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LONG-TERM CONCENTRATION OF MEASURE AND
CUT-OFF

A. D. BARBOUR, GRAHAM BRIGHTWELL, AND MALWINA LUCZAK

ABSTRACT. We present new concentration of measure inequalities
for Markov chains, generalising results for chains that are con-
tracting in Wasserstein distance. These are particularly suited to
establishing the cut-off phenomenon for suitable chains. We apply
our discrete-time inequality to the well-studied Bernoulli-Laplace
model of diffusion, and give a probabilistic proof of cut-off, recov-
ering and improving the bounds of Diaconis and Shahshahani. We
also extend the notion of cut-off to chains with an infinite state
space, and illustrate this in a second example, of a two-host model
of disease in continuous time. We give a third example, giving
concentration results for the supermarket model, illustrating the
full generality and power of our results.

1. INTRODUCTION

We have two main aims in this paper. The first is to develop some
new concentration of measure inequalities for Markov chains, both in
discrete and continuous time, and the second is to introduce a wider
perspective on the cut-off phenomenon for convergence to equilibrium
of Markov chains. Our past work suggests a strong connection between
long-term concentration of measure, rapid mixing, and cut-off: this
paper is an attempt to formalise, explain and illustrate this.

Our concentration of measure inequalities generalise and extend ear-
lier results applicable for chains contracting in Wasserstein distance,
which means that there is a metric on the state space so that the chain
makes only short steps with respect to the metric, and a coupling of
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two copies of the chain so that the distance between the two copies
decreases in expectation — in the language of Ollivier @], this means
that the chain has positive coarse Ricci curvature. For discrete-time
Markov chains with positive coarse Ricci curvature, Ollivier proves
that any real-valued function of the Markov chain that is Lipschitz
with respect to the metric remains well-concentrated around its expec-
tation for all time, and in equilibrium; a similar result follows from
results of Luczak [19] proved independently at around the same time.
Paulin ﬂﬁ] gives a more general framework, obtaining concentration
results, and bounds on the mixing time, in cases where the “multi-step
coarse Ricci curvature” is positive, even if the coarse Ricci curvature
is not. The concentration results proved in these papers, as well as in
the present paper, are of the “Gaussian then exponential” type, akin
to Bernstein’s Inequalities: the probability of deviations of at least m
from the mean is of order e~ for small m and e“™ for large m
— Ollivier gives examples where this is the best possible form of the
concentration inequality.

Our new results in discrete time do not rely on the existence of a
well-behaved metric on the state space, and require only conditions re-
garding the function of interest. Thus we obtain stronger concentration
results for functions of the chain that evolve much more slowly than
the total transition rate of the chain, as long as they are contractive,
in a suitable sense. We recover essentially the same result as Ollivier
in the case of positive coarse Ricci curvature, and we can also obtain
results very similar to those of Paulin, but our results can also be used
to prove concentration of measure in other settings. The application
we give in the final section of our paper gives a concentration result
that we do not know how to obtain by other means.

We also give analogous concentration inequalities for continuous-time
Markov chains. These are entirely new, although, for chains contract-
ing in Wasserstein distance, similar results could be obtained via the
methods and results of Ollivier [26], Luczak [19] and Paulin [27]. Veys-
seire @] gives definitions and results for coarse Ricci curvature in con-
tinuous time, but does not prove any results that are closely related to
ours.

We now turn to the cut-off phenomenon. For a Markov chain (X (¢)),
with initial state X (0) = z, consider the total variation distance be-
tween the law of the process at time ¢ and the equilibrium distribution.
The chain is said to exhibit the cut-off phenomenon if this distance
falls from near 1 to near 0 over a window of time that is much shorter
than the mixing time. In previous work, it is assumed that the state
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space is finite, and the starting state = is chosen to maximise the mix-
ing time. We present a version of the definition allowing for an infinite
state space, and for variation of the mixing time over a region of po-
tential initial states, with a cut-off window of width that is uniform
across this region.

Our concentration of measure inequalities, combined with coupling
arguments, are well-suited to proving cut-off, and we illustrate this
with two examples of independent interest. The first is the well-known
Bernoulli-Laplace model of diffusion: there are initially n red balls in
one urn and n black balls in another, and at each time step one ball
from each urn is chosen uniformly at random and the two balls are
exchanged. Cut-off was proved for this model in 1987 by Diaconis and
Shahshahani ﬂa] using algebraic techniques: we provide a probabilistic
proof, essentially recovering the bound of Diaconis and Shahshahani for
the upper tail of the distribution of the mixing time, while providing a
sharper bound for the lower tail.

Our second application concerns a continuous-time model of a disease
with two types of host, each infecting the other; the disease is supported
at a low level in a population by immigration of both types of infected
host from outside. This example illustrates both the application of
our new continuous-time concentration inequality and our new concept
of cut-off, as the state space is infinite and the mixing time varies
significantly depending on the initial conditions.

In both of the sample applications above, the chain we examine is
contractive in Wasserstein distance, and variants of the results we ob-
tain could also be obtained from concentration inequalities in earlier
work. We also present a third application which uses the full power of
our new continuous-time inequality; this treats the supermarket model,
a well-known queueing system, with a certain range of parameter val-
ues. In this example, we utilise facts about the equilibrium distribution
from a paper of Brightwell, Fairthorne and Luczak E], alongside our
long-term concentration result, to show tight concentration in equilib-
rium of the number of empty queues.

1.1. Concentration of measure inequalities. Our general concen-
tration inequality for discrete-time Markov chains appears as Theo-
rem 2.1 and the special case where the chain is contracting in Wasser-
stein distance with respect to a suitable metric as Corollar Part (a)
of Theorem 2.3]is very similar to Theorem 32 of Ollivier E] — that re-
sult is for the equilibrium distribution of the chain, whereas ours is for
finite-time distributions, but Ollivier’s Remark 34 indicates that the
proof in his paper transfers to the finite-time case. A similar result
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for chains contracting in Wasserstein distance also follows readily from
Theorem 4.5 of Luczak @] We give more details after we have given
precise definitions and statements of theorems.

There is another quite different recent strand of work providing tools
to show concentration of measure and rapid mixing for a given function
of a Markov chain, useful in circumstances where the function mixes
more rapidly than the chain itself. See Watanabe and Hayashi @] and
Rabinovitch, Ramdas, Jordan and Wainwright @]

Results similar to Theorem 2.1] appear in earlier works of the third
author, some unpublished, and a number of other applications are to be
found in these papers, as well as in Gheissari, Lubetzky and Peres ]
The flavour of the inequality is similar to that of Luczak @], but
Theorem 2.T]can be much more powerful when the chain makes frequent
transitions that do not alter the value of the function of interest.

One example where this is relevant is the supermarket model, as
studied in the final section of this paper, where the number of queues
of length k only changes infrequently for some values of k.

Another example is the alternative routing model of Gibbens, Hunt
and Kelly ﬂﬁ] Here, there are links of limited capacity between each
pair of nodes in a phone network; requests for pairs of nodes to be
connected arrive according to a Poisson process, and these can be met
either by using the direct link or by using some path of two links.
Different protocols have been proposed and studied for choosing the
route; one such is to use the direct link if it has spare capacity, and if
not then to inspect d > 1 links of two routes, and use one of those with
most spare capacity. In an unpublished preprint of Luczak @], an
earlier version of Theorem P.1]is used to prove a differential equation
approximation for this model, extending earlier results of Crametz and
Hunt [5] and Graham and Méléard [13]. The equilibrium behaviour of
the model is studied via a similar approach in an unpublished preprint
of Brightwell and Luczak B] The same methods can be used to treat
other routing protocols. The key principle is that quantities such as
the number of occupied links incident with a given node change far
less often than the overall state of the network. Our new result, Theo-
rem [2.1], improves on the earlier version in Luczak @] (Theorem 2.3)
by weakening and simplifying its hypotheses.

The corresponding inequality for continuous-time Markov chains is
Theorem B.1] and the special case for chains that are contracting in
Wasserstein distance is Theorem B3 Our proof for continuous time
uses different methods to those used for discrete time (although both
proofs draw on principles of concentration of measure for martingales),
and it is perhaps a little surprising that the resulting theorems are
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nearly exact analogues of each other. In Brightwell and Luczak B], a
continuous-time model is analysed (somewhat awkwardly) by applying
discrete-time concentration of measure inequalities from Eﬁ] toits jump
chain; it seems that this analysis would be eased by direct application
of our new continuous-time inequalities, and we plan to produce an
improved version of [3] in the future.

Our notion of contraction in Wasserstein distance is very different in
flavour from that of contraction in total variation distance, as studied
by Marton @] and others subsequently. In particular, for a chain to
exhibit contraction in total variation distance, it is necessary that, from
any two states, there is a positive probability that two coupled chains
started in these states coalesce in a single step.

1.2. Cut-off. We now discuss the cut-off phenomenon in the conver-
gence to equilibrium for sequences X of Markov chains.

Let £,(X™(t)) denote the distribution of X when X™(0) = u,
and let 7 be the equilibrium distribution of X ™. Let S™ denote
the state space of the chain X ™.

In earlier papers (for instance, Diaconis and Shahshahani ﬂa] and
Levin, Luczak and Peres [17]), cut-off is defined as follows, in the case
where the state space S is finite for each n. The worst-case distance
to stationarity for the chain X™ at time ¢ is

d,(t) = max dry (cz (XM (#)), M) ,
zeS(n)

and the sequence X of chains is said to exhibit cut-off at time ¢,
with window width w, if w, = o(t,) and

lim liminf d, (¢, — sw,) =1; lim limsupd,(t, + sw,) = 0.

S—00 N—00 S—00 n—oo
In other words, for a large constant s, at time ¢, + sw,, the chain X
is nearly in equilibrium, whatever the starting state; on the other hand,
there is a starting state 2 € S such that the chain X ™ starting from
state x is very far from equilibrium at time t,, — sw,.

In many cases where cut-off, with window width w,,, can be proven,
the situation is typically as follows, with a proof involving two separate
arguments. The state space has a metric, and the Markov chain makes
jumps that are small with respect to this metric. The equilibrium
distribution is concentrated around some point y (suitably scaled with
n) in the state space. If the chain is started at some “distant” point z,
one shows that its trajectory is concentrated around its expectation,
up until some time ¢, (z) when the expectation becomes suitably close
to y. Once in the neighbourhood of y, one seeks a coupling with a copy
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of the chain in equilibrium, where coalescence takes place in time of
order w,. One example of such a proof was given by Levin, Luczak
and Peres [17], and our examples in Sections [ and @ both illustrate
this general approach.

Similar behaviour is often to be found in examples where the state
space is infinite, and there is no “most distant” starting point from
equilibrium. For instance, in a population model, there may be no
effective upper bound on the initial size of a population. Thus we find
it useful to introduce a more general notion of cut-off, where the mixing
time ¢,(x) depends on the initial state, but the window width w, is
independent of the starting state. The proof scheme above can then be
applied, provided we restrict the class of allowed initial states to exclude
(a) states = too close to the point y around which the equilibrium is
concentrated, where the “travel time” ¢,(z) from z to y will be of
similar or smaller order to the time w,, required for coalescence of the
coupled chains in the neighbourhood of y, and (b) possibly also states
x extremely distant from y, where the fluctuation in the travel time
exceeds the window width w,,.

We now give our formal definition of cut-off, which extends the pre-
vious definition, and in particular allows for an infinite state space.
For E,, a subset of the state space S™ of X let (t,(x), € E,) be a
collection of non-random times, and let (w,,) be a sequence of numbers
such that lim,_,.inf,ecp, to(z)/w, = co. We say that X exhibits
cut-off at time t,(x) on E, with window width w,, if there exist (non-
random) constants (s(g), € > 0) such that, for any € > 0 and for all n
large enough,

dTv<£x(X(")(tn(x)—s(e)wn)),w(")> > 1—¢

dry (cz (XM (t,(z) + s(a)wn)),ﬂ(”)) < (1.1)

uniformly for all x € E,,.

In some examples, the travel time ¢,(z) can be taken not to depend
on z, as long as z € E,. We say that X ™ exhibits cut-off at t,, on E,
with window width w,, for a sequence (t,, n > 1), if the ¢,(z) in the
definition above can be set equal to t, for all n and all z € E,,. An
illustration of this last concept comes in Section B} the idea here is that
the expected “travel times” from all suitably distant starting states are
nearly equal.

Our concentration of measure results are suited to showing that a
Markov chain closely follows an almost deterministic trajectory until
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it reaches the neighbourhood near where the equilibrium is concen-
trated. In order to complete a proof of cut-off, one needs to show
that convergence to equilibrium is rapid once that neighbourhood has
been reached. Proposition 1] gives conditions guaranteeing that a
Markov chain taking non-negative real values, with a non-positive drift
in all positive states, reaches 0 quickly with high probability. This
implies an upper bound on the coalescence time for the two copies
of the chain in a contracting coupling. We give such a result only
in continuous time, and apply it in our continuous-time sample ap-
plication in Section [l Our proof of Proposition 41l is based on the
proof of a discrete-time analogue appearing as Proposition 17.19 of
Levin, Peres and Wilmer HE] Our application in Section [l requires
a sharper coupling result specific to the model; using some version of
Proposition 17.19 from [18] would give weaker bounds on the tail of
the distribution of the mixing time.

1.3. Applications. We give three examples. The first two feature
chains that are contracting in Wasserstein distance, illustrating both
our methods and the cut-off phenomenon. In the third example, we
prove results about concentration of the equilibrium distribution by
using the full strength of our new concentration inequalities.

Section [ concerns the Bernoulli-Laplace model of diffusion, origi-
nally investigated in the context of cut-off by Diaconis and Shahsha-
hani ﬂa] In this discrete-time model, there are two urns each containing
n balls, with n red and n black balls in total: at each time step, one
ball is chosen uniformly at random from each urn and the two are
exchanged. The state of the system after r steps is captured by the
number X (r) of red balls in the left urn, and one compares the distri-
bution of X (r) with the stationary distribution (which is concentrated
around n/2). Diaconis and Shahshahani prove cut-off for X (r) at time
inlogn with window width n. Indeed, their proof establishes cut-off
not only for the most distant starting states (where X (0) = 0 or n)
but on any set E,(c) = {j : [j — 5| > en}. They also give specific
exponential rates for the tail of the distribution of the mixing time.
The methods used by Diaconis and Shahshahani are algebraic: we give
an alternative proof, using our concentration of measure results. Our
proof gives the same exponential rate for the upper tail as in ﬂa], al-
though our proof does not give information about the extreme end of
the tail, where the total variation distance between the distribution
at time r and the equilibrium distribution is below n="/?log?n. Our
methods yield a doubly exponential rate for the lower tail, improving
on the results of Diaconis and Shahshahani.
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In Section [6, we consider a toy model of a subcritical two-host infec-
tion, maintained by immigration of infectives from outside, at rates that
are constant multiples of a scale parameter n. Our model is appropri-
ate in circumstances where the number of infectives is small compared
to the total population size, and the expected number of infectives of
each type of host satisfies a linear equation with a fixed point nc € R2.
We consider an arbitrary starting state x within an annular region
E.(¢) ={y : n¢ < |y —nc| < n/(}, where ¢ € (0,1), and we show
cut-off at t,,(x) with window width 1 over this region. Here the travel
time ¢,(x) is bounded between two constants times logn, but varies
over the region E, (), for any ¢ € (0,1).

