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Abstract: The Glauber dynamics for the classical 2-spin Curie-Weiss model on N nodes
with inverse temperature β and zero external field is known to mix in time Θ(N logN)
for β < 1

2 , in time Θ(N3/2) at β = 1
2 , and in time exp(Ω(N)) for β > 1

2 . In this paper,
we consider the p-spin generalization of the Curie-Weiss model with an external field h,
and identify three disjoint regions almost exhausting the parameter space, with the cor-
responding Glauber dynamics exhibiting three different orders of mixing times in these
regions. The construction of these disjoint regions depends on the number of local maxi-
mizers of a certain function Hβ,h,p, and the behavior of the second derivative of Hβ,h,p at
such a local maximizer. Specifically, we show that if Hβ,h,p has a unique local maximizer
m∗ with H ′′

β,h,p(m∗) < 0 and no other stationary point, then the Glauber dynamics mixes
in time Θ(N logN), and if Hβ,h,p has multiple local maximizers, then the mixing time is
exp(Ω(N)). Finally, if Hβ,h,p has a unique local maximizer m∗ with H ′′

β,h,p(m∗) = 0, then

the mixing time is Θ(N3/2). We provide an explicit description of the geometry of these
three different phases in the parameter space, and observe that the only portion of the
parameter plane that is left out by the union of these three regions, is a one-dimensional
curve, on which the function Hβ,h,p has a stationary inflection point. Finding out the
exact order of the mixing time on this curve remains an open question.

1. Introduction

The growing availability of dependent network data in modern statistics has highlighted the
need for realistic and mathematically convenient approaches to model structural dependence
in high-dimensional distributions. Originally developed in statistical physics to study ferromag-
netism, the Ising model (Ising, 1925) has proven highly effective for modeling network depen-
dent binary datasets occurring naturally in fields such as spatial statistics, social networks,
epidemiology, computer vision, neural networks and computational biology (Banerjee, Carlin
and Gelfand, 2014; Daskalakis, Dikkala and Panageas, 2020a; Green and Richardson, 2002;
Hopfield, 1982; Montanari and Saberi, 2010; Geman and Graffigne, 1986). The classical Ising
model incorporates only pairwise interactions, which is often not enough to explain more com-
plex higher order interactions, such as peer group effects in social networks, and multi-atomic
interactions on crystal surfaces (Aslanov, 1988). A natural generalization of the classical 2-spin
Ising model, designed to capture higher-order dependencies, is the p-spin Ising model (Barra,
2009; Derrida, 1980; Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya, 2020, 2022), where the quadratic in-
teraction term in the Hamiltonian is substituted by a multilinear polynomial of degree p ≥ 2.
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To be more specific, the probability mass function of this model is given by:

Pβ,h,J ,p(x) :=
exp

{
β
∑

1≤i1,...,ip≤N Ji1...ipxi1 . . . xip + h
∑N

i=1 xi

}
Z(β, h,J , p)

for x ∈ CN := {−1, 1}N

(1.1)
where J := ((Ji1...ip))(i1,...,ip)∈[N ]p is an interaction tensor, β > 0 and h ∈ R are measures of
interaction and signal strengths, referred to as the inverse temperature and external magnetic
field parameters, respectively, in the physics literature, and Z(β, h,J , p) is the normalizing
constant, needed to ensure that the probabilities in (1.1) add to 1. Ising models with higher-
order interactions turn out to be useful tools in studying multi-atom interactions in lattice gas
models, such as the square-lattice eightvertex model, the Ashkin-Teller model, and Suzuki’s
pseudo-3D anisotropic model (Barra, 2009; Heringa, Blöte and Hoogland, 1989; Jörg et al.,
2010; Ohkuwa, Nishimori and Lidar, 2018; Suzuki, 1972; Suzuki and Fisher, 1971; Turban,
2016; Yamashiro et al., 2019). Higher-order spin systems have also appeared in statistics as
a convenient way of modeling peer-group effects in social networks (Daskalakis, Dikkala and
Panageas, 2020b; Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya, 2022, 2021).

Computing the probabilities (1.1) is infeasible, due to the presence of the intractable normal-
izing constant Z(β, h,J , p), which makes simulation from the model (1.1) difficult. A classical
method of simulating from the Ising model (1.1) is the heat-bath Glauber dynamics, which starts
with a suitable initial configuration X0 ∈ CN , and at each step t, chooses a random index from
the set [N ] := {1, . . . , N}, replacing the corresponding entry of X t by an observation simulated
from the conditional distribution of that entry in X t given the remaining ones, keeping the rest
entries unchanged. The resulting stochastic process X t is a Markov chain with the model (1.1)
as its stationary distribution, so the speed of convergence of this simulation process can be
quantified by the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics. Analyzing the mixing time, however,
is very difficult, unless one assumes some simplifying structural assumptions on the interaction
tensor J . One such convenient assumption is that all p-tuples of nodes interact with each other,
and with the same intensity (taken to be N1−p to ensure non-trivial scaling properties), which
results in the so called Curie-Weiss model.

Given parameters β > 0 and h ∈ R, the p-tensor Curie-Weiss model is a discrete exponential
family on CN , defined as:

Pβ,h,p(x) =
1

2NZ(β, h, p)
exp {N (βx̄p + hx̄)} for x := (x1, . . . , xN) ∈ CN (1.2)

where x̄ := 1
N

∑N
i=1 xi, and the normalizing constant Z(β, h, p), also referred to as the partition

function, is given by:

Z(β, h, p) =
1

2N

∑
x∈CN

exp {N (βx̄p
N + hx̄N)} .

The parameters β and h are typically referred to as the inverse temperature and the external
magnetic field, respectively. The Glauber dynamics for the p-spin Curie-Weiss model is a Markov
chain X t with state space CN , which evolves as follows. At each step t, an index I is chosen
uniformly at random from the set [N ], and given I = i, X t+1

i is generated from a Rademacher
distribution with mean given by tanh(pβ(X̄ t)p−1 + h). All the other coordinates of X t remain
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unchanged in X t+1. Consequently, the dynamics of the mean magnetization ct := X̄ t are given
by the transition probabilities:

p (c, c+m) := P

(
ct+1 = c+m

∣∣∣∣∣ct = c

)
:=

{ (
1−c
2

) exp(pβcp−1+h)
exp(pβcp−1+h)+exp(−pβcp−1−h)

if m = 2
N(

1+c
2

)
exp(−pβcp−1−h)

exp(pβcp−1+h)+exp(−pβcp−1−h)
if m = − 2

N

and p(c, c) = 1− p(c, c+2/N)− p(c, c− 2/N). It can be shown that the chain X t is irreducible
and aperiodic, which is also reversible with respect to the stationary distribution Pβ,h,p. In this
paper, we are interested in estimating the mixing time of this chain, defined as:

tmix(ε) := min

{
t : max

x∈CN
dTV(Px(X

t ∈ ·),Pβ,h,p) ≤ ε

}
where Px(X

t ∈ ·) denotes the distribution of X t given X0 = x, and dTV stands for the total
variation distance.

A significant amount of work has been done on this problem for the case p = 2, when
h = 0. Griffiths, Weng and Langer (1966) showed that in the low-temperature phase (β >
1
2
), the Glauber dynamics mixes in exponential (in N) time. In the high-temperature phase

(β < 1
2
), mixing happens in time of order N logN (Aizenman and Holley, 1987; Bubley and

Dyer, 1997), whereas at the critical temperature β = 1
2
, the mixing time has order N3/2 (Levin,

Luczak and Peres, 2007). Moreover, Levin, Luczak and Peres (2007) demonstrates a cutoff
phenomenon at time [2(1 − 2β)]−1N logN with window size N for β < 1

2
. Building on these

insights, Ding, Lubetzky and Peres (2014) gave a complete characterization of the mixing time
of the Glauber dynamics as β approaches 1

2
, thereby illustrating its transition behavior from

Θ(N logN) through Θ(N3/2) to eΘ(N).
Moving on to Glauber dynamics on more general graphs, Hayes and Sinclair (2005) showed

that any non-trivial Glauber dynamics on any bounded degree graph must have mixing time
Ω(N logN). In fact, they show that the mixing time is at least N logN/Θ(d log2 d), where
d is the maximum degree of the graph. Later, Ding and Peres (2009) established a uniform
lower bound of (1

4
+ o(1))N logN on the mixing time for the Glauber dynamics on general

ferromagnetic 2-spin Ising models. In Chen, Liu and Vigoda (2020), the authors establish upper
bounds on the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics for general Ising models and general
antiferromagnetic 2-spin systems under certain high-temperature assumptions. Mixing time of
Glauber dynamics for Ising models on random regular graphs has been analyzed in Can, van
der Hofstad and Kumagai (2021), and at high temperatures for sparse Erdős-Renyi random
graphs in Mossel and Sly (2007) (also see Bianchi (2008)). Upper bounds on the mixing times
of the Glauber dynamics for the Potts model on general bounded-degree graphs, and for the
conditional distribution of the Curie-Weiss Potts model near an equilibrium macrostate have
been obtained recently in He and Lok (2024). For mixing time results on more general models
such as the exponential random graph models and random cluster dynamics, we refer the
interested reader to Bhamidi, Bresler and Sly (2008); Gheissari and Sinclair (2024); DeMuse,
Easlick and Yin (2019)

In order to explore the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics for the p-spin Curie-Weiss model
(1.2), we need to introduce some notations. For p ≥ 2 and (β, h) ∈ Θ := (0,∞)×R, define the
function H = Hβ,h,p : [−1, 1] → R as:

Hβ,h,p(x) = βxp + hx− I(x),
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where

I(x) =
1

2
{(1 + x) log(1 + x) + (1− x) log(1− x)} for x ∈ [−1, 1].

