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MEETING TIMES OF MARKOV CHAINS VIA SINGULAR VALUE

DECOMPOSITION

THOMAS VAN BELLE AND ANTON KLIMOVSKY

ABSTRACT. We suggest a non-asymptotic matrix perturbation-theoretic approach to get
sharp bounds on the expected meeting time of random walks on large (possibly random)
graphs. We provide a formula for the expected meeting time in terms of the singular value
decomposition of the diagonally killed generator of a pair of independent random walks,
which we view as a perturbation of the generator. Employing a rank-one approximation of
the diagonally killed generator as the proof of concept, we work out sharp bounds on the
expected meeting time of simple random walks on sufficiently dense Erdős–Rényi random
graphs.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let Gn = (Vn := [n], En), n ∈ N be a sequence of (possibly random) undirected

graphs. Consider a pair of independent discrete time random walks on Gn: (X(n)
t , Y

(n)
t )t∈Z+

started at vertex i ∈ Vn resp. vertex j ∈ Vn. How long does it take them to meet? The
meeting time of two independent random walks on Gn is a stopping time defined as

τ
(n)
meet(i, j) = inf{t ∈ Z≥0 : X

(n)
t = Y

(n)
t , X

(n)
0 = i, Y

(n)
0 = j}, i, j ∈ Vn (1.1)

(with the natural convention that τ (n)meet(i, j) = ∞ if the random walks never meet.) Of
interest is also the expected meeting time from stationarity

tπmeet = E(i,j)∼π⊗π[τ
(n)
meet(i, j)] =

∑

i,j∈Vn

πiπjE

[
τ
(n)
meet(i, j)

]
, (1.2)

where π is the invariant distribution of the random walk transition matrix P and E is
the expectation w.r.t. the law of the random walks on Gn. Both (1.1) and (1.2) are key
quantities characterizing the behavior of random walks on graphs, see, e.g., [AF02].

Outline of the article. In Sections 1.1-1.3, we state our main results. In Section 1.4,
we point to related literature. In Section 2, we give proof of the spectral formula for the
expected meeting time, and we prove the rank-k approximation. In Section 3, we apply
a result from matrix perturbation theory to investigate properties of the diagonally killed
generator of a pair of independent Markov chains. In Section 4, we analyze the spectral
formula applied to sufficiently dense Erdős-Rényi random graphs to deduce sharp non-
asymptotic bounds on the expected meeting time from stationarity. In Section 5, we close
with a discussion.
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1.1. Meeting time formula via singular value decomposition. The first main result is
a formula for the expected meeting times of two independent Markov chains both with
transition matrix P from any pair of initial states in terms of the singular values decom-
position (SVD) of what one might view as the “diagonally killed” generator of a pair of

independent Markov chains

Lkill := In2 − (P ⊗ P )E ∈ [−1, 1]n
2×n2

, (1.3)

In2 ∈ {0, 1}n2×n2

is the unit matrix and E ∈ {0, 1}n2×n2

is a matrix with

Eij := 1{i = j}1{i ∈ D}, i, j ∈ [n2], (1.4)

where D = {1, n+ 2, 2n+ 3, . . . , n2} and 1 denotes the indicator function.

Remark 1.1 (Meaning of E). Let C ∈ R
n2×n2

be a matrix. Then, the multiplication of C
by E, e.g., from the right zeros out n columns of the matrix C, which exactly correspond
to the diagonal {(i, i) ∈ V × V : i ∈ V } in the product state space. Thus, E encodes the
meeting event. Note that (P ⊗ P )E is therefore a sub-stochastic matrix.

In order to better understand the Kronecker product structure of matrices, we define an
“array flattening” mapping f : [n]2 → [n2] with

[n]2 ∋ (k, ℓ)
f7→ (k − 1)n + ℓ ∈ [n2]. (1.5)

We will slightly abuse the notation and write as an index (k, ℓ) instead of f(k, ℓ). We
choose this notation since it allows us to concisely write

(P ⊗ P )(i,j),(k,ℓ) = PikPjℓ. (1.6)

Furthermore, the matrix E can be written as

(E)(i,j),(k,ℓ) := 1{(i, j) = (k, ℓ)}1{k 6= ℓ}, i, j, k, ℓ ∈ [n]. (1.7)

For a matrix C ∈ R
n×n, we denote by vec(C) ∈ R

n2

the vector such that

vec(C)(i,j) = Cij. (1.8)

In what follows we equip R
n with the Euclidean (ℓ2-norm) ‖ · ‖ which induces the 2-2

operator norm on the space of the matrices, which we also denote by ‖ · ‖. Now we are in
position to state the first main technical result.

Proposition 1.1 (Expected meeting times via SVD of the diagonally killed generator). Let

P the transition matrix of an irreducible Markov chain. Let σ̃1, σ̃2, . . . , σ̃n2 be the singular

values (with multiplicities) of Lkill ordered non-increasingly:

σ̃1 ≥ σ̃2 ≥ . . . ≥ σ̃n2 > 0. (1.9)

Let ũi and ṽi be the corresponding left and right singular vectors, i ∈ [n2]. Then,

vec(E[τ
(n)
meet(i, j)]i,j∈[n]) = E(In2 − (P ⊗ P )E)−1

1n2, (1.10)

and in particular

tπmeet = (π ⊗ π)t E(In2 − (P ⊗ P )E)−1
1n2 (1.11)

= −1 +
n2∑

i=1

1

σ̃i

(π ⊗ π)tṽiũ
t
i1n2 , (1.12)

where 1n2 is the n2-dimensional vector with 1 at all coordinates, π is the stationary dis-

tribution of P .
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The second main technical result is the following non-asymptotic rank-k approximation
bound for the expected meeting time from stationarity.

Proposition 1.2 (Rank-k approximation of the meeting time). Let k ∈ [n2−1], and define

the rank-k approximation of the expected meeting time as

t̂
π,(k)
meet := −1 +

n2∑

i=n2−k

1

σ̃i

(π ⊗ π)tṽiũ
t
i1n2 . (1.13)

Then, the expected meeting time can be approximated by t̂
π,(k)
meet :

∣∣∣̂tπ,(k)meet − tπmeet

∣∣∣ ≤ n‖π‖2
σ̃n2−k−1

. (1.14)

Remark 1.2. In “mean-field-like” graphs, in which π is close to the uniform distribution,

we get ‖π‖2 = Θ
(
1
n

)
. So the l.h.s. of (1.14) reduces to Θ

(
1

σ̃
n2

−k−1

)
.