In Section [[, we consider the supermarket model. In this n-server
queueing model, customers arrive according to a Poisson process at rate
An, where A < 1, and inspect d > 1 queues before joining a shortest
queue among these d. The service time of each customer is exponential
of mean 1. We consider a parameter regime where X tends to 1 as 1 —
n~®, and d grows as n’, where o and 3 are constants satisfying certain
inequalities. We choose the precise parameter range so that, as shown
by Brightwell, Fairthorne and Luczak ﬂﬂ], the maximum queue length
in equilibrium is 2 with high probability, and most queues have length
exactly 2. For this model, we study the distribution of the number of
empty queues, and show that it is concentrated within order n2(1=H) of
its mean n'~®. The application is chosen to illustrate the power of our
general results; most transitions of the chain do not affect the number of
empty queues, so that our methods give stronger concentration results
than we are able to obtain by any other means. The techniques we use
will extend readily to other parameter ranges.

Further consequences of inequalities Theorem 2.I] and Theorem [3.1]
will be explored in future work.

2. CONCENTRATION INEQUALITIES: DISCRETE TIME

In this section, we first state and prove a general concentration of
measure inequality designed for the analysis of discrete-time Markov
chains, generalizing results of Luczak @] We then show how to recover
a version of a result of Ollivier @] for contracting chains, which is
perhaps more appealing and still fairly widely applicable. Next, we
outline how to use the inequality when we have a coupling of two copies
of the chain which is “approximately contracting” in the function of
interest. Finally, we give a toy example to illustrate the application of
the inequalities.
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2.1. Main result. Here and throughout, we use Z, to denote the
non-negative integers. Let X = (X(4));cz, be a discrete-time Markov
chain with a discrete state space S and transition probabilities P(z,y)
for z,y € S. We allow X to be lazy; that is, we allow P(z,z) > 0 for
xes.

For z € S, we set

N(z) = {yeS:P(z,y) >0}
For k € Z. and a function f: S — R, define the function P*f by
(P*)(@) = E[f(X(k)], =€,

whenever it exists, where E, and P, are used to denote conditional
expectation and probability given X (0) = .

Theorem 2.1. Let P be the transition matriz of a discrete-time Markov
chain (X (i))icz, with discrete state space S. Let S be a subset of S.
Let f: S — R be a function such that (P'f)(x) exists for all z € S and
1 € Zy, and satisfying, for all i € Z,,

(PIf) (@)= (P < B, z€S8, yeN@); (2.1)
Y Py (P He) - (PHY) < o z€8 (22
yEN ()

k—1

where B and (0)icz, are positive constants. Set ay := Y ;_y g, k > 1.
Define Ay :={X (i) € S for 0 <i < k—1}, the event that (X (i)) stays
in S for the first k — 1 steps. Then, for all xo € S and all m > 0,

Py, (Hf(X(k)) — (P*f)(zo)| = m} N Ak) < e~ /Qartapm/3).

The conditions of the theorem are what is needed to fit into the
framework of bounded differences (Bernstein-like) inequalities, and the
expression in the assumption on f is, as we shall see, exactly what
emerges when we bound conditional variances.

Evidently a; increases with k. Under a contractivity assumption, as
we shall see shortly, the a; can be taken to tend to 0 exponentially,
so that the a; are uniformly bounded: this means that we have a
concentration of measure bound that is uniform in k. The result can
also be applied in circumstances where the «; either converge more
slowly to 0, or increase not too rapidly: in these cases, we obtain
tighter concentration of f(X(k)) for smaller values of k.
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Theorem 2.1l improves on Theorem 4.5 of Luczak [19] by using (2.2)
to define o, instead of the cruder bound

LY Pla,y)W(L(X3)), £,(X (@),
yEN (x)

where f is assumed to be a Lipschitz function with Lipschitz con-
stant L, and W denotes the Wasserstein distance (both defined with
respect to the same metric on the state space S). This is particu-
larly important in contexts in which f(X(i)) evolves significantly more
slowly than X (i) itself, because many of the transitions of X do not
change the value of f. An example where this is relevant is the super-
market model, discussed in the final section of this paper, as well as
the alternative routing model of Gibbens, Hunt and Kelly ﬂﬂ] and its
generalisation, as studied in Brightwell and Luczak E] (These partic-
ular examples are set up as continuous-time Markov chains, for which
our companion inequality, Theorem [B.1] is more naturally applicable,
though it is also natural to consider their discrete-time analogues.)
Theorem [2.1] also improves on Theorem 2.3 of Luczak @], by weaken-
ing and simplifying its hypotheses.

_In the case where the hypotheses of Theorem 2.1] are satisfied with
S =S, we can immediately derive a bound on the variance of f(X(k)),
valid for any fixed starting state zy. Indeed, we have

wr(fX0) = [ B (70D = (P @0) 2 v ar

=0

> —r
< 9 d
= /7:0 P <2ak T 46\/F/3) "

< 2 /Oo e T/ak 4 o=3VT/86 ).
r=0

= 2(4ay + 1285%/9) < 8ay + 29587 (2.3)

2.2. Proof of Theorem [2.1l To prove Theorem 2.1 we use a slight
extension of a result of McDiarmid [23]. Inequality (24) in Lemma 22
below is a ‘two-sided’” version of inequality (3.28) in Theorem 3.15
of McDiarmid ]; inequality (2.5) is a slight extension of inequal-
ity (3.29) of McDiarmid ], in that we work with a non-deterministic
bound on |Z; — Z;_4], and is also two-sided.

For a square integrable random variable Y and a o-field G C F, we
use var(Y | G) to denote the conditional variance of Y on G.

Lemma 2.2. Let (Q, F,P) be a probability space equipped with a filtra-
tion {0,Qy=Fy CF, C--- C Frin F. Let Z be an Fy-measurable
random variable with E Z = u, and let Z; = E(Z | F;), fori=0,... k.
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Let v and 6 be constants such that Zle var(Z; | Fi—1)(w) <0 a.s. and
|Zi(w) — Zi1(w)| <7 as. foralli=1,...,k. Then for any m > 0,
P(|Z — pu| >m) < 2e7m/0+2m/3), (2.4)
More generally, the following holds. For 6, > 0, let

k
A@b,y) = {Zvar(Zim_l) gé}m{\zi—zi_l\ <y, 1<i<k)
=1

For any m > 0 and any values 9,y > 0,
P({IZ -l 2 m}na@y) < 2 o)

The proof is that of Theorem 3.15 (inequalities (3.28) and (3.29)) in
McDiarmid [23], except that we use the indicator of the event A(d,7)

instead of the event {Zle var(Z; | Fio1) < 5}. The proof is rather
like a stopping argument, avoiding some technicalities.

Proof. Following McDiarmid [23], we use Lemma 3.16 [23], which is
as follows. If (Y;) is a martingale difference sequence with respect to
a filtration (F;), where each Y; is bounded above, if [ is an indicator
random variable, and if h is a real number, then

k
E<Iehzi~;m |]:0) < esssup(lHE(ehY" | Fir) | f0>-
=1

(The statement in ] involves the supremum instead of the essential
supremum: the notionally stronger version is obtained by changing
the Y; on a set of measure 0. The proof is fairly straightforward by
induction over a single-step inequality.)

Now, for any random variable X such that X < band EX =0, we
have E(eX) < e9®varX where g(z) := (e* — 1 — x)/2? (see Lemma 2.8
in McDiarmid [23]). So, for any h, defining the (possibly infinite) F;_,
random variables var; := var(Z; | F;_;) and dev] := esssup(Z; — Z;_ |
Fi_1), we have

E(eMA70) | Fiy) < ehfolhdertver

Let I be the indicator of the event A(d,~y). It then follows that
k
E(Ieh(z_“)) < esssup (I H ehQQ(thV?)Varﬁ
i=1

< eh2 ess sup([ Zle g(h dov:r)vari) < 6h2g(h~/)5‘



12 A. D. BARBOUR, GRAHAM BRIGHTWELL, AND MALWINA LUCZAK

Hence
P{Z —p>m}NA@G) = P >
< e—hm E(Ieh(z_“)) < e—hm+h2g(h~,)5_

my

Optimising in h, we set h = %log(l + %) and use the inequality
(1+ 2)log(l + ) — 2 > 2*/(2+ 22/3) for x > 0, as in the proof of
Theorem 2.7 in McDiarmid [23)].

We obtain that

P({Z — p 2 m} 1A, 7)) < e/ @2m/9),

The same proof gives the same upper bound on P({Z — u < —m} N
A(6,7)), and the result follows. O

Proof of Theorem [2.01 We start by assuming that S = S. Let (F;)
denote the natural filtration of (X (4));cz, . We fix a function f: S — R,
a natural number £, and an initial state o € S. We consider the
evolution of (X (7));ez, for k steps, conditional on X (0) = x,. Define
the random variable Z := f(X(k)). Then, for i =0,...,k, Z; is given
by

Zi = Eglf(X(K) | F] = (P*)(X(0)).

To apply Lemma 2.2 we need to bound the conditional variances
var(Z; | Fi—1), for 1 < ¢ < k. Conditional on the event X (i — 1) =
T;_1, Z; takes the value (P*~if)(z) with probability P(z;_1,z). Since
var Z < E{(Z — ¢)?} for any c € R, it follows that

VaI'(ZZ' | X(Z — 1) = .C(fi_l)
< Y Pa)((PTH@-an) . (26)

wEN(.’Eifl)
with ¢;_ := (P f)(z;_1). Using Assumption ([22)), this yields
var(Z; | X(i —1) = x;—1)

< Pleir, ) (PFEf) (@) = (P i)

wEN(.’Eifl)

S (077N (27)

uniformly in x;_; € S. It thus follows that

k k—1
Zvar(Zi|]-",~_1) < Zaj = ay,
i=1 =0

so we set 0 = ay,.
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We also need a uniform upper bound on |Z; — Z;_1|. We note that
Ziy =B{E(f(X(k) | F)| Fici} = > PX(i—1),2)(P* 7 f)(2).
2EN(X(i—1))
Note that, from Assumption [2.1]), if y, 2 € N(x) for some x € S, then
(P'f)(y) — (P'f)(2)] < 28 (2.8)
It then follows from (2.8]) that, on the event {X (i — 1) = x;_1},

Zi—Zia] = [P HX@) = D Plei,2)(PF 1))
2EN(zi—1)
< ) Plai 2)|(PYHX(0) — (PF)(2)]
zEN(zi—1)

uniformly in x; _; € S, since, in the last sum, both X (i) and z belong
to N(x;_1). Accordingly, we take v = 2.

Theorem 2.1l now follows from inequality (2.4)) in Lemma 2.2] in the
case where S = S. B

In general, for each 4, (Z7) and (2.9) hold if z;_; € S, and so all the
above bounds hold on the event A, = {X (i) € S fori =0,...,k—1}.
Thus Ay C A(6,7), as defined in Lemma 22 and the full statement of
Theorem 211 follows from inequality (2.5]) in Lemma 22 O

2.3. Contracting chains. We next show how to use Theorem 2.1] to
recover a version of Ollivier’s results on chains with positive coarse
Ricci curvature.

Let d(-, -) be a metric on the state space S of a discrete-time Markov
chain X = (X ());>0. A Markovian coupling (X, X®) of two copies
of the chain is contracting with respect to the metric if, for some positive
constant p and for all z,y € S,

E[d(XD(1), XP(1)[(XD(0), XP(0)) = (z,9)] < (1 = p)d(z,y).
(2.10)
If condition (Z.I0) holds for all x,y in some subset Sof S , then we say
that the coupling is contracting on S.
The existence of a coupling satisfying (2Z.10) for all pairs of states is
equivalent to the inequality
Wa(La(X (1)), £,(X(1)))
z,yes d(l’, y)
where W, denotes the Wasserstein distance between two measures with
respect to the metric d on a space S: Wy(u,v) is the infimum of

<1-p, (2.11)
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Ed(X,Y) over all pairs (X,Y) of S-valued random variables, with
L(X)=pand L(Y) = v. Ollivier @ defines a Markov chain to have
coarse Ricci curvature at least p if (2.10]) holds: we prefer to say that
the Markov chain is contracting in Wasserstein distance.

In the case where d is a graph distance — i.e., d(x,y) is the length of
a shortest path in a graph between vertices x and y — inequality (Z11])
is equivalent to

sup Wa(La(X (1)), £,(X(1))) <1 —=p, (2.12)
z~y
where ~ denotes adjacency in the graph. Gheissari, Lubetzky and
Peres ] call a chain satisfying (2.12) (1 — p)-contracting. We prefer
to use the term contracting in Wasserstein distance to avoid confusion
with the concept of contraction introduced by Marton ﬂﬂ which is
contraction in total variation distance.

For a Markov chain that is contracting in Wasserstein distance with
respect to a metric d, we now prove concentration of measure for any
real-valued function f on the state space that is Lipschitz with respect
to d. Part (a) of the theorem below applies when the Markov chain is
contracting on the entire state space; part (b) is for when the contrac-
tion is only on some “good set”.

For an event A, we let A denote its complement.

Theorem 2.3. Let X be a discrete-time chain on discrete state space S
with transition matriz P. Suppose that d(-,-) is a metric on S, and let
f: 8 = R be a function such that, for some constant L, | f(x)— f(y)| <
Ld(x,y) for all x,y € S. Suppose also that D is a positive constant
such that d(x,y) < D whenever P(x,y) > 0.

(a) If X is contracting in Wasserstein distance, with constant p, and
D5 is a constant such that, for all x € S,

> P(z,y)d(x,y)* < D, (2.13)

yEN ()

then, for allz € S, m >0, and k € N,

P, (1£CX(R) = Bl f(X(R)]] > m)

m2
< 2 — .
= ( 2L2D,/(2p — %) + 4me/3)

(b) More generally, suppose that X is contracting in Wasserstein dis-

tance on a subset S of S, with constant p, and let S be a further subset
of S such that ST := S U g N(z) C S. Suppose that (Z13) holds
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for all z € S. For k a positive integer, let Ay = {X(y) € S for0 <
Jj <k —1}, and define

e, == sup P, (X(i) ¢ S for some i < k).

yeSt

Then, for all x € S and m > 0,

P, ({I/(X(R)) = BL[F(X(R)]] > m} 01 A

m2
<9
= o ( AL2(Dy/p + 12k*D2e2) + ALDm(1 + Gkey,) /3)

Note that we may always take Dy = D?, but sometimes it is possible
to take D, significantly smaller. In part (b), we would expect to be able
to choose the various sets so that e, is very small. In order to apply
part (b) effectively, one would need to know that P(A;) is small, and
this will not be true if the starting state is “close to the boundary” of S:
a natural approach is to have three nested sets of states S* C S C S,
with the starting state restricted to S*, and with the probability of
escaping from one set to the next over the time interval of interest
being small; then we obtain concentration of measure over that time
interval, uniformly over starting states in S*.

