d), the following is true:

Let G = G(n,d/n), and let the set of influences {T'.} be induced by the Edwards-Anderson model
on G, with inverse temperature 3. Then, for { = 1‘15—", and r = £ we have that

Pr[ every path in P, (G) contains a (d,e)-block vertex] > 1 — n=d"" , (62)

where the probability is over the instances of (G,{T¢}).

The proof of Theorem appears in Section We also use the following standard lemma,
which we prove in Appendix

Lemma 9.2. Let G = G(n,d/n). There exist dy > 1 such that for every d > dy, with probability

at least 1 —n=3/*, every set of vertices S in G with |S| < 2; log 2’;, spans at most |S| edges in G .
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Let us denote with £p and Eg the desirable events of Theorem and Lemma [0.2] respectively.
We show that Ep N Eg imply all of the Conditions [l Bl and Bl and thus, the algorithm successfully
returns a block-partition. Per the union bound, we have that

Prl€p NEs] >1—n"2/3 (63)

yielding Theorem [B4]

We start by noticing that £g yields Condition [l To the contrary, assume that there exist two
short cycles C,C" within distance llsgg;; from each other. Let P be a path of minimum length
connecting C to C’. Then, for sufficently large d

/ . logn logn logn
[CUC UP| <2 41550 + (57 < 20980

but C'U C’" U P contains more at least |C'UC"U P| + 1 edges, contradiction.
We now show the following

Lemma 9.3. If Ep N Eg occurs, then Conditions [ and [ hold.

Proof of Lemma[9.3 Let Bc be a unicyc block created in the first stage of the algorithm due to
the cycle C € C. Let P = (vg,...,vs) be any path that emanates from C, and is such that none

of the v;’s, for i = 1,...,¢, is a (d,&)-block vertex. Let q = 21(1%‘ We claim that |P| < ¢, which

clearly implies Condition 21
Indeed, we first observe that, under £g, every path in G of length ¢ must contain a subpath
in P,¢(G). If no such subpath exists, then we can find another short cycle C’ intersecting P.

Considering the set of vertices C' U C’ U P, we see that |C UC" U P| < 211;;{;, which violates our

assumption that £g occurs.

Our assumption that Ep occurs, now implies that |P| < ¢, since otherwise, there must exist some
v; in P that is a (d, )-block vertex, contradiction.

Condition [ follows by the same line of argument as above, with the additional observation every
path in G of length 2¢ either contains a subpath in P, ¢(G), or connects two short cycles C,C’". O

All the above conclude the proof of Theorem O

10. PROOF OF THEOREM
Let us first recall that the path P of G is r-locally simple if N,.(P), i.e., the set of all vertices

logn

\/& )

reachable from a vertex in P via a path of length r, induces a tree in G. Let ¢ = r =/, and

recall we defined
Pro(G) ={P : P is r-locally simple, and has length at least ¢} .

Also recall that given €,d > 0, a vertex u in G is called (d,e)-block vertex, if for every path P
of length at most logn emanating from u, we have that the (d,e)-weight of P is less than 1, i.e.,
M(P) < 1.

Let the event

Sa = {every path in P, o(G) contains a block vertex} .

Theorem [0.1] follows by showing Pr[Sa] > 1 — n=d'*,

For our proof we will also use the following refinement: Given ¢,d > 0, and an integer k < logn,
we say that a vertex u in G is (d, e)-block vertex of range k, if for every path P of length at most
k emanating from u, we have that M(P) < 1, (so that a (d,e)-block vertex is also a (d,&)-block
vertex of range logn). In the following, we omit d and e, when they are clear from the context.
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We establish Theorem in two steps. First, we consider the event
Sp = {every path in P, ;(G) contains a block vertex of range r} .

Note that Sp is different from S4 in that it considers block vertices of range r, rather than standard
block vertices. We show that Pr[Sp| > 1 — n=d""
Next, we consider the event

Sc = {for every path P in G, with r < |P| <logn, we have M(P) < 1}
We prove that Pr[S¢] > 1 — n—d"°
Note that S NSp implies S4. This follows from the observation that, under the event S¢ every
block vertex of range r is also a standard block vertex. Theorem [ follows from the aforementioned

bounds on Pr[S¢] and Pr[Sp].
More specifically, in Section we show the following result.

Lemma 10.1. Under the hypotheses of Theorem [I1, we have that Pr[S¢] > 1 — n—d"%,

Moreover, in the Section [[0.1], we prove the following bound for the probability of Sg.

Theorem 10.2. Under the hypotheses of Theorem [91], we have that Pr[Sp] > 1 — n—d"
Observing that Sy © S4 N Sp, and applying the union bound gives that:
Pr[S4] > Pr[Se NSl =1—Pr [ ScUSg ] >1— p=d? >1— n—d®
Theorem follows. O

10.1. Proof of Theorem [[0.2l For ¢ = hz%z, r = ¢, and for every (£+1)-tuple P = (vg, v1,...,v¢)
of vertices inducing a path in G, we define the events

Cp={PecPy(G)} , and Ep = {P contains less than (4/10)¢ block vertices of range r} .

We wish to show that Ep N Cp is unlikely to occur. To this end, we introduce a new probabilistic
construction, that gives rise to a tree-model (T,,{J.}) enjoying more independence properties
than (G, 8,{J.}), using Galton-Watson trees (GW trees for short).

Given a distribution ¢ : Z>o — [0, 1] over the non-negative integers, and a single vertex u, recall
that the (random) tree T is a Galton-Watson tree rooted at w with offspring distribution ¢, if the
root of T is vertex u, and the number of children for each vertex in T is distributed according to
¢, independently from the other vertices.

For an integer n > 1, a number d > 0, and an (¢ + 1)-tuple of vertices P = (vg,...,vs), we
define the following random process giving rise to the triplet (T, 3,{J.}), where T = T(P,n,d) is a
tree, and each edge e € F(T) has coupling J.. Specifically, starting from the set P we execute the
following steps

(1) we (deterministically) add the edges {v;_1,v;}, for every i € {1,...,¢}, making P a path,
(2) from each v; in P, we hang a GW tree rooted at v;, with offspring distribution Binom(n, d/n),
(3) we truncate each GW tree at depth r

(4) for every edge e of T, we sample J. according to N(0,1), independently.

We also define the following event
Er = {P contains fewer than (4/10)¢ block vertices of range r in T} | (64)
and claim that the following is true.

Lemma 10.3. There exists a coupling between (G,{J.}) and (T,{Jc}), such that 1g, x 1¢, < 1g,.
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Proof. We consider the following “BFS tree of the path P” in G, which we denote with T'.

Specifically, for i = 0,1,...,¢, we obtain a tree T'; of depth r, which is rooted at vertex v; using
the following recursive exploration procedure.

For 0 < k < r—1, assume that the first k levels of T'; have been determined, and let {x1,..., 2, }
be the vertices of its k-th level. To obtain the level (k 4 1) of T'; we proceed as follows.