The mixing time of the Glauber dynamics X t for the p-spin Curie-Weiss model (1.2) exhibits
phase transitions, with different orders on the following three disjoint regions of the parameter
space Θ induced by the function Hβ,h,p:

1. p-locally regular points: The point (β, h) is said to be p-locally regular, if the function
Hβ,h,p has a local maximizer m∗ = m∗(β, h, p) ∈ (−1, 1), satisfying H ′′

β,h,p(m∗) < 0, and
has no other stationary point. The set of all p-locally regular points is denoted by Rp.

2. p-locally critical points: The point (β, h) is said to be p-locally critical, if the function
Hβ,h,p has more than one local maximizer. The set of p-locally critical points is given by
Cp.

3. p-special points: The point (β, h) is said to be p-special if the function Hβ,h,p has a
unique local maximizer m∗ = m∗(β, h, p) ∈ (−1, 1), and H ′′

β,h,p(m∗) = 0. The set of
p-special points is given by Sp.

The geometries of the regions Rp,Sp and Cp are made explicit in the Appendix A. They bear
close resemblance with the p-regular, p-special and p-critical sets introduced in Mukherjee,
Son and Bhattacharya (2021) in the context of asymptotics of the mean magnetization and
parameter estimates in the model (1.2), which were defined in terms of uniqueness of the global
maximizers of Hβ,h,p. We will see that the set Cp is a (non-uniform) band around the set of
p-critical points in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021), which is just a one-dimensional
curve in Θ. The set Rp is a strict subset of the set of all p-regular points in Mukherjee, Son
and Bhattacharya (2021), while the notions of p-special points are same in both the papers. In
the notations of Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021), for all p-regular points (β, h), the
magnetization vector X̄ simulated from the model (1.2) has an asymptotic normal distribution,
for all p-critical points (β, h), X̄ is asymptotically a mixture of Gaussians, while for all p-
special points, X̄ is asymptotically distributed as a generalized Gaussian distribution with
shape parameter 4. Figure 1 shows the three regions Rp,Sp and Cp for p = 4 (in Figure 1a)
and p = 5 (in Figure 1b).

In this paper, we show that the Glauber dynamics mixes in time Θ(N logN) for all (β, h) ∈
Rp, in time Θ(N3/2) for all (β, h) ∈ Sp, and in time eΩ(

√
N) for all (β, h) ∈ Cp. A notable

difference between the phase transitions with respect to the asymptotics of the mean magneti-
zation in the model (1.2) and the mixing times of the Glauber dynamics, is that in the former
scenario, the non-global local maximizers of Hβ,h,p (if any) do not play any role, whereas in the
latter scenario, the phase transitions are governed by all the local maximizers of Hβ,h,p. This is
because in the former case, the non-global local maximizers do not contribute any positive mass
to X̄ asymptotically. However, it is also true that X̄ concentrates to these local maximizers
conditionally on the complement of any open set containing all the global maximizers. It is this
phenomenon, that causes the Glauber dynamics to get stuck around the local maximizers for
a long time, if the chain happens to initiate close to one of these.

Although the results in this paper are for the case p ≥ 3 only, we would like to point out
one stark difference of the phase geometry with the p = 2 case. When p = 2 and h = 0, the
transition thresholds for the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics and the asymptotics of X̄
coincide at 1

2
, while for p ≥ 3 and h = 0, it will follow from Lemma A.1 in Appendix A that

the mixing time transition threshold β′
p is strictly smaller than the transition threshold β̃p for
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(a) Mixing phase diagram for p = 4

(b) Mixing phase diagram for p = 5

Fig 1: Mixing phase diagram
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Fig 2: Plot of the mixing times (capped at 10,000) of the Glauber dynamics
against N for the 4-locally regular point (0.054, 0.5), the 4-special point (1/3,
0.41) and the 4-locally critical point (0.51, 0.184), compared against their the-
oretical estimates.

the asymptotics of X̄. This discrepancy arises due to the different natures of the function Hβ,0,p

for p = 2 and p ≥ 3. To be specific, for p = 2, the point 0 is the only local maximizer of Hβ,0,p

for β ≤ 1
2
, which guarantees fast mixing in this regime. On the other hand, for p ≥ 3, the

function Hβ̃p,0,p
has at least two global maximizers, which ensures the presence of multiple local

maximizers of Hβ,0,p for values of β slightly smaller than β̃p too, thereby making the mixing
exponentially slow.

Finally, we would like to mention that the complement of the set Rp

⋃
Cp

⋃
Sp consists of all

points (β, h) where the function Hβ,h,p has a local maximizer and a stationary inflection point.
This set is precisely the topological boundary of Cp minus the p-special points, and is depicted
by the red dashed curves in Figure 1. These stationary inflection points might hamper quick
attraction of the mean magnetization chain to the maximizer of Hβ,h,p if it starts from the side
of this inflection point opposite to the maximizer, and hence, our analysis does not go through
to this boundary region. Finding the exact order of the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics
on this boundary region remains an open question, although in Appendix C we give a crude
polynomial (in N) lower bound to this mixing time.
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2. Main Result

We now present the main result of this paper, on the phase transitions of the mixing time of
the Glauber dynamics for the p-spin Curie-Weiss model.

Theorem 2.1. For every ϵ ∈ (0, 1
2
), p ≥ 3 and (β, h) ∈ Θ, we have the following.

1. If (β, h) ∈ Rp, then tmix(ϵ) = Θϵ(N logN).
2. If (β, h) ∈ Cp, then tmix(ϵ) ≥ eΩϵ(N).
3. If (β, h) ∈ Sp, then tmix(ϵ) = Θϵ(N

3/2).

Figure 2 shows simulation results for mixing times (capped at 10,000) of the Glauber dy-
namics in the three cases, with respect to varying N , for ϵ = 0.35. The mixing time graph
for the 4-locally regular point (0.054, 0.5) and that for the 4-special point (1/3, 0.41) closely
approximate the graphs of the functions 10N logN and 4N3/2, respectively, whereas the mix-
ing times for the 4-locally critical point (0.51, 0.184) exceed 10, 000 for all values of N ≥ 80,
thereby indicating exponentially slow mixing. We give the proof of Theorem 2.1 in the next
few subsections. Some parts of the proof closely follow the techiniques introduced in DeMuse,
Easlick and Yin (2019) and Levin, Luczak and Peres (2007).

2.1. Proof of Theorem 2.1 for p-locally regular points (β, h)

We begin by deriving an expression for the expected drift of the mean magnetization chain of
the Glauber dynamics.

Lemma 2.1. Let ct := X̄ t denote the mean of X t, the tth step of the Glauber dynamics. Then,

E (ct+1 − ct|ct = c) =
1

N
(λ(c)− c) ,

where
λ(c) = λβ,h,p(c) := tanh

(
pβcp−1 + h

)
.

Proof. Note that,

E (ct+1 − ct|ct = c) =
2

N
p(c, c+ 2/N)− 2

N
p(c, c− 2/N)

=
1

N
· (1− c)epβc

p−1+h − (1 + c)e−pβcp−1−h

epβcp−1+h + e−pβcp−1−h

=
1

N
(λ(c)− c) .

Following the terminologies introduced in DeMuse, Easlick and Yin (2019), we will call a
fixed point c∗ of the function λ an attractor, if |λ′(c∗)| < 1. We now show that if the initial
mean magnetization c0 lies between an attractor c∗ and the fixed point of λ nearest to c∗, being
bounded away from both these fixed points, then the mean magnetization chain experiences a
systematic drift towards the attractor c∗ in time linear in N , which is referred to as the burn-in
time in DeMuse, Easlick and Yin (2019).
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Lemma 2.2. Suppose that λ(c∗) = c∗ and λ′(c∗) < 1. Denote by c̄ the smallest fixed point
of λ greater than c∗ (in case no such c̄ exists, take c̄ = 1). Suppose that the initial mean
magnetization c0 satisfies c∗ + δ < c0 < c̄ − δ for some fixed δ > 0. Then, there exists k > 0
depending only on δ, p, β, h such that

P(c⌈kN⌉ < c0 − α) ≥ 1− e−Ω(
√
N)

where α > 0 is any fixed real number, satisfying [c0 − 2α, c0 + α] ⊆ [c∗ + δ, c̄− δ].

Proof. Since λ′(c∗) < 1, the function ξ(c) := λ(c)− c must be strictly decreasing on [c∗, c∗ + ν]
for some ν > 0, which implies that ξ(c) < 0 for all c ∈ (c∗, c∗ + ν]. Since ξ cannot change sign
on the interval (c∗, c̄), it must be true that λ(c) < c for all c ∈ (c∗, c̄). Define:

γ := inf
c∈[c∗+δ,c̄−δ]

c− λ(c)

2
> 0.

Recall that α > 0 is a fixed real number, satisfying [c0 − 2α, c0 +α] ⊆ [c∗ + δ, c̄− δ]. By Lemma
2.1, on the event Dt = Dt(α) := {c0 − 2α ≤ ct ≤ c0 + α}, we thus have:

E[ct+1 − ct | ct] < − γ

N
.

Next, for all non-negative integers t1 ≤ t2, define:

St1,t2 :=

t2∑
t=t1+1

(ct − ct−1 +
γ

2N
)1Dt−1 .

Define Ft := σ(X0, . . . ,X t), which is the natural filtration for the Glauber dynamics. Then,
we have

E[eθSt1,t2 ] = E[eθSt1,t2−1E(eθ(ct2−ct2−1+
γ
2N

)1Dt2−1 |Ft2−1)]

= E
[
eθSt1,t2−1

(
1 + E

[
θ
(
ct2 − ct2−1 +

γ

2N

)
1Dt2−1

∣∣∣Ft2−1

]
+O

(
θ2

N2

)
1Dt2−1

)]
≤ E

[
eθSt1,t2−1

(
1− γθ

2N
1Dt2−1 +O

(
θ2

N2

)
1Dt2−1

)]
.

