arXiv:2502.05437v1 [cs.DS] 8 Feb 2025

Approximating the total variation distance between spin systems

Weiming Feng * Hongyang Liu | Minji Yang *

Abstract

Spin systems form an important class of undirected graphical models. For two Gibbs
distributions p and v induced by two spin systems on the same graph G = (V, E), we study
the problem of approximating the total variation distance drv (u,v) with an e-relative error.
We propose a new reduction that connects the problem of approximating the TV-distance
to sampling and approximate counting. Our applications include the hardcore model and
the antiferromagnetic Ising model in the uniqueness regime, the ferromagnetic Ising model,
and the general Ising model satisfying the spectral condition.

Additionally, we explore the computational complexity of approximating the total varia-
tion distance drv (1s, Vs) between two marginal distributions on an arbitrary subset S C V.
We prove that this problem remains hard even when both p and v admit polynomial-time
sampling and approximate counting algorithms.

1 Introduction

The total variation distance (TV-distance) is a widely used metric for quantifying the difference
between two distributions. For two discrete distributions i and v defined over the sample space
), the TV-distance is given by

dry (1.7) 2 3 3 o) = v(o)] = max (u(A) ~ v(4)).
oe -

Alternatively, the TV-distance can be characterized as the minimum probability of X # Y,
where X ~ p and Y ~ v form a coupling of the two distributions. These different charac-
terizations provide a rich set of tools for analyzing the TV-distance. It is also closely related
to other measures of distance between distributions, such as the Wasserstein distance and the
KL-divergence [MU17]. Consequently, the TV-distance is a fundamental quantity in many
applications, including randomized algorithms, statistical physics, and machine learning.

The problem of computing the TV-distance between two distributions has garnered con-
siderable attention in machine learning and theoretical computer science. A straightforward
approach is to compute the TV-distance directly from its definition. This algorithm runs in
O(|92]) time, assuming access to the probability mass at every point in 2. However, the prob-
lem becomes particularly interesting when the distributions have succinct representation, as the
sample space €2 can be exponentially large relative to the size of the input. In fact, the problem
is intractable for many classes of distributions. For instance, [SV03] showed that when two dis-
tributions are specified by circuits that sample from them, deciding whether their TV-distance
is small or large is complete for SZK (statistical zero-knowledge). More recently, Bhattacharyya,

*School of Computing and Data Science, The University of Hong Kong, emails: wfeng@hku.hk and
ymjessen02Q@connect . hku.hk.

fState Key Laboratory for Novel Software Technology, New Cornerstone Science Laboratory, Nanjing Univer-
sity, email: 1iuhongyang@smail.nju.edu.cn.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2502.05437v1

Gayen, Meel, Myrisiotis, Pavan, and Vinodchandran [BGM™23] proved that even for pairs of
product distributions, the exact computation of their TV-distance is #P-complete.

On the algorithmic side, the problem of approrimating the TV-distance between two dis-
tributions with e-relative error was first studied in [BGM™ 23|, where the authors proposed an
approximation algorithm for a restricted class of product distributions. Subsequently, Feng,
Guo, Jerrum, and Wang [FGJW23] developed a simple FPRAS that works for general product
distributions. Later, a deterministic FPTAS was also introduced for the same task [FLL24].
Beyond product distributions, however, the understanding of approximating the TV-distance
remains very limited. The only progress was made in [BGM™24], which showed that for two
Bayesian networks on DAGs, an FPRAS for the TV-distance exists if exact probabilistic infer-
ence can be performed in polynomial time. As a consequence, their algorithm can be applied
when the underlying DAG has bounded treewidth. However, the requirement of exact inference
is a strong assumption. For many natural graphical models without the bounded treewidth
property, exact inference is itself a #P-complete problem.

In this paper, we further investigate the problem of approximating the TV-distance for spin
systems, which are a fundamental class of undirected graphical models. Canonical examples
include the hardcore model and the Ising model. Our contributions can be summarized as:

e We give a new algorithm to reduce the TV-distance approximation to sampling and ap-
proximate counting. As a result, our algorithm applies to a broad class of hardcore and
Ising models, even if the underlying graph has unbounded treewidth.

e We analyze the computational complexity of approximating the TV-distance between two
marginal distributions of spin systems. We show that this problem is #P-hard, even in
parameter regimes where both sampling and approximate counting are tractable.