For j =1,...,m, we reveal x;’s neighbors in G, excluding the connection with vertices that have
been already explored, or belong to the path P. That is, the children of z; in T'; will be precisely
its neighbors in G that do not belong to: (i) any tree T'; for | < i, (ii) any of the vertices that have
been revealed to belong in T';, up to this point, (iii) the path P.

The tree T is simply the tree obtained by union of the T';’s and P.

Clearly, the offspring of each vertex u in T, is dominated by Binom(n,d/n). Therefore, we can
couple the graph structures of G agd T, so that T is always a subtree of T.

Since T is a subtree of T, let T be a subtree of T which is isomorphic to T', while let & :
V(T) — V(T) be a adjacency preserving bijection. For each pair of edges e = {u,w} in F(T) and
é ={h(u),h(w)} in E(?) we couple J., J; identically. That is, we have J. = J;. For the remaining
edges e of T, we draw J. ~ N(0,1), independently.

All the above, complete the coupling construction.

Consider now the subgraph of G induced by N, (P), and notice that this will be different from
T exactly when N,.(P) contains at least one cycle. Clearly, in that case 1¢, = 0, and thus,
Ie, X 1, < 1gp.

On the other hand, if N, (P) is a tree, then we have that 1¢, = 1, and N, (P) coincides with T'.
Since the number of block vertices of P decreases if we add more vertices or more edges in N, (P),
and T is a subtree of T we have that 1¢, x 1¢, = 1g, < 1.

All the above conclude the proof of Lemma [I0.3] O

Proposition 10.4. For any € > 0, there exists dy = do(e) > 1, such that for all d > dy, and
0<pB<(1—¢)B(d), the following is true:

For { = l(i%", r =¥, and an (¢ + 1)-tuple P = (vg,...,vp), let (T,B,{Je}) be the random tree
construction defined on Section [I01] with respect to P,d,r and 3. Then,

Pri&r] < e ,

where the event &t is defined by ([©4).

We prove Proposition [[0.4] in Section [[I} Defining now
X = Z 1g, x 1¢, (65)
Pev (et
we have the following corollary of Proposition [0.4]

Lemma 10.5. For any € > 0, there exists dy = do(e) > 1, such that for every d > dy, and
0<pB<(1—¢)B(d), we have:

_J1o/75

E[X]<n

Proof of Lemmal[I0.5. We have that

¢
E[X] = Z E[le, x 1c,] < nt. <ﬂ> -E[lg, x ¢, | P is a path]
Pev (et "
which due to Lemma [[0.3], and Proposition [0} yields

logd
E[X] §n-dZ-IE[]lgT]§n-n\7ga o
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_q10/75

Therefore, there exists a dg = dy(e) > 1, such that for every d > dy, we have E[X] <n O

Since X takes non-negative, integral values, Markov’s inequality, and Corollary [10.5] yield

_q10/57

Pr[X > 0] <E[X] <n )

concluding the proof of the theorem.

11. PROOF OF PROPOSITION [T0.4]

Let us start with a few more definitions. Recall that £ = 1‘15—", r =4/

Definition 11.1 (Vertex Weight induced by Path). Let P = (vg,v1,...,v¢) be a path in G. Then,
for each i € {0,..., L} we define the weight

Wp(v;) = mSX{M(Q)} ; (66)

where @ varies over all paths of length at most r, that emanate from v; and do not intersect with
P, i.e., they to do not share vertices.

Definition 11.2 (Left/Right-Block Vertex). Fore,d > 0, and a path P = (vy,...,vp), we say that
a vertexr vj is a

o (d,e)-left-block vertex with respect to P, if for all t < j, we have that Hi:t Wp(vg) <1,

e (d,e)-right-block vertex with respect to P, if for all t > j, we have that H',;:j Wp(vg) <1,
where the weights Wp are specified with respect to €,d.

We have the following lemma.

Lemma 11.3. For any ¢,d,3 > 0, for { = l?f—", r =14, and an (£ + 1)-tuple P = (vo,...,vp), let
(T, B,{Jc}) be the random tree construction defined on Section [T with respect to P,d,r and 3.
If a vertex v; of P, is both (d,e)-left-block, and (d, €)-right-block vertex with respect to P, then v;

is an (d,)-block vertex for the tree T.

Proof of Lemma[I1.3 Let QQ be an arbitrary path of length r, starting at vertex v;. We will show
that M(Q) < 1. Let v; be the last vertex of P that appears on @, (note that this is well-defined
since @ starts at v;, and T is a tree).

W.lo.g. assume that j > i, using just the fact that v; is (d,e)-right-block, we will show that
M(Q) < 1, (if 7 <4, we use the fact that v is (d, €)-left-block). Let Q1 be the sub-path of @) staring
at v; and arriving at v;_1, and @2 be the sub-path of () staring at v; and arriving at the last vertex
of @, (so that @ is the concatenation of Q1 and @Q2). We have

j—1 j—1
M(Q) = M(Q1) - M(Q2) = <H M(vk)) M(Q2) < <H wp<vk>> Wp(vy) <1,
k=i k=i

where the first inequality follows from the definition of Wp, and the last inequality is due to the

fact that v; is an (d, €)-right-block vertex. O
Given an instance of (T, 3,{]J.}) as in Section [[0.1] we define
EF™ = { P contains fewer than (7/10)¢ vertices that are (d, ¢)-left-block in T} | (67)
S?ght = {P contains fewer than (7/10)¢ vertices that are (d,e)-right-block in T} | (68)
and

Er = {P contains fewer than (4/10)¢ vertices that are r-block in T} |

We will prove the following bounds.
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Theorem 11.4. For any ¢ > 0, there exists dy = do(e) > 1, such that for all d > dy, and
0< B <(1—¢)B(d), the following is true:

For ( = 1?%", r =4, and an (¢ + 1)-tuple P = (vg,...,vs), let (T,5,{Jc}) be the random tree
construction defined on Section IO 1 with respect to P,d,r and 3. Then,

P [g%_eft] < n_dl/ﬁ, and Pr [g;ight} < n—dl/ﬁ ’ (69)
where the probability is over the instances of (T,3,{Jc}).

Using Theorem [[T.4] and the union bound, we further get that

Pr[&r] < Pr [8}6&] + Pr [&?ght} <2.pd° < "

I

yielding Proposition [0.4]

12. PROOF OF THEOREM [I1.4]

We prove the bound of Theorem M4l only for Pr[&l"], as the derivations for Pr[S{-ight] are
identical.
Let us start with a few definitions. We define the set of heavy vertices of P by ,

H=H(P)={i€{0,..., 0} :Wp(v;) > 1} .
For ¢ € H, let t; be the greatest index in {i,7 4+ 1,...,¢} such that for all t € {4, + 1,...,¢;}

t
HWP(UR) >1 )
k=i

and let L; = {i,i+1,...,¢;}. For i ¢ H, define L; =0, and let L = LoU L1 U... U Ly.
Lemma 12.1. For all j € {0,1,...,¢}\ L, vertex v; is a (d,e)-left-block vertex with respect to P.