Proof. For part (a), we apply Theorem R Tl with S = S. For states z and
y with y € N(z), let (X(1 (1)) and (X (7)) be copies of the chain with
XM(0) = 2 and X@(0) = y, coupled so that E[d(XM (i), XP(4))] <
d(z,y)(1 — p)* for each i € Z*. Then we have

(Pf)(x) = (P )y )|=\Ef(X( (1)) = EF(X®(0))] <

E[f(XW() - F(XP(0)] < LEAXV (i), XP() < Ld(z, y)(1 — p)',
whenever y € N(x) and i € Z*. Thus we may take § = LD in (21))
and a; = (1 — p)*L?D, in (Z.2)) for each i € ZT. Since then a; <
L*Dy/(2p — p?) for all k: > 1, the inequality follows.

For part (b), our plan is to apply Theorem 2.I]to the “inner” set S ,
so we need bounds on |(Pif)(z) — (P'f)(y)| valid whenever z € S and
y € N(z) C S*. Accordingly, we fix such a pair (z,y), and k € N.
We now consider two copies (X (4)) and (X® (7)) of the chain, with
XD(0) = 2 and X@(0) = y, with a contractive coupling on S with
constant p. Fori > 1, let B; be the event that both copies of the chain
are in S for all j < i, and note that P(B;) < 2¢;. We claim that, for
each 1,

E[d(XD(i), XO@)TB] < dz,y)(1 - )i
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This is true for ¢ = 0. If the inequality is true for : — 1, then
Eld(X"V (i), X @ (i) I[Bi]]
= E[E[MXY (@), XP@)I[B)] | XD (i —1), XP(i —1)]]
E[(1 = p)d(XD (i = 1), XP(i = 1)) I[B;]]
(1= p)d(z,y)(1—p)",

as claimed. As each step of either chain increases the distance between
them by at most D, we also have the bound

E[d(XW (i), XP (i) I[B]] < (2i + 1)DP(B;) < 6iDe;,
for ¢ > 1 and also for i = 0, and therefore
E[d(X ™M (i), X (i)] < (1 = p)'d(z,y) + 6iDe;.
Hence we have
(P'f)(x) = (P'f)(y)] < L((1 = p)'d(z, y) + 6iDe;),
whenever z € S and y € N (). Additionally we have that

Y Play)l(P'f)(z) = (P'f)(y)f

<
<

< 217 ((1 — )% Pla,y)d(x,y)® + 36@2172@?),
Yy

for all # € S. Thus we can apply Theorem 2Tl with 8 = LD(1+ 6key),
for k > 1, and o; = 2L2((1 — p)* D4 + 36i? D?¢?) for each i. Since then
ar, < 2L*(Dy/p + 12k D?%e?), the inequality follows. O

Both parts of Theorem follow directly, with essentially the same
proof as here, from Theorem 4.5 of Luczak [19]. Part (a) of the result
is also very similar to Theorem 33 of Ollivier @] Ollivier’s result
is for the equilibrium distribution, although he notes in Remark 39
that a similar result can be obtained for the finite-time distributions.
Ollivier’'s bounds are stated in terms of a quantity called the coarse
diffusion constant o(x), at a state x, which is closely related to our
Dy, and a quantity called the local dimension n,, that is of constant
order in most applications with discrete state spaces. Our proof of
Theorem [2.1] could be reworked to use the coarse diffusion constant
directly (when bounding the conditional variances, we could instead use
that var(Z) = L E(Z, — Z5)?, where Z; and Z, are independent copies
of Z — see the proof of Lemma 4.6 in @]) The conclusion of our result
translates to essentially the same as Ollivier’s, with different constants.
The concentration result is of the “Gaussian-then-exponential” type.
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2.4. Approximately f-contracting chains. We next illustrate how
Theorem 2.1] can be applied in other settings, without even a metric
on the state space. One can obtain a result by analysing the direct
effect a coupling has on the function f of interest, if the coupling is
“approximately f-contracting”, as we now describe. As before, let
(XM) and (X®)) be two coupled copies of the Markov chain, and let
f 5 — R be any function. Suppose that >y Pz, y)|f(z) —

f(y)|? < F? for any x € S, and that, for all states z,y € S,

E f(X{") — FX)XY XP) = (2,9)] < 1 -p)f(x) — f(y)]
+e(z,y),

for some constant p > 0, and some “error function” . (An example
where there is a need for such an error function is in Lemma 3.1 of [3].)

An induction argument then gives that, for all x,y € S and every
ke N,

E.lF (X)) = FXN] < (1= p)* 1 f(2) — F)] + mi(, ),

where
k

() = > (1= p) By [e(XV, X)),
i=0
A convenient assumption, which is satisfied in the example from B],
is that E,[c(X", X)) < eo(1 — p)i, for all i and all ,y € S with
y € N(z), so that n(z,y) < eo(k + 1)(1 — p)* for each k and each z
and y with y € N(x). It follows in this case that, for x € S and every
ieN,

> P(zy)|(Pf)(x) — (P f) )
yEN ()
< > 2P(zy)[(1 - p)¥|f(x) — FW)I* + mi(z,y)?]
yEN ()
< 2F2(1 - p)¥ + 253+ 1)2(1 - p)*.

So we may take a; = 2(F? + (i + 1)?)(1 — p)* in Theorem 2] and
hence ay = a = 2F?/p+ 43 /p? for all k. Also we may take 8 = G + &,
where G is a uniform bound on |f(z)— f(y)| for all z € S and y € N(x).
Applying Theorem 2.1l with these constants then gives a concentration
inequality valid for all x € S and all m > 0:

P:c<|f(Xk) — (P*f)(2)] > m) < 9e=m?/(ataBm/3)
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2.5. A toy example. Many of the chains we might be interested in
have stationary distributions, and under suitable conditions our results
on long-term concentration of measure imply concentration of measure
in equilibrium. This is explored in Corollary 4.2 of Luczak @], giving
circumstances where the chain is guaranteed to have a stationary dis-
tribution, and where concentration results carry over to equilibrium.
The main focus of the paper of Ollivier @] is also concentration of
measure in equilibrium. In the example in Section [ of this paper, we
use facts from elsewhere about the equilibrium distribution, as well as
our long-term concentration results, to prove concentration of measure
of a suitable function in equilibrium.

We finish this section with a very simple class of examples, illus-
trating very different circumstances when our results can be applied.
These examples have no stationary distributions, and our results can
be applied to show concentration of measure within a window whose
width may be constant, or may increase with time.

Consider the discrete-time chain X (k) with state space Z,, X (0) =
0, and transition probabilities p(i,i) = p(i,i + 1) = 1/2. This is thus
a pure-birth chain, stepping up with probability 1/2 at each time. We
also consider a function f : Z, — R, and we are interested in the long-
term behaviour of f(X(k)). Of course, this is easy to analyse directly
since X (k) has a Binomial distribution with parameters (k,1/2). If,
for example, f(z) = 2" for some constant r € (0, 1], then f(X(k)) is
concentrated within a window of width ck™~'/2 around (k/2)".

We start by explaining why the hypotheses of Theorem are too
restrictive to encompass these examples. Consider a coupling of two
copies of the chain, so that at each step either both copies move up, or
neither moves up. (Choosing a different coupling would not make any
difference.) Suppose that this coupling is contracting, with constant
p > 0, with respect to some metric d on Z,. Then we have

(i) i+ 1,5+ 1)) < (1 - p)d(i, ),
for each pair (7, j), which amounts to d(i + 1,7) < (1 — 2p)d(i,i — 1)
for each ¢ > 1. If the function f is Lipschitz with respect to d, with
constant L, then |f(i + 1) — f(i)] < L(1 — 2p)'d(1,0). This condi-
tion is only satisfied if (f(i)) converges to a limit f,, and moreover
|f(7) — fool < C(1 —2p); for some constant C. In particular, none of
the functions f(z) = 2" satisfy the hypotheses, even though a time-
independent concentration result does hold when r < 1/2.

We now show how to apply our more general result, Theorem 2.1]
to the class of functions f(x) = 2", with 0 < r < 1. We note that
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f(z+1)— f(r) is non-increasing in z, and that P(X (i) < i/3) < e~¥/30
from the Chernoff bound. Then we have, for any x, and ¢ sufficiently
large,

|P'f(x+1) = P'f(z)] < P'f(1) = P'f(0)
< IxP(X(i) <i/3)+[(i/3+1)" = (i/3)]
< e pp(if3)rt < 2(i/3)
Hence we may take a; = 2(i/3)* 2 for large enough i, and then

ar = Zfz_ol a; is at most a constant C(r) for r € (0,1/2), and at

most C'(r)k?" =t for r > 1/2. We may also take § = 1. For r < 1/2,
applying Theorem 2.J] with S equal to the entire state space Z, , gives
a uniform bound on the concentration:

P(|f(X (k) — Eo f(X (k)| > m) < 2e~™"/C()+4m/3)

for all k, showing that f(X(k)) remains concentrated within a window
of constant width around its mean for all k. Of course, this is still far
from a sharp result. For r > 1/2, we obtain that

P(|f(X (k) —Eo f(X(K))| >m) < 9 /(2C(KE " pam/3)

so that f is concentrated within k"~'/2 of its expectation, which in this
case is the correct order of magnitude.

3. CONCENTRATION INEQUALITY: CONTINUOUS TIME

We now state and prove a continuous-time version of Theorem 2.1l
For definitions concerning continuous-time Markov chains, see Ander-
son ﬂ], in particular pages 13 and 81 (we use the term “non-explosive”
in place of “regular”).

Let X = (X(£))ser+ be astable, conservative, non-explosive continuous-

~

time Markov chain with a discrete state space S and Q-matrix (Q(z,y) :
x,y € S). Let P! = ¢?! denote the transition probabilities of X. Much
as before, for a function f : S — R, we write (P'f)(x) to denote

E, f(X(t)), whenever it exists.
For z € S, we set

N(z) = {yeS:Qx,y) >0}

Theorem 3.1. Let (Q(z,y) : x,y € S) be the Q-matriz of a stable, con-

~

servative, non-explosive continuous-time Markov chain (X (t))i>o with

discrete state space S. Writing q, = —@(x,:z), let S be a subset of S,
for which q == sup, g{q.} < oo. Let f: S — R be a function such that
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(P'f)(z) == E, f(X (1)) eists for allt > 0 and x € S, and suppose that
5 is a constant such that

(P h)) - (P'Hw)| < B. (3.1)

for all s > 0, all x € S and all y € N(x). Assume also that the
continuous function & : RT™ — R satisfies

S"Qr,y) (P f)(@) — (P ()" < als), (3.2)

yes

for all x € S and all s > 0. Define a; := fst:o a(s)ds. Finally, let

Ay = {X(s) € S for all0 < s < t}. Then, for allzo € S, t >0 and
m >0,

Poo ({[F(X(®) = (P')(@o)| > mf1A,) < 27/ csabnfs),

Exactly as in the discrete case, a bound on the variance of f(X(t))
follows in the case where S = S.

In order to prove the theorem, we first need to show that, for any
fixed z € S, the function (P*f)(z) has zero quadratic variation on any
finite s-interval. This follows from the following lemma.

Lemma 3.2. Under the above assumptions, for each z € S, (P*f)(x)
s continuously differentiable with respect to s.

Proof. We can suppose that f(xz) > 0 for all z € S; if not, it suffices
to consider the positive and negative parts f* and f~ of f separately.
This enables the exchange of sums and integrals in the argument that
follows.

First, by considering what happens up to time s, we have

(P'f)(z) > e = (P'"™*f)(x), 0<s<t z€b.
Thus, from @), for z € S and y € N(x), it follows that
(P'f)ly) < B+e=t(P'f)(x), O0<v<t. (3-3)

Now, since

~

P*(y,2) =P,[X(s) = 2],
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the Kolmogorov backward equations imply that, for any z &€ S and
s > 0, we have

P = S fa{e b+ [ S Q)P ) du)

yeSs zeS

= f(x)e = + /se_qx(s_”)Z@(x,z)(ﬁ”f)(z)dv. (3.4)

0 z€eS

In view of ([B.3), and because ), ¢ @(:L’, z) = ¢, < 00, the integrand on
the right hand side of ([B.4)) is uniformly bounded on [0, ¢] for any ¢t < oo,
implying that the indefinite integral is continuous in s. From this, it
follows immediately that (P*f)(z) is continuous in s also. But then,
forx € S ,

Y Q@ 2)(P*f)(2) = a(P')@)+) Qe ){(P*f)(2) (P f)(x)}
z€S z€S

is a uniformly convergent sum, in view of (BI), and so the integrand
in (B.4) is continuous; thus the indefinite integral is continuously dif-

ferentiable with respect to s, and hence (P*f)(z) is also. O
Proof of Theorem [3.1] Fix )A((O) =1x0 € S and, for 0 < s <, define

Zy = E{f(X(t) | F} — (P'f)(w0) = (P"f)(X(s)) — (P'f)(wo);
note that Z, = f(X(t)) — (P'f)(x) and that Zy = 0. Then (Z,)o<s<
is a martingale, and so is (Z\s)ogsgt, where 23 = Zspry, and

70 = inf{s >0: X(s) ¢ S}.

We now use a supermartingale derived from 7 to prove a concentration
bound.

In view of Lemma B2 the continuous part of Z has no quadratic
variation until 75, and so the predictable quadratic variation of 7 is
given by

2y = / S (R ) P ) ) — (P (R () s

Y

Hence, by (82),

7y, < /Ot@(t—s)ds @ < o (3.5)
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Let the jump times of X be denoted by 0 < 07 < 09 < ---, and write
Ul = Y (M —1-hAZ) = B2 Y (AZ)g(hAZy),
i: 0;<(sA\70) i: 0;<(sA10)

where g(z) = (e* — 1 — z)/2?%, as in the proof of Lemma 22 and, for i
such that o; < 79,

AZi = Zy = Zor = (P77 [)(X(0:) = (P ) (X (05-)),

using the continuity of (P*f)(z) in s > 0 for each z € S.
Let V" denote the compensator of U". We first note that V/ is finite,
at least for s < 7y. This is because, for 0 < v < s < 75, we have

0 < UM-U < Wg(hB) Y, (AZ) as,
1 v<o; <8
by ([B1]), as ¢ is increasing on [0, c0). Hence, noting that A, = {7y > t},
we see that
I[A)e" < ITA] exp(h?g(hB)a,), (3.6)
in view of (3.
Now Z is a square integrable martingale, because of (3.3)), and hence,

from the proof of Lemma 2.2 in van de Geer [10], exp{hZ, — V). }isa
non-negative supermartingale with initial value 1, since the continuous
part of Z has no quadratic variation. Thus

1 > E(I[A]exp{hZ, — Vi }) = E(I[A]exp{hZ, —V{'}).
On the other hand, using (3.4]),
I[A)exp{hZ, — V]'} > I[A]e"* exp{—hg(hB)a,}.
Hence
P{Z, > miNA] < E{I[A)e"%Y < exp{h’g(hB)a,},
or
P[{f(X(t) — (P'f)(x) > m} N A] < exp{h®g(hB)a, — hm}.