1.1 Approximating the TV-distance between two Gibbs distributions

Let G = (V, E) be a graph. A spin system S (a.k.a. Markov random field) defines a distribution
over {—1,4+1}" (denoted by {#}V in short) in the following way. It defines a weight function
w = ws := {£}¥ — R that assigns each configuration o € {+}V a weight w(c). The spin
system S induces a Gibbs distribution p = ug over {+}" such that
! y o w(o) R | - |
oce{x}", plo)= 7 where Z = Zs = Z w(T) is the partition function.
Te{x}V

The weight function w of a spin system is a product of factors associated with each vertex
and edge on graph G, which can be computed exactly and efficiently. For a broad class of
spin systems, the following sampling and approximate counting oracles with Tgp(a),T &e) =
poly(n/e) exist, where n denotes the number of vertices in graph G.

Definition 1 (sampling and approximate counting oracles). Let S be a spin system on graph
G with Gibbs distribution p and partition function Z. Let T2, T& : (0,1) — N be two non-
increasing cost functions.

e We say S admits a sampling oracle with cost function 7,7 if given any 0 < ¢ < 1, it returns
a random sample X € {+}V in time Tj¥ (¢) with dpv (X, p) <e.

e We say S admits an approx. counting oracle with cost function T if given any 0 < e < 1,
it returns a random number Z in time T¢E (e) with Pr [(1 —)Z<Z<(1+e)Z|>0.99.



Given two spin systems S#* and S” on the same graph G that defines two Gibbs distributions
u and v respectively and an error bound 0 < € < 1, we study the following problem.

Given the assess to sampling and approximate counting oracles for both S* and S”, can we
efficiently approximate the T'V-distance drv (p,v) within relative error (1 +¢€)?

In this paper, we focuses on the following two canonical and extensively studied spin systems.

e Hardcore model: Let G = (V, E) be a graph. Let A = (\,)yev € RY, be external fields.
A configuration o € {£}" is said to be an independent set if S, = {v € V | 0, = +1}
forms an independent set in graph G. The hardcore model is specified by the pair (G, A),
which defines the weight function w such that

[loev.o,—41 v if 0 is an independent set;
0 otherwise.

Vo e {£}V, w(o) 2 {

e Ising model: Let G = (V,E) be a graph. Let J € RV*V be a symmetric interaction
matriz such that J,, # 0 only if {u,v} € E. Let h € (RU {4oc})” be the external field.
Define Hamiltonian function

Vo e {+}, H(o)2 Z JuwOu0y + Z ovhy =
{uv}eE veV

(o,J0) + (o, h).

DN | —

The weight of a configuration ¢ in Ising model is defined by w(c) £ exp(H(c)).
The problem of approximating the TV-distance can be formalized as follows.
Problem 2 (Hardcore TV-distance approximation). The problem is defined as follows.

e Input: two hardcore models (G, \*) and (G, \”) defined on the same graph G = (V, E),
which specifies two Gibbs distributions p and v respectively, and an error bound 0 < € < 1.

e Output: a number d such that (1 — &)dry (u,v) < d < (14 ¢€)dry (11, v).
Problem 3 (Ising TV-distance approximation). The problem is defined as follows.

e Input: two Ising models (G, J#, h*) and (G, J”, h”) defined on the same graph G = (V, E),
which specifies two Gibbs distributions p and v respectively, and an error bound 0 < € < 1.

e Output: a number d such that (1 —&)dry (u,v) < d < (14 ¢€)dry (11, v).

We are interested in the FPRAS (fully polynomial randomized approximation scheme),
which solves the above problems with probability at least 2/3' in time poly(n/e).
1.1.1 General results for hardcore and Ising models

We need a marginal lower bound condition for general results. For any subset A C V', any
feasible partial configuration o € {£}*, let u° denote the distribution x conditional on ¢. For
any v € V, let uJ denote the marginal distribution on v projected from p.

Condition 4 (marginal lower bound). Let 0 < b < 1 be a parameter. We say a distribution
p over {£}V is b-marginally bounded if for any feasible partial configuration o € {£}* on a
subset A CV, anyv €V, any ¢ € {£}, it holds that ug(c) > b if pJ(c) > 0.

!The success probability can be boosted to 1 — § by independently running the algorithm for O(log %) times
and taking the median of the output.



The marginal lower bound condition is a natural condition for spin systems. Hardcore and
Ising models with constant marginal lower bound were extensively studied in sampling and
approximate counting [Jer03, Wei06, Sly10, CLV21].

Theorem 5 (general result). Let 0 < b < 1 be a constant. There exists a randomized algorithm
that solves Problem 2 and Problem 3 with probability at least % in time

N2 sp g2 ot €
Oy <?TG (poly{b) : W) + 715 <poly(b) : N))

if two input spin systems are both b-marginally bounded and both admit sampling and approx-
imate counting oracles with cost functions Ty (+), TE(+), where Oy(-) hides a factor depending
only on b, N =n = |V| for hardcore model, and N =n+m = |V| + |E| for Ising model.