Proof. We show the contrapositive, i.e., assuming v; is not (d,e)-left-block with respect to P, we
show that j € L. If vj is not (d, €)-left-block, then there must exist at least one index i € {0,1,...,j}
such that []]_, Wp(vg) > 1.

Let i* be the greatest such index; we claim that j € L;«, i.e., for every t € {i*,i*+1,...,j} we have
that [[}_; Wp(vx) > 1. Indeed, if there was a t € {i*,i* +1,...,5} such that [[}_,. Wp(vy) < 1,
then we would have that []7_, 41 Wp(vr) > 1, which contradicts with the fact that 7* is the greatest
such index. O

The proposition below shows that we should expect no more than a small fraction of vertices in
P to belong in L.

Proposition 12.2. For any € > 0, there exists dy = do(e) > 1, such that for all d > dy, and
0<pB<(1—¢)B(d), the following is true:

For { = l(i%", r =¥, and an (¢ + 1)-tuple P = (vg,...,vp), let (T,B,{Je}) be the random tree
construction defined on Section [0 1) with respect to P,d,r and 3. Then,

Pr [|L| > 1—304 <n @ (70)

In light of Lemma [I2.1] and Proposition [2.2] Theorem [IT.4] follows easily. Therefore, to finish
proving Theorem [I1.4] let us prove Proposition [12.2
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13. PROOF OF PROPOSITION [12.2

Using the union bound, we have that

L) = ‘UZEH Li

To estimate each |L;| for i € H we think as follows: Each heavy vertex, v;, introduces a weight,
Wp(v;)) > 1. If L; = {i,i+ 1...,7}, then notice that {i,i + 1...,7 4+ 1} is the first interval on the
right of 7 that “absorbs” the weight Wp(v;), i.e., j is the smallest index in {0,...,7} such that

H]—H. Wp(vg) <1 .
k=i
Let 0 = ¢/2. If HN L; = (), we observe that v; requires at most a number of log;_g) Wp(v;) light
vertices to get Wp(v;) absorbed. Similarly, if H N L; # (), then we observe that the number of light

vertices needs to be
ZjeHmLi log(1_g) Wp(vj) -

Therefore, with the above union-bound we obtain that |L| < [H| + > . 5 log_p Wp(v;). Hence,
we have the following corollary.

Corollary 13.1. Let § = /2, then we have that

1
|L| < |H|+ Z log(l oyWp(vi) <|H|+ - ZZEH logWp(v;) . (71)

Next, we prove tail bounds for each term in the rhs of (IZI]), using the following technical lemma,
which we prove in Section [I4]

Lemma 13.2. For any € > 0, there exists dg = dy(e) > 1, such that for all d > dy, and 0 < <
(1 —¢)Bc(d), the following is true:

For { = l(i%", r =¥, and an (¢ + 1)-tuple P = (vg,...,vp), let (T,B,{Je}) be the random tree

construction defined on Section IO with respect to P,d,r and 8. Then, for t = d%/190 gnd
g = d?/190  we have that

o 1Ll

< - — .
E[(p(v))] < (1) (72)
We start by overestimating |H|, as follows

Proposition 13.3. For any € > 0, there exists dy = do(e) > 1, such that for all d > dy, and
0<pB<(1—¢)B(d), the following is true:

For { = l(i%", r =¥, and an (¢ + 1)-tuple P = (vg,...,vp), let (T,B,{Je}) be the random tree
construction defined on Section [0 with respect to P,d,r and 3. Then,

4 _1/a
Pr []H] > dl/m] <n 4" (73)

where H is the set of heavy vertices defined above.

Proof of Proposition I3.3. Let I, and I ,be the sets of odd, and even indices of {0,...,¢}, re-
spectively. Writing H; = H NI, and Ho = H N I, and using the union bound, it is easy to see
that

P |11 > 275 | < Pr 17 >

/¢ 1 /¢
J1/10 9 {qi/10

therefore, it suffices to show that
1 14 1
Pr[|H1|Z§'W} §§
28
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+ Pr |:‘H2‘ 3 —d1/10:| ) (74)

_g1/4
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Notice that for any two indices i,j € Ij, the corresponding random variables Wp(v;), Wp(v;),
are 1.i.d., and thus, each index i € I; belongs to H; with probability at most Pr[Wp(vy) > 1].

Specifically, per Lemma [3.2 and Markov’s inequality, we have that for t = d%/19 and ¢ = @%3/10
Pr[vp(1) 2 1] <E[(p(w)] < (1-5)°

Therefore, |H;| is upper bounded by the number of successes of a binomial distribution with ¢/2
number of trials, and probability of success (1 — %)q. Expanding the tail-probability of aforemen-
tioned distribution, and bounding appropriately, we get that

1 14 1 logn

logn
24172 ) | _ €\ je3/10 logn
< (21(;%7) exp <log (1 4) d 5 >

< <e . dl/lo) :;3% - exp <log (1 — Z) . ¢36/100 . log n)

4logd
<o fen [ e (1) 0] )

So that for d > dy(e), we have that

1 V4 Y 1 _gi/4
Pr[‘HﬂEg‘W}Sn 55‘71 ;

as desired, concluding the proof of Proposition [I3.3] O

We have the following bound on the upper tail of ), 5 logWp(v;).

Theorem 13.4. For any ¢ > 0, there exists dy = do(e) > 1, such that for all d > dy, and
0< B <(1—¢)B(d), the following is true:

For ( = l(z%z, r =L, and an (£ + 1)-tuple P = (vg,...,vs), let (T,5,{Jc}) be the random tree
construction defined on Section IO with respect to d,f,r and B. Then, we have that

_d1/3
qi/to | = :

L l
Pr [Z logWp(v;) > J1/50 [H| < ] <n

i€H
Given Theorem [[3.4] we establish Proposition I2.2] as follows.

Proof of Proposition [I2.2. Write 6 = ¢/2, due to Corollary [[3.1], we have that

3
> —1| <
Pr [\L! > 106] <Pr

1 3
_. N> 2 )
|H| + 7 iEEHlong(v,) > 105] (75)

From the law of total probability it is easy to see that

Pr

1 3
Hl+ =Y logWp(v) > —¢| <
| |+9 ;{Og P(U)_lof]_

14

3
|H| < W] . (76)

1
|H| + 9 ZEE log Wp(v;) 10€

Pr [\H\ > !