We again optimise in h, as in the proof of Theorem 2.7 in MeDi-
armid ], and then repeat the argument for a bound on P, [{ f(X (¢))—
(P'f)(x) < —m} N A O

A~

Let (X(t))t>0 be a stable, conservative, non-explosive continuous-
time chain with state space S, and let d(-,-) be a metric on S. A

~

Markovian coupling of two copies of (X (t)):>o is itself a contiuous-time
Markov chain, with a generator that we denote A. The coupling is
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said to be contracting with respect to d, with constant p > 0, if, for all
T,y €S,

Ad(z,y) < —pd(z,y). (3.7)

It the above holds for all  and y in some S C S5, then we say that
the coupling is contracting on S. We say that (X (t));>¢ is contracting
in Wasserstein distance if there is a coupling satisfying (B71) for all
x,y € S. This definition corresponds to that of positive coarse Ricci
curvature for continuous-time chains given by Veysseire @], in the
setting of jump chains.

The next result establishes concentration of measure for continuous-
time chains that are contracting in Wasserstein distance. We state our
result only for the case when the Markov chain is contracting on the
entire state space, but there is not necessarily a global upper bound on
the total transition rate out of a state. We could also provide a version
for use when the contraction property only holds on a “good set”, but
it seems hard to cover all the possible cases where such a result might
be useful: an issue is that we need some mild control on the growth
of f in the unlikely event that the chain leaves the good set (in the
discrete case, we used that the chain makes a bounded number of steps
of bounded distance) and the form of the bounds will depend on the
manner of that control.

Theorem 3.3. Let X be a stable, conservative, non-explosive continuous-
time Markov chain on a discrete state space S, with QQ-matrix @ =
(CA)(:L',y) s x,y € 5). Suppose that d(-,-) is a metric on S, and let
f: 8 = R be a function such that, for some constant L, |f(x)— f(y)| <
Ld(x,y) for all z,y € S.

Let S be a subset of S, and let q and D be constants such that
—Q(z,2) < q for all z € S and d(z,y) < D whenever x € S and
y € N(z). Fort >0, let A, ={X(s) €S for0<s<t}

Suppose that X is contracting mAWasserstem distance, as in (3.7),

with constant p. Then, for allz € S, t >0 and m > 0,

P, ({ |7(R@) - ELrR@)]| = m} 0 4)

m2

< Zexp (_qL2D2/p T 2LDm/3) ‘
Proof. IE follows irom B7) that, under a contracAting coupling of two
copies XM and X® the process {e”'d(XM(t), XP)(t))} . is a non-
negative local supermartingale. Thus, if (X(1(0), X@(0)) = (z,y),
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then
Ed(XWV(t), XP () < e Pd(x,y), t>0. (3.8)
We can now apply Theorem B.], with

o~

B = LD, a(s) = e qL*D?
and so, for any ¢t > 0,

t 272
a; = qL2D2/ e ds < DL :
0 2p

The result now follows from Theorem [B.11 O

Note that the upper bound in Theorem on the deviations of
F(X(t)) from its expectation does not depend on ¢. As in the discrete
case, in many applications, the distribution of X (t) will approach an
equilibrium, and the bound above implies a bound on the concentration
of f(X(t)) in equilibrium. However, it might well be the case that
P(A;) — 0 as t — oo: eventually the chain leaves the good set, and
once it does we cannot hope to say much about its behaviour.

4. UPPER BOUNDS ON COALESCENCE TIMES

In this section, we prove an auxiliary result for continuous-time
Markov chains, which we will use (primarily in Section [@) to show
that a chain with a contracting coupling mixes rapidly once it enters a
region R of the state space where the equilibrium distribution is con-
centrated; this is therefore a useful ingredient in a proof of cut-off,
showing that the mixing time from any “distant” state is dominated
by the “travel time” to reach R.

We study a function of a continuous-time Markov chain on the non-
negative reals, with non-positive drift in all positive states, and prove a
lower bound on the hitting time of state 0. For a contracting coupling
(X (t),Y(t)) of two copies of a Markov chain with respect to the metric d
on their state space S, we can apply our result below to the function
d(X(t),Y(t)) of the Markov chain (X (¢),Y(¢)), in order to show that
coalescence occurs quickly once the distance between the two copies is
reasonably small: we illustrate this method in Section

We deal only with the continuous-time case. Proposition 17.19 of
Levin, Peres and Wilmer HE] gives an analogous result for discrete-
time chains, which can often be used in a similar way to that described
above; our proof of the proposition below follows theirs.

Proposition 4.1. Let X be a stable, conservative, non-explosive continuous-
time Markov jump chain, with state space S and Q-matriz (). Let
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B and o? be positive, and let f: S — Ry be a function. Set Sy =
{z: f(x) =0}, and assume that:

(i) the drift 32, Q(z,y) (f(y) = f(z)) of [ is non-positive for all x
n S \ SQ,'
(ii) f(X) makes jumps of magnitude at most B;
(iil) 3, Qe ) (f(y) = f(2))” = 0 for all z € S\ Sp.
Define T, := inf{t: f(X(t)) = 0}, the hitting time of Sy. Then, for
any tog > 2B? /02,

P(T. > t) < ————=—. (4.1)

Notes:

(a) The nature of the underlying state space S is not relevant, and
we do not need to assume that the set { f(x) : € S} is discrete.

(b) It is not a priori obvious that Sy is non-empty or that 7, is a.s.
finite, but these follow from the result.

(c) Suppose that f(Xy) > B/2. In the case where t, < 2B*/0?,

we then have P(T, > ;) < 1 < %\/‘%O)), and so (1)) holds

without any condition on t,.

The motivating example underlying the proposition is that of a sim-
ple random walk X(¢) on Z, (with f(x) = z), making steps up and
down each at rate 1, until the walk hits 0, so that the sum in (iii) is
equal to 2 for each positive state. In this case, the proposition says that
the walk hits 0 before time ¢y with probability at least 1 — 2\)5%)), which
is best possible up to a constant factor. The proposition then gives con-
ditions, for more general processes, under which the same behaviour
holds.

As mentioned already, we shall apply Proposition [£1]to a Markovian
coupling (X,Y'), where X and Y are two copies of a jump Markov chain
with a state space S equipped with a metric d, and f((a:, y)) =d(z,y).
The conclusion is equivalent to saying that the chains have coalesced
by time t, with probability at least 1 —2v/2d(X (0),Y(0))/+/too (unless
the two chains start within distance B/2 of each other, where B is the
maximum size B of a jump in the distance, and t, is less than 2B%/0?).
If the coupling is contracting with respect to d, then condition (i) is
satisfied. A lower bound ¢? on the expression in condition (iii) can
be obtained when, under the coupling, the distance between the two
copies changes by at least n at rate at least r, for suitable n and r.

Our proof follows that of Proposition 17.19 in Levin, Peres and
Wilmer HE]
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Proof. Let D(t) = f(X(t)), so that T, = inf{t : D(t) = 0}. For some
h > BV D(0) to be chosen later, let T}, = inf{t : D(t) =0 or D(t) > h}.
We note that, for any tq > 0,

P(T, > to) < P(T), > to) + P(D(tg A Ty) > h).

We now give bounds on the two terms on the right above.

By (i), the process (D(t AT})) is a supermartingale, and by (ii) it is
bounded between 0 and h + B. Therefore, by the Optional Stopping
Theorem, we have D(0) > E D(to A1y,) > hP(D(to ATy) > h), and so
P(D(ty ATy) > h) < D(0)/h.

For t > 0, we set G(t) = D(t)?> — 2hD(t) — 0%t. We claim that
(G(t ANT})) is a submartingale. For s < t A T}, we have

E[G( A Th) | X(5)
= GO+E [ Y QX)) (f) - F(X ()

= 20(f(y) = [(X(w)))) = o* du
As
Fy)? = F(X(w)? = 2h(f(y) — F(X ()
= (fly) = FX W) = 2(h— F(X (W) (f(y) — F(X (),
we have

D QX (u),y)(f(y)” = F(X(w)* = 2h(f(y) — f(X(u))))

> QX (), y) (Fly) - F(X(w)*

Y

—2(h — F(X (1)) Y QX (u), ) (fy) — F(X(u))

> o

for all u < T}, by (i) and (iii), and so indeed E[G(tAT}) | X (s)] > G(s)
for s <t AT},

For t < Ty, we have 2hD(t) — D(t)> = (2h — D(t))D(t) > 0, as
0 < D(t) <h+ B < 2h (since h > B) for t < T),. Thus we have, for
any t > 0, E(2hD(t ATy) — D(t ATy)?) > 0, and so

2hD(0) D(0)? —G(0) > —EG(t N T})
= E(2hD(tAT,) — D(tATY)?)) + *E(t A Ty)

2 0'2 E(t N Th)



CONCENTRATION AND CUT-OFF 27

Hence we obtain, for any ¢t > 0, E(t A T},) < 2hD(0)/0* Letting ¢
tend to infinity and applying the Monotone Convergence Theorem, we
obtain the same upper bound on E T},. Therefore, for any t, > 0,
2hD(0)

P(T), > ty) <
(h_O)_ O'2t0

We conclude that
2hD(0) N D(0)
t00'2 h .

Optimising this bound by setting h = o+/tg/2 now gives, provided
to > 2(BV D(0))?/0? (so that h > BV D(0)),

2v/2D(0)

P(T, > ty)) < ————=.
(L zt) < =7

If D(0) > o4/to/2, then the result is trivial, so we obtain the bound
above under the condition t, > 2B?/0?. O

We remark that the assumption of bounded jumps cannot be dropped.
Let (X(t)) be a chain on Q with @-matrix @ given by (a) for z <
1, Q(z,x/2) = 1 and Q(z,x + 1/z) = 2%/2, and (b) for z > 1,
Q(xr,z+1/2) = Q(z,x — 1/2) = 1. Then (X(t)) is a non-explosive
jump chain satisfying conditions (i) and (iii) with ¢* = 1/2. From
a state x < 1, the probability that all subsequent jumps are down is
equal to [];2,1/(1+ 2?/2%+1) > 0. Thus the chain makes a.s. finitely
many visits to [1, 00) before entering (0, 1) and making only downward
jumps thereafter, but (X (¢)) can never reach 0.

Alternatively, consider the chain on Q with a -matrix such that
Q(x,z+1)=1forall z, Q(z,x/2) = 2/x forz < 2, and Q(z,z—1) =1
for x > 2. This chain satisfies all of (i)-(iii), with ¢? = 1, but is
explosive: starting from a state z < 2, the probability that the chain
makes infinitely many downward jumps before the first upward jump
is TTo=, 2%/(2" + ) > 0. State 0 is not reached before the explosion
time.

5. BERNOULLI-LAPLACE DIFFUSION MODEL

As our first example, we re-examine the Bernoulli-Laplace chain
(Feller [9], Example XV .2(f)), for which cut-off was first established in
Diaconis and Shahshahani Né] In this model, there are two urns, the
left urn initially containing n red balls, and the right urn n black balls.
Then, at each time step, a ball is chosen at random in each urn, and
the two balls are switched.
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The state of the system at any time r > 0 is captured by the num-
ber X (r) of red balls in the left urn at time 7. The chain X
can be viewed as a discrete-time lazy random walk with state space
{0,...,n} C Z, with state-dependent transition probabilities

PIX™(r+1) =j+ X" () =j] = (1-j/n)
PIX™(r+1) =5 —1X"(r) =j] = (j/n)%
PIX™(r+1) =jl X" () =j] = 1-(1—j/n)*= (/)

Diaconis and Shahshahani examine the total variation distance be-
tween the distribution of X (r) and its equilibrium distribution 7 =
7 a hypergeometric distribution with parameters (2n,n,n), defined

b
= () /) s

Analogously to earlier, we use £;, P; and E; to refer to distributions
conditional on X™(0) = j, and we also use £, (), P, and E_@) to
refer to the equilibrium distribution.

Letting 7,(8) := [ $nlogn+dn), Diaconis and Shahshahani 6] show
that there are universal constants C4,Cs > 0 such that

dTV(En(X(")(rn(é))),W(")) > 1-Che®, —2logn <6 <0;
dry (Lo (X7 (r,(8))),7™) < Coe™, §>0. (5.1)

Their proofs, especially that of (B.1]), are based on algebraic techniques.
Although they only consider starting from state n, which is easily seen
to maximise the mixing time, their proofs extend readily to cover other
starting states. The upper bound (G5.1]) holds for any starting state. If
the chain is started in a state j in

. . n
En(e) = 1{j: 17 — 5l zen},
then a minor adjustment to their proof yields a bound of the form
drv (L;(X ™ (r,(8))),7™) > 1-C3e¥e™?, —logn <6 <0, (5.2)

for some universal constant Cs.
Thus, in the language introduced in Section [I, we have the following
result.

Theorem 5.1. For any € > 0, the Bernoulli-Laplace chain exhibits
cut-off at tnlogn on E, (&) with window width n.

We use the results of the previous sections to give an alternative,
coupling proof of Theorem 5.1, yielding the bounds in the result below.
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Theorem 5.2. Let X™(r) be a copy of the Bernoulli-Laplace chain.
For § € R, set r,(0) := [nlogn + on].
(a) For —+logn < & <0, we have

2
dry (£;(X P (ra(6)), 7) = 1=dexp (= ™).

for any e >0, any j € E,(g), and n > 4.
b) For 0 <6 < tlogn —loglogn, we have
1

dry (L;(X™ (r,(0))), 7™) < 217, (5.3)
for any j € {0,...,n}, and n sufficiently large.

Thus our upper bound in Theorem [(.2[(b) matches that of Diaconis
and Shahshahani in (B.0), except that our proof requires a mild upper
bound on §, and our lower bound in part (a) improves on (5.2). The
inequalities above are more than enough to imply Theorem [G.11

Extensions and generalisations of the result of Diaconis and Shahsha-
hani have also been obtained. For instance, Donnelly, Lloyd and Sud-
bury ﬂﬂ] showed cut-off for the separation distance mixing time for this
model, and recently Eskenazis and Nestoridi B] showed cut-off for the
version where k£ > 1 balls are exchanged at each step. All of these
papers make some use of algebraic techniques.

We now give a brief overview of our proof of Theorem [5.2] The first
step is to use our discrete-time concentration of measure inequality,
Theorem 2.3((a), to show that, for any starting state 5 = X (0) and
any 7, X ™ (r) is well-concentrated around its mean. An easy estimate
for the mean then shows that, with high probability, X ™ (r) is far from
n/2 for r < r,(0), and this is enough to give part (a).

The proof of (b) is more complicated. The concentration of measure
result shows that X(™(r) is unlikely to leave a neighbourhood of n /2
for a long period of time after r,(0); while it is in this neighbourhood,
we can approximate the transitions of the chain by the transitions of a
simpler chain whose long-term behaviour is easy to analyse, and show
that the two chains therefore have approximately the same distributions
over a suitably long time interval.

We proceed by stating and proving a sequence of lemmas. In what
follows we drop the superscript (n), writing X (r) instead of X ™ (r),
to lighten the notation.