For the hardcore and Ising models with a constant marginal lower bound, the theorem pro-
vides the first polynomial-time reduction from approximating the TV-distance to sampling and
approximate counting. Moreover, the above theorem is a simplified version, and our technique
yields a stronger result that also applies to some hardcore and Ising models with a smaller
marginal lower bound b = o(1). See Remark 38 or a more detailed discussion.

Consider a hardcore model (G,\). Let A > 3 denote the maximum degree of G. The
hardcore model is said to satisfy the uniqueness condition with a constant gap 0 < n < 1 if

A-1

Yo eV, A <(1—=n)A(A), where \(A) £ % ~2 %. (1)
Previous works [CFYZ22, CE22, SVV09] proved that for hardcore model satisfying the unique-
ness condition in (1), it admits poly(Z) time sampling and approximate counting oracles. To
obtain a poly(%) time algorithm for TV-distance estimation, one way is to consider hardcore
models in the uniqueness regime with constant marginal lower bound b = (1), which requires
that A = O(1) and for all v € V, either Q(1) < A\, < (1 —n)A(A) or A, = 0%

For Ising models S = (G, J, h), the following conditions are well-known.

Condition 6. S satisfies one of the following conditions:

e Spectral condition: Amax(J) — Amin(J) < 1 —n for some constant n > 0, where Apax(J)
and Amin(J) denote the max and min eigenvalues of J respectively.

e Ferromagnetic interaction with consistent field condition: Jy, > 0 for all edge {u,v} € E
and hy, >0 for allv e V.

o Anti-ferromagnetic interaction at or within the uniqueness threshold: Jy, = 8 <0 for all
{u,v} € E and exp(2B) > 252, where A is the mazimum degree of G.

Previous works [AJKT22, FGW23, JS93, CCYZ24, JVV86, SVV09] gave poly(%) time sam-
pling and approximate counting oracles for Ising models satisfying Condition 6.
We have the following corollary for hardcore and Ising models from Theorem 5.

Corollary 7. Let 0 < n < 1 and A > 3 be two constants. There exists an FPRAS for Problem 2
if two input hardcore models are defined on graph G with mazximum degree A and all external
fields satisfy that Q(1) < AT < (1 —=n)A(A) or AT =0 for allv eV and m € {u,v}.

There exists an FPRAS for Problem 3 if two input Ising models both satisfy Condition 6
and the marginal lower bound in Condition 4 with b = (1).

?We allow A, = 0 because Condition 4 only considers the lower bound for spins ¢ € {£} with uJ(c) > 0.



The condition required by Corollary 7 is arguably significant conditions for TV-distance
estimation. Let A > 3 be a constant. For the hardcore model beyond the uniqueness regime
such that A, > A\:(A) for all v € V', polynomial-time sampling and approximate counting oracles
do not exist unless NP = RP [Sly10]. Moreover, the technique in [BGM™25] can show that
unless NP = RP, there is no FPRAS for Problem 2 if input hardcore models are beyond the
uniqueness condition. For the completeness, we give a simplified proof in Appendix A. We can
show that this hardness result holds even for additive-error approximation.

To see the significance of Condition 6, consider the following family of Ising models. Let
St = (G, J,h*) and S = (G, J, h”) be two Ising models defined on the same graph G and have
the same interaction matrix J. Assume that G has constant maximum degree A; for all edges
{u,v} in G, Jy, = B < 0 is a unified negative constant; and for all vertices v € V, hy and h’
can take values from set {400,0}. This family of Ising models has a constant marginal lower
bound. We have the following two results:

e if exp(25) > %, then FPRAS for TV-distance exists by Corollary 7;

e if exp(2f) < %, there is no FPRAS for TV-distance unless NP = RP, the hardness
result holds even for approximating the TV-distance with additive error.

Again, the hardness result can be proved by the technique in [BGM™'25]. We give a simple
proof in Appendix A for the completeness.

1.1.2 Improved results for hardcore models in the uniqueness regime

Corollary 7 works for hardcore model in the uniqueness regime. However, it additionally requires
a marginal lower bound b = Q(1). We give the following improved algorithm that removes the
marginal lower bound requirement, thus it works for the whole uniqueness regime.

Theorem 8 (improved algorithm for the whole uniqueness regime). There exists a randomized

algorithm that solves Problem 2 with probability at least 2/3 in time On(?—’}g) if two input
hardcore models both satisfy the uniqueness condition with a constant gap n > 0, where n is the

number of vertices and On() hides a constant factor depending on n and a polylog(%) factor.