1.2. A naive matrix perturbation theoretic approach to computations with diago-

nally killed generator. To apply Propositions 1.1 and 1.2, it can be useful to view Lkill as
a perturbation of the generator of a pair of independent random walks

L := In2 − (P ⊗ P ) (1.15)

to control the r.h.s. of (1.12). We denote the singular values (with multiplicities) of L by

σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ · · · ≥ σn2−1 > σn2 = 0. (1.16)

The corresponding left and right singular vectors are denoted by ui and vi respectively.
A naive application of the non-asymptotic second order perturbation for the least singular
value [Ste84] yields

σ̃2
n2 = σ2

n2 (Lkill) = γ2
11 +O

(
‖(P ⊗ P )(E − I)‖3

)
, (1.17)

where γ11 = ut
n2(P ⊗ P )(E − I)vn2 . Note that the vectors un2 and vn2 are given by

un2 =
π ⊗ π

‖π ⊗ π‖ and vn2 =
1n2

‖1n2‖ . (1.18)

The expansion (1.17) can be applied by noting that universally, i.e., for any graph,

γ11 =
(π ⊗ π)t(P ⊗ P )(E − I)1n2

‖π ⊗ π‖‖1n2‖ =
(π ⊗ π)t(E − I)1n2

‖π ⊗ π‖‖1n2‖ = −1

n
. (1.19)

This naive application already fails even for the complete graph: a simple computation
shows that the norm of the perturbation ‖ (P ⊗ P ) (E−I)‖ is of order n−1/2. Even though
(1.17) cannot be applied directly, it does show that the least singular value of Lkill is shifted
by 1

n
plus some graph-dependent terms. As we show below, see Section 3, it is possible to

upgrade our understanding of the graph-dependent terms to make the method applicable
to sufficiently dense Erdős–Rényi random graphs. This yields rather sharp non-asymptotic
bounds on (1.12), see Theorem 1.3. In particular, the approximation

tπmeet ≈
1

|γ11|
= n (1.20)

turns out to be valid with high probability.
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Remark 1.3. A word of caution: It is known that the meeting time is not universally
asymptotically equivalent to n (i.e., with proportionality constant 1), cf., e.g., the random
regular graph [Che21] for another proportionality constant than 1 (but the same order
Θ(n)). Moreover, the meeting time must not be Θ(n) at all. It can be, e.g., Θ(1) like it is
on star graphs, or Θ(n2) like it is on the cycle graph, cf. [KMS23, Table 1].

1.3. Meeting times of random walks on sufficiently dense Erdős–Rényi random graphs.

In this section, we report on a rigorous proof-of-concept implementation of the idea for
sufficiently dense Erdős–Rényi random graphs. Our result is non-asymptotic and identifies
the exact proportionality constant. This constitutes our third main result.

Recall that the Erdős–Rényi random graph G(n, p) where p ∈ (0, 1), n ∈ N is a random
graph on V := [n] such that the symmetric adjacency matrix A = (ai,j)i,j∈[n] has inde-
pendent Bernoulli(p) distributed entries (ai,j)i<j and ai,i = 0, i ∈ V . In what follows, we
denote by P the law of the Erdős-Rényi random graph.

Theorem 1.3 (Meeting time for sufficiently dense Erdős–Rényi graphs). Consider two

independent simple random walks on Erdős–Rényi random graph G(n, pn), where the edge

probability pn = cnβ−1 ∧ 1 with c > 0 is arbitrary but fixed. Let β > 1
2
. Then, for all

ǫ > 0, there exist N ∈ N and constants ν1, ν2, θ > 0 such that for all n ≥ N ,

P

(∣∣∣∣
1

n
tπmeet − 1

∣∣∣∣ > ǫ

)
≤ 2n exp

(
−ν2

1d

3

)
+2

(
n

2

)
exp

(
−ν2

2d
2

3n

)
+e

−θ(logn)2 , (1.21)

where d := npn is the mean degree. In particular, the r.h.s. (1.21) converges to zero, as

n → ∞.

See Section 5 for a discussion including possible extensions.

1.4. Related literature. There is a sizeable literature on the meeting times of random
walks, see, e.g., [AF02; Ald13; KMS23]. Meeting times have applications to the long-
run behavior of interacting particle systems such as voter model, see, e.g., [Ald13; Oli13;
MT17; MPL17; Che21; Her+22; FO23], and some related algorithms on networks, see,
e.g., [CFR10; KMS23].

Recently, there has been an increased interest in meeting times on random graphs, see,
e.g., [Dur10; Che21; FO23; Ave+24; Ave+23]. For a sufficiently dense Erdős–Rényi
random graph, i.e., β > 0.5, to the best of our knowledge, the sharpest bound on tmeet

can be derived from [KMS23, Theorem B.1]. Specifically, tmeet = Θ(n), which gives no
information about the proportionality constant. For β ∈ (0, 0.5], the result gives tmeet =
O(ntmix) w.h.p.

Spectral characteristics (eigenvalues and -vectors) of the random walk transition matrix
P are widely used to analyze the behavior of random walks on graphs (and more generally,
Markov processes). For example, mixing times can be bounded using the spectral gap and
the Perron-Frobenius eigenvector of P [LP17]. Hitting times also can be exactly expressed
in terms of the eigenvalues and -vectors of P [Lov96]. The latter expression has been ap-
plied in [LT14; LT23] to analyze hitting times for random walks on Erdős–Rényi random
graphs in the connected regime. Metastability also has spectral characterizations [BH15].

Singular values of Markov chain generators were (independently of this research) em-
ployed to define the notion of a spectral gap for nonreversible Markov chains [Cha23].

A formula resembling (1.10) appeared in [GPB18] (However, no link to singular values
(1.12) and matrix perturbation theory was made therein.)
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Matrix perturbation theory has a relatively long history. Asymptotic expansions were
developed in physics literature, e.g., [Sch26]. It became a key topic in functional, numer-
ical analyses and statistics, see, e.g., [Kat95; SS90]. Non-asymptotic matrix perturbation
theory [DK70; Wed72] especially for the modern random matrix models remains a cur-
rent topic of research; see, e.g., [BBP05; BN12; OVW18; Ver18; Che+21; Abb+20] with
numerous contemporary applications, e.g., in statistics and machine learning.