Lemma 5.3. Let X(r) = X™(r) be a copy of the Bernoulli-Laplace
chain, with n > 4. For all starting states j € {0,...,n}, all v € Z,,
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and all ¢ with 0 < ¢ < 3y/n/4, we have
P;(| X (r) —na;(r)] > cy/n) < 2772,

where

1 2N 1

() =B X(n)m=(2-3)(1-2) +5 (5.4)
Proof. Our plan is to use Theorem 2.3 and accordingly our first step
is to describe a contractive coupling.

We fix n > 4, and jy € {0,...,n — 1}, and let (X'(r)) and (X?(r))
be two copies of the chain starting in j, and jy, + 1 respectively. We
describe a coupling of the chains such that |X(r) — X?2(r)| remains
equal to 1 until dropping to 0. When the two chains are in adjacent
states j and j + 1 with 1 < j < n — 2, say with X!(r) = j and
X?2(r) = j + 1, then the next step of the coupling is as follows. The
two chains jump together up by 1 with probability (1 —(j+1)/n)? and
down by 1 with probability (j/n)?. Additionally, the lower chain X (r)
jumps up by 1 alone with probability (1 —j/n)>—(1—(j+1)/n)* =
(2n — 2j — 1)/n?, and the higher chain X?(r) jumps down by 1 alone
at rate ((j +1)/n)* — (j/n)* = (25 + 1)/n*. This leaves probability
L((n—j)*+ (j + 1)?) that both chains stay in their current state.
Note that indeed X?(r + 1) — X'(r + 1) is either 1 or 0, and that

P(X*(r+1) = X'(r + 1) | X'(r) = j, X*(r) = j + 1)

2n — 27 —1 2741
- 2] + ]2
n n

2
=
for1 <j<mn-—2.

The rules above do not define a coupling in the case where j = 0
or j = n—1. In the case j = 0, for instance, X*(r) jumps from 0
to 1 with probability 1, and X?(r) jumps to one of 0, 1, or 2 with
probabilities (1/n)%, 2/n —2/n?, and (1 — 1/n)? respectively. There is
thus no monotone coupling possible. However, when X'(r) = 0 and
X?(r) = 1, the next step of the coupling is forced since X'(r +1) =1
with probability 1, and it is still the case that | X?(r +1) — X'(r + 1)|
is either 1 or 0. We have

2 2
P(X?*(r+1)=X'"(r+1)| X' (r) =0,X%(r)=1) = =
and similarly for j = n — 1. Hence our coupling is contractive with
constant p = 2/n — 2/n?.

We take f(x) = in Theorem Z3a), with S = {0,...,n}, d(a: y) =
|z —y|, L=D =Dy =1, and p = 2/n—2/n? so that 2/(2p P’ <n
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for all n > 4. Then, by Theorem 23|(a), for all j € {0,...,n}, all
r € Z,, and all m > 0, we have
PL(X(r) — By X(r)] 2 m) < 2¢-m/0kms),

If we set m = ¢/, for 0 < ¢ < 3y/n/4, we obtain that n+4m/3 < 2n,
and so
Pi(|X(r) = E; X(r)] = cv/n) < 2¢7°
To complete the proof, 1t remains to verify the formula for z;(r) :=
X(r)/n. Observe that

E; X(r+1) = E;X(r) +Ej(1 - X(r)/n)* — E;(X(r)/n)*,
so that
zj(r+1) = 1/n+xz;(r)(1 —2/n),
and hence o e 1
) = (5-3)0-3) +5
as claimed 0

A matching tail bound for the equilibrium distribution 7™ follows
from Lemma [B.3l In fact, unsurprisingly, sharper tail bounds on the
hypergeometric distribution are known: results of Hoeffding HE (see
Section 6 and Theorem 1) imply that, for any ¢ > 0,

P (X — g\ > cv/n) < 272 (5.5)

An alternative proof was given by Chvétal M]
It is now not hard to obtain the claimed lower bound on total vari-
ation distance for r < inlog n.

Proof of Theorem[52(a). For r = r,(6) = [nlogn + én], and § < 0,
we have seen that both X (r) and the equilibrium distribution are well-
concentrated around their respective means. We will show that, if
Jj = X(0) is in E,(¢) for some fixed € > 0, so that [j — §| > en, then
the means are still far apart at time 7.

From (54)), we have that, uniformly in —i logn <6 <0,

1 1
1 2\ 7nlogn+én 2\ 7nlogn
zj(ra(0)) = 35| 2 z—:(l — 5) ! > ge?ll (1 - 5) !

> %5n_1/262‘5|, (5-6)

“nlogn
for all n > 4 (so that n1/2<1 — %)4 : > 1/2).
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For fixed € > 0 and § with —ilogn <0 <0, we set
1 1
A= [g - Za‘em‘;‘nlp, g + Z€€2|5‘n1/2].
By (B.5), we have
1 1
1—7M™(A) =P, (|X —E . (X)] > 1562\5%1/2) < 2exp(—§a2e4|5‘).

Similarly, using (5.6) and Lemma 5.3, we have that, for any j €
En(e),

B(X(ral0) € 4) < By(IX(r(0)) ~ Ey(X(ra(0)] > 3262’

1
< 2 exp(—3—25264‘5|),

for all n > 4. Hence we have
dry (7', L;(X (ra(0))) > 7"(A) = P;j(X(ra(6)) € A)

1
> 1- 4exp(—§5264|6‘),

uniformly in —i logn < ¢ <0, which is the required result. U

Our proof of the lower bound above is actually very similar to that
of Diaconis and Shahshahani: we have obtained an improved result by
using Lemma [5.3] giving Gaussian concentration for X (r,(¢)), instead
of appealing to Chebyshev’s inequality.

We now turn to the upper bound. We start by using Lemma to
show that, for a long period beyond time r,,(0) = [ $nlogn], the process
X (r) is unlikely to leave an interval of width C'v/nlogn around n/2.

Lemma 5.4. Forn > 2¢*, any s € Z, and any starting state j,

Pj<max X (ra(0) +7) — n/2| > 4 glog(g)) < 16(s+ 1)n3.

0<r<s

Proof. For t > r,(0) = |inlogn] and any starting state j, we have
from (B.4)) that

t 1 < 1 1 2 t < 1 _Z(%nlogn—l) _1,-1/2 _2/n < 3 ~1/2
for all n > 5.

Therefore, at times r,(0) + 7, r > 0, for any starting state j and for
n > 5, we have

|E; X(r,(0) +7) — 2] < 3n'/2 (5.7)
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Combining this with Lemma [5.3] we have for ¢ < 3y/n/4,
P;(|X (ra(0) +7) = n/2| > (c+3/4)v/n) < 2772, r>0.

We apply this inequality with ¢ = 4,/ log(n/2) —3/4, which is greater
than 1/61og(n/2) for n > 2¢* (since 2v/2—3/8 > 1/6), and deduce that
IP’j<|X(7°n(O) ) —n/2| > 4 glog(g)> < 16073, r>0.

The required result now follows. O

We remark here that it would be relatively straightforward to com-
plete the proof of cut-off at this point: we can exhibit a coupling be-
tween two copies of the chain both remaining close to n/2, such that
the distance between the two copies is stochastically dominated by a
simple lazy random walk — such a proof would show quickly that the
two copies coalesce by time 7,(0) + dn with probability 1 — O(671/2).
(A similar argument is used by Eskenazis and Nestoridi ﬂg], based on
a discrete-time analogue of Proposition 1) In order to establish the
bound (.3]), we need a more precise argument.

For the moment we assume, for simplicity of exposition, that n = 4k
for some positive integer k. We consider the walk Y = Y defined by
Y(r)=X(r,(0)+r)—n/2 = X(r,(0)+r)—2k, r > 0, which describes
the evolution of X beyond the time r,,(0). The transitions of this walk
are given by:

- » SR S R A

i1 = PY(r+1)=7+1Y(r)=j4] = 4 4k+(4k> ’

) ey =g~ Led s (),

pio1 = PY(r+1)=j—-1Y(r)=j] = 4+4k+(4k>’
o Bt 1) =Y =] = 1_2<i)2 (5.8)
Djj - J J 2 Ak/ .

for =2k < 5 < 2k.

At least when j/4k is small, Y has transition probabilities close to
those of the simpler process Y := (Y™ (r), r > 0), with Y (0) = Y (0),
and transition probabilities given by

5 v S ) 1
Dt = PY(r+1)=j+1Y(r)=j] = -5
7 % T 1
P = PYO+1)=j—1¥()=j] = +2:  (59)
4 4k
5. % [ L1
iy = PY(r+1)=jlY(r)=j] = 5.

We shall use Y as a surrogate for Y in the argument to come.
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The similarity of the transition probabilities (5.8]) and (5.9]), together
with Lemma [5.4] is next used to show that, with high probability, the
processes Y and Y are almost indistinguishable for a long time.

For a sequence y := (y(r), r > 0), we denote the initial segment up
to time s by ([0, s]) == (y(0), y(1), .. y(s)).

2

Lemma 5.5. For n = 4k > 8000, and s < —————, we have
2500 log®(2k)’

drv(L(Y((0,5])), LY ([0,5]))) < 1005k log(2k).

Proof. For a sequence y := (y(r), r > 0) such that the y(r) are integers
with |y(r) — y(r — 1)] < 1 for all r > 1, let the likelihood ratio of the

process Y compared to Y on the segment y([0, s]) be given by
T Pyr—1)wr)
A([o,s])) = ] Rre=tet),
,1;[1 Py(r—1),(r)

For k > 2000, we set ¢, = 5y/2log(2k)/k, and note that ¢, <
1/2. If |j]/k < ek, we then have, from the formulae for the transition

probabilities, that
max{ B | Bt B 1‘} < 2 (5.10)
Pj,j+1 Pj,j-1 Pj.j
so that, if A(y([0,s])) <2, it follows that
(A(([0,s+1])) = A(w([0,5])* < (GAW(0,s])er)* < e (5.11)
Replacing y by a path of Y, we note that (A(Y([0,s])), s > 0) is a

martingale. Defining

T o= inf{sz():{A(Y([ s)) > 2} U{|Y (s)| > 5+/2k log(2k) }}

it follows from (G.II]) that the quadratic variation of the martingale
A(Y([0,7])) until time sAT is at most sef. Since also EA(Y ([0, sAT])) =
1, it follows from the Burkholder—Davis—Gundy inequality that

E{(A(Y([O,s AT])) — 1)2} < sel (5.12)
Define the events A, and By by
= {A(Y([0,s])) < 1}; Bs := {7 > s}.

)

Then

dry (L(Y ([0, 5])), LY ([0, 5]))) = E{I[A](1 = A(Y([0,])))}
< P[B,] +E{I[A, N B.](1 - AY([0,5])},
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and, on By, s = s A 7. Hence,
dryv(L(Y([0,5])), LY ([0,5])) < P[By] +E{(1— AY([0,5AT]))+}
= B[R]+ 3Bl - AV (0,5 A7)

1
< P[Bs]+§sl/2ei.

From (5I2) and Kolmogorov’s inequality, and from Lemma [5.4] we
have o
P[B,] < sep+i(s+ 1)k < Bsep.
Hence, for s < 5,;4, we have
dry (L(Y([0,5]), LY ([0, 8])) < 25722 = 10052k~ log 2k, (5.13)

as required. 0

Thus, with error at most 100s'/2k~! log 2k, we can replace Y ([0, s])
by Y ([0, s]) when calculating probabilities, and make only a small error
if s < (k/logk)?. Recalling that n = 4k, this means that the approx-
imation of Y by Y is asymptotically accurate over time intervals of
length o((n/logn)?).

We now use a coupling argument to show how fast Y converges to
its equilibrium distribution 7*).

Lemma 5.6. For any k > 1 and r > 4k, we have

dTv(ﬁ(f/(r)),%(k)) < (K"V2E[Y(0)] + 2)e"/?,

Proof. First, we note that the process Y can equivalently be described
by way of a discrete Ehrenfest ball scheme. There are 2k balls, each of
which is in state 0 or 1. At each step, a ball is chosen independently
at random from the 2k balls, and its state is chosen to be 0 or 1, each
with probability 1/2, independently of the whole past of the process.
If k + j balls are in state 1 and k — j in state 0 at step r, we say that
Y (r) = j; then the probabilities for Y (r+1) are easily seen to be given
by (539), and its equilibrium distribution 7*) to be Bi(2k, 1/2) * §_ ke
We now define a coupling of two copies Y1 and Y2 of the process Y,
with Y1(0) > Y2(0). Pair the balls in the two processes so that those
initially in state 1 in ?iare paired with balls in state 1 in Y1, and those
initially in state 0 in Y'! are paired with balls in state 0 in Y?; then
pair the remaining Y'(0) — Y2(0) balls in the two processes. Couple
the evolution by selecting one of these pairs of balls at each step, and
re-assigning its state independently (the new state being the same for
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both Y and Y?). Let M(r) denote the number of pairs of balls that
have not been drawn up to step r, made up of M;(r) in state 1, My(r) in
state 0, and of My(r) = M(r) — My(r) — My(r) from the Y'(0) — Y2(0)
pairs of balls with differing initial states. Conditional on My(r), M;(r)
and Ms(r), we have

Yr) = Z(r)+ My(r)+ Ms(r)—k and  Y2(r) = Z(r) + My(r) — k,

where Z(r) has distribution Bi(2k — M (r),1/2). Now, since the dis-
tribution Bi(m,1/2) is unimodal with mode |m/2], we have, for all
m > 1, that

dry (Bi(m, 1/2), Bi(m, 1/2) ¥ 6,) = Bi(m, 1/2){|m/2]} <

3

It follows that
dry (L7 (1) [ Mo(r), M), Mo (1), £(V2(0r) [ Mo(r), Ma(r), Mo (r)) )
< min{1, Ma(r)(2k — M(r))"Y?} < My(r)k™ Y2 4+ I[M(r) > k],
implying that
dry (5(571(7’)), ﬁ(??(r))) < KVEEMy(r) + PIM(r) > K. (5.14)

Now P(M(r) > k) is the probability that all the k draws come from
some subset of k of the 2k matched pairs of balls, and so, for r > 4k,

2k

P(M(r) > k) < <k

)2—7‘ S 22k—r S 2—7“/2.

We also have EMy(r) = (Y1(0) — Y2(0))(1 — 1/(2k))" < (Y'(0) —
Y2(0))e~"/?*. Hence, allowing either ordering of Y''(0) and Y2(0), it
follows from (B.14)) that

dpy (c(?l(r)),c(ff?(r))) < kV2Y(0) = V2(0)|e /2 12772, (5.15)

Setting Y1(0) = Y(0), and taking Y2(0) ~ 7® to be in equilibrium,
we deduce, by taking expectations in (.15, that

drv (L7 ), 7)< (KRB (0)] + /R[2)}e % 4 270
< (KTVPE|Y(0)| +2)e "/,

as desired. 0
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Proof of Theorem[52.2(b). We combine Lemma [5.5] with Lemma [5.6] re-
placing Y (r) by X (r,(0) + ) —n/2, to deduce that, for any j,

v (£X(r(0) + ) — n/2),79)
(k7Y E; | X (rn(0) — n/2] 4+ 2)e” 2/ + 10002k log 2k
4e=2/™ 4+ 400r*n " ogn, (5.16)

where we have used (5.7) to reach the last inequality, provided 8000 <
4k = n < r < n%/40000log®(n/2).