> dl/lo} + Pr
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Moreover, we also have that for appropriately large d

1 3
Pr ||H| + R Zlong(vi) > 1—0€

1€H

¢ o L
H| < W] < Pr [Z logWp(vs) 2 3755 | 1A < d”m]

1€H

Applying Theorem [[3.4] and Proposition [3.3]in the above, we get that for every d > dy

Pr

1 3
|H| + ra Z logWp(v;) > Ef] < n~d"? + n=d < n—4 ,
icH

concluding the proof of Proposition [12.2 O
Let us now prove Theorem [13.4]

Proof of Theorem[13.4] . Similarly to the proof of Proposition [[3.3, we let I;, and Iy ,be the sets
of odd, and even indices of {0,...,/¢}, respectively. Writing H; = H N Iy, and Hy = H N I3, and
using the union bound, we see it is sufficient to prove that

1 7
2-Pr |:ZiEH1 logWp(v;) > 5 gi/50

From Markov’s inequality we get that for every ¢t > 0

_d1/3

l
’Hllﬁm] <n

[
1 / /¢ E [eXp(t . ZiGHl lngP(,UZ))“Hﬂ < d1/10:|
Pr Z logWp(v;) > 5 41750 [H,| < J1/10 < LA

_ (Efexp(t -logWp(v)) [vn € i)™ "™ .

exp (2&% -E)

where the equality follows from the fact that the random variables Wp(v;)’s where j € H; are i.i.d.
Let us write v instead of vy, and notice that since Wp(v) is non-negative, we also have

E [(Wp(v))']
E [exp(t - logWp(v)) | v € H] < Peip() > 1] °

(78)

Notice that an upper bound for the enumerator of (78) is provided by Lemma [I32l Let us now
bound the denominator of (78], i.e., Pr[Wp(v) > 1]. First, recalling the definitions of A, M, and W,
it is easy to see that

PrWp(v) > 1] > Pr[M(v) > 1] > Pr[A(v) > 1] > Pr[A(v) - 1{d < deg(v) <2d} > 1] ,
so that using Baye’s rule, we get
PrWp(v) > 1] > Pr[A(v) > 1| d < deg(v) < 2d] - Pr[d < deg(v) < 2d] . (79)

Let us now focus on the first factor in the rhs of (7d). As we show in the proof of Theorem B.I],

tanh <éJZ> ‘ ,
2
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where each J; follows the standard normal distribution. With that in mind, we underestimate the
probability Pr[A(v) > 1| d < deg(v) < 2d] as follows

2d
oo ()] 4)

<2~P _J >E-
(orfaad b (22
r o255

Since 0 < # < (1 — €)B.(d), there must exist a A € (0,1) such that 3(d — 1) = V27 - (1 — A), and

thus, we can rewrite the last inequality as
2d
2 -1
Ji>/—-(1-0) .
T

Therefore, for d large enough, there exists and a constant Cy > 0, such that
Pr[A(v) > 1| d < deg(v) <2d] > exp(—C;-d) . (80)
Regarding the second factor in the rhs of (79, we have

Pr(d < deg(v) < 2d] :idz <Z> <%>k <1_g>n k>§:< >k

Pr[A(v) > 1| d < deg(v) < 2d] > <Pr [

v

v

v

Pr[A(v) > 1| d < deg(v) <2d] > <2 - Pr

k=d
Therefore, for d large enough, there exists a constant Cy > 0, such that
Prld < deg(v) < 2d] > exp(—Cs - d) . (81)
Substituting (80) and &I in ([79), we get that for C' = max{C7,C>}, and for every d > d
Prlip(v) > 1] > exp(—C' - d) . (s2)
Choosing ¢t = d?/19invoking Lemma [3.2, and putting everything together, we get that for every

d > dy we have

£-d~ 10
Z logWp(v;) > 3" g5 |Hy| < /10 < (e . (1—1) ) - exp <_2-dl/50>

1€H,

as desired. This concludes the proof of Theorem [[3.41 O

14. PrROOF OoF LEMMA [13.2]

Let us write v instead of v1. For s > 0, and a path Q = (wy,...,ws), let us define
ls/2]
Mcvon H M w22 7

that is, the weight of () contributed only by vertices at even distance from wg. Similarly, define
M°dd(Q) to be the weight of @ contributed only by vertices at odd distance from wy. Let us
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also define also define W3 (v) = maxg{M°*(Q)}, and Wil (v) = maxg{M°4(Q)} where the
maximisation is over all paths @ of length at most r, that emanate from v and do not intersect
with P, i.e., they to do not share vertices. Since Wp(v) < Wed(v) - W% (v), the union bound yields

Pr{ip(v) > 1] < P (0) > 1] + P (v) > 1] ,
and thus, it suffices to show that

1 €\4
even( V> 1< . (1-

Writing path, (r) to denote all paths of length r in T, that emanate from v, and do not intersect
with P, and path, (< r) = Ug<,path,(k), we see that for any ¢t > 0 we have that

E [(WE™ (0))'] = E

( max {Meve“@)})]ﬂ > M@)o (83)

Qéepath,, (<r) Qepath,, (<r)

Note that we cannot pull the sum out of the expectation in the rhs of the inequality above, as the
set path, (< r) is a random variable. Therefore, we think in the following way. For k = 0...r,
there are at most n* potential paths of length k emanating from v, and each potential path of has
probability (d/n)* to be present in T. Denoting with (wo, . ..,w;) an arbitrary such potential path
emanating from v, i.e., wg = v, we see that

|k/2]

E [ weven Zn <_>k - E H M wm) < de Mt ])Lk/2j+1 , (84)

where the last inequality follows from the independence of the weights M corresponding to same

t

parity vertices along (wy, ..., wy). To upper bound E [Mt (v)] we consider two regimes in terms of
the degree of vertex v:
E [M' (v)] = E [M (v) - 1{deg(v) < 3d}] + E [M’ (v) - 1{deg(v) > 3d}] (85)

Let us now focus on the first term of (85]). Writing g(z) for the pdf of M(v) - 1{deg(v) < 3d}, and
noticing that M(v) is at most 3d?, we see that

3d?

1—e/4
E [M* (v) - 1{deg(v) < 3d}] = /0 z' - g(z) de + /1_ " 7t g(z) do

3d?

<(-9) mrorsi-granr [ g
<(1-9) +eey - prlaw 217

< (1- Z)t + (3d)" - exp <—§—j; : d> , (86)

where (B6]) follows from Theorem B.Il We now focus the large-degree case. Accounting only for the
randomness on the degree of v, and overestimating each term of M(v) to be equal to d, we get that

n n k)
E [M' (v) - 1{deg(v) > 3d}] < > (d-k)" - Pr[deg(v) = k] <d'- > k" <Z> : <%>

k=3d k=3d
n k n k

t oo (re\t (4 . v (de

&Sk <1<;> <n> <d-Sk <k> . (87)
k=3d k=3d
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Substituting (86l) and (&7) to (85, gives
n k
t £\? 2\t e t ¢ [ de
<(1-2 : = : N i
E[M ()] < (1 4) + (3d%) exp< = d> +d k§:3dj k <k>

Since ed/k < 1, for every k > 3d, choosing t = d%/190_ we see that there exist dy(e) > 1, such that
for every d > dy, we have that E [M! (v)] < (1 — %)t/, where t' = d**/19_ We now bound (&) as