2. MEETING TIMES: A MATRIX REPRESENTATION AND A SPECTRAL FORMULA

In this section, we derive the spectral formula (1.12). Furthermore, we prove the rank-k
approximation (1.14) bound.

Proof of Proposition 1.1. First, we follow [GPB18] to write the pairwise meeting time in
vector form. That is, consider two simple random walks Xn and Yn both evolving accord-
ing to P , and recall that τ (n)meet(i, j) denotes the meeting time of the two walks when started
from states i and j respectively. The pairwise meeting time can be found recursively
through

τ
(n)
meet(i, j) =

{
1 with prob.

∑
k∈[n] PikPjk

τ
(n)
meet(k, ℓ) + 1 with prob. PikPjℓ.

(2.1)

For i 6= j, let Mij = E

(
τ
(n)
meet(i, j)

)
, then it can be seen that,

Mij = 1 +
∑

k∈[n]

∑

ℓ∈[n]\{k}
PikPjℓMkℓ

= 1 +
∑

k∈[n]
Pik

∑

ℓ∈[n]
PjℓMkℓ −

∑

k∈[n]
PikPjkMkk.

(2.2)

Written in matrix form, we obtain,

M = 1n1
t
n + P (M −Md)P

t, (2.3)

where Md is a diagonal matrix with the same diagonal elements as M . Rewriting in vector
form, yields

vec(M) = 1n2 + (P ⊗ P ) (vec(M)− vec(Md))

= 1n2 + (P ⊗ P ) (In2 − vec(In)) vec(M)

= 1n2 + (P ⊗ P )E vec(M).

(2.4)

By rearranging terms it can be seen that,

vec (M) = (In2 − (P ⊗ P )E)−1
1n2 . (2.5)

Note that E[τ (n)meet(i, i)] = 0 for all i ∈ [n], so that

E[τ
(n)
meet(i, j)] = Mij1{i 6= j} = (E vec(M))(i,j) (2.6)

hence Equation (1.10) follows. We observe that

tπmeet =
n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1
j 6=i

πiπjMij = (π ⊗ π)tE vec(M), (2.7)
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so that (1.11) easily follows. The expected meeting time can also be written as

tπmeet =

n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1
j 6=i

πiπjMij =

n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

πiπjMij −
n∑

i=1

π2
iMii. (2.8)

First we compute the second term. Using (2.3) it can be seen that

πtMπ = πt1n1
t
nπ + πtP (M −Md)P

tπ = 1 + πt (M −Md)π. (2.9)

So that,

n∑

i=1

π2
iMii = πtMdπ = 1. (2.10)

The first term of (2.8) can be written as

n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

πiπjMij = (π ⊗ π)t (In2 − (P ⊗ P )E)−1
1n2 . (2.11)

To find the inverse in the equation above, we use the singular value decomposition of Lkill,
i.e., I − (P ⊗ P )E = ŨΣ̃Ṽ t. Then,

(I − (P ⊗ P )E)−1 = Ṽ Σ̃−1Ũ t =
n2∑

i=1

1

σ̃i
ṽiũ

t
i. (2.12)

Equation (1.12) follows by plugging these results into (2.8). �

Proof of Proposition 1.2. From Proposition 1.1, it follows that

tπmeet = −1 +
n2∑

i=1

1

σ̃i

(π ⊗ π)tṽiũ
t
i1n2. (2.13)

The result then follows from the observation that

∣∣̂tπmeet − tπmeet

∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣(π ⊗ π)t

(
n2∑

i=n2−k

ṽiũ
t
i

σ̃i

−
n2∑

i=1

ṽiũ
t
i

σ̃i

)
1n2

∣∣∣∣

≤ ‖π ⊗ π‖
∥∥∥∥

n2−k−1∑

i=1

ṽiũ
t
i

σ̃i

∥∥∥∥‖1n2‖

=
1

σ̃n2−k−1

n‖π‖2,

(2.14)

where the last equality follows from the Eckhart-Young(-Mirsky) Theorem [EY36] and
the observation that

‖π ⊗ π‖2 =
n2∑

i=1

(π ⊗ π)2i =

(n,n)∑

(i,j)=(1,1)

(π ⊗ π)2(i,j) =
n∑

i=1

n∑

j=1

π2
i π

2
j = ‖π‖4. (2.15)

�
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3. MATRIX PERTURBATION THEORY

In order to usefully apply Proposition 1.2, we need to obtain a sufficiently sharp esti-
mates for the k + 1 least singular values of the diagonally killed generator Lkill. We use
a result from non-asymptotic matrix perturbation theory [Ste73, Theorems 4.11 and 4.12]
to obtain useful bounds on the least singular value. Recall the definitions of vn2 and un2 in
(1.18) and σn2 in (1.16), and denote the singular value decomposition of the unperturbed
matrix L in block form by

L = In2 − (P ⊗ P ) =: [un2 U2]
t

[
σn2 0
0 Σ2

]
[vn2 V2] , (3.1)

where U2 has the columns (ui)i<n2 and V2 has the columns (vi)i<n2 , and Σ2 := diag(σi)i<n2

is a diagonal matrix with the remaining singular values. We apply Theorem A.1 with

B = LtL

∆ = Lt
killLkill − LtL

X = [vn2 V2] .

(3.2)

Note that in this application the block matrices defined in (A.1) are given by B11 = 0,
B22 = Σ2

2, B12 = 0. We define the parameters γ11, g12, g21, and G22 through

[un2 U2]
t (P ⊗ P )(E − I) [vn2 V2] =

[
γ11 gt12
g21 G22

]
. (3.3)

By observing that

[un2 U2]
t (I − (P ⊗ P )E) [vn2 V2] =

[
γ11 gt12
g21 Σ2 +G22

]
, (3.4)

and that B11 = σn2 = 0, it can be seen that

X t(B +∆)X =

[
γ2
11 + gt21g21 gt21Σ2 + γ11g

t
12 + gt21G22

Σ2g21 + γ11g12 +Gt
22g21 (Σ2 +G22)

t(Σ2 +G22) + g12g
t
12

]
. (3.5)

Therefore, the blocks in (A.2) are given by,

∆11 = γ2
11 + gt21g21,

∆12 = gt21Σ2 + γ11g
t
12 + gt21G22,

∆21 = Σ2g21 + γ11g12 +Gt
22g21,

∆22 = Gt
22Σ2 + Σ2G22 +Gt

22G22 + g12g
t
12.