The bound in (5I6]) remains valid for any initial distribution; taking
X(0) ~ 7™ so that also X (r,(0)) ~ 7™, this implies that

<

IA A

dry (WW %0 /o, %W) < 4e /" 4 400120 og n.

also. (The bound above is valid for any r, and is minimised for r
of order nlogn. One could obtain a stronger bound, of order n=1,
by direct computation, but this is rather delicate and the gain is not
relevant to us.)

Hence, for n a sufficiently large multiple of 4, and n < r < in logn —

nloglogn, we have,
dry (EH(X(TH(O) +7)), W(")) < 2{4e” /™ 4+ 400r*n " ogn}
< 10e”2/m, (5.17)

This bound also holds trivially for » < n. Taking r = dn, this proves
the result in the case where n is a multiple of 4.

If n is not divisible by 4, the argument remains almost the same.
Define k := [n/4], and set Y(r) := X(r,(0) + ) — 2k, as above.
The transition rates for Y are not quite as in (5.8, but they are very
close, resulting only in an extra contribution of order O(k™') to the
bounds in (EI0). This correction is of smaller order than &%, and can
be absorbed into the bound (5.I3]) provided k is sufficiently large. The
rest of the proof is unchanged. O

Diaconis and Shahshahani ﬂa], and other authors, actually consider
a more general version, with boxes of unequal sizes. The first box
initially contains n’ red balls, and the second 2n — n’ black balls. The
mixing process runs as before. Our approach can be used for this
model as well. The jump probabilities for the process counting the
number X of red balls in the first box are again quadratic in the current
state j of the process. When evaluated close to the equilibrium mean
n'p, where p := n'/2n, these probabilities are close to the linear jump

probabilities near equilibrium of another process Y consisting of ¢ balls,
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coloured red or black, with the following dynamics. At each time step,
a ball is chosen. It is left with unchanged colour with probability
1 —0; otherwise, it is re-coloured red with probability ¢ and black with
probability 1 — ¢, independently of everything else (so that its colour
may in fact still be unchanged). Then Y (r) denotes the number of red
balls at time r. The values of /,0 and ¢ to best match the original
process are found to be

1 np(1 —p)
q:=2p(l—p); 0:= and (:= { ;
2(1=2p(1-p)) 1—2p(1—p)
note that, for n’ = n, as previously, we havep = 1/2 =¢,0 =1 and ¢ =
|n/2], corresponding to the approximation made before. With these
modifications, an analogous argument can be carried out, to establish
cut-off.

6. A TWO HOST MODEL OF DISEASE

Our next example is a two-dimensional Markov chain X™ in con-
tinuous time, representing a two host model of disease, in which trans-
mission only occurs between one host type and the other (snails and
human beings in schistosomiasis (Jordan, Webbe and Sturrock [16))),
or males and females in sexually transmitted diseases (Hethcote and
Yorke [14])). Our framework is appropriate for a discase that is not
naturally endemic in a region, being supported at a low level through
immigration from outside. In state x := (w1, 22)" € Z2, there are x4
type-1 hosts and x5 type-2 hosts infected. From any state x, there are
four possible transitions, whose rates are as follows:

(1'1,1’2) — (l’1+1,l’2

) at rate axs+ un
r1,22) — (x1,m9+ 1) at rate Sz +wvn
)

(
(r1,22) — (x1—1,29) atrate vy
(

x1,Ty) — (z1,79 — 1) at rate Oxs. (6.1)

Here, a, 5, 7, 0, i and v are fixed positive constants, and the param-
eter n is a measure of the typical size of the infected population. The
first transition corresponds to the infection of a type 1 host, by a type 2
host or from outside, and the second to the infection of a type 2 host.
The third transition corresponds to the recovery of a type 1 host, and
the fourth to the recovery of a type 2 host. The infection transition
rates are appropriate in circumstances in which the host population
is so large that the reduction in infection rate caused by some of the
population already being infected is negligible, or for diseases such as
malaria, when ‘super-infection’ is possible: a host infected more than



CONCENTRATION AND CUT-OFF 39

once is proportionately more infectious — in this case, x denotes the
total number of infections of each type of host.

Let m(f) := my(t) := n Ex {X ™ ()}, where Ey, Py and Ly refer to
the distribution conditional on X ™ (0) = x. It follows that m satisfies
the differential equation dm/dt = Am + b, where

A= (‘57 f‘é) and b = (5)

with initial condition m(0) = n~'x. We define R := «af3/7d, and
assume from now on that R < 1, so that A has both eigenvalues nega-
tive, and we denote them by —p > —p/, with corresponding unit (right)
eigenvectors v and v’. The differential equation has a non-trivial equi-

librium at
_ 1 av + o
= — 1 = -
c:= —-A"b =) (ﬁ,u 7’/)’ (6.2)

and its full solution is
my,(t) = c+eM(n"'x—c), (6.3)

showing that the equilibrium c is globally attractive when R < 1.
For any n and any x € Z2Z, we define the travel time from state x

(to within n='/2 of c) to be
ta(x) == inf{t > 0: [eM(n"'x — )| < n Y3},
which, in view of (G.3]), is therefore the infimum of times ¢ such that
|Ex{X™(t)} — nc| < nl/2
For 0 < ( <1, let
E,(¢):={x€Z2:n¢ <|x—nc| <n/C}.
We shall prove the following theorem.

Theorem 6.1. Suppose that R < 1. Then, for any 0 < ( < 1, X
exhibits cut-off at t,(x) on E,(C), with window width 1.

We first consider the problem of estimating ¢,(x) for x € E,(().
Writing n~'x — ¢ as a linear combination A\v + \'v’ of the unit eigen-
vectors v and v’ of A, we have

e(n7'x —c) = Netv + Netv' = he v + Ne 7.
Then t,(x) ~ max{p~"log(n'/?)), (p') " log(n'/?\)}.

For ¢ € (0,1), there is a constant L, such that, for all x € E,((),
ta(x) < 2ptlogn+Le. For “most” states in E,(C), there is a matching
lower bound, but t,(x) is as small as 1 (p/)"*logn+ O(1) when 1x — ¢
is close to a multiple of v'.
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The rest of this section is devoted to a proof of Theorem [G.IF we
give a brief road map of the proof here. Our basic plan is toAapply
Theorem B3] to our chain, showing concentration of measure for X ™ (¢)
while ¢ < t,(x). To this end, we specify a suitable metric, and a
Markovian coupling of two copies of the chain which is contracting
in Wasserstein distance with respect to that metric. We show that
the chain remains within a good set (where, in particular, the total
transition rate is bounded) over a long time period. Then we apply
Theorem to each of the two coordinate projections, showing that
both remain concentrated around their means for a long time. We
deduce readily that the chain is far from its equilibrium for times less
than ¢, (x). On the other hand, once the chain reaches a neighbourhood
of nc, we can use Proposition 1] to show that it couples rapidly with
an equilibrium copy of the chain, so the total variation distance to the
equilibrium copy is small for times only slightly greater than ¢,(x).

The two left eigenvectors of A can be written in the form (1, ), where
¢ is a solution of the equation 6 — o/ = v — ¢, with the common
value § — /€ being minus the corresponding eigenvalue. This equation
has one negative solution & = ', corresponding to the eigenvalue —p/,
and the other solution £ = 6 lying in the interval («/d,~v/5). Thus we
have

o)
5—g:p:7—59. (6.4)
We introduce the norm || - || on R?, with
[x[lo =: [z1] + 02|

We shall shortly prove that our chain has a contracting coupling with
respect to the distance ||x — y||q.

Next, we collect some elementary properties of the Markov chain Xm,
First, we note that, for R < 1, X™ is a 2-type subcritical Markov
branching process with immigration, and hence has an equilibrium dis-
tribution 7. Furthermore, since the process without immigration is
sub-critical and has birth and death rates that do not depend on n,
whereas the immigration rates are multiples of n, the mean of 7(™ is nc,
and its covariance matrix is of the form n:, for ¥ not depending on n
(see, for example, Quine [28] (Theorem on p. 414 and Equation (29))
for analogues in discrete time).

Next, for use with Theorem B3] we show that the chain rarely
gets too far from the origin, so that the total transition rate remains
bounded. For H > 0, we define

D,(H) :={x € Z2: ||x||s < Hn}.
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Proposition 6.2. Suppose that R < 1. Then there exist positive con-
stants C' and 1, depending on the parameters of the model but not on
n, such that, for any H > 4||bll¢/p, any n € N, any x € D,(H), and
any T, w > 0,

P, | sup || X )|l >n(H+w)] < CnTe™w,
0<t<T

Proof. Let A®™ denote the generator of X™, and define hy(x) =
exp{®||x||g}. The first step is to show that, for sufficiently small posi-
tive 1, (A™hy)(x) < 0 for all x such that ||x||y is large enough.
Setting g(s) := s7%(e* — 1 — s) for s # 0, and ¢(0) = 1/2, we have:
(APh)(x) = holx){(azs +nu)(e? — 1)+ arfe™ — 1)
+ (Ba1 + nv)(e? — 1) + (e — 1)}
hy(x){axs + np — yay + 08z, + Onw — G0z, }
+ Dy ()9 { (as + np)g () + y19(—) (6.5)
+ 6*(Bx1 + nw)g(0¢) + 6%6z29(—00) }.

We now see that
axy +np —yry + 08z + Onv — 0oz,
= n(p+0v)+ (a/0 — §)x0 + (80 — v)xq
= nl|bllsg — pr2l — px;
= nlbllg — plix[lo-
We bound the ? term in (6.5)) above by noting that g(4) and g(401)
are all at most 1, provided ¢ < 1/(1V #), and hence
(aws +np)g() +yz1g(—1) + 0% (Br1 + nv)g(00) + 0*02g(—01)
< (u+0v)n+ (B +v)x + (o + 50%)x,
< (1VO)n[bll + (/0 + B6* + v + 60)[1xlo
Hence, for ¢ < min(1/(1V 6), 3p/(a/0 + $6? + v + 66)), we have

(APhy)x) < hy(x)e [nlblls — pllx]o
+ 9 (1V O)nllblly + (/0 + 6% + 5 + 30)|x]o|
< hy(x)w[2nlIbllo - plixlo/2], (6.6)

which is non-positive whenever [|x||s > 4n||b||s/p-
Now fix some H > 4||b||g/p, and some starting state x € D,,(H), so
that [|x|lp < nH and therefore x; < nH and z, < nHO™'. Fix also

some w > 0. We will show that the probability that X™ ever exits
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the set D, (H + w) during a fixed time interval [0,77] is very small for
large n.

We consider the excursions out of the set D,,(H) during [0,7]. Note
that, each time that X™ enters D, (H), it remains there at least for
the holding time of the state at which it first enters, which has an
exponential distribution with mean at least 1/nqg(H), for

q(H) = p+v+max{0 " (a+0),(8+7)}H.

This implies that the number of exits of X™ from D, (H) in [0,7] is

stochastically dominated by a Poisson random variable with mean nT'q(H).
We claim that, each time that X™ leaves D, (H), the probability

that ||.X ||, exceeds the value n(H +w) before X ™ returns to D, (H)

is exponentially small in n. To prove this, consider starting in some

state y which can be reached in one step from D,,(H), so that [|y|ls <
nH + (1V0), and let

7 o= inf{t>0: X™(¢t) € D,(H)};
7 = inf{t > 0: X (t) ¢ D,(H + w)}.

In view of (6.4, hy (X™(t A7) is a non-negative supermartingale in
t > 0. Stopping at min{ry, 7 }, it thus follows that,

6m/1H+1ZJ(1V6) > hw(}’) > enw(w+H)Py[7_2 < 7_1]’
from which it follows that
Py[r < 7] < e ™wev(Vo), (6.7)

It follows that the expected number of times that X ™ exits D, (H+
w) in the interval [0,7] is at most nTq(H)e?™V9e ¥ establishing
the proposition. 0

We now introduce a Markovian coupling of two copies of the Markov
chain X (") which we will then show to be contracting with respect to
the metric d(x,y) = [|x — y|lp on ZZ. In this coupling, the two copies
U™ and V™ make moves independently in any co-ordinate where they
currently differ (so in particular the two copies a.s. never move together
in such a co-ordinate), but make moves together as far as possible in
co-ordinates where they currently agree.

For each J € 7 := {(1,0)T, (0,1)T, (—1,0)7, (0, —1)}, we denote the
transition rate of X™ from x to x + J, given in (@I)), by r3(x). We
then couple copies U™ and V™ of X ™ as follows.

Suppose that U™ (¢) = u and V™ (t) = v. If uy # vy, then for
J = (1,0)" or (—1,0)7, there is a transition to (u+J,v) at rate ry(u),
and a transition to (u,v + J) at rate rj(v). If u; = vy, then there is
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a transition to (u+J, v+ J) at rate min(ry(u),r3(v)), a transition to
(u+J,v) at rate max(0, ry(u) — r3(v)), and a transition to (u,v+J)
at rate max(0, ry(v) —ry(u)). The transitions in directions (0,1)” and
(0, —1)T are defined analogously.

Proposition 6.3. The coupling defined above for X™ s contracting
with respect to the metric d(x,y) = ||x — y||o, with constant p.

Proof. If both chains make the same transition at ¢, then the distance
between them does not change: d(U™ (t), V™ (t)) = d(U™ (t—), V™) (t-)).
Otherwise, the distance changes by +1 as a result of a jump by either
copy in either 1-direction, or by +6 as a result of a jump by either copy
in either 2-direction. N

Let the generator of the process (U™, V(™) be denoted by AM™. We
start by looking at the contribution of the (—1,0)7 jumps to (ﬁ(")d)(u, V).
If uy = vy, then r_y gyr(u) = yur = yv1 = r(_1,0y7(v), so the two chains
always make this transition together, contributing no change to the dis-
tance. If u; > vy, then the (—1,0)7 jump in U™ occurs at rate yu,
and reduces the distance by 1, while the (—1,0) jump in V™ occurs at
rate yv; and increases the distance by 1: overall, the net contribution
is —y|u; — v1|. The same calculation applies if u; < vy, so in all cases
the contribution of this jump is —7|u; —vy|. Similarly, the contribution
of the (0, —1)T jump is —d0]ug — vo|.

We now turn to the (1,0)7 jump. If u; = v, the distance increases
by 1 whenever one chain makes this jump and the other does not,
which occurs at rate |1 gyr(u) — r 07 (V)| = afug —vo|. If uy # vy, a
(1,0)T jump in one of the chains increases the distance by 1, while the
same jump in the other chain decreases the distance by 1, so the net
contribution from this jump is at most |r (1) — 7 07 (v)|, which
is again equal to a|uy — vy|. Similarly, the contribution of the (0,1)7
jump is at most S0|u; — vy].