Hence, by taking θ = c
√
N for some small constant c > 0 and large N , we thus have:

E(eθSt1,t2 ) ≤ E(eθSt1,t2−1) ≤ . . . ≤ E(eθSt1,t1 ) = 1.

Therefore, by Chernoff bound,

P(St1,t2 ≥ α/2) ≤ E(ec
√
NSt1,t2 )

ec
√
Nα/2

= e−Ω(
√
N) . (2.1)

Now, define the event:

Bt1,t2 = Bt1,t2(α) :=

( ⋂
t1≤t<t2

Dt(α)

)⋂{
ct2 − ct1 >

α

2

}
.
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On the event ∩t1≤t<t2Dt, we have St1,t2 = ct2 − ct1 +
γ
2N

(t2 − t1) and hence,

Bt1,t2(α) ⊆ {St1,t2 ≥ α/2}.

Fix a sequence T = O(N), whence it follows from (2.1) that:

P

( ⋃
0≤t1<t2≤T

Bt1,t2

)
≤ e−Ω(

√
N) . (2.2)

Now, suppose that ct > c0 + α for some 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Define:

t1 := max{0 ≤ s < t : cs ≤ c0} and t2 := min{t1 < s ≤ T : cs > c0 + α}.

Since ct1 ≤ c0 and |cs− cs−1| ≤ 2/N for all N , we must have t1 < t−Nα/2. Hence, for all large
N , t2 exists. Also, since ct2 > c0 + α, one must have t2 > t1 +Nα/2. Note that for all large N ,

c0 < cs ≤ c0 + α for all t1 < s < t2 and ct2−1 − ct1+1 > α− 4

N
>

α

2
.

Hence, for all large N ,
T⋃
t=0

{ct > c0 + α} ⊆
⋃

0≤t1<t2≤T

Bt1,t2

and hence, it follows from (2.2) that:

P (ct > c0 + α for some 0 ≤ t ≤ T ) ≤ e−Ω(
√
N). (2.3)

This step thus shows that the mean magnetization chain stays away from c̄ before time T =
O(N) with high probability. Next, note that:

P (ct ≥ c0 − 2α for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T ) ≤ P

( ⋂
0≤t≤T

Dt(α)

)
+ P (ct > c0 + α for some 0 ≤ t ≤ T ) .

(2.4)
Now, since on the event ∩0≤t≤TDt,

S0,T =
T∑
t=1

(
ct − ct−1 +

γ

2N

)
= cT − c0 +

γ

2N
T ≥ −2 +

γ

2N
T ,

we have: ⋂
0≤t≤T

Dt ⊆
{
S0,T ≥ −2 +

γ

2N
T
}
. (2.5)

Now, by a Chernoff bound, we have:

P
(
S0,T ≥ −2 +

γ

2N
T
)
≤ E exp[θS0,T ]

exp
[
θ
(
−2 + γ

2N
T
)] = e−Ω(

√
N) (2.6)

if T = ⌈kN⌉ with k > 5/γ. Combining (2.3), (2.4), (2.5) and (2.6), we have:

P (ct ≥ c0 − 2α for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T ) ≤ e−Ω(
√
N). (2.7)
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Next, note that by an exactly similar argument as in (2.3), we have:

P(cT > ct + α for some 0 ≤ t ≤ T ) ≤ e−Ω(
√
N) (2.8)

Combining (2.7) and (2.8), we have:

P(cT ≥ c0 − α) ≤ P (cT ≥ c0 − α and ct < c0 − 2α for some 0 ≤ t ≤ T )

+ P(ct ≥ c0 − 2α for all 0 ≤ t ≤ T ) ≤ e−Ω(
√
N).

The proof of Lemma 2.2 is now complete.

By applying Lemma 2.2 repeatedly, we can show that after each burn-in epoch (taking time
O(N)), the mean magnetization chain moves closer to the attractor c∗ with exponentially high
probability. This will ensure that the chain visits every small neighborhood of c∗ after a finite
number of burn-in epochs. The next lemma shows that in each of these neighborhoods, it spends
at least an exponentially long time with exponentially high probability.

Lemma 2.3. Suppose that c∗ is the unique fixed point of λ, and λ
′
(c∗) < 1. Then, for any

ε > 0, there exists k, y > 0 such that for any initial configuration with mean magnetization c0,

P

ey
√
N⋂

t=kN

{c∗ − ε < ct < c∗ + ε}

 ≥ 1− e−Ω(
√
N).

Proof. We only prove Lemma 2.3 for the case c0 > c∗, as the other case is handled similarly. By
repeated applications of Lemma 2.2 and using the strong Markov property, we conclude that
the mean magnetization chain visits the neighborhood [−1, c∗ + ε/2) within time O(N) (at the

end of finitely many burn-in epochs) with probability at least 1 − e−Ω(
√
N). Let T denote the

first time of this visit. Then, there exists ℓ > 0 such that P(T ≤ ℓN) ≥ 1− e−Ω(
√
N). Note that

cT ≥ c∗ + ε/2− 2/N and hence, we can take N large enough, so that cT ≥ c∗ + ε/3.
Now, the proof of Lemma 2.2 coupled with the strong Markov property, implies that for any

α > 0 and time T ′,
T ′⋃
t=0

{cT+t > cT + α} ⊆
⋃

0≤t1<t2≤T ′

BT+t1,T+t2(α) .

Taking α := ε/7, we once again conclude from the proof of Lemma 2.2 that there exists exists a

constant ϕ := ϕε > 0, such that for every 0 ≤ t1 < t2 ≤ T ′, P(BT+t1,T+t2) ≤ e−ϕ
√
N , and hence,

P

( ⋃
0≤t1<t2≤T ′

BT+t1,T+t2

)
≤ T ′2e−ϕ

√
N ≤ e−Ω(

√
N)

if T ′ = ez
√
N with z < ϕ/2. Hence, we have:

P

ez
√
N⋃

t=0

{cT+t ≥ c∗ + ε}

 ≤ P

ez
√

N⋃
t=0

{
cT+t > cT +

ε

7

} ≤ e−Ω(
√
N) .
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Hence, we have:

P

ez
√
N⋃

t=ℓN

{ct ≥ c∗ + ε}

 ≤ P

T ≤ ℓN ,
ez

√
N⋃

t=ℓN

{ct ≥ c∗ + ε}

+ P(T > ℓN)

≤ P

T+ez
√

N⋃
t=T

{ct ≥ c∗ + ε}

+ P(T > ℓN) = e−Ω(
√
N).

By an exactly similar argument, we can conclude that there exists m,w > 0, such that:

P

 ew
√
N⋃

t=mN

{ct ≤ c∗ − ε}

 ≤ e−Ω(
√
N).

Lemma 2.3 now follows on taking k := max{ℓ,m} and y = min{z, w}.

We now construct a coupling of the Glauber dynamics X t with another chain Y t with
the same transition probability structure, but with possibly different starting configurations.
Towards this, suppose that x and y are two spin configurations, and set X0 = x and Y 0 = y.
Now, inductively assume that the joint law of (X0,Y 0), . . . , (X t,Y t) has been defined for
some t. Given this joint law, generate Ut+1 uniformly from [0, 1] (independent of all the random
variables considered so far), followed by selecting a vertex j uniformly at random, and defining

X t+1
j =

{
1 if Ut+1 ≤ f(X̄ t)

−1 otherwise
and Y t+1

j =

{
1 if Ut+1 ≤ f(Ȳ t)

−1 otherwise

keeping all the other coordinates of X t+1 and Y t+1 unchanged from those of X t and Y t,
respectively, where:

f(t) :=
1 + tanh(pβtp−1 + h)

2
.

A crucial step towards analyzing the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics is to estimate the
expected Hamming distance (ρ) between X t and Y t. Towards this, we start with the case
t = 1, under the much simpler assumption that the initial configurations are differing at just
one coordinate.

Lemma 2.4. Assume that supc∈[−1,1] |λ
′
(c)| < 1. Then, there exists δ > 0 depending only on

β, h, p, such that for every possible pair (x,y) of starting configurations of the the coupled chain
(X t,Y t), we have:

Eρ(X t,Y t) ≤ ρ(x,y)e−tδ/N for all large N.

Proof. Suppose that ρ(x,y) = k, i.e. x and y are differing at exactly k coordinates. If the
randomly chosen index j in the first step of the Glauber dynamics happens to be one of these
k indices, then ρ(X1,Y 1) would be k with probability ξ := |f(x̄) − f(ȳ)| and k − 1 with
probability 1− ξ. On the other hand, if j happens to be one of those indices at which x and y
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agree, then ρ(X1,Y 1) would be k + 1 with probability ξ and k with probability 1− ξ. Hence,

Eρ(X1,Y 1) =
k

N
(kξ + (k − 1)(1− ξ)) +

(
1− k

N

)
((k + 1)ξ + k(1− ξ))

= k + ξ − k

N

≤ k

(
1−

1− supc∈[−1,1] |λ′(c)|
N

)
≤ k exp

(
−
1− supc∈[−1,1] |λ′(c)|

N

)
This proves Lemma 2.4 for t = 1, with δ := 1− supc∈[−1,1] |λ′(c)|. What this implies, is that at
any step t, we have:

E
[
ρ(X t,Y t)

∣∣∣X t−1,Y t−1
]
≤ ρ(X t−1,Y t−1)e−δ/N =⇒ Eρ(X t,Y t) ≤ e−δ/NEρ(X t−1,Y t−1) .

The above recursion inequality gives:

Eρ(X t,Y t) ≤ e−tδ/Nρ(x,y) .

This completes the proof of Lemma 2.4.