(3.6)

Let B ∈ R
ℓ×ℓ and C ∈ R

m×m. Define the operator TB,C : Rm×ℓ → R
m×ℓ through,

TB,CP = PB − CP. (3.7)

The seperation of B and C is the number sep(B,C) defined by

sep(B,C) :=

{
‖T−1

B,C‖−1, if 0 /∈ λ(T ),

0 otherwise.
(3.8)

Let
δ = sep(B11, B22)− ‖∆11‖ − ‖∆22‖. (3.9)

Note that since B11 = 0, and B22 = Σ2
2, we get

sep(B11, B22) = ‖Σ−2
2 ‖−1. (3.10)
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If
4

δ2
‖∆21‖ (‖B12‖+ ‖∆12‖) ≤ 1, (3.11)

there exists a matrix Q satisfying ‖Q‖ ≤ 2
δ
‖∆12‖ such that

σ̃n2 = λmin (B +∆) = γ2
11 + gt21g21 + (gt21Σ2 + γ11g

t
12 + gt21G22)Q. (3.12)

Furthermore, the columns of X
′

1 = (1 + ‖Q‖2)− 1

2 (vn2 + V2Q) span an invariant subspace
of B +∆. Note that (3.12), gives us an exact expression for the least singular value of the
diagonally killed generator Lkill. As we have seen in (1.19), γ11 = − 1

n
for any transition

matrix P . The remaining terms depend on the structure of the graph and therefore need to
be bounded on a case by case basis. In Section 4, we will bound the terms g12, g21, G22,Σ2,
and Q by their operator norms, for the specific case where the graph is an Erdős-Rényi
random graph. In order to obtain useful upper- and lower-bounds on the least singular
value, we define

γ̃2
11 := ‖g21‖2 + γ2

11 = vtn2(E − I)t(P ⊗ P )tU2U
t
2(P ⊗ P )(E − I)vn2 + γ2

11

= vtn2(E − I)t(P ⊗ P )t
(
I − un2ut

n2

)
(P ⊗ P )(E − I)vn2 + γ2

11

=
1

n2
1n2(E − I)t(P ⊗ P )t(P ⊗ P )(E − I)1n2,

(3.13)

to see that

σ̃2
(n,n) ≥ γ̃2

11 − 2 · ‖∆12‖2
δ

,

σ̃2
(n,n) ≤ γ̃2

11 + 2 · ‖∆12‖2
δ

.

(3.14)

In Section 4, we provide an example of graphs in which the term 2 · ‖∆12‖2
δ

is of lower order
than γ̃2

11. If this latter condition is satisfied, we can estimate the least singular value and
use Propositions 1.1 and 1.2 to conclude that w.h.p. the approximation in (1.20) is valid.

4. APPLICATION TO DENSE RANDOM GRAPHS

In this section, we will provide an application of Proposition 1.1 to dense Erdős–Rényi
graphs. This will result in a proof of Theorem 1.3.

We start by proving some concentration results. It will be useful to define the following
quantities,

ǫi :=
deg i

d
− 1 R1 := max

i∈V
|ǫi|, (4.1)

where d := cnβ is the average degree for each vertex. Note these definitions imply

min
i∈V

deg i ≥ d(1− R1) max
i∈V

deg i ≤ d(1 +R1). (4.2)

Furthermore for k 6= ℓ define

ǫ(k,ℓ) :=
n

d2

(
∑

i

1{k ∼ i}1{ℓ ∼ i}
)

− 1 R2 := max
(k,ℓ)∈V×V,k 6=ℓ

|ǫ(k,ℓ)|. (4.3)

Finally, for ν1, ν2 > 0, we define the events

Fν1,ν2 := {R1 ≤ ν1} ∩ {R2 ≤ ν2} and Fν1 := {R1 ≤ ν1} . (4.4)
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Lemma 4.1. For any ν1, ν2 > 0,

P
(
F c
ν1

)
≤ 2n exp

(
−ν2

1np

3

)
, (4.5)

and

P
(
F c
ν1,ν2

)
≤ 2n exp

(
−ν2

1np

3

)
+ 2

(
n

2

)
exp

(
−ν2

2np
2

3

)
. (4.6)

Remark 4.1. Note that the upper-bound in (4.5) goes to zero whenever np grows faster
than logn, which holds for any β > 0. The upper-bound in (4.6) however, goes to zero
whenever np2 grows faster than log

(
n
2

)
. Since np2 = 1

c2
n1−2β , this is the case for β > 1

2
.

Proof. We use the union bound to get that for any ν1 > 0,

P (R1 > ν1) = P

(
∃i ∈ V :

∣∣∣∣
degi
np

− 1

∣∣∣∣ > ν1

)
≤ nP

(∣∣∣∣
deg1
np

− 1

∣∣∣∣ > ν1

)
. (4.7)

The probability on the right-hand side can be bounded using a Chernoff bound, i.e.,

P

(∣∣∣∣
deg1
np

− 1

∣∣∣∣ > ν1

)
= P

(∣∣deg1−np
∣∣ > npν1

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−ν2

1np

3

)
. (4.8)

Equation (4.5) follows. Similarly, note that

P (R2 > ν2) = P

(
∃k 6= ℓ :

∣∣∣∣
1

np2

∑

i

1{k ∼ i}1{ℓ ∼ i} − 1

∣∣∣∣ > ν2

)

≤
(
n

2

)
P

(∣∣∣∣
1

np2

∑

i

1{1 ∼ i}1{2 ∼ i} − 1

∣∣∣∣ > ν2

)

≤ 2

(
n

2

)
exp

(
−ν2

2np
2

3

)
.