; 1—2) q
E [0 0)] < s (1-5)"

where we can take g = d93/100,

15. PROOF OF THEOREM [B.1]

Let dg, 6,17 > 0, to be determined later. First, note that due to the total probability law we have

PriA(v) > (1 -6)] <Pr[A(v) > (1 —0) | deg(v) < (1+n)d]+ Prldeg(v) > (14+n)d] . (88)
Let us now focus on the first term of (88). Recall that A(v) =3, T}, with
1 —exp (BJe)]

p
‘= Txep(pdy) | <5Je>

where J, follows the standard Gaussian distribution. Since |tanh(z)| < |z|, for every real x, we get
further that 5

re<_Je )
< 51

Hence, bounding from above the upper-tail of ", g\Je\, provides an upper bound to the corre-
sponding tail for )" T, i.e., for every = € R we have

Pr[A(v) > 2] < Pr [Ze 87| > x] . (89)

Applying the bound (I34)) of Theorem [A.1lin the rhs of ([89) and since 0 < § < (1 —¢)B.(d), we
have that for every n < (¢ —0)/(1 —¢)

PriA(v) > (1—0) | deg(v) < (14 n)d] < <(1_9)ﬁ_§(1+n)dﬁ)2 14 n)d
r[A(v) > (1 —-0) |deg(v) < (1 +n)d <exp | — o (L1 )2 (1+mn)

(-0 -a+ng)]
(1 +n)2d>p? (

1+n)d

(1= - (1+nl-—e)
i 2(1 4+ n)2(1 —¢)?

. <_ [(1-6) - (1+n)(1—€))2] d) | (90)

2(1+ n)d)

m(1+n)(1—¢)
Choosing 0 = n = ¢/2 in (@0) gives that

Pr{A(v) > (1 —0) | deg(v) < (1 +n)d] < exp



Let us now turn to the second term of (88]). Since deg(v) is a sum of independent Bernoulli
random variables, applying the Chernoff tail bound gives that for every n > 0

2
Pr[deg(v) > (1 +n)d] < exp <— 277+dn> . (92)

Taking 1 = ¢, and substituting ([@1]) and ([©2]), in (88]) gives that
4
PriA(v) > (1 —¢/2)] <exp (—g— -d—i—log2> ,
™

which for d > dg := 53 - ¢4, yields

PrIA(®) > (1 - /2)] < exp (—g )

16. PROOF OF THEOREM [6.2]
Since, 1 < N < n, it is standard to show that Theorem G.I] implies that
Thlock = O(nlogn) . (93)

For the rest of the proof we focus on bounding tp for every B € B.

For each block B € B that is unicyclic with cycle C' = (wq, ..., wy), let T;(B) be the connected
component in B U Oyy B that includes w;, once we delete all the edges in C.

Let T = T (B) be the collection of the following trees:

(a) for every multi-vertex block B € B that is tree, 7 includes the tree B U Oyy B,
(b) for every unicyclic block B € B, T includes every tree T;(B).

For each tree of the type (a) above, the root is assumed to be a (any) heavy vertex w such that
A(w) > 1—¢/2. For each tree of type (b), i.e., for each T;(B), the root is assumed to be the vertex
wj, i.e., the vertex that T;(B) intersects with the cycle of the block.

In order to avoid repetitions, we use the following convention for the rest of the proof: the
Glauber dynamics, or the block dynamics on a subgraph H of G, is always assumed to be with
respect to the marginal of the Gibbs distribution pg 7 3 at the subgraph H. When necessary, we
impose boundary conditions at Jyut H. Recall that 0oyt H is the set of vertices outside H that have
neighbouring vertices inside H.

The following result provides a bound on the relaxation time of tree T € T by utilising a recursive
argument. This argument relies on ideas used to derive a similar bound in [20 [32].

Theorem 16.1. For a tree T € T, having vertex v as its root, and a fired configuration o at Oou T,

consider the Glauber dynamics on T. Let Tre) = Trel(T,0) be the relazation time of this dynamics.
We have that

Trel < €XP (m(T7 U)) ’
where m(T,v) = maxp{Y(P)} and the mazimum is over all root-to-leaf paths P in T.

The proof of Theorem [I6.1] appears in Section [[6.Il For every block B € B which is tree, Theo-
rem [I6.1] immediately implies that

15 < exp (m(B,v)) , (94)

for any vertex v € B being the root of B.
Recall that m(B,v) = maxp{Y(P)} and the maximum is over all the paths P in T from the root v
to the leaves of the tree. By construction of the block partition B, we have that all paths considered
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for m(B,v) are of length at most 21%”. Moreover, our assumption that (G, J, ) € G(d,e) implies

that m(B,v) < llsgg{;. Plugging this bound for m(B,v) into ([@4]) we get that

1
TBSTL@Td s (95)

establishing the desired bound for Ttz for the case where B € B is a tree. We now focus on the case
where B is a unicyclic factor graph. Specifically, we prove the following lemma.

3
Lemma 16.2. For the case where B € B is unicyclic we have that tg < nlog?d,

For the proof of Lemma [[6.2]see Section [I7.1l Given the bound for Tpjck in ([@3]), and the bounds
of T in (@3] and Lemma [I6.2] we conclude the proof of the theorem. O

16.1. Proof of Theorem [16.1l For a vertex u € T, let T,, denote the subtree of T containing u
and all its descendants. Unless otherwise specified, we assume that the root of T3, is u. Note also
that OyutTy is the subset of Oy’ comprised by all w € Joy T having a neighbour in T5,.

Proposition 16.3. Let T' € T and let w € T. Consider T, and let wy,...,wg be the children of
the root u. Consider the block dynamics (X¢)i>0 in Ty, with set of blocks M = {{u},Ty,,...,Twy}-
Under any boundary condition at OyyTy, the block dynamics (X)i>o exhibits relazation time

)

The proof of Proposition appears in Section In light of the above proposition, the
theorem follows by induction on the height of the tree T

The base case corresponds to a single vertex tree, where trivially, we have that T,q(7) = 1.
Assume, now, that the root u of T" has children w1, ..., wy, for some ¢ > 1. Then, per the induction
hypothesis we have that

Trel(Tw;) < exp (m(Ty,,w;)) fori=1,...,0, (96)

R
Tblock(Tu) < exp <10 log(R) + 25 Zi:l |J{u,wl}

where recall that T,¢(7,) corresponds to the relaxation time for the Glauber dynamics on Ty, .
In order to derive T, (1), i.e., the relaxation time for the Glauber dynamics on 7', consider first
the block dynamics on T' where the set of blocks is {{u}, Ty,,...,Tw,}. The relaxation time for
this process is given by Proposition 6.3l That is,
> . (97)

J4
Tblock(T) =exp | 10 log(ﬁ) + 25 Zi:l |J{u,wl}

Using the bounds from ([@7), ([@6]), and Proposition we deduce that T, (7)) < exp (m(T,u)).
All the above conclude the proof of the theorem. O

16.2. Proof of Proposition We prove the proposition using coupling. Let (X;)i>0, (Yi)i>0
be two copies of the Markov chain, with configuration o at Ogu1 .