Note that the assumption supc∈[−1,1] |λ′(c)| < 1 in Lemma 2.4 is too strong, and should
preferably be replaced by the more realistic assumption |λ′(c∗)| < 1, where c∗ is the unique
fixed point of λ. In fact, the latter assumption, in view of continuity of λ′, implies that
supc∈[c∗−ε,c∗+ε] |λ′(c)| < 1 for some ε > 0, and by Lemma 2.3, we know that with probabil-

ity at least 1−e−Ω(
√
N), after O(N) time, both the mean magnetization chains corresponding to

X t and Y t enter the interval [c∗−ε, c∗+ε] and stay there for at least another eΩ(
√
N) amount of

time. We wait throughout these initial burn-in epochs for this to happen at the cost of spending
O(N) time. Then, we completely forget about the history of the chains, thereby starting afresh
once the mean magnetization chains already enter the interval [c∗−ε, c∗+ε] and stays there for

at least another eΩ(
√
N) amount of time. In this sense, Lemma 2.4 still holds under the milder

assumption |λ′(c∗)| < 1 for the unique fixed point c∗ of λ, at least for all t ≤ eκ
√
N for some

κ > 0.
By Lemma 2.4, if |λ′(c∗)| < 1, then Eρ(X t,Y t) ≤ Ne−tδ/N for all large N , and hence,

this expected Hamming distance can be controlled below any threshold ϵ > 0 as long as t >
(N/δ) log(N/ϵ). In fact, we can formally apply Theorem 14.6 and Corollary 14.7 of Levin, Peres
and Wilmer (2006) to conclude that:

tmix(ϵ) ≤
⌈
N

δ
log

N

ϵ

⌉
= Oϵ(N logN) .

Note that the initial O(N) time of burn-in does not affect this result, as O(N logN) +O(N) is
still O(N logN). In view of Lemma B.1, we therefore just need to handle the case λ′(c∗) ≤ −1
in order to complete the proof of the upper bound part of Theorem 2.1 for locally regular points.
Below, we give a proof for this case, that in fact encompasses the entire regime λ′(c∗) < 1.
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Define et := ct − c∗, and suppose that ε > 0 be such that δ := supx∈[c∗−ε,c∗+ε] λ
′
(x) < 1.

Assume that e0 > µ for some fixed µ > 0, and define τ0 = min{t ≥ 0 : et ≤ 1/N}. It follows
from Lemma 2.3 that with probability 1− e−Ω(

√
N), the chain et remains in the interval (−ε, ε)

from time O(N) till time eΩ(
√
N). Once the chain et enters the interval (−ε, ε) in time O(N),

we have:

E((et+1 − et)1{τ0>t}|At) =
1

N
(λ(et + c∗)− et − c∗)1{τ0>t}

=
1

N
(λ(c∗) + etλ

′
(ξ)− et − c∗)1{τ0>t}

≤ 1

N
(δ − 1)et1{τ0>t},

where At := σ(e0, . . . , et) and ξ lies between c∗ and ct. Hence,

E(et+11{τ0>t+1}|At) ≤ E(et+11{τ0>t}|At) = et1{τ0>t}

(
1− 1− δ

N

)
Hence by iterating , we have:

E(et1{τ0>t}) ≤
(
1− 1− δ

N

)t

≤ e−
t
N
(1−δ)

Putting t = cN logN , we get:

P(τ0 > t) ≤ P
(
et1{τ0>t} >

1

N

)
≤ NE

(
et1{τ0>t}

)
≤ 1

N c(1−δ)−1

Since 1− δ > 0, we have limc→∞ P(τ0 > cN logN) = 0, uniformly in N. Then, we can apply the
same arguments in the proof of Theorem 4.1 in Levin, Luczak and Peres (2007) to complete
the proof of the upper bound part of Theorem 2.1.

For proving the lower bound, we use Theorem 3.1 (1) in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya
(2021) to conclude that

X̄ − c∗ = OPβ,h,p
(N−1/2).

If Lt denotes the number of indices not selected by the Glauber dynamics by time t, then it
follows from Lemma 7.12 in Levin, Peres and Wilmer (2006), that:

E(Lt) = N

(
1− 1

N

)t

and Var(Lt) ≤ E(Lt) .

This implies that at tN := N logN/4, we have E(LtN ) ∼ N3/4, and hence,

P (LtN ≤ αELtN ) ≤ P (|LtN − ELtN | ≥ (1− α)ELtN )

≤ Var(LtN )

(1− α)2E2(LtN )

≤ 1

(1− α)2E(LtN )
= Oα(N

−3/4)
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for every α ∈ (0, 1).
Now, consider the coupled chain (X t,Y t) as constructed before, but this time, X0 is the

vector of all +1s and Y 0 is the vector of all −1s. If η denotes the count function of the number
of +1s in a configuration, then η(X t)− η(Y t) ≥ Lt and hence,

P
(
η(X tN )− η(Y tN ) ≤ αN3/4

)
= Oα(N

−3/4) .

Noting that η(x) = N(1 + x̄)/2 for x ∈ {−1, 1}N , we thus conclude that:

P
(
X̄ tN − Ȳ tN ≤ 2αN−1/4

)
= Oα(N

−3/4) .

We thus have P(X̄ tN − Ȳ tN ≤ 2αN−1/4) → 0, and hence by triangle inequality, the intersection
of the events EN := {|X̄ tN − c∗| ≤ αN−1/4} and FN := {|Ȳ tN − c∗| ≤ αN−1/4} has asymptotic
probability 0, which implies that either EN or FN (without loss of generality, let it be EN) has
probability at most 1

2
+ o(1). Hence, we have the following at tN = N logN/4:

max
x∈CN

dTV

(
Px(X

tN ∈ ·),Pβ,h,p

)
≥ Pβ,h,p(|X̄ − c∗| ≤ αN−1/4)− P(EN) ≥ 1− 1

2
+ o(1) =

1

2
+ o(1)

which completes the proof of the lower bound.

2.2. Proof of Theorem 2.1 for p-locally critical points (β, h)

To begin with, for each k ∈ {−N,−N + 1, . . . , N − 1, N}, define

Sk :=

{
x ∈ {−1, 1}N :

N∑
i=1

xi = k

}
.

Note that Sk = ∅ if k + N is odd. Let m1 denote the smallest local maximizer and m2 the
largest local maximizer of H. Since H ′(−1) = ∞ and H ′(1) = −∞, there exists ε > 0 such
that m1 + ε < m2 − ε, H(m) < H(m1) for all m ∈ [−1,m1 + ε] \ {m1}, and H(m) < H(m2) for
all m ∈ [m2 − ε, 1] \ {m2}. Define:

A :=

⌊(m1+ε)N⌋⋃
k=−N

Sk and B :=
N⋃

k=⌊(m2−ε)N⌋

Sk .

Choose N large enough such that ⌊(m1 + ε)N⌋ < ⌊(m2 − ε)N⌋, whence A ∩ B = ∅. Hence,
one of P(A) and P(B) must be bounded by 1/2, where P := Pβ,h,p. Without loss of generality,
assume that P(A) ≤ 1/2. Let P (·, ·) denote the transition matrix of the Glauber dynamics X t.
Define:

Q(x,y) = P(x)P (x,y) and Q(A,B) :=
∑

x∈A,y∈B

Q(x,y) .

Then, we have:

Q(A,Ac)

P(A)
=

1

P(A)

⌊(m1+ϵ)N⌋∑
k=−N

∑
x∈Sk

P(x)
N∑

j=⌊(m1+ϵ)N⌋+1

∑
y∈Sj

P (x,y)
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The only non-zero transition probabilities in the above expression are contributed by transitions
from S⌊(m1+ε)N⌋# to S(⌊(m1+ε)N⌋+1)# , where for an integer k, we define k# and k# to be the
integers i nearest to k, not exceeding and not below k, respectively, such that i + N is even.
Without loss of generality, let us assume that ⌊(m1 + ε)N⌋+N is even. Then,

Q(A,Ac)

P(A)
=

1

P(A)
∑

x∈S⌊(m1+ε)N⌋

P(x)
∑

y∈S⌊(m1+ε)N⌋+2

P (x,y) ≤
P(S⌊(m1+ε)N⌋)

P(A)
.

Let X be a random spin configuration drawn from the measure P, and let X̄ denote its mean.
Then, we have the following for all large N :

P(S⌊(m1+ε)N⌋)

P(A)
≤ P

(
X̄ > m1 +

ε

2

∣∣∣X̄ ≤ ⌊(m1 + ϵ)N⌋
N

)
.

The right side of the above inequality, in view of the proof of Lemma 3.7 in Mukherjee, Son
and Bhattacharya (2021), can be bounded by:

eN(H(m1+
ε
2)−H(m1))O(N3/2) = e−Ω(N)

for all ε > 0 sufficiently small. Combining everything, we have:

Q(A,Ac)

P(A)
≤ e−Ω(N)

Thus, the bottleneck ratio of the Glauber dynamics (see Section 7.2 of Levin, Peres and Wilmer
(2006) for details) is bounded by:

Φ∗ := min
A: P(A)≤1/2

Q(A,Ac)

P(A)
≤ e−Ω(N) .

By Theorem 7.3 in Levin, Peres and Wilmer (2006), there exists a constant Cε > 0 such that:

tmix(ε) ≥
Cε

Φ∗
≥ eΩε(N) ,

which completes the proof of Theorem 2.1 for locally critical points.

2.3. Proof of Theorem 2.1 for p-special points (β, h)

By Lemma B.2, the function λ has a unique fixed point c∗ and λ′(c∗) = 1. Define et := ct − c∗,
whence by Lemma 2.1, we have:

E(et+1|et) =
(
1− 1

N

)
et +

1

N
(λ(ct)− c∗) .

and if et ̸= 0, then for all large N , we have:

E(|et+1| |et) =
(
1− 1

N

)
|et|+

1

N
g(et)sgn(et),
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where g(u) := λ(c∗ + u)− c∗.
Define τ0 = min{t ≥ 0 : |et| ≤ 1/N}. Letting At := σ(e0, . . . , et), and noting that g(0) = 0

and 1τ0>t+1 ≤ 1τ0>t, we have:

E(|et+1|1τ0>t+1 |At) ≤
(
1− 1

N

)
|et|1τ0>t +

1

N
g(et1τ0>t)sgn(et) .