(4.9)

The standard bound

P
(
F c
ν1,ν2

)
≤ P (R1 > ν1) + P (R2 > ν2) (4.10)

completes the proof of (4.6). �

Another graph-dependent event we frequently use is the convergence of the second least
singular value. Denote the adjacency matrix of G = Gn by A = An. We denote by F the
event that the second least singular value of A√

d
is at most 8:

F :=

{
σ2

(
A√
d

)
≤ 8

}
. (4.11)

We need the following adaptation from [Erd+12; Erd+13] as follows,

Proposition 4.2. There exist a constant θ > 0 and N ∈ R+, such that for all n ≥ N ,

P (F c) ≤ exp
(
−θ (log n)2

)
(4.12)

Remark 4.2. In fact, [Erd+12] shows that for d ≫ (logn)2Cξ ,

σ2

(
A√
d

)
→ 2 (4.13)
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with high probability. For our purposes, it suffices that σ2

(
A√
d

)
is bounded. The constant

8 is arbitrary and chosen for (subjective) aesthetic reasons. It could be replaced by any
constant bigger than 2.

Proof. By [Erd+12, Equation (3.19)], there exist constants θ, C > 0 such that

σ2

(
A√
d

)
≤ σ2

(
A√

np(1− p)

)
≤ 2 + (log n)Cξ

(
1

d
+

1

n2/3

)
(4.14)

holds with probability at least 1− exp
(
−θ (log n)ξ

)
, where

1 + a0 ≤ ξ ≤ A0 log log n (4.15)

for constants a0 > 0 and A0 ≥ 10. We pick ξ = 2 to see that

σ2

(
A√
d

)
≤ 2 + (log n)2C

(
1

d
+

1

n2/3

)
(4.16)

holds with probability at least 1− exp
(
−θ (log n)2

)
. Let n be such that,

(logn)2C√
n

≤ 3c and
(log n)2C

n2/3
≤ 3. (4.17)

Note that there exists N ∈ R+ such that (4.17) is satisfied for all n ≥ N . Therefore, for
all n ≥ N ,

σ2

(
A√
d

)
≤ 8 (4.18)

holds with probability at least 1− exp
(
−θ (log n)2

)
. �

Another key quantity is the norm of the perturbation, i.e., ‖ (P ⊗ P ) (E − I)‖. It can
be usefully bounded in terms of the previously defined quantities R1 and R2 as follows.

Lemma 4.3. Let β ∈ (0, 1) then,

‖(P ⊗ P )(E − I)‖2 ≤ (1 +R1)
2

d2(1−R1)4
+

(1 +R2)
2

n(1 −R1)4
− (1 +R2)

2

n2(1− R1)4
. (4.19)

For β > 1
2
,

‖(P ⊗ P )(E − I)‖2 ≥ (1− R1)
2

d2(1 +R1)4
+

(1− R2)
2

n(1 +R1)4
− (1− R2)

2

n2(1 +R1)4
. (4.20)

Remark 4.3. This lemma shows that for β > 1
2

the norm of the perturbation behaves like

‖(P ⊗ P )(E − I)‖2 ∼ 1

n
. (4.21)

For β < 1
2
, R2 grows. Therefore, we expect that the upper-bound in (4.19) is not sharp.

Proof. Define the matrix S ∈ R
n×n

Si,k =

(
∑

q

AqiAqk

)2

=

{
d2(1 + ǫi)

2 if i = k
d4

n2 (1 + ǫ(i,k))
2 if i 6= k,

(4.22)

so that it contains the non-zero elements of (E − I)t(A⊗ A)t(A⊗ A)(E − I). Then

‖(P ⊗ P )(E − I)‖2 ≤ ‖S‖
d4(1−R1)4

and ‖(P ⊗ P )(E − I)‖2 ≥ ‖S‖
d4(1 +R1)4

. (4.23)
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Note that by the Gershgorin Circle Theorem,

‖S‖ ≤ d2 (1 +R1)
2 +

d4

n
(1 +R2)

2 − d4

n2
(1 +R2)

2 . (4.24)

Equation (4.19) follows from (4.23) and (4.24). To prove the second statement (4.20), we
note that,

‖(P ⊗ P )(E − I)‖2 ≥ ‖S‖
d4(1 +R1)4

. (4.25)

Furthermore,

‖S‖ = max
‖x‖=1

xtSx ≥ 1

n

∑

(i,k)

Si,k ≥ d2 (1− R1)
2 +

(
1− 1

n

)
d4

n
(1− R2)

2 , (4.26)

where the first inequality follows from taking x to be the uniform vector. By combining
(4.25) and (4.26), we obtain (4.20). �

Next we show that some key quantities in the application of Theorem A.1 are bounded.
These bounds will provide the backbone of the proof of Theorem 1.3.

Lemma 4.4. Let β > 1
2
. For every ε1 > 0, there exists N1 ∈ R+ and constants ν1, ν2 > 0

such that, for all n ≥ N1,

P (‖Σ2‖ ≤ 2 + ε1 | Fν1) = 1, (4.27)

P
(
n‖g12‖2 ≤ 1 + ε1 | Fν1

)
= 1, (4.28)

P
(
n‖π‖2 ≤ 1 + ε1 | Fν1

)
= 1, (4.29)

P
(√

n‖G22‖ ≤ 1 + ε1 | Fν1,ν2

)
= 1, (4.30)

P
(
n2‖g21‖2 ≤ (1 + ε1)

2 − 1 | Fν1,ν2

)
= 1, (4.31)

P
(
(1− ε1)

2 ≤ ‖Σ−2
2 ‖−1 ≤ (1 + ε1)

2 | Fν1 ∩ F
)
= 1. (4.32)

Proof. Let ε1 > 0, and define the ν1 and ν2 by

ν1 = ν2 =
(ε1 + 1)

1

4 − 1

(ε1 + 1)
1

4 + 1
. (4.33)

and recall that conditioning on Fν1,ν2 and F gives the conditions that R1 ≤ ν1, R2 ≤ ν2,
and σ2 (A) ≤ 8

√
d. This choice for ν1 and ν2 is not optimal, but it ensures that ν1 and ν2

are positive and bounded by 1. Furthermore,

max

{
(1 + ν1)

2

(1− ν1)4
,
(1 + ν2)

2

(1− ν1)4
,
(1 + ν1)

4

(1− ν1)4

}
≤ 1 + ε1. (4.34)

Finally let

N1 = max

{
c

1

1−β ,

(
1

c2ε1

) 1

2β−1

,

(
64(1 + ε1)