Referring to (6.4]), it follows that, for all states u, v,

6

(A™d)(u,v) < (—y+B0)|ur — 1|+ (= +a/0)0)us —va|= — pd(u, V),
(6.8
as required. =

We will now apply Theorem B.3]to the Markov chain X M) with f(x)
either of the two co-ordinate projections fi(x) = 1 or fo(x) = xo. We
fix some 0 < ¢ < 1, and note that, for any x € E,({), we have
|x — nc| < n/¢, and therefore

[x[lo < (1vO)|x| < (1VO)(1/C+[c[)n.
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Now we take H = max((1V 0)(1/C + |c|),4|/blle/p), so that E,(() C
D, (H), and apply Proposition with w = H. We see that, for any
x € E,(¢), and any T" > 0, the probability that the chain exits the
set D, (2H) before time T is at most CnTe ™ for some constants C'
and 1. To apply Theorem B3] we take S = D, (2H), and note that,
for y € S, the total transition rate —@(y, y) out of state y is at most
q:=nlp+v+20"(a+8)+B8+~)H]|. If fis the first co-ordinate
projection fi, we have | fi(x)— f1(y)| < [|[x—¥]|¢, SO we may take L = 1:
for f = fy, we need instead L = 1/6. We may also take D =1V 6.

Theorem now tells us that, for ¢ = 1,2, all t > 0 and all ¢ > 0,
and all x € E,((),

Po({IX7(0) - B X (0)] > evn} n 4))

n

n(p+v+2(282 + B4 9) H)H2E 4 2(1/g v 9>cﬁ>’

< Qexp(—

where
A = {sup 1X™ (s)]lo gan}.

0<s<t
Thus, for some constant b depending on the parameters of the model
and on ¢, and all ¢ < ey/n, where ¢ > 0 is sufficiently small, we have

P, ({ X (8) - Ex X (1)] > ev/n} N At> <27 (6.9)

fori=1,2,allt >0 and all x € E,(().
Moreover, for a suitable constant K, ¢t < n, and ¢ < ey/n for some
sufficiently small € > 0,

Py[A;] < Cnte ™1 < Ke ™, (6.10)

From (6.9) and (6I0), it now follows that, for 0 < t < n, x € E,((),
and ¢ < ey/n,

IP’X<{|)A((")(t) — nmy(t)]| > 20\/5}) < (44 K)e™, (6.11)

for suitable constants b, € and K, depending on the parameters of the
model and on the choice of (.
We are now in a position to prove cut-off for our model.

Proof of Theorem A lower bound on the mixing time can now
easily be proved, much as in the previous example, by considering the
distribution of X ™ (,(x) — s), for s > 0. Let & > 0, depending on the
parameters of the model, be such that

le= 2| > ke’|z|, for all z € R (6.12)
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By (63) and the definition of t,(+), we have
n|my(t,(x)) — ¢| = nle® (n"'x — ¢)| = n'/2. (6.13)
Therefore, using (G.12]),
n|mx(tn(x) — s) — ¢| = e~ (n71x — ¢)| > kn'/?er.

kn'/2ers}. Then, from (GI1)
for x € E,(C) provided n is

Let By := {w € Z%: |w — nc|
with ¢ = 2ke”®, noting that ¢,(x)
sufficiently large, we have

Py (XM (t,(x) — ) € By) < (4 + K)e e /16,

On the other hand, as stated in the discussion before Proposition 6.2
the covariance matrix of the equilibrium distribution of X ™ is of the
form n¥, with ¥ being independent of n. It hence follows, using Cheby-
shev’s inequality, that 7" (B,) > 1 — 4x2ve™2/%, with v := Tr (X).

This then gives, for a suitable constant K’ and s and n sufficiently
large,

N[

<
<

3

dry (Lx(X™ (t,(x) — 5), 7)) > 1 — K'e 2, (6.14)

for any x € E,(¢). This establishes the first part of the definition of
cut-off in (LI)).

We now turn to the upper bound. We will apply Proposition 4.1] to
the Markov chain (U™, V™) where U™ is a copy of the started close
to nc, V™ is another copy in equilibrium, and the pair are coupled as
in Proposition We use the proposition to show that coalescence
occurs quickly with high probability.

Consider a copy U™ of X starting from state x and couple it with
an equilibrium copy V™ as in Proposition 63l For any fixed ¢ > 0,
we choose ¢= ¢(¢) so that (44 K)e " < £/4, and use (G11) and ([GI3)
to conclude that

Pi(|U™ (ta(x)) = ne| > (c+1)n'?) < /4,

and similarly for the equilibrium copy V(™ (t,(x)). Therefore, with
probability at least 1 — /2, we have

1T (ta(x)) = VO (ta()lo < 2(c + 1)1V O)n'/2.

We are now in a position to apply Proposition 1] to the function
U™ (t,(x) + s) — VO (t,(x) + s)|l¢, for s > 0. Condition (i) of the
proposition is satisfied by Proposition [6.3] and condition (ii) is satisfied
with B = 1V 6. For condition (iii), note that, if u # v, each of the
chains moves while the other does not — and so the distance between
the two chains changes by at least 1 A 6 — at rate at least (u A v)n.
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Hence the generator of the quadratic variation process is at least 02 :=
(1A 0)*(u A v)n from all states where coalescence has not occurred.

Proposition 6.3 then implies that, on the event that ||U™ (t,(x)) —
V) (t,(x))]le < 2(c(e) + 1)(1V 0)n'/2 the probability that coalescence
has not occurred by time s is at most

4(e(e) + 1)1V N2 p(e)
Vso Vs

where ¢(g) = %\1}%. For s = s(e) = 4p(g)?/e?, we conclude
that

P(U™ (ta(x) + s(€)) # V™ (ta(x) + s(¢)))
< /24 P([UM (t,(x)) = VO (£, (x)]lg) < 2(c(e) +1)(1V O)n'/?) <e.
Since V™ (¢, (x) + s(¢)) is in equilibrium, it follows that
dry (Lo (X0 (8(x) + 5(2))), 7)) < &,
as required for the second part of the definition of cut-off in (IL1)). O

7. SUPERMARKET MODEL

In this section, we apply our general continuous-time inequality, The-
orem [B.1] to a range of instances of the supermarket model. This is a
simple and natural model of a queuing system, introduced by Mitzen-
macher [25] and Vvedenskaya, Dobrushin and Karpelevich [31], and
studied extensively since; see, for instance ] and @], which contain
other references to related literature.

The supermarket model (in continuous time) with parameters (n, d, \)
(n and d natural numbers, A € (0, 1)) is defined as follows. There are n
servers, each with their own queue of customers, and customers arrive
according to a Poisson process with rate An. Each arriving customer
inspects the queues for d of the servers, chosen uniformly at random
with replacement, and joins one of the shortest queues among these d;
customers cannot subsequently switch to a different queue. At each
server, customer service times are iid exponential of mean 1.

The memoryless property of the arrival and service processes means
that the supermarket model can be viewed as a continuous-time jump
Markov chain, whose state space is the set Z’ of possible n-tuples of
queue lengths. The possible transitions are of two types: (i) departures,
where each queue of positive length is shortened by one at rate 1,
and (ii) arrivals, at total rate An, where some queue, chosen by the
procedure described above, is lengthened by 1. To be precise, on an
arrival, an ordered d-tuple of queues is chosen uniformly at random
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from all the n? possibilities, and the first shortest queue in the list
receives the arriving customer and is thus lengthened by 1.

Much of the initial interest in the supermarket model stemmed from
its properties as a “low-cost” load-balancing mechanism: for A < 1 a
constant, the maximum queue length in equilibrium is of order logn
when d = 1, but of order loglogn when d is a constant at least 2. In%]
and this paper, we are interested in different ranges of parameters,
where A tends to 1 from below as n — oo, while d tends to infinity.
In these ranges, as shown in @], the load-balancing among the servers
in equilibrium is close to perfect — the maximum queue length is a
given constant k with high probability, and most queues have length
exactly k — even though the system is nearly at full capacity.

For the rest of this section, as in E], weset A\ =1—n"2 and d = n”,
where a and f3 are fixed constants in (0, 1). We will assume throughout
that

f<a<2Band a< (1+p)/2. (7.1)

For p < 1/3, the corresponding range of « is thus (5,25); for 1/3 <
f < 1, the corresponding range for v is (S, (14 3)/2). Other parameter
ranges come into the scope of [2] and, with a little more work, we could
prove concentration results for those too.

Theorem 6.1 from E] gives the general behaviour of the model in
a variety of ranges, including this one (referring to that theorem, as-
sumptions (1) are equivalent to setting & = 2). The basic result is
that, in equilibrium, the chain lies in a “good set” where all queues
have length at most 2, with very high probability; it also states that, if
the chain is started anywhere within an “interior good set”, then with
high probability it remains in the good set for a long period of time.
We first set up notation, and then state the part of the result covering
our range.

In fact, the model analysed in E] is a discrete-time variant of the
continuous-time model studied here. In that variant, the transition at
each time-step is an arrival with probability A\/(1 + \) and a potential
departure with probability 1/(1 4+ A). If the transition is an arrival, a
queue is chosen as in the continuous-time version, and the length of
that queue is increased by 1. If the transition is a potential departure,
a queue is chosen uniformly at random, and the length of that queue
is decreased by 1 if it is not empty. If an empty queue is chosen for a
departure, then the chain remains in its current state. An alternative
description of the continuous-time model is that events occur according
to a Poisson process with rate (1 4+ A\)n, and the transition associated
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with an event is chosen as for the discrete-time model above. A conse-
quence is that the two models have the same equilibrium distribution,
and if the probability that the chain remains in some set S of states
for k steps of the discrete chain is at least ¢, then the probability that
the chain remains in S up to time k/4n in the continuous model is
at least ¢ minus the probability that a Poisson random variable with
mean k(1 + \)/4 < k/2 is greater than k, which is at least ¢ — e™*/%.
Similarly, provided A > 1/2, if the total variation distance between
the discrete-time supermarket model after £ or more steps and the
equilibrium distribution is at most p, then the total variation distance
between the continuous-time model and the equilibrium distribution is
at most p + e */16 for all times at least k/n.

Forn € N, astate zin Z7 , and j € N, let u;(z) denote the proportion
of queues in z of length at least j. Let € = £(n) be any function such
that ¢ < 1/100 and (n)~! = o(n’) for every 6 > 0. For n € N, and «
and (3 satisfying the inequalities in (1)), let N¢(n, «, ) be the set of
states x such that:

(I1—-6s)n™ < 1—wu(x) < (1+6e)n~*
(1—6e)n=F < 1—wuy(x) < (1+6g)n=h
Ug(.ﬁ(ﬁ) =0

A state z in N¥(n,, ) will thus have between (1 & 6¢)n'~* empty
queues, between (1+6¢)n'~>*? queues of length 0 or 1 — most of which
will then have length 1 — and the remaining queues all of length 2. As
[ < «, this implies that the proportion of queues of length exactly 2
tends to 1 as n — oc.

The following result is taken from Theorems 6.1 and 1.2 of @] —in
the application of Theorem 1.2, we take t > n? so that t/3200n'*# >
i log® n for n sufficiently large; as is remarked after Theorem 10.5 of E],
the conclusion is valid for the full range of ¢ stated above. Note that the
results in E] are stated for the discrete-time version of the model; we
have derived results for the continuous-time version as described above,
and bounded above the error probabilities involved in the translation
by e—ilog’n
Theorem 7.1 (Brightwell, Fairthorne and Luczak). Given n and (n)
as above, and o and [ satisfying the inequalities in (7.1), let (Y (t))
be a copy of the supermarket process with parameters (n,d, \), where
A=1-—n"%andd = n", in equilibrium. Then, for n sufficiently large,

P(Y(t) ¢ N¥(n, 0, 8)) < =318,
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Moreover, if (X (t)) is a copy of the supermarket process with X (0) €
N¢/%(n, a, B), then

1
P <X(t) ¢ N°(n,a, 8) for somet € |0, 4—6%1°g2"]) < 2eiloE"n,
n

and, for n sufficiently large and t > n,
dry (L(X (1)), 1) < Tne 3=,
where 11 denotes the equilibrium distribution.

We will focus on the number V(z) = n(1 — u;(z)) of empty queues,
and investigate how well V(Y (¢)) is concentrated around its mean for
an equilibrium copy (Y (¢)) of the supermarket process with parameters
as above. For (Y(t)), the mean total arrival rate is An = n(1 — n=?%),
while the mean total departure rate is the expected number of non-
empty queues, which is n —EV(Y(¢)) = nEwu (Y (¢)). In equilibrium,
the mean arrival rate is equal to the mean departure rate, so we have
EV(Y(t)) = n'~®. States z in N¢(n,q, ) thus all have V(z) within
6en'~* of the mean E V(Y (t)). We shall prove that we have concentra-
tion of V(Y (t)) within n0=5)/2 of its mean n'=*: as (1 —3)/2 < 1—a,
this is a sharper concentration result than is given by Theorem [Tl
It is remarked in [2] that the proof of Theorem [ZI] goes through for
e = n7% where § is sufficiently small: the implied result is still not as
strong as we shall prove here, since § would have to be strictly less than
the minimum of several quantities, one of which is (1 —«) — (1 —3)/2,
and this is the smallest of the quantities for part, but not all, of our
range — more details can be found in the arXiv version of ﬂﬂ]

The supermarket model is also used as an example by Luczak in ﬂﬂ],
to illustrate the concentration inequality derived in that paper. That
analysis is based on a natural coupling (X (¢), Z(t)) of two copies of the
supermarket model with the same parameters, which we now describe
— our proof is also based on this coupling. In the coupling, the arrival
times for the two processes are identical, and on an arrival the same
ordered d-tuple of queues is inspected in the two processes. For each
of the queues, a “potential departure” from the queue occurs at rate 1:
for each of the copies of the process, if the queue is non-empty at the
time of the potential departure, a customer is served and leaves the
system at that time. If states x and z are adjacent (i.e., one can be
reached from the other by a single transition), then they differ by 1 in
exactly one queue. For an adjacent pair (z, z), we call the queue where
the two states differ the unbalanced queue, and we say that x > z if the
unbalanced queue is longer in z than in z. If X(0) =z and Z(0) = z,
where = and z are adjacent with z > z, then we claim that, under the
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coupling, the pair (X (t), Z(t)) remains adjacent, with X (¢) > Z(t),
until the two copies coalesce. On a departure from the unbalanced
queue, coalescence occurs if that queue is already empty in Z(t), and
otherwise the queue remains unbalanced. If an arriving customer joins
the unbalanced queue in x, they join that queue in z as well. It is also
possible that an arriving customer joins the unbalanced queue in z and
a different queue in x; the states remain adjacent, but a different queue
becomes unbalanced.

The analysis in @] assumes that d is a constant, but it is easy to
see that the proof there gives concentration around the mean only to
within order v/nd. For small enough 8 and «, this is still a stronger
result than that implied by Theorem [Z.I] but the result we prove below
always gives stronger concentration.

Theorem 7.2. Let (Y(t)) be a copy of the supermarket model with
parameters (n,d, \), in equilibrium, where A = 1 —n=% d = n®, and
(o, B) satisfy (71]). Then, for n sufficiently large, and any m,

2d 1
 iea - m L oe?n)
P(|[V(Y () —n'"% >m) < 2exp ( 112n> + exp ( = log n)

In particular, if ¢ = c(n) is positive, with ¢ = o(logn), and n is suffi-
ciently large, we have

P ([V(Y(t) = n'™%] > en=F/) < 3eme/112,

Our proof will be an application of Theorem B.Ilto the (well-behaved)
continuous-time chain (Y'(t)). We give the proof below, postponing the
proof of a key lemma.