Note that et cannot change sign before time τ0, since otherwise, there would exist s < τ0 − 1
such that |cs − cs+1| = |es − es+1| > 2/N , a contradiction. Hence, we have:

E(|et+1|1τ0>t+1 |At) ≤
(
1− 1

N

)
|et|1τ0>t +

1

N
g(et1τ0>t)sgn(e0). (2.9)

Defining θt := E(|et|1τ0>t) and taking expectation on both sides of (2.9), we thus have:

θt+1 ≤
(
1− 1

N

)
θt +

1

N
sgn(e0)Eg(et1τ0>t). (2.10)

Now, define the function ḡ as the greatest convex minorant of g on the interval [−1− c∗, 0] and
the least concave majorant of g on the interval [0, 1− c∗]. Then, (2.10) gives us:

θt+1 ≤
(
1− 1

N

)
θt +

1

N
sgn(e0)Eḡ(et1τ0>t), i.e. θt+1 − θt ≤ − 1

N
(θt − sgn(e0)Eḡ(et1τ0>t)) .

By Jensen’s inequality, Eḡ(et1τ0>t) ≤ ḡ(θt) if e0 > 0, and Eḡ(et1τ0>t) ≥ ḡ(−θt) if e0 < 0. Hence,

θt+1 − θt ≤

{
− 1

N
(θt − ḡ(θt)) if e0 > 0,

− 1
N
(θt + ḡ(−θt)) if e0 < 0.

Since 0 is the only fixed point of g on the interval [−1−c∗, 1−c∗], the function h(u) := g(u)−u
cannot change sign on either side of 0. By Lemma B.2, h′(0) = h′′(0) = 0 and h′′′(0) < 0, which
implies the exitence of δ > 0, such that the following are true:

1. h′′ < 0 on (0, δ) and h′′ > 0 on (−δ, 0);
2. h′ < 0 on (−δ, δ) \ {0};
3. h < 0 on (0, δ) and h > 0 on (−δ, 0).

Point 3 above implies that g(u) < u for all u > 0 and g(u) > u for all u < 0, which is enough
to conclude that ḡ(u) < u for all u > 0 and ḡ(u) > u for all u < 0. Now, suppose that θt > µ
for some constant µ > 0. Note that:

K1(µ) := inf
u∈[µ,1−c∗]

(u− ḡ(u)) > 0 and K2(µ) := inf
u∈[−1−c∗,−µ]

(ḡ(u)− u) > 0.

Taking K(µ) := min{K1(µ), K2(µ)}, we thus have:

θt+1 − θt ≤ −K(µ)

N
. (2.11)

It follows from (2.11) that for every ϵ > 0, there exists a time T (ϵ) = Oϵ(N) such that θt < ϵ
for all t ≥ T (ϵ). Now, note that by point 1 above, g is concave on a right neighborhood of 0
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and convex on a left neighborhood. Hence, there exists α > 0 such that g = ḡ on the interval
[−α, α], and λ′′′(u) < 0 for all u ∈ [c∗ − α, c∗ + α]. We wait till time O(N) for θt to enter this
interval, after which we have:

ḡ(θt) = g(θt) = λ
′
(c∗)θt +

λ
′′
(c∗)

2
θ2t +

λ
′′′
(ξ1)

6
θ3t ≤ θt − c1θ

3
t

and

ḡ(−θt) = g(−θt) = −λ
′
(c∗)θt +

λ
′′
(c∗)

2
θ2t −

λ
′′′
(ξ2)

6
θ3t ≥ −θt + c2θ

3
t ,

for some ξ1 ∈ [c∗, c∗ + θt] and ξ2 ∈ [c∗ − θt, c
∗] and constants c1, c2 > 0. Hence, we have:

θt+1 ≤ θt −
c

N
θ3t (2.12)

for all t ≥ T (α) = Oα(N). Proceeding exactly similarly as Step 1 in the proof of Theorem 4.1
in Levin, Luczak and Peres (2007), we can now conclude that:

lim
a−→∞

P(τ0 > aN3/2) = 0

uniformly in N . Further, following the similar approach as Step 2 in the same proof, we can
conclude that tmix = O(N3/2).
For proving the lower bound, we will follow the approach in Levin, Luczak and Peres (2007).

Towards this, define ē := X̄ − c∗ where X is simulated from the model (1.2). It follows from
Theorem 3.1 (3) in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021) that under Pβ,h,p, N

1/4ē converges
weakly to a non-trivial distribution as N → ∞. Fix a number K ∈ (0, 1) (to be chosen later),
whence there exists A > 0 (depending on K), such that for all large N ,

Pβ,h,p(|ē| ≤ AN−1/4) ≥ K . (2.13)

Next, set e0 := 2AN−1/4 and define a chain ẽt with the same transition structure as et, except
at e0, where the ẽt chain stays with probability equal to that of the et chain either going up
or staying at e0. The chains et and ẽt can be coupled in such a way, that et dominates ẽt
stochastically under Pe0 . Next, define:

τ := min{t ≥ 0 : ẽt ≤ AN−1/4}

and let dt := e0 − ẽt∧τ . Now, note that for x ∈ (AN−1/4, e0), we have:

Ee0(ẽt+1|ẽt = x) = Ee0(et+1|et = x) =
1

N
(λ(c∗ + x)− c∗ − x) + x .

A Taylor series expansion of the last term of the above identity, together with Lemma B.2 gives:

Ee0(ẽt+1|ẽt = x) = x+
x3

6N
λ′′′(ξ) ≥ x− α

N
x3

for some constant α > 0, where ξ ∈ (c∗, c∗ + x). Defining At := σ(d1, . . . , dt), we can now
proceed exactly as in the proof of Theorem 4.2 in Levin, Luczak and Peres (2007) to conclude
that:

Ee0(d
2
t+1 − d2t |At) ≤

CA

N2
(2.14)
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for some constant CA > 0 depending on A. Taking expectation on both sides of (2.14) and
iterating, we have:

Ee0d
2
t ≤

CAt

N2
.

Once again, following the steps in Levin, Luczak and Peres (2007), we have:

Pe0(τ ≤ t) ≤ CAt

A2N3/2
.

Fixing another number L ∈ (0, K) and setting t := (A2L/CA)N
3/2 above, we get:

Pe0(|et| ≤ AN−1/4) ≤ Pe0(et ≤ AN−1/4) ≤ Pe0(ẽt ≤ AN−1/4) ≤ Pe0(τ ≤ t) ≤ L . (2.15)

Combining (2.13) and (2.15), we have:

max
x∈CN

dTV

(
Px(X

t ∈ ·),Pβ,h,p

)
≥ Pβ,h,p(|ē| ≤ AN−1/4)− Pe0(|et| ≤ AN−1/4) ≥ K − L

with t = CK,LN
3/2 for some constant CK,L > 0. We can choose K and L such that 0 < L <

K < 1 and K − L > ϵ to conclude that tmix(ϵ) ≥ CK,LN
3/2, which completes the proof of the

lower bound.

3. Discussion

In this paper, we determined the mixing time order of the Glauber dynamics for the p-spin Curie-
Weiss model on different regions of almost the entire parameter space {(β, h) : β > 0, h ∈ R}.
The asymptotics of the magnetization in the p-spin Curie-Weiss model is largely governed by
the global maximizers of a function Hβ,h,p, while the mixing time of the corresponding Glauber
dynamics depends on the number and nature of the local maximizers of this function. We
showed that the mixing time is Θ(N logN) whenever Hβ,h,p has a unique stationary point,
which is a local maximizer with negative curvature, it is exp(Ω(N)) when there are multiple
local maximizers, and it is Θ(N3/2) when there is a unique local maximizer with zero curvature.
The above three regions almost exhaust the entire parameter space, with just a one-dimensional

curve left out that separates the region of multiple local maximizers from the region of unique
local maximizer with negative curvature. Everywhere on this curve, there exists a stationary
inflection point in addition to a local maximizer, and the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics
is likely governed by the behavior of the mean-magnetization chain near this point of inflection.
This is left as an open question. Another interesting direction for future research might be to
analyze the Glauber dynamics mixing time for the p-spin Curie-Weiss Potts model (Bhowal
and Mukherjee, 2023, 2024). This problem has been solved for the 2-spin case in Cuff et al.
(2012) (also see He and Lok (2024)). On a different note, it was shown in Levin, Luczak and
Peres (2007), that for β < 1

2
, the Glauber dynamics for the 2-spin Curie-Weiss model with no

external field exhibits a cut-off at time [2(1− 2β)]−1N logN with window size N , i.e. the total
variation distance of the dynamics from the stationary distribution drops from near 1 to near
0 in a window of order N around [2(1− 2β)]−1N logN . It would be interesting to investigate a
similar cut-off phenomenon on the set Rp for the Glauber dynamics on the p-spin Curie-Weiss
model. Finally, as already mentioned before, Ding, Lubetzky and Peres (2014) gave a thorough
description of the mixing time transition of the Curie-Weiss Glauber dynamics for the case
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p = 2, h = 0, from Θ(N logN) for β < 1
2
through Θ(N3/2) at β = 1

2
to exp(Θ(N)) for β > 1

2
.