2

cε21

) 1

β

}
, (4.35)

and assume that n ≥ N1. Note that the condition n ≥ c
1

1−β ensures that

p = cnβ−1 ≤ 1. (4.36)

We start by proving (4.27). The norm of the matrix Σ2 can be bounded using a standard
inequality for singular values,

‖Σ2‖ = σ1(L) ≤ σ1(I) + σ1(P ⊗ P ) ≤ 1 +
σ1(A)

2

d2(1− R1)2
. (4.37)
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Note that the maximal singular value of the adjacency matrix A is at most the maximal
degree of the graph, so that by (4.2),

‖Σ2‖ ≤ 1 +

(
1 +R1

1− R1

)2

< 1 +

(
1 + ν1
1− ν1

)2

≤ 2 + ε1. (4.38)

Next we prove (4.28). The norm of g12 can be bounded by observing that

n‖g12‖2 = nut
1(P ⊗ P )(E − I)V2V

t
2 (E − I)t(P ⊗ P )tu1

= nut
1(P ⊗ P )(E − I)

(
I − v1v

t
1

)
(E − I)t(P ⊗ P )tu1

= n
(π ⊗ π)t (I − E) (π ⊗ π)

‖π ⊗ π‖2 − γ2
11

= n

∑
i(1 + ǫi)

4

∑
(i,j)(1 + ǫi)2(1 + ǫj)2

− 1

n

≤
(
1 +R1

1− R1

)4

<

(
1 + ν1
1− ν1

)4

≤ 1 + ε1.

(4.39)

To prove (4.29), note that

n‖π‖2 = n
∑

i

π2
i ≤ (1 +R1)

2

(1− R1)2
≤ 1 + ε1. (4.40)

To prove (4.30), we observe that

‖G22‖ ≤ ‖U2‖‖(P ⊗ P )(E − I)‖‖V2‖ ≤ ‖(P ⊗ P )(E − I)‖. (4.41)

Using Lemma 4.3, it can be seen that therefore,

n‖G22‖2 ≤
n(1 +R1)

2

d2(1−R1)4
+

(1 +R2)
2

(1− R1)4

<
n(1 + ν1)

2

d2(1− ν1)4
+

(1 + ν2)
2

(1− ν1)4

≤
( n

d2
+ 1
)
(1 + ε1).

(4.42)

For n ≥ N1, we have in particular that n ≥
(

1
c2ε1

) 1

2β−1

, so that

n

d2
=

1

c2
n1−2β ≤ ε1. (4.43)

Hence we can conclude that
√
n‖G22‖ ≤ 1 + ε1. (4.44)

Next we prove (4.31). Recall that

n2‖g21‖2 = n2γ̃2
11 − 1. (4.45)
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We can upper-bound the expression above by observing that

n2γ̃2
11 ≤

1

(1−R1)4
1

d4

∑

(k,ℓ)

(
∑

i

1{i ∼ k}1{i ∼ ℓ}
)2

≤ 1

(1−R1)4

(
2

(
n

2

)
1

n2
(1 +R2)

2 +
1

np2
(1 +R1)

2

)

<
(1 + ν2)

2

(1− ν1)4
+

1

np2
(1 + ν1)

2

(1− ν1)4
≤ (1 + ε1)

2,

(4.46)

where the last inequality follows again from (4.43). Finally we prove (4.32). It holds that

‖Σ−2
2 ‖−1 = σmin(Σ2)

2 ≥ (1− σ2(P ⊗ P ))2, (4.47)

and

‖Σ−2
2 ‖−1 ≤ (1 + σ2(P ⊗ P ))2. (4.48)

Note that the second least singular value of P ⊗ P can be bounded using

σ2(P ⊗ P ) ≤ 1

d2(1−R1)2
σ2(A⊗ A) ≤ (1 +R1)√

d
σ2

(
A√
d

)
≤ 8√

d
(1 + ε1). (4.49)

For n ≥ N1, we have in particular that n ≥
(

64(1+ε1)2

cǫ2

) 1

β

, so that

8√
d
(1 + ε1) ≤

8√
c
(

64(1+ε1)2

cǫ2

) ≤ ε1. (4.50)

Therefore the result follows. �

We use Lemma 4.4 to bound the terms of the rank-one approximation t̂
π,(1)
meet and the error

approximation in Proposition 1.2.

Lemma 4.5. Let β > 1
2
. For every ε2 > 0, there exists N2 ∈ N and constants ν1, ν2 > 0

such that, for all n ≥ N2,

P

(∣∣∣∣
1

nσ̃n2

− 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε2 | Fν1,ν2 ∩ F

)
= 1 (4.51)

P
(
| (π ⊗ π)t ṽn2 ũt

n21n2 − 1| ≤ ε2 | Fν1,ν2 ∩ F
)
= 1 (4.52)

P

(
n‖π‖2
nσ̃n2−1

≤ ε2 | Fν1 ∩ F

)
= 1 (4.53)

Proof. Let ε1 ∈
(
0, 1

20

)
, ν1, ν2 be defined as in (4.33), recall that conditioning on Fν1,ν2

and F gives the conditions that R1 ≤ ν1, R2 ≤ ν2, and σ2 (A) ≤ 8
√
d. These conditions

allow us to use the estimates in Lemma 4.4. First we note that

nγ̃2
11 = 1 + n2‖g21‖2 ≥ 1. (4.54)

Therefore, the perturbed least singular value can be upper-bounded by

1

nσ̃n2

≤
(
n2γ̃2

11 − 2n2‖∆21‖2
δ

)− 1

2

≤
(
1− 2n2‖∆21‖2

δ

)− 1

2

, (4.55)
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and lower-bounded by

1

nσ̃n2

≥
(
1 + n2‖g21‖2 + 2n2‖∆21‖2

δ

)− 1

2

. (4.56)

We will use the estimates from Lemma 4.4 to conclude that for every ε1 ∈
(
0, 1

20

)
, there

exist constants ν1, ν2 > 0 and N1 ∈ R+ such that for n ≥ N1, conditioned on Fν1,ν2 we
have,

n‖∆21‖ ≤ n‖g21‖‖Σ2‖+ ‖g12‖+ n‖g21‖‖G22‖
≤ 5

√
ε1.