We couple the two chains such that at each transition we update the same block in the two copies.
Also, note that the coupling has the following basic property: if for some ¢y we have X;, = Y,
then for every t > ¢ty we also have X; = Y;.

We divide the evolution of the chains into “epochs”. Each epoch consists of N = 5Rlog(R)
transitions. We argue that at the end of each epoch the pair of chains in the coupling are at the

same configuration with probability at least %exp (—25 Zle \J{u,wj}\), i.e., we have that

) (98)

. 1 R
o PriXn =Y | Xo,Yo] 2 5 exp { -2 ijl ‘J{u,wj}
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where Jp, 4,1 is the coupling parameter at the edge {u,w;}. Then, it is elementary to show that

after 100 exp (25 Zle |J{u,wj} |) epochs, the probability that the two chains agree is larger than 0.8.

Clearly, the above implies that Tpjoe(7,) < 500R log(R) exp (25 Zle |J{u,wj}|). Hence, the

proposition follows by showing that (O8] holds.

Suppose that at time ¢ > 0, we update block T,;. Recall that we update the same block in the
two copies. We further design our coupling such that the following are satisfied at each update:

(a) If we have agreement at the root, i.e., we have that X;(u) = Y(u), then deterministically,
i.e., with probability 1, we have X;(Ty,) = Yi(Tw;). We can achieve this because the marginal
distributions at the block T}, is the same for both copies, and thus, we can use identical coupling.

(b) If we have a disagreement at the root of T,, i.e., we have that X;(u) # Yi(u), then we
have X;(Ty,;) = Yi(T\,) with probability 1 — T, ;. To see this, note that we first couple the
configuration at w;. Using maximal coupling, and due to Lemma [[.2] we have X;(w;) = Yi(w;)
with probability at least 1 — T}, ,,;1. Subsequently, i.e., once we obtain the configuration at w;, we
couple maximally the configuration for the remaining vertices in T3, . In that respect, it is easy to see
that if X;(w;) = Y;(w;), then we can couple identically the configuration at the remaining vertices
of the block. On the the other hand, having X;(w;) # Y;(w;) precludes having X;(Ty,) = Yi(Tw,;)-

From the above we conclude that there is coupling such that, if at time ¢ > 0 we update any of
the blocks {Ty,, ..., Twy}, then we have that

Pr[Xt(ij) :Y;‘/(Tw]) | ]:] > 1_r{u,wj} Vi=12...,R, (99)

where F is the o-algebra generated by the configurations of Xy, Y; at the blocks in M\ {7}, }.

W.lo.g. let us focus on the first epoch. Let U, be the event the root is updated at least
once between the transitions 3Rlog(R) and 5Rlog(R). Also, let U,y be the event that prior to
3Rlog(R) all the blocks in {T},,, ..., Ty, } are updated at least once. A standard coupon collector
type argument implies that for any Xy, Yy we have that

Pry, Uy | Xo,Yy] >1—-1072 . (100)

Furthermore, for each T),;, let A; be the event that the last time block T, was updated, prior
to the update of the root, the two chains agree on the configuration of this block. Similarly, let A,
be the probability that, after its update, the root has the same configuration in both copies.

By the design of our coupling, e.g. see ([@9), we have that for any Xy, Y} it holds that

R R
Pr |:ﬂj=1 Aj | Uy, Uan, Xo, Yb:| > Hj:l (1 - r{u,wj}) : (101)
Moreover, we have that
Pr[A, | L Ai, Uy, U, Xo, Yo] =1 . (102)

The above holds by noticing that under the event ﬂf;lAi, when the root is updated the distributions
of its configuration in the two copies are identical, and thus, we can use identical coupling.
From (I00), (I01) and ([I02)), we conclude that for any Xy, Yy, we have that

Pr[Xy = Yi | Xo, Yo 2 Pr [A,, N AG, Uy, U | Xo, Vo)
=Pr[A4 | Ny Ai, U, U, Xo, Yol %
x Pr [ﬁzn;lAZ | u?“v ualla X07 YE)] -Pr [uTy uall | X07 YE)]

1k
2 5“3’:1(1 - r{u,wj}) : (103)
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The proposition follows by showing that for every w; we have that

1= Ty 2 ex0 (<2810 u,y1) (104)
We distinguish two cases. In the first one, we assume that |Jg, | is such that exp(B|J{yw;3]) = 3.
The second case corresponds to having |Jy, ;3| such that exp(8|Jpyw,3]) < 3.

Case 1: Recall that we assume that exp(8[Jyy,,3]) = 3. It is elementary to show that, for any
J{uw;ys 1€, not necessarily large, we have that

r o Il_eXp(BJ{u,wj})I o 1_eXp(_B|J{u,wj}D
{u7wj} o 1+eXp(BJ{u,wj}) o 1+eXp(_B|J{u,wj}D ’

(105)

From the above, we have that

eXp(_B‘J{u,w-}I) 3
- r{u,wj} = 21+exp(—B|J{u,ij}\) > 5 €xXp <_B’J{u,w3}’> > exp <_2/8‘J{u,w3}’> . (106)

The above proves (104)) for the case where exp(8[Jyy,w;31) = 3.

Case 2: Recall that now we assume that exp(B|Jgy,w;1/) < 3. Then, using (I05) we get that
F{uij} < 1/2 . (107)
Furthermore, using the standard inequality: 1 — 2 > exp(—1%;) for 0 <z < 1/2, we get that

Muw))
1- r{u,wj} > exp <_ 1_r{uju]-}> > exp <_2r{u,wj}> s

where, for the last inequality we use that I't ;) < 1/2, i.e., we use (I07). The above proves (104])
for the case where exp(fS ]J{wwj}]) < 3. All the above conclude the proof of the proposition. O

17. REMAINING PROOFS

17.1. Proof of Lemma Consider the unicyclic block B. As per standard notation, we let
C = (wy,...,wy) be the cycle inside B, for some ¢ < 411;’;42.

Consider the, block dynamics, on B with a fixed boundary o at O,y B. There are two blocks in
this dynamics. The first block, By, corresponds to the tree T' € T which intersects with the cycle
C at vertex wi. The second block Bs corresponds to the vertices in B \ B;. Note that both By,
By are trees. Let Tploec be the relaxation of this block dynamics.

Similarly to Proposition [[6.3] we divide the evolution of the dynamics into epochs to prove that

.
Thlock < 500n logd (108)

Let (X;) and (Y;) be two copies of the block dynamics with the same boundary condition at o
at Oout L. We couple the two chains maximally such that at each transition we update the same
block in both of them. Also, note that the coupling is such that, if for some ¢ty we have X;, = Y},
then for any ¢ > ty, we also have X; = Y;.