The relevant question here, is that can one derive an analogous description of the transition of
the mixing time by zooming into the special point(s) and possibly along some suitable curve
passing from Rp to Cp through these special points?
Even if the function Hβ,h,p happens to have a unique global maximizer with negative cur-

vature, but possibly some non-global local maximizers too, the overall mixing of the Glauber
dynamics is slowed down due to the existence of these metastable states (Bresler, Nagaraj
and Nichani, 2022), from where, the dynamics takes exponentially long time to leave. From a
simulation perspective, a general advice in this case, would be to start the Glauber dynamics
from an initial configuration with mean very close to the global maximizer, at least from an
interval around the global maximizer where Hβ,h,p is strictly concave, to lower the possibility
of the mean-magnetization chain getting trapped at the local maximizer pockets. This pre-
scription is based on a phenomenon in 2-spin Ising models with zero external field described in
Levin, Luczak and Peres (2007) (see their Theorem 3), where it is shown that for β > 1

2
, the

Glauber dynamics restricted to states of non-negative mean magnetization, has mixing time
Θ(N logN). For the p = 2 case, when β > 1

2
, the function Hβ,0,2 has two symmetric (around

0) global maximizers, and the restricted Glauber dynamics proceeds by flipping the signs of all
entries of the candidate next step if the mean magnetization of that step happens to be nega-
tive, and accepting the step otherwise. In the p-spin context with external field, this update rule
could be generalized by suitably projecting back the candidate next move to one with mean
magnetization lying in a small neighborhood of the global maximizer if necessary. One might
even simply reject the next move, should it happen to lie outside the small neighborhood of
the global maximizer, as done in He and Lok (2024) for showing fast mixing of the restricted
Glauber dynamics on the Curie-Weiss Potts model (see their Theorem 1.8).

Finally, we came to know of the recent paper Mikulincer and Piana (2024) that was arxived
around the same time this manuscript was finalized, where the authors give some mixing time
estimates for the Glauber dynamics on tensor Curie-Weiss models with no external field, as an
application of a more general framework extending Eldan’s stochastic localization process to
include non-Gaussian tilts. In particular, our mixing threshold β′

p (see Appendix A) appears in
their Proposition 5.1 also, where they show exponentially slow mixing for the Glauber dynamics
on the tensor Curie-Weiss model with no external field, above this threshold. However, to the
best of our understanding, explicit results on the mixing time of Glauber dynamics on the
p-spin Curie-Weiss model for the cases h ̸= 0 and h = 0, β ≤ β′

p are not stated in this paper.
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Appendix A: Geometry of the Mixing Phases

In this section, we provide a detailed description of the geometry of the three regions Rp,Cp and
Sp. To begin with, note that in view of Lemma F.2 in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021),

(and as already mentioned in the proof of Lemma B.2), we know that for odd p, Sp = {(β̂p, ĥp)}
and for even p, Sp = {(β̂p, ĥp), (β̂p,−ĥp)}, where

β̂p =
1

2(p− 1)

(
p

p− 2

) p−2
2

, ĥp = tanh−1

(√
p− 2

p

)
− β̂pp

(
p− 2

p

) p−1
2

.

Also, define the following two threshold parameters, which are important quantities in describing
the phase geometry:

β̃p := sup

{
β > 0 : sup

x∈[0,1]
Hβ,0,p(x) = 0

}
= inf

x∈[0,1]

I(x)

xp
,

β′
p := sup

{
β > 0 : sup

x∈[0,1]
H ′

β,0,p(x) = 0

}
= inf

x∈[0,1]

tanh−1(x)

pxp−1
.

We now proceed to describe the set Cp.

Lemma A.1. The geometry of Cp depends on the parity of p. In particular, we have:

(1) If p is odd, then there exist strictly decreasing, continuous functions U,C, L : (β̂p,∞) → R,
such that:

(a) C(β̃p) = 0, C(β) → −∞ as β → ∞, and the set of all points (β, h) such that Hβ,h

has more than one global maximizer, is given by {(β, C(β)) : β > β̂p};

(b) L(β) < C(β) < U(β) for all β > β̂p;

(c) Cp = {(β, h) : β > β̂p, h ∈ (L(β), U(β))}.

(d) U(β) > 0 for all β > β̂p and limβ→∞ U(β) = 0;

(e) As β → β̂p from the right, all three functions U(β), C(β) and L(β) converge to ĥp.

(2) If p is even, then β′
p ∈ (β̂p, β̃p), and there exist continuous functions U,C : (β̂p,∞) → R

and a strictly decreasing, continuous function L : (β̂p, β
′
p] → R, such that:
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(a) C is strictly decreasing on (β̂p, β̃p), vanishing on [β̃p,∞), and the set of all points
(β, h) such that Hβ,h has more than one global maximizer, is given by {(β,±C(β)) :

β > β̂p};

(b) 0 < L(β) < U(β) for all β ∈ (β̂p, β
′
p), L(β

′
p) = 0, and the graphs of ±C lie in the

interior of the region bounded by the graphs of ±U and ±L.

(c) The set Cp is given by:

Cp := {(β, h) : β > β′
p, h ∈ (−U(β), U(β))}⋃

{(β,±h) : β ∈ (β̂p, β
′
p], h ∈ (L(β), U(β))}

(d) There exists β0 > β′
p, such that U is strictly decreasing on (β̂p, β0) and strictly

increasing above β0. Further, limβ→∞ U(β) = ∞.

(e) As β → β̂p from the right, all three functions U(β), C(β) and L(β) converge to ĥp.

Proof of Part (1). The existence of a strictly decreasing and continuous function C : (β̂p,∞) →
R satisfying (a) follows immediately from Lemma F.3 in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya
(2021). Further, it follows from the proof of Lemma F.3 in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya
(2021), that if β < β̂p, then H ′′ < 0 on [−1, 1], i.e. H is strictly concave on [−1, 1], and hence

cannot have more than one local maximizer. Moreover, if β = β̂p, then by Lemma F.2 (1) in
Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021), H ′′ has a unique root in [−1, 1]. This, together with
the fact that H ′′(1) = H ′′(−1) = −∞, implies that H ′′ < 0 everywhere else on [−1, 1]. Hence,
once again H is strictly concave, so cannot have more than one local maximizer. So, any point
(β, h) ∈ Cp must satisfy β > β̂p.
Next, it follows from the proof of Lemma F.3 (2) in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021)

that there exist 0 < a1 := a1(β) < a2 := a2(β) < 1 such that H ′′
β,0,p < 0 on [−1, a1)

⋃
(a2, 1],

H ′′
β,0,p = 0 on {a1, a2}, and H ′′

β,0,p > 0 on (a1, a2). This implies that for all h, H ′
β,h,p is strictly

decreasing on [−1, a1), strictly increasing on (a1, a2) and strictly decreasing on (a2, 1). Define:

U(β) := tanh−1(a1)− βpap−1
1 and L(β) := tanh−1(a2)− βpap−1

2 .

Note that H ′
β,h,p(1) = −∞ and H ′

β,h,p(−1) = ∞. If h > U(β), then H ′
β,h,p(a1) > 0, and hence,

H ′
β,h,p must have exactly one root (in (a2, 1)), which is a local maximizer of Hβ,h,p. Also, if

h < L(β), then H ′
β,h,p(a2) < 0, which implies that H ′

β,h,p must have exactly one root (in
(−1, a1)), that is a local maximizer of Hβ,h,p. Hence, for h > U(β) or h < L(β), the point
(β, h) /∈ Cp. Moreover, if h = U(β), then a1 is a stationary inflection point of Hβ,h,p, with
exactly one more stationary point to the right of a2 which is still a local maximum, and if
h = L(β), then a2 is a stationary inflection point of Hβ,h,p, with exactly one more stationary
point to the left of a1 which is still a local maximum. Hence, the points (β, U(β)) and (β, L(β))
are not in Cp either.
Next, since H ′

β,0,p is strictly increasing on (a1, a2), it follows that U(β) > L(β). Further, we
have precisely shown that a necessary condition for (β, h) to be in Cp, is that L(β) < h < U(β).

This proves (b). Now, suppose that β > β̂p and L(β) < h < U(β). Then, H ′
β,h,p(a1) < 0 and

H ′
β,h,p(a2) > 0, which implies the existence of two roots of H ′

β,h,p in (−1, a1) and (a2, 1), both
of which are local maximizers of Hβ,h,p. This completes the proof of (c).
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Since a1(β) and a2(β) are roots of H ′′
β,0,p, they are continuous functions themselves. Hence,

both U and L are continuous. Further, for a differentiable function f : (β̂p,∞) → (0, 1), if we
define Vf (β) := βpf(β)p−1 − tanh−1(f(β)), then we have:

V ′
f (β) = pf(β)p−1 + f ′(β)H ′′

β,0,p(f(β)).

Since U = −Va1 and L = −Va2 , we have U
′(β) = −pa1(β)

p−1 < 0 and L′(β) = −pa2(β)
p−1 < 0.

Hence, both U and L are strictly decreasing.
Now, note that H ′

β,0,p(a1) < 0, since H ′
β,0,p(0) = 0 and H ′

β,0,p is strictly decreasing on [0, a1).
So, U(β) = −H ′

β,0,p(a1) > 0. Next, suppose that β is large enough, so that:

y :=

(
5

3βp(p− 1)

) 1
p−2

<
1

2
.

Then, we have:

H ′′
β,0,p(y) =

5

3
− 1

1− y2
> 0

and hence, a1(β) < y. So, a1(β) → 0 as β → ∞, and hence, tanh−1(a1(β)) → 0. Further,

βpa1(β)
p−1 = Op

(
β1− p−1

p−2

)
= Op

(
β− 1

p−2

)
.

This proves (d). Finally, note that as β → β̂+
p , both the roots a1(β) and a2(β) of H ′′

β,0,p also

converge to the only root
√

1− 2
p
of H ′′

β̂p,0,p
. Hence, both U(β) and L(β) converge to ĥp. This

completes the proof of part (1) of Lemma A.1.