Proof. We shall apply Theorem [B.1] to the supermarket model with the
given parameters, with f(x) = V(z), the number of empty queues in
state z. We set ¢ = £(n) = 1/logn, and let S be the set N=(n, a, B).
We then consider starting in a state X (0) € N¥/%(n, a, 3). Note that,
for any state x, the total transition rate g, out of state x is at most
2n. In order to apply the result, we need to identify a constant (3
satisfying (B.I]), and a function a(s) satisfying (3.2). We obtain these
by analysing the natural coupling of two copies of the chain described
above.

Accordingly, we consider a pair of copies (X, Z) starting in adjacent
states x and z with x > z, evolving according to the coupling described
above, so that the two copies remain adjacent until coalescence. At any
time ¢, X (¢) and Z(t) are adjacent or equal, and if they are adjacent
then there is one unbalanced queue. Let L(t) denote the length of the
longer unbalanced queue, or 0 if there is none, at time ¢: the random
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process (L(t)) is thus a function of the coupled pair (X (), Z(t)), taking
values in Z, , making steps up and down by 1, until it steps from 1 to 0
and remains at 0 thereafter. For a pair (z, z) of adjacent initial states,
and s > 0, let a;(s) = af*(s) denote the probability that L(s) is equal
to 1.

For an initial adjacent pair of states (X (0), Z(0)) = (x, 2) with z > z,
and any time s, the difference V(X (s)) — V(Z(s)) is equal to 1 when
L(s) = 1 and 0 otherwise, so the quantity (P*V)(z) — (P*V)(z) =
E,V(X(s)) —E,V(Z(s)) is exactly equal to a{*(s). In particular, we
thus have |(188V)(:E) — (IBSV)(Z)| < 1, so we may take 3 = 1.

Ifr el = N¢(n,a, ), and z is adjacent to x, then either z €
N*(n,a,fB), or 2 > x and z has a queue of length 3; in the latter
case, the transition from x to z is an arrival in which only queues of
length 2 are inspected, and the rate of such arrivals from any state x €
Ne(n, o, B) is at most (1—2n=2+F)? < exp(—2in=2+27) < exp(—1log’n),
for n sufficiently large. As the total transition rate out of any state x
is at most 2n, we have, a little crudely,

~ ~ 1
> Q. 2)(PV) (@) = (PV)(2))” < exp(— log” n)+2n maxaf(s)’,
z€8
(7.2)
where the maximum is over initial pairs (z, z) where z is adjacent to x
and both are in N (n, a, ).

Lemma 7.3.

CL?Z(S) < e—(d+2)s/2 + e—s/(d+2) +2e—ilog2n’ (73)

d+2

. . 1 2
whenever x and z are adjacent states in N*¢(n, «, B), and s < e ™,

We postpone a proof of Lemma until later, but we now indicate
briefly what the terms in (T3] signify. The final term accounts for the
possibility of leaving the set A'*?¢(n, «, 3). The first term accounts for
the probability that L(0) = 1 and no transition has occurred before
time s to change the length of the unbalanced queue. The second
term is the main term; roughly speaking, it arises from showing that
coalescence occurs in time of order d, and, conditional on coalescence
not occurring before time s, the probability that L(s) = 1 is of order
1/d.
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We continue with the main thread of our proof, assuming the bound
(73) in Lemma[l.3l Given this bound, we may take a(s) in (3.2) to be

¢—5/(@+2) | 9o—1 log? n) 2

1
exp(—z log?n) + 2n (e_(d+2)8/2 + - 3

1 16
< eXp(—i log®n) + 6n (e‘(d+2)s + me—%/(dH) 1A} 1og2n)
1 96
< 2 exp(—i log® n) + 6ne=@+2s 4 ﬁe—zs/(dn)’
and
t
1 6n 48n 55m
Oy = o ds < 2t —Zlog2n <
ay /Oa(s) s < 2te +d+2+d+2+—d+2’

for t < es°8’" and n sufficiently large.
Now consider starting at any state X (0) € N¥/%(n, a, 8), and let A,

be the event that the process stays within S = N¢(n, a, B) until time ¢.
For t < eélog%, Theorem [T] tells us that the probability of A{ is at
most 2e~ 108" n

mz(),andanytge%

. We now apply Theorem B.Il and obtain that, for any

log?n
)

Py ({\V(X(t)) ~ PV(X(0))] > m} N At>

< 2 m’
e o .
= TP\ TT0n/(d+ 2) +2m/3
m? m2d .
For m < n/d, we have simisymmrs 2 fim
that m > 2 ilog2 n for n sufficiently large (depending
on ). Therefore we have, for any m and ¢ < e5 8"

for m > n/d, we have

Py (IV(X(1) = PV(X(0)] > m)

m=d 1
< 2exp <_111n) +4eXp(—Zlog2 n).

The final part of Theorem [T1] tells us that, for ¢ > n and any X(0)
in N¥/%(n, o, 3), the total variation distance between EtX(O) and the

equilibrium distribution is at most Tne i Thus, choosing t so

that n < ¢ < e5'°8°" we see firstly that |EV(X(¢)) — EV(Y(2))] <

log®n
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Tn2e"18’n < 1 for n sufficiently large, where Y'(t) is a copy in equi-
librium. Recalling that EV (Y (¢t)) = n'~®, this yields that
Pxq) ([V(X(t)) = n'=% > m)

—1)%d 1
< 2exp (—%) —|—4exp(—zlog2 n)

2

1
< 2exp (_m )—|—4exp(—zlog2n),

112n

for m > 224, and the inequality also holds trivially for m < 224 pro-
vided n is sufficiently large. We then further deduce that
2

d 1
P(V(Y(t) —n'"% > m) < 2exp (— 177;271) + 8n? exp(—i log® n),

which implies the claimed result. U

It remains to prove Lemma For this, we will use the following
technical lemma, a variant of Gronwall’s Lemma.

Lemma 7.4. If f(x) is continuous on [0, 7] and, for some v > 0,

f(s)ﬁf(t)—v/tsf(u)du forall0 <t<s<r,

then f(s)e™® is non-increasing on [0, 7] and so f(s) < f(0)e™7* for all
s € [0,7].
Proof. Suppose for a contradiction that f(s)e?® > f(t)e, where 0 <
t < s < 7. Now take t' to be the maximum value in [¢,s) such that
f(the = f(t)e. By continuity, it follows that f(u)e™ > f(')e?" for
all u e [t s].

Applying the hypothesis to the times " and s, we obtain that

F(s) < £(#) —~ / f(u)du < (1) [1 . / Cea) du}

= f()e ) = f(B)e ),

which gives the desired contradiction. 0

Proof of Lemma[7.3. We need to show that, for n sufficiently large,
(T3) holds whenever z and z are adjacent states in N?¢(n, a, 3), and

s < eslog’n Fix adjacent states  and z in N*¢(n, a, 8) with z > 2. Let
Pexit be the probability that either copy of the chain exits N'?¢(n, a, 3)

before time €5 °6°"; by Theorem [71] (with £/6 replaced by 2¢), we have
DPexit S 26_i log? " (74)
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Until the copies coalesce, there is an unbalanced queue, with length
L(t) in X(t) and length L(t) — 1 in Z(t); whatever the length of the
unbalanced queue, the rate of departures from the unbalanced queue
is 1, and a departure would lead to coalescence if L(t) = 1, or reduce
the unbalanced queue lengths by 1 if L(t) > 2. If L(t) = 2, then an
arrival does not change L(t) unless the process leaves N''?¢(n, a, 3). If
L(t) = 1, then an arrival increases the length of the unbalanced queue
exactly when the arriving customer joins the (empty) unbalanced queue
in Z(t). The rate R; of such arrivals depends on the number of empty
queues in Z(t); we could give an exact expression, but we content
ourselves with loose bounds that are easy to derive. The rate R; is
certainly at most the rate of arrivals in which the unbalanced queue
is inspected, which is equal to An(1 — (1 — 1/n)?) < M\d < d. Any
arriving customer who inspects the unbalanced queue and no other
empty queue in Z; — we call such an arrival a critical arrival — will
join the unbalanced queue and thus cause L(t) to increase from 1 to 2:
while Z(t) is in N'*(n,a, ), the proportion p; of empty queues in
Z(t) is at most 2n~%, and so the rate of critical arrivals is

1 d
Ao (1=pit )" = (1=p)"] = (1= p)™™" = Ad(1 = pid)

> Zd(1—2n7P) > _q,

=~ w
N —

for n sufficiently large. Hence R; > d/2 as long as L(t) = 1 and Z(t)
is in N (n, a, ).

In summary, if L(t) = 1, then L decreases at rate 1, and increases
at a rate R; between d/2 (provided Z(t) € N'*¥(n,«,3)) and d. If
L(t) = 2, then L decreases at rate 1.

We consider the coupled pair of chains up to time 7 = e’ log® " start-
ing from the initial state (z,z). Extending our earlier notation, we let
a;(t) = P(L(t) = j) and as,(t) = P(L(t) > j). for j = 1,2.

Applying Dynkin’s formula, as well as the facts we have established
about the rates of transitions for L(t), we have that, for ¢ < s,

as1(5) = asa(£) — /t " () (7.5)
aso(s) = aa(t) + /: ( — ag(u) + E[lL(u)leuDdu; (7.6)

ar(s) = ar(t) + /t S ( — ay(w) + as(u) — E[lL(u)leu])du. (7.7)
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We also note that, for u < 7,
1
dai(u) > E[lpwy=1R.] > id(al(u) — Dexit)- (7.8)

Recall that pe: is the probability that either copy leaves the set
N2 (n, a, B) before time 7. Note that

ag(t) S CLZQ(t> S a2(t) +poxit (79)

for all t € [0, 7].

Our aim is to prove the upper bound (Z.3) on a;(s) = af*(s) for all
s < 7. We shall establish that a>s(s) is of order da, (s), for s larger than
about 1/d, and that a(s) falls off at least as fast as roughly e~*/4.
This implies that the time to coalescence is approximately dominated
by an exponential random variable with mean d, while, for ¢ greater
than about 1/d, conditional on coalescence not having occurred, the
probability that L(t) = 1 is of order 1/d; these bounds will yield (Z.3]).
In our formal analysis, we shall use Lemma [7.4] several times.

We first consider the function

r(s) = aza(s) = (d+ 1)ai(s) — pexit-
From (7.4), (1), (Z8) and (Z9), we have

r(s) = r(t)+ /ts ((d +2)(—ag(u) + E[1p,-1R.]) + (d+ 1)a1(u)>du
< r(t)+ /ts ((d + 2)(—a>2(u) + pexit + day(u)) + (d + 2)a1(u)>du

= rt)—(d+2) /tsr(u) du,

and therefore from Lemma [74] we have that r(s) < r(0)e (@25 <
e~ (@+2)s  Rearranging, we obtain that, for s < 7,

S 1

al®) 2 755
This tells us that, roughly speaking, after a lead-in time of order 1/d,
the probability a;(s) that the unbalanced queue has length 1 is at least
about 1/(d + 2) times the probability a>;(s) that coalescence has not
occurred.

The next step is to use the above to show that asi(s) falls off at
least as fast as roughly e~*/?. We see from (ZH) and (ZI0) that

1 S
ax1(s) < axi(t) — 172 (azl(u) — el Pexit>du
t

—(d+2)s

[az1(s) — ¢ — Pesit] - (7.10)
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Now we consider the function
2

v(s) = ax1(s) + mff(dﬂ)s — Dexit -
We have
/ (azl(u) — el pexit)du
t
s 2
_ . —(d4+2)u
/t <v(u) (1—|— (d+2)2>€ )du
5 2
> A d+2)t —(d+2)s
> /t v(u) du d—|—2(6 e ),
and so
v(s) < w(t)+ 2 (e~ (@25 _ o=(d+2)ty _ b /sv(u) du
- (d+2)2 d+2 J,
2
—(d+2)t _ _—(d+2)s
Farapt e
1 S
= ’U(t) — d——|—2 ) 'U(U) du

Therefore, by Lemma [T4] v(s) < v(0)e™*/(@+2) < 2¢75/(4+2) and we
deduce that, for s < 7,

CLl(S> + CLZQ(S) = azl(s) < 26_8/(d+2) + Pexit - (711)

Finally, we show that a;(s) is at most about 2/d times a>;(s). We
apply Lemma [7.4] to the function
d d

q(s) = 501(3) —axs(s) — ipexit-

From (Z.4), (Z71) and (Z8), we have, for ¢ < s,

g(s) = q(t)+[(—gal(u)+ (g+1) (ag(u)—E[lLuleu])>du

/ts <a22(U) — g(al (u) — poxit))du

)
< at) - (5+1) [ atwdu

We obtain that g(s) < g(0)e™(@/2T1s < de=(@/2HDs g0

d d _mer.  d
5@1(3) —ax2(s) < 56 (@/2+1)s 4 §pexit-

IA
=
+
|
+
—
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Summing with (T.I1]) yields, for s < 7,

d d d
(5 + 1>a1(8) < 56_(d/2+1)8 4 2e73/d+) 4 (5 + 1>pexita

and so A
< o—(d/241)s —s/(d+2) .
al(s) =€ + d-'- 26 +pex1ta
which is the required bound. 0

Theorem gives concentration of the random variable V(Y (t))
about its mean within order y/n/d. We note that no such bound can
be shown if we rely only on the fact that V' (z) is a Lipschitz function of
the state space. Indeed, coalescence of the Markov chain takes time of
order d, and the results of [19], [26] or [27] would only give concentration
within order v/nd of the mean.

We indicate briefly why we expect that concentration of V(Y(t))
within order y/n/d of its expectation is best possible. If we look at
the transitions of the process over a time period [0, ¢] of length ¢t = nd,
the number of arrivals has fluctuations of order v/nd. The analysis
in the proof of Theorem and Lemma suggests that a positive
proportion of the extra customers will still be in the system at the end
of the period, and approximately a proportion 1/d of these will be in
queues of length 1, so that fluctuations of order v/nd in the number of
arrivals during [0, ¢] result in fluctuations of order y/n/d in the number
of empty queues at time t.

We believe that a similar proof can be used to show sharp con-
centration of measure results for the supermarket model in the range
where A < 1 and d > 2 are fixed constants. Here it is known that
the proportion of queues of length at least k, for each k fixed, is
close to v(k) = A" =D/@=D) in equilibrium. For k > 1, let f(z)
be the number of queues at least k; for x any state with approxi-
mately nv(k) queues of length k for each k, and k large, the quantity
Q(x, y)((f”fk)(x) - (lasfk)(y))2 is dominated by terms where the tran-
sition from z to y creates an unbalanced queue of length k, and there
is no departure from the unbalanced queue before time s. Thus we
may take a(s) at most some constant times nv(k)e=2*, and obtain con-
centration within order \/nv(k) for fi(z) in equilibrium, at least for k
large.
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