We consider epochs each of length N = 10. We argue that at the end of each epoch the chains
in the pair are at the same configuration with probability at least (1/ 2)n_1/ log? 4 j.e., we have that

min Pr[Xy = Yy | Xo,Y0] > £ r i (109)
Xo0,Yo

Then, it is elementary to show that after 50n'/ log®d many epochs, the probability the two chains

agree is larger than 0.8. Clearly, the above yields Tpjoek(T7) < 500n/ logad, establishing (I0S)]).
Suppose that at time ¢ > 0, we update the block B;. Recall that we update the same block in
the two copies. Then we use the following result.
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Claim 17.1. There is a coupling such that

_1
PI‘[Xt(Bl) = Yt(Bl) ‘ ./."1] >n logdd | (110)
where Fy is the o-algebra generated by the configurations of X;, Y; at Bs.
Similarly, suppose that at time ¢t > 0, we update Bs in both copies. We use the following result.

Claim 17.2. There is a coupling such that

1
PI‘[Xt(Bg) = Yt(BQ) ‘ ./."2] > logdd s (111)
where Fo is the o-algebra generated by the configurations of X;, Y; at Bi.

Then, using the above claims and arguing as in Proposition [[6.2] we get (I09]) directly.

Let 11 be the relaxation time of the Glauber dynamics at By with, arbitrary boundary fixed
condition o at JyyBi. Similarly, we define Ty to be the relaxation time for block By. Then,
working as in Theorem [[6.1] and recalling that (G, 7, 5) € G(d, ) we obtain

2 2
T1 < nlos?d and Ty < nloe?d | (112)

3
From (I08), (IT2) and Proposition 6.1l we get that tp < nle?d.
All the above conclude the proof of Lemma [16.2 O

Proof of Claim[171 Let J, and J, be the coupling parameters for the edges connecting w; to wa,
and wy to wy, respectively. The probability Pr[X;(B;) = Y(B1) | F1] is minimised by choosing n™
and 7~ two configurations at ws and wy, such that n™ maximises the probability of having +1 in
the Gibbs marginal at w, while n~ maximises —1 for the same marginal.

Specifically, note that n* is such that n™(w,) = sign(J,) and ™ (wy) = sign(.J,). Similarly, n~
is such that n~ (w;) = —sign(J,) and 7~ (wy) = —sign(J,). Then, letting

r* — 1=exp(=A(|Jal+]s))
I+exp(=B([Jal+] b))

it is standard to show that the maximal coupling of the configuration at w; satisfies
Pr[X¢(B1) =Yi(By1) | FA] > 1T
. exp(=B(Jal + |Jb])
1+ exp(=f(|Jal + |]))

Recall that we assume (G,J,[) € G(d,e), and in particular, that |J,|,|Jy| < 104/Togn. Clearly,

this implies that exp(—B(|Ja|+ |J])) = n~2/18° 2 for large d and n. The claim follows by plugging
this bound into (II3)). O

Proof of Claim[17.2 The probability Pr[X;(B2) = Y;(B2) | F2] is minimised by having a disagree-
ment at wq, i.e., otherwise this probability is 1. Note that w; has two neighbours in Bs.

The coupling we use is as follows: First we couple maximally vertex wo and then, given the
outcome for wy, we couple maximally vertex w,. We have that

Pr[Xy(Bs) = Yi(Ba) | F2]

> exp(=B([Jal + [1])) - (113)

> PrXy(w) = Yi(we) | Xe(w2) = Yi(wa), Fol - Pr[Xe(w2) = Ye(wo) | Fo] . (114)
We start by focusing on the coupling for wy. We have that
PrX;(w2) = Yi(ws) | Xy(w1) # Yi(wr), Fo] (115)
< max Pr[Xy(wy) = Yi(ws) | Xe({wr,ws}) = 0", Yi({wi,ws}) =0~ Fo] . (116)
ntn
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To see the reason why the above is true, first note that the disagreement at vertex w; affects the
marginal at wo from two directions. The first one is over the edge {w,ws}, the second one is over
the path (wy,wy, ..., we).

The probability of having a disagreement at wq in ([13]) is under maximal coupling, conditional
on the configurations at w;. The probability of having a disagreement at we in (I16]) is under
maximal coupling, conditional on the configurations at w; and ws. The inequality follows by a
standard convexity argument.

Then, arguing as in Claim [7.J] we get that

PrX;(w) = Yi(wa) | Xi(wr) # Yi(wr), Fo] = exp(=F(|Jal +[Je]))

where recall that J, and J. are the coupling parameters for the edge that connects ws, with wy
and ws, respectively. Recall that we assume that (G, 7, ) € G(d, ). This implies that |J,|, |J.| <
10y/log n. Plugging this bound into the inequality above, for large d and n, we get that

Pr(X;(ws) = Yi(ws) | Xo(wn) # Yi(wi), Fp] > n~ /008" (117)

Then, conditional on Xy(wse) = Yi(wsy), we couple maximally X;(wy),Y;(w). Note that the
disagreement at w; only affects the distribution of the configuration at wy through the edge {wy, wy}.
Hence, using standard arguments (e.g. the same as those in the proof of Proposition [[6.3]), we get
that

exp(—f|Jy|)
1 +exp(=Bly)

Recall that we assume that (G,J,3) € G(d,e). This implies that |Jp| < 10y/logn. Plugging this
bound into the inequality above, for large d and n, we get that

Pe[X, (wr) = Yi(we) | Xi(uwn) = Vilws), Fo] > n~H/oED" (118)
The claim follows by plugging (II7) and (II8]) into (II4]). O

17.2. Proof of Lemma [0.3l We show that for an arbitrary path P in G, with r < |P| < logn,
we have that

Pr[Xy(we) = Yi(we) | Xi(ws) = Yi(w2), Fo] >

_g1/4
7’Ld .

Pr[M(P) > 1] < (119)

In light of (I19]), applying the union bound over all such paths gives us the result

PriSi] > 1 logn n d k _d1/4 logn dk _di/4 _dq1/5
rS 2 _kz_: k+1)\n) " Z” R

where the last inequality holds for large d and n. Therefore, we now focus on proving (I19)).

Let P = (vo,...,vx), with » < k < logn. We split the vertices of P into two sets, In(P),
and Out(P). The set In(P) is comprised by all vertices v; of P that are adjacent to a vertex in
V(P)\ {vi—1,vi4+1}, and Out(P) = V(P) \In(P) so that

M(P) =M (In(P))-M(Out(P)) = J[ M@)- J] M(w) . (120)

veln(P) weOut(P)

We next bound separately M (In(P)), and M (Out(P)), so that their product is less than 1, w.h.p..
Let us start by bounding M (In(P)). We first notice the following tail bound for |In(P)|:

[P 2 2vd) < 3 (5) () = > (55) <= (d}zkz)ﬂﬁ”‘m RGEN

s=Vd s=Vd

where the last two inequalities hold for large d and n.
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For a vertex v; in P, let deg;,(v;) be the number of neighbors that v; has in P, while let deg, (v;)
be the number of neighbors in V'\ P.