Proof of Part (2). The existence of a continuous function C : (β̂p,∞) → R satisfying (a) follows
immediately from Lemma F.3 in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021). Also, once, again,

H is strictly concave for β < β̂p. For β = β̂p, ±
√

1− 2
p
are the only roots of H ′′, which coupled

with the facts that H ′′(±1) = −∞ and H ′′(0) = −1, implies that H ′′ < 0 everywhere else on
[−1, 1], i.e. H is once again strictly concave. So, H cannot have multiple local maximizers for
β ≤ β̂p, i.e. any point (β, h) ∈ Cp must once again satisfy β > β̂p.
Once again, it follows from the proof of Lemma F.3 (1) in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya

(2021) that there exist 0 < a1 := a1(β) < a2 := a2(β) < 1 such thatH ′′
β,0,p < 0 on [0, a1)

⋃
(a2, 1],

H ′′
β,0,p = 0 on {a1, a2}, and H ′′

β,0,p > 0 on (a1, a2). Since H ′′ is an even function, it follows that
H ′′

β,0,p < 0 on [−1,−a2)
⋃
(−a1, 0], H

′′
β,0,p = 0 on {−a1,−a2}, and H ′′

β,0,p > 0 on (−a2,−a1). This
implies that for all h, H ′

β,h,p is strictly decreasing on [−1,−a2), strictly increasing on (−a2,−a1),
strictly decreasing on (−a1, a1), strictly increasing on (a1, a2) and finally, strictly decreasing on
(a2, 1]. Define:

U(β) := −min{H ′
β,0,p(−a2), H

′
β,0,p(a1)} and U−(β) := −max{H ′

β,0,p(−a1), H
′
β,0,p(a2)}.

Since H ′
β,0,p is an odd function, we have U−(β) = −U(β). If h > U(β), then both H ′

β,h,p(a1)
and H ′

β,h,p(−a2) > 0, and hence, H ′
β,h,p must have exactly one root (in (a2, 1)), which is a local

maximizer of Hβ,h,p. Similarly, if h < U−(β), then both H ′
β,h,p(−a1) and H ′

β,h,p(a2) < 0, which
implies that H ′

β,h,p must have exactly one root (in (−1,−a2)), which is a local maximizer of
Hβ,h,p. Hence, for h > U(β) or h < U−(β), the point (β, h) /∈ Cp. Moreover, if h = U(β), then
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either a1 or −a2 is a stationary inflection point of Hβ,h,p, with exactly one more stationary point
to the right of a2 which is still a local maximum, and if h = U−(β), then either a2 or −a1 is a
stationary inflection point of Hβ,h,p, with exactly one more stationary point to the left of −a2
which is still a local maximum. Hence, the points (β, U(β)) and (β, U−(β)) are not in Cp either.
Thus, a necessary condition for (β, h) to be in Cp, is that −U(β) < h < U(β), which also shows
that C(β) < U(β). Also, continuity of U follows from continuity of a1 and a2.

Next, it follows from the proof of part (1), that the map β 7→ H ′
β,0,p(a2(β)) is strictly increas-

ing. It also follows from the monotonicity pattern of H ′
β,0,p, that:

sup
x∈[0,1]

H ′
β,0,p(x) = max{0, H ′

β,0,p(a2)} .

Hence, H ′
β,0,p(a2) ≤ 0 for β ≤ β′

p and H ′
β,0,p(a2) > 0 for β > β′

p. It is also easy to see that β′
p ∈

(β̂p, β̃p), since H ′
β̂p,0,p

is strictly negative on the positive side, and H ′
β̃p,0,p

is positive somewhere

on the positive side (because Hβ̃p,0,p
< 0 on a right neighborhood of 0, and must be 0 somewhere

on the positive side).
At this point, we observe that for even p, x is a local maximizer of Hβ,h,p if and only if −x

is a local maximizer of Hβ,−h,p, which implies that the phase diagram is symmetric about the
h = 0 axis. Hence, it suffices to focus on the h ≥ 0 half of the plane. In view of Lemma B.3 (2),
we can now conclude that for β > β′

p, the condition −U(β) < h < U(β) is also sufficient for

(β, h) to be in Cp. For β ∈ (β̂p, β
′
p], if we define L(β) := −H ′

β,0,p(a2), then L is continuous on
its domain (since a2 is continuous). Also, note that in this case, U(β) = −H ′

β,0,p(a1) ≥ L(β),
since H ′

β,0,p is increasing on (a1, a2). It now follows from Lemma B.3 (1), that a necessary and
sufficient condition for (β, h) to belong to Cp, is that h ∈ ±(L(β), U(β)). This proves (c).
Next, since H ′

β,0,p(a2) ≤ 0 for β ≤ β′
p and H ′

β,0,p(a2) > 0 for β > β′
p, by continuity, we must

have H ′
β′
p,0,p

(a2(β
′
p)) = 0 i.e. L(β′

p) = 0. Since L is strictly decreasing on its domain, the proof

of (b) is now complete.
To prove (d), note that if H ′

β,0,p(−a2) ≤ H ′
β,0,p(a1), then U(β) = H ′

β,0,p(a2), and otherwise,
U(β) = −H ′

β,0,p(a1). In the first case, U ′(β) > 0 and in the second case, U ′(β) < 0. Define

g : (β̂p,∞) → R as:
g(β) := H ′

β,0,p(a1(β))−H ′
β,0,p(−a2(β)).

Note that g is a strictly increasing and continuous function, and g(β′
p) = H ′

β′
p,0,p

(a1(β
′
p)) < 0.

Next, since a1 < wp :=
√

1− 2
p
, we have H ′

β,0,p(a1(β)) ≥ − tanh−1(wp). On the other hand, we

can choose β > 0 large enough, such that H ′
β,0,p(

1
2
) > tanh−1(wp) > 0, which would then imply

that H ′
β,0,p(a2(β)) > tanh−1(wp). So, g(β) > 0 for all large β. Hence, there is a unique root β0

of g, larger than β′
p, and for β ∈ (β̂p, β0), U is strictly decreasing, while for β ≥ β0, U is strictly

increasing. Moreover, since H ′
β,0,p(

1
2
) → ∞ as β → ∞, we have:

lim
β→∞

U(β) = H ′
β,0,p(a2(β)) = ∞ ,

which proves (d).
Finally, once again, note that as β → β̂+

p , both the positive roots a1(β) and a2(β) of H
′′
β,0,p

also converge to the only positive root
√
1− 2

p
of H ′′

β̂p,0,p
. Hence, both U(β) and L(β) converge

to ĥp. Hence, H
′
β,0,p(a1) → −ĥp and H ′

β,0,p(−a2) = −H ′
β,0,p(a2) → ĥp. This proves (e) and

completes the proof of Lemma A.1.
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Finally, we describe the set Rp. Towards this, let us recall the notations in Lemma A.1, and
define the set Bp to be the union of the graphs of the functions U and L when p is odd, and
union of the graphs of the functions ±U and ±L when p is even.

Lemma A.2. Rp = (Cp)
c, where S denotes the closure of a set S ⊆ Θ with respect to the

Euclidean topology.

Proof. It is clear from the proofs of Lemma A.1 and Lemma B.3, that ∂Cp = Bp

⋃
Sp (here ∂

denotes the topological boundary), and that for all (β, h) ∈ Bp, the function Hβ,h,p has exactly
one local maximizer with the remaining stationary point(s) being point(s) of inflection. This
shows that Rp ⊆ (Cp)

c. On the other hand, it also follows from the proofs of Lemma A.1 and

Lemma B.3, that for all β > β̂p, the set of all points (β, h) in the complement of Cp (i.e. the set
of all (β, h) such that h > U(β) or h < L(β) for odd p, and ±h > U(β) or ±h < L(β) for even
p) belongs to Rp.

Next, for β < β̂p,H
′′
β,h,p < 0 on [−1, 1], soH has exactly one stationary point, which is a global

maximizer. Finally, at β = β̂p, H
′′
β,h,p < 0 everywhere on [−1, 1] \D where the set D consists of√

1− 2/p if p is odd, and ±
√

1− 2/p if p is even. Hence, Hβ,h,p once again has exactly one local

maximizer. Also, note that H ′
β,h,p(

√
1− 2/p) = h−ĥp for all p, and H ′

β,h,p(−
√
1− 2/p) = h+ĥp

for even p. Hence, no point in D can be a stationary point of Hβ,h,p for odd p with h ̸= ĥp, and

for even p with h ̸= ±ĥp. So, the unique local maximizer must lie outside D, where the second
derivative is negative. This shows that Rp ⊇ (Cp)

c, completing the proof of Lemma A.2.

In conclusion, the sets Rp, Cp, Sp and Bp form a partition of the parameter space Θ. Note
that for every point (β, h) ∈ Bp, the function Hβ,h,p has exactly one local maximizer with the
remaining stationary point(s) being point(s) of inflection.

Appendix B: Technical Results

In this section, we prove some technical lemmas necessary for the main proofs in the paper.

Lemma B.1. A point x ∈ [−1, 1] is a fixed point of λ if and only if it is a stationary point of
H. Further, any such fixed point x of λ satisfies sgn(λ′(x)− 1) = sgn(H ′′(x)).

Proof. Note that H ′(x) = 0 iff pβxp−1+h−tanh−1(x) = 0 iff x = tanh(pβxp−1+h) i.e. λ(x) = x.
Now, suppose that x is a fixed point of λ. Then,

λ′(x) = p(p− 1)βxp−2(1− tanh2(pβxp−1 + h)) = p(p− 1)βxp−2(1− x2) = 1 + (1− x2)H ′′(x) .

Since |H ′(±1)| = ∞, we know that 1− x2 > 0, which completes the proof of Lemma B.1.

Lemma B.2. At a p-special point (β, h), the function λ = λβ,h,p has a unique fixed point
c∗ ∈ (−1, 1). Further, we have:

λ′(c∗) = 1, λ′′(c∗) = 0 and λ′′′(c∗) < 0 .