(4.57)

and
n2‖g21‖2 ≤ ε1(2 + ε1). (4.58)

Furthermore, conditioned on Fν1,ν2 and F we have,

δ = sep(B11, B22)− ‖∆11‖ − ‖∆22‖
= ‖Σ−2

2 ‖−1 − γ̃2
11 − ‖Gt

22Σ2 + Σ2G22 +Gt
22G22 + g12g

t
12‖

≥ ‖Σ−2
2 ‖−1 − γ̃2

11 − 2‖G22‖‖Σ2‖ − ‖G22‖2 − ‖g12‖2

≥ 1− 5ε1.

(4.59)

Therefore,

1

nσ̃n2

≤
(
1− 50ε1

1− 5ε1

)− 1

2

and
1

nσ̃n2

≥
(
1 +

50ε1
1− 5ε1

+ ε1(2 + ε1)

)− 1

2

. (4.60)

First, note that by Cauchy-Schwarz,

(π ⊗ π)t ṽn2 ũt
n21n2 − 1 ≤ n‖π‖2 − 1 ≤ ε1. (4.61)

By the matrix perturbation Theorem A.1, we can write

ṽ(n,n) =
(
v(n,n) + V2Q

) (
1 + ‖Q‖2

)− 1

2 , (4.62)

where ‖Q‖ ≤ 2‖∆21‖
δ

. Applying Theorem A.1 to A = LLt, we find that there exists a
matrix W with

‖W‖ ≤ 2

δW
‖γ11gt21 + gt12Σ2 + gt12G22‖ (4.63)

such that

ũ(n,n) =
(
u(n,n) + U2W

) (
1 + ‖W‖2

)− 1

2 . (4.64)

The parameter δW is given by

δW = ‖Σ−2
2 ‖−1 − γ2

11 − ‖g12‖2 − ‖Gt
22Σ2 + Σ2G22 +G22G

t
22 + g21g

t
21‖. (4.65)

Note that we can directly compute the unperturbed projector through

| (π ⊗ π)t v(n,n)u
t
(n,n)1n2| = 1

n‖π‖ . (4.66)

Furthermore, we note that

| (π ⊗ π)t v(n,n)W
tU t

21n2| ≤ 1

n
‖W‖‖U2‖n ≤ ‖W‖, (4.67)

| (π ⊗ π)t V2Qut
(n,n)1n2| ≤ 1

‖π‖2‖π ⊗ π‖‖V2‖‖Q‖ ≤ ‖Q‖, (4.68)

| (π ⊗ π)t V2QW tU t
21n2| ≤ n‖π‖2‖V2‖‖Q‖‖W‖‖U2‖ ≤ n‖π‖2‖Q‖‖W‖. (4.69)
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So that in total we obtain,

(π ⊗ π)t ṽ(n,n)ũ
t
(n,n)1n2 ≥

(
1

n‖π‖2 − ‖W‖ − ‖Q‖ − n‖π‖2‖W‖‖Q‖
)

(1 + ‖Q‖2) 1

2 (1 + ‖W‖2) 1

2

. (4.70)

The norm of Q can be bounded using (4.57),

‖Q‖ ≤ 2‖∆21‖
δ

≤ 10
√
ε1

(1− 5ε1)n
. (4.71)

The norm of W is bounded from above by

‖W‖ ≤ 2‖γ11gt21 + g12Σ2 + gt12G22‖
δW

≤ 8(1 + ε1)
2

(1− 5ε1)
√
n
. (4.72)

Note that for

n ≥ max

{
10
√
ε1

(1− 5ε1)ε1
,

(
8(1 + ε1)

ε1

)2
}
, (4.73)

we have that ‖Q‖ ≤ ε1 and ‖W‖ ≤ ε1. Therefore,

(π ⊗ π)t ṽ(n,n)ũ
t
(n,n)1n2 ≥

(
1

(1+ε1)
− 2ε1 − (1 + ε1)ε

2
1

)

(1 + ε21)
. (4.74)

Finally, we see that

n‖π‖2
nσ̃n2−1

≤ n‖π‖2
n(1− σ2(P ⊗ P )))

≤ 1 + ε1
n(1− ε1)

. (4.75)

Therefore, for n ≥ 1+ε1
ε1(1−ε1)

,

n‖π‖2
nσ̃n2−1

≤ ε1. (4.76)

The result follows from observing that for every ε2 > 0, there exists ε1 ∈
(
0, 1

20

)
such that

(
1

(1+ε1)
− 2ε1 − (1 + ε1)ε

2
1

)

(1 + ε21)
≥ 1− ε2, ε1 ≤ ε2

(
1− 50ε1

1− 5ε1

)− 1

2

≤ 1 + ε2 and

(
1 +

50ε1
1− 5ε1

+ ε1(2 + ε1)

)− 1

2

≥ 1− ε2.

(4.77)

Setting

N2 = max

{
N1,

10
√
ε1

(1− 5ε1)ε1
,

(
8(1 + ε1)

ε1

)2

,
1 + ε1

ε1(1− ε1)

}
, (4.78)

where N1 is the constant in Lemma 4.4, we obtain the result. �

Finally, we are ready to prove Theorem 1.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Note that for any ǫ, ν1, ν2 > 0 and n ∈ N,

P

(∣∣∣∣
1

n
tπmeet − 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ǫ

)
≥ P

(∣∣∣∣
1

n
tπmeet − 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ǫ | Fν1,ν2 ∩ F

)
−P ((Fν1,ν2 ∩ F )c) . (4.79)
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From Lemma 4.1 and Proposition 4.2, it follows that there exists θ > 0, such that for any
ν1, ν2 > 0,

P ((Fν1,ν2 ∩ F )c) ≤ 2n exp

(
−ν2

1np

3

)
+ 2

(
n

2

)
exp

(
−ν2

2np
2

3

)
+ exp

(
−θ (logn)2

)
.