For a vertex w € In(P) we have that deg,,(w) is dominated by Binom(n,d/n). Then, we obtain
that

_9/10

Pr [degout(w) > d-logn, for at least one w € In(P) | |In(P)| < 2\/3] <n (122)

Indeed, the Chernoff bound gives
Y
Pr[ deg,(w) > d-logn | w € In(P)] < exp (—M 'd> < exp <—loﬂ : > < a0 ,
logn 2
where the last two inequalities hold for large enough d and n. The above and a simple union-bound
imply (122]).
Let B; be the event that |In(P)| < 2v/d, while let By be the event that for all w € In(P) we

have deg,(w) < dlogn.
On the events By and Bs, we have that for all w € In(P)

(1) deg(w) < dlogn + 2+ 2V/d,
(2) M(w) < 2d?logn.
The first item follows by noticing that deg(w) = deg;,(w) + deg,(w), and that deg;, (w) <
2 + |[In(P)|, for all w € In(P).
The second item follows from the first item, and by noticing that for any vertex v in the graph
we have M(v) < d - deg(v). Hence, we have that

Pr [M(In(P)) < (2d2logn)2V%| > Pr[By N By

> 1— Pr[B;1] — Pr[Bs] [union bound]
>1-n 4" [from eq. (122) & eq. (I2I)]  (123)

To bound M(Out(P)), we follow the proof strategy of Lemma [I[32l In particular, we partition
Out(P) into two sets: the set of vertices with even index in P, and the set of vertices with odd

index in P. Moreover, we let Meyen (Out(P)) be the product of weights over the set of even vertices
in Out(P), and Mygq(Out(P)) similarly. We claim that

Pr [Meven(out(P)) > (1ogn)—d] <n (124)

Indeed, Markov’s inequality yields that for every ¢ > 0

Pr [Meven(out(P)) > (log n)—d} < B [Meven (Out(P))] (125)

= (logn)~td
In the proof of Lemma I3:2] we have that for ¢t = d%/1%0 and s = d%/1%0 and arbitrary vertex
v, we have that E [M! (v)] < (1 — §)*, (notice that although we prove this for the random tree
construction, the arguments work precisely for G(n,d/n) as well). Acknowledging the fact that
Maeven(Out(P)) is a product of i.i.d. random variables, we get that

_ ks/2

Notice that, by symmetry, (I24]) holds for Myqq(Out(P)) as well. Moreover, since M(Out(P)) =
Modd(Out(P)) - Meyen (Out(P)), using the union bound further yields

< (log n)d2 A gy d?? , (126)

_d1/3

Pr [M(out(P)) < (log n)—ﬂ >1-2.07 %" >1-n (127)
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From the union bound, equations (I23) and ([I27) , and the fact that M(P) = M(In(P)) -
M(Out(P)), we have that

PrM(P) <1]>1-2-n %" >1-p "

concluding the proof of Lemma [I0.11

(1]
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APPENDIX A. TAIL BOUND FOR SUMS OF HALF-NORMAL

We say that Y follows the half-normal distribution with parameter o, if Y = | X|, where X follows
the Gaussian distribution A(0,02). For N > 0 integer, and o > 0, let X1,..., Xy ~ N(0,02) be
i.i.d standard Gaussians, and write

N
X=X .
i=1

We show the following concentration bound for X

Theorem A.1. For every § > 0, we have that

Pr(X > (1+6) -E[X]] <exp (—N-fr—z>
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Proof. For every real t > 0, consider the moment generating function E[exp(¢-X )], as a non-negative
random variable. Applying Markov’s inequality on E[exp(t - X)], we get that for every a € R

Elexp(t - X)]
= : ca)] < : 12
Pr[X > a] =Prlexp(t- X) > exp(t-a)] < exp(t ) (128)
To calculate E[exp(t - X)], we first observe that since X;’s are i.i.d., so that
N
Elexp(t - X)] = E [exp <t > \Xz-!> — (E [exp (¢ [ X2 )] . (129)
i=1

We now focus on E [exp (¢ - | X1])]. We have

Blexp (- X)) = [ exp(t-fe) ——exp (—F) dr

+o00 1 JE2
:2/ exp <ta;——>da;
0 o2 202
202 +oo 252 2
=2 — - ——— Ftr—— | d
=P < 2 > /0 oV 2T P < 2 i 2a2> v

252
=2-exp <TU> P (at) . (130)
Hence, from (I29) and ([I28]), we further have that

<Dt - 252
Pr[X > a] §%:exp <N-tT—t-a—|—N'log[2-<I>(at)]> . (131)

As we prove in Lemma [Bl for every x > 0, we have ®(x) < % + \/% Therefore,
2,2
PriX >a]<exp|{N-———t-a+ N -log

5 1+O’t'\/g])
< exp <N~g—t-a+N-at-\/g>
:exp<N[t2-%2+t-<a'\/§—%)]> . (132)

Minimizing the exponent in the rhs of ([I32]) with respect to t > 0, yields that for every

a>No-\/2, (133)

we have

(134)

Pr[X >a] <exp <N [_(aﬁ—al\fﬁ) ]) .

2rN252

Considering the derivative at ¢ = 0 of the moment generating function of | X;| in (I30), it is easy
to check that
N 2
BIX| =B | Y 1l = N-E[x] = Vo2
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So that condition (I33)), can be written as a > E[X], or equivalently, a = (1 4 ) - E[X] for some
d > 0. Substituting a = (1 + ) - E[X] in (I34), gives

2
Pr(X > (1+6) -E[X]] <exp <—N~ 5—) ,
T
as desired. O

APPENDIX B. LINEAR APPROXIMATION OF THE GAUSSIAN CDF

Lemma B.1. Let ® : R — [0,1] be the CDF' of the Standard Gaussian distribution. Then, for
every x > 0

1 T
Plr) < =+ — .
(z) < 3 o
Proof. Define H : [0,400) — R with
1 T
H(r)= -+ —— -0z
@)= 5+ = - o)
Differentiating gives
2
1 exp(—=%)
H'(z) = — 22>0,
(@) V2 Var
so that H is increasing. Noticing also that H(0) = 0, yields H > 0, as desired. O

ApPENDIX C. CYCLES IN G(n,d/n) - PROOF OF LEMMA

Write £g for the event that every set of vertices S C V(G), with cardinality at most 211(;)5272,

spans at most |S| edges in G. We have

logn logn

g _logn
Pr[g_} _ (log d)?2 n (g) g k+1< (log d)2 (E)k kize k+1 g k+1
o k)\k+1)\n = k) \2(k+1) n
k=1 k=1
2 logn2 logn2
B G W T U S
~n 2 2 ~ (logd)? n 2
k=1 k=1
< 910 (ezd/2)2—f(1f§$ <n34

where the last two inequalities hold for sufficiently large d.
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