Proof. To begin with, define:

β̂p =
1

2(p− 1)

(
p

p− 2

) p−2
2

, ĥp = tanh−1

(√
p− 2

p

)
− β̂pp

(
p− 2

p

) p−1
2

.
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By Lemma F.2 in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021), the only p-special point for odd
p is (β̂p, ĥp), and the only p-special points for even p are (β̂p,±ĥp). In this case, the function

H = Hβ,h,p has a unique global maximizer c∗ := i
√
1− 2/p, if the p-special point under

consideration is (β̂p, iĥp) for i ∈ {−1, 1}. By Lemma F.2 in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya
(2021) and Lemma B.1, c∗ is a fixed point of λ and λ′(c∗) = 1. Now, note that:

λ′(x) = p(p− 1)βxp−2(1− λ2(x))

and hence,
λ′′(x) = βp(p− 1)xp−3

[
(p− 2)(1− λ2(x))− 2xλ(x)λ′(x)

]
. (B.1)

Putting x = c∗ in (B.1) and recalling that λ(c∗) = c∗, λ′(c∗) = 1, we have

(p− 2)(1− λ2(x))− 2xλ(x)λ′(x) = 0, i.e. λ′′(c∗) = 0.

Differentiating both sides of (B.1) followed by straightforward calculations give:

λ′′′(c∗) = −2βp(p− 1)(p− 2)

(
1− 2

p

) p−4
2

< 0 .

Finally, note that for odd p, Lemma F.2 (1) in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021) says
that c∗ is the unique stationary point of H, and hence by Lemma B.1, the unique fixed point
of λ. If p is even and h > 0, then once again, it follows from the proof of Lemma F.2 (2) in
Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021) that H ′(x) > 0 on [0, c∗) and H ′(x) < 0 on (c∗, 1],
which implies that c∗ is the only stationary point of H on [0, 1]. Suppose that H ′′(x) > 0 for
some x ∈ [−1, 0). Since H ′′(−1) = −∞ and H ′′(0) = −1, this will imply the existence of at
least two negative roots of H ′′, thereby contradicting Lemma F.2 (2) in Mukherjee, Son and
Bhattacharya (2021), which says that c∗ and −c∗ are the only roots of H ′′. Hence, H ′′ < 0 on
[−1, 0) \ {−c∗} and H ′′(−c∗) = 0. In particular, H must be strictly concave on [−1, 0), so any
stationary point in this interval must be a global maximizer on this interval. Hence, H ′(y) < 0
for any point y any point in [−1, 0) to the right of this (fictitious) stationary point, which clearly
contradicts H ′(0) > 0. The case h < 0 can be handled similarly, thereby proving that c∗ is the
unique stationary point of H in this case, too. The proof of Lemma B.2 is complete.

Lemma B.3. Suppose that p ≥ 4 is even, β > β̂p, and a1 < a2 are the two roots of H ′′
β,0,p on

the positive side. Suppose throughout, that h ≥ 0. Then, the following are true.

(1) If H ′
β,0,p(a2) ≤ 0, then Hβ,h,p has more than one local maximizer if and only if −H ′

β,0,p(a2) <
h < −H ′

β,0,p(a1).
(2) If H ′

β,0,p(a2) > 0, then Hβ,h,p has more than one local maximizer if and only if h <
−min{H ′

β,0,p(a1), H
′
β,0,p(−a2)}.

Proof. We highlight on the following monotonicity pattern ofH ′
β,h,p (see the proof of Lemma F.3

in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021)), which will be used crucially throughout the proof:
H ′

β,h,p is strictly decreasing on [−1,−a2), strictly increasing on (−a2,−a1), strictly decreasing
on (−a1, a1), strictly increasing on (a1, a2) and strictly decreasing on (a2, 1].
First, consider the case H ′

β,0,p(a2) ≤ 0. Suppose that −H ′
β,0,p(a2) < h < −H ′

β,0,p(a1). Then,
H ′

β,h,p(0) = h > 0, H ′
β,h,p(a1) = H ′

β,0,p(a1) + h < 0 and H ′
β,h,p(a2) = H ′

β,0,p(a2) + h > 0. Hence,
H ′

β,h,p has roots in (0, a1) and (a2, 1), both of which are local maximizers of Hβ,h,p, since H ′′
β,h,p
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is negative on both these intervals. On the other hand, if h ≥ −H ′
β,0,p(a1), then H ′

β,h,p(a1) ≥ 0.
This implies that H ′

β,h,p can only have two roots on the positive side, one of them being strictly
to the right of a2, and another possibly at a1, the latter being an inflection point. Also, since
H ′

β,h,p(−a2) = −H ′
β,0,p(a2) + h > 0 and H ′

β,h,p(0) = h > 0, H ′
β,h,p cannot have any root on

the non-positive side. Thus, Hβ,h,p has exactly one local maximizer in this case. Similarly, if
h ≤ −H ′

β,0,p(a2), then H ′
β,h,p(a2) ≤ 0 and H ′

β,h,p < 0 everywhere else on [a1, 1]. This means
that the only possible non-negative roots of H ′

β,h,p are a2 and some point between 0 and a1,
the former being an inflection point. Further, since H ′

β,h,p(−a2) = −H ′
β,0,p(a2) + h ≥ 0, even if

this is 0, −a2 is an inflection point, and otherwise, H ′
β,h,p has no negative root. So, Hβ,h,p has

exactly one local maximizer in this case, too. This proves (1).
Next, note that the only if part of (2) has already been established in the proof of part

(2) of Lemma A.1. So, suppose that h < −min{H ′
β,0,p(a1), H

′
β,0,p(−a2)}. First, assume that

H ′
β,0,p(a1) ≤ H ′

β,0,p(−a2). Then, h < −H ′
β,0,p(a1), i.e. H

′
β,h,p(a1) < 0. So, H ′

β,h,p has a root in
[0, a1), which is a local maximizer of Hβ,h,p. Moreover, H ′

β,h,p(a2) = H ′
β,0,p(a2)+h > 0, so Hβ,h,p

has another local maximizer in (a2, 1). Finally, assume that H ′
β,0,p(a1) > H ′

β,0,p(−a2). Then,
h < −H ′

β,0,p(−a2) and hence, H ′
β,h,p(−a2) < 0. So, H ′

β,h,p has a root in (−1,−a2), which is a
local maximizer of Hβ,h,p. Moreover, once again, H ′

β,h,p(a2) > 0, which guarantees another local
maximizer in (a2, 1). This proves the if part, and completes the proof of Lemma B.3.

Appendix C: A Crude Lower Bound of the Mixing Time on Bp

In this section, we show how the arguments in the proof of Theorem 2.1 (3) can be used to give
a crude lower bound on the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics when (β, h) ∈ Bp (as defined
in Appendix A).

Proposition C.1. If (β, h) ∈ Bp, then tmix(ϵ) = Ω(N4/3).

Proof. To begin with, in this case, Hβ,h,p has a local maximizer c∗ and a stationary inflection
point c̄. We will only deal with the case c̄ > c∗, since the other direction will follow similarly.
It follows from Theorem 3.1 (3) in Mukherjee, Son and Bhattacharya (2021) that under Pβ,h,p,
N1/2(X̄−c∗) converges weakly to a non-trivial distribution as N → ∞. Fix a number K ∈ (0, 1)
(to be chosen later), whence there exists A > 0 (depending on K), such that for all large N ,

Pβ,h,p(|X̄ − c∗| ≤ AN−1/2) ≥ K . (C.1)

Let et := ct − c̄ and set e0 := 2AN−γ, where 0 < γ < 1 is a quantity to be chosen later. Define
a chain ẽt with the same transition structure as et, except at e0, where the ẽt chain stays with
probability equal to that of the et chain either going up or staying at e0. The chains et and ẽt
can be coupled in such a way, that et dominates ẽt stochastically under Pe0 . Next, define:

τ := min{t ≥ 0 : ẽt ≤ AN−γ}

and let dt := e0 − ẽt∧τ . Note that for x ∈ (AN−γ, e0), we have:

Ee0(ẽt+1|ẽt = x) = Ee0(et+1|et = x) =
1

N
(λ(c̄+ x)− c̄− x) + x .

A Taylor series expansion of the last term of the above identity, together with the facts λ
′
(c̄) = 1

and λ(c̄) = c̄ gives:

Ee0(ẽt+1|ẽt = x) = x+
x2

2N
λ′′(ξ) ≥ x− α

N
x2
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for some constant α > 0, where ξ ∈ (c̃, c̃+x). Defining At := σ(d1, . . . , dt), we can now proceed
exactly as in the proof of Theorem 4.2 in Levin, Luczak and Peres (2007) to conclude that:

Ee0(d
2
t+1 − d2t |At) ≤ CAN

−min{3γ+1,2}.

for some constant CA > 0 depending on A. Taking expectation on both sides of (2.14) and
iterating, we have:

Ee0d
2
t ≤ CAtN

−min{3γ+1,2} .

Once again, following the steps in Levin, Luczak and Peres (2007), we have:

Pe0(τ ≤ t) ≤ CAt

A2
N2γ−min{3γ+1,2} .

Fixing another number L ∈ (0, K) and setting t := (A2L/CA)N
min{3γ+1,2}−2γ above, we get:

Pe0(ẽt ≤ AN−γ) ≤ Pe0(τ ≤ t) ≤ L .

Since c∗ + AN−1/2 < c̄+ AN−γ for large enough N , we have

Pe0(ct ≤ c∗ + AN−1/2) ≤ L .

Combining (2.13) and (C), we have:

max
x∈CN

dTV

(
Px(X

t ∈ ·),Pβ,h,p

)
≥ Pβ,h,p(|X̄ − c∗| ≤ AN−1/2)− Pe0(|ct − c∗| ≤ AN−1/2) ≥ K − L

with t = CK,LN
min{3γ+1,2}−2γ for some constant CK,L > 0. We can choose K and L such that

0 < L < K < 1 and K − L > ϵ to conclude that tmix(ϵ) ≥ CK,LN
min{3γ+1,2}−2γ. Note that

argmax
γ∈(0,1)

(min{3γ + 1, 2} − 2γ) =
1

3
,

and the proposition follows on taking γ = 1
3
.
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