(4.80)
Therefore, it remains to show that for every ǫ > 0, there exist ν1, ν2 > 0 and N ∈ R+ such
that for all n ≥ N ,

P

(∣∣∣∣
1

n
tπmeet − 1

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ǫ | Fν1,ν2 ∩ F

)
= 1. (4.81)

We use the rank-k perturbation result 1.2, with k = 1, to deduce that,

1

n
tπmeet ≤

1

n
t̂
π,(1)
meet +

n‖π‖2
nσ̃n2−1

≤ 1

nσ̃n2

(π ⊗ π)tṽn2 ũt
n21n2 +

n‖π‖2
nσ̃n2−1

. (4.82)

1

n
tπmeet ≥

1

n
t̂
π,(1)
meet −

n‖π‖2
nσ̃n2−1

≥ 1

nσ̃n2

(π ⊗ π)tṽn2 ũt
n21n2 − 1

n
− n‖π‖2

nσ̃n2−1

. (4.83)

By Lemma 4.5, for every ε2 > 0, there exist constants ν1, ν2 > 0 and N2 ∈ R+ such that
for all n ≥ N2, conditioned on Fν1,ν2 and F we have,

1

n
tπmeet ≤ (1 + ε2)

2 + ε2. (4.84)

if additionally n ≥ 1
ε2

,
1

n
tπmeet ≥ (1− ε2)

2 − 2ε2. (4.85)

Equation (4.81) follows from noting that for every ǫ > 0, there exists ε2 > 0 such that

(1 + ε2)
2 + ε2 − 1 ≤ ǫ and 1− (1− ε2)

2 + 2ε2 ≤ ǫ. (4.86)

�

5. DISCUSSION

We proposed an approach to estimate the meeting time of two independent random
walks on graphs via SVD of the diagonally killed generator of the pair. Specifically, we
viewed the diagonally killed generator as a perturbation of the (plain) generator. We de-
vised non-asymptotic perturbation bounds on the expected meeting time via a rank-one
approximation. Next, we conducted non-asymptotic perturbation analysis of the rank one
approximation to the diagonally killed generator. As a proof of the concept, we specialized
to a sufficiently dense Erdős–Rényi random graph and obtained sharp bounds on the ex-
pected meeting time, cf. Theorem 1.3. In Section 4, we defined two graph characteristics
R1 and R2 (see (4.1), (4.3)) which we used to control the meeting-time. While our main
Theorem 1.3 is stated for sufficiently dense Erdős–Rényi graphs, this dependence can be
factored out to some extent. By inspecting the proof of Theorem 1.3, one can convince
oneself that the theorem can be generalized as follows.

Theorem 5.1 (Informal). Let (Gn)n∈N be a sequence of (random) graphs such that each

Gn has n vertices. Suppose there exists a real sequence (dn)n∈N such that (w.h.p.), as

n → ∞, the conditions

(1) maxi∈Vn
|deg i

dn
− 1| → 0,

(2) max(k,ℓ)∈Vn×Vn
| n
d2n

(
∑

i AikAiℓ)− 1| → 0,

(3) σ2(A) = O(
√
dn),
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hold, where σ2(A) is the second-largest eigenvalue of the adjacency matrix A = A(Gn).
Then,

1

n
tπmeet ≈ 1 (w.h.p.). (5.1)

When it comes to applying Theorem 5.1 to the Erdős–Rényi random graph, it is the
second condition which is the most restrictive. Specifically, it restricts the statement of
Theorem 1.3 to sufficiently dense Erdős–Rényi random graphs (β > 0.5). Indeed, Items
(1) and (3) hold with high probability for pn ≫ (log n)/n, cf. Lemma 4.1 and [ADK21],
whereas the probability of (2) is only high exactly in the regime, where the average degree
grows faster than

√
n. We conjecture that the perturbation method can be adapted to go

through under Conditions (1), (3) and a substantially milder condition than (2). We will
explore this elsewhere.
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APPENDIX A.

Theorem A.1. Let B,∆ ∈ R
n×n. Let X = (X1, X2) be unitary with X1 ∈ R

n×1 and

suppose R(X1) is an invariant subspace of B. Let X tBX and X t∆X be partitioned

conformally with X in the forms

X tBX =

[
B11 B12

0 B22

]
(A.1)

and

X t∆X =

[
∆11 ∆12

∆21 ∆22

]
(A.2)

Let δ = sep(B11, B22)− ‖∆11‖ − ‖∆22‖. If

‖∆21‖(‖A12‖+ ‖∆12‖)
δ2

≤ 1

4
, (A.3)

there is a matrix Q with ‖Q‖ ≤ 2‖∆21‖
δ

such that the columns of

X
′

1 = (X1 +X2Q)(I +QtQ)−1/2 (A.4)

span an invariant subspace of B + ∆. Furthermore, the matrices B
′

11 and B
′

22 are given

by

B
′

11 = B11 +∆11 + (B12 +∆12)Q (A.5)

and

B
′

22 = (I +QQt)1/2(B22 +∆22 +Q(B12 +∆12))(I +QQt)−1/2. (A.6)

The set λ(B +∆) is the disjoint union of λ(B
′

11) and λ(B
′

22).

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.laa.2017.11.014
https://doi.org/10.1137/1015095
https://doi.org/10.1016/0024-3795(84)90128-9
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108231596
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf01932678


MEETING TIMES OF MARKOV CHAINS VIA SINGULAR VALUE DECOMPOSITION 20

T.M. VAN BELLE, UNIVERSITÄT DUISBURG-ESSEN, FAKULTÄT FÜR MATHEMATIK, THEA-LEYMANN-
STR. 9, 45127 ESSEN, GERMANY

Email address: thomas.vanbelle@uni-due.de

A. KLIMOVSKY, JULIUS-MAXIMILIANS-UNIVERSITÄT WÜRZBURG, INSTITUT FÜR MATHEMATIK,
LEHRSTUHL FÜR MATHEMATIK VIII: ANGEWANDTE STOCHASTIK, EMIL-FISCHER-STR. 30, 97074
WÜRZBURG, GERMANY

Email address: anton.klimovsky@mathematik.uni-wuerzburg.de


	1. Introduction
	Outline of the article.
	1.1. Meeting time formula via singular value decomposition
	1.2. A naive matrix perturbation theoretic approach to computations with diagonally killed generator
	1.3. Meeting times of random walks on sufficiently dense Erdős–Rényi random graphs
	1.4. Related literature

	2. Meeting times: A matrix representation and a spectral formula
	3. Matrix Perturbation Theory
	4. Application to dense random graphs
	5. Discussion
	6. Literature
	Appendix A. 