Next, let us further assume that the hardcore model has a constant marginal lower bound
b=(1). Theorem 5 and Corollary 7 give an FPRAS in time

Oy (f—;Tgf <poly(b) : %) P TS <poly(b) - %)) =0 (g) . 2)

The equation holds because T2 (6) = O(Anlog %) [CFYZ22, CE22], T&H(6) = O(A(S—ZQ) [SVV09],
and A = O(1) due to the constant marginal lower bound assumption. For these hardcore
models, we can also give a faster algorithm than the general results in Theorem 5. Compared to
the running time in (2), the following improved algorithm reduces a factor of n in the running
time.

Theorem 9 (faster algorithm further assuming constant marginal lower bound). Let 0 < n < 1
and A > 3 be two constants. There exists an FPRAS in time O(Z—;) for Problem 2 if two input
hardcore models are defined on graph G with maximum degree A and all external fields satisfy
that Q(1) < AT < (1 —=n)A(A) or AL =0 forallv eV and m € {u,v}.



1.2 Approximating the TV-distance between two marginal distributions

One natural extension is to approximate the TV-distance between two marginal distributions
on a subset of vertices. We use the hardcore model as an example to state our results on this
problem. The same results can be extended to Ising model using a similar reduction.

Problem 10 (k-marginal TV-distance approximation). Let k : N — N be a function.

e Input: two hardcore models (G, \*) and (G, \”) defined on the same graph G = (V, E),
which specifies two Gibbs distributions p and v respectively, a subset S C V such that
|S| = k(n), where n = |V, and an error bound & > 0.

e Output: a number d such that % <d< (1 +&)drv (us,vs), where pug and vg are

marginal distributions on S projected from p and v respectively.

In particular, if the function k(n) = n, then Problem 10 is the same as Problem 2.

We show that the problem is hard when k(n) = 1. In this case, the problem is to approximate
the TV-distance between two marginal distributions at a single vertex. The hardness result
holds even if two input hardcore models are in the uniqueness regime, where both sampling and
approximate counting are intractable in polynomial time.

Theorem 11. Let k(n) =1 for alln € N be a constant function. The k-marginal TV-distance
approzimation is #P-Hard when two input hardcore models both satisfy the uniqueness condi-
tion, the hardness result holds even if ¢ = poly(n), where n is number of vertices in G.

The above theorem is for marginal distributions at one vertex. One can simply lift the result
to the marginal distributions on a set of vertices. In particular, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 12. Let 0 < a < 1 be a constant and k(n) = n — [n“|. The k-marginal TV-
distance approzimation is #P-Hard when two input hardcore models both satisfy the uniqueness
condition, the hardness result holds even if ¢ = poly(n), where n is number of vertices in G.

The proofs of the hardness results are given in Section 7. The proof constructs a Turing
reduction that exactly counts the number Z of independent sets in graphs with a maximum
degree of 3, a problem known to be #P-complete [DG00]. Specifically, we show that if one
can efficiently solve the problem stated in Theorem 11, then it is possible to efficiently estimate
the probability that a vertex v is included in a uniformly random independent set, with an
exponentially small relative error of 47™. This, in turn, solves the exact counting problem by
using the self-reducibility [JVV86] property of the hardcore model and the fact that Z < 2.

Now, let us compare our hardness results with that in [BGM'25]. The hardness results in
[BGMT25] are for approximating the TV-distance between two entire Gibbs distributions. In
contrast, our hardness results are for approximating the TV-distance between two marginal
distributions. The hardness results in [BGM™25] are NP-hard results. It considered the Gibbs
distributions in a parameter regime where sampling and approximate counting are intractable.
In contrast, our hardness results are #P-hard results. Our hardness results holds even if
sampling and approximate counting can both be solved in polynomial time.

Finally, consider approximating the TV-distance between two marginal distributions with
additive error €. We show that this relaxed problem admits FPRAS if two input hardcore
models both satisfy the uniqueness condition.

Theorem 13. There exists a randomized algorithm such that given two hardcore distributions

w and v on the same graph G = (V, E) with n = |V, any subset S CV, and any 0 < e < 1, if
7 An?

p and v both satisfy (1), it returns a random number d in time <4 - polylog(%Z) such that
n 2
Pr ||d— drv (us,vs) | < ¢| = 2.
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Theorem 13 together with two hardness results give a clear separation between the compu-
tational complexity for approximating the TV-distance with relative and additive error.

1.3 Related work

There are a series of works on checking whether two given distributions are identical (e.g.
[CMRO7, DHR0O8, KMO™11, BGM™"25]), which can be viewed as the decision version of com-
puting the TV-distance, i.e., checking whether it is zero.

There are also a long line of works (e.g., see a survey in [Canl5]) studying the identical
testing problem in access model, where the algorithm can only access the set of random samples
from the distributions. This setting is different from our setting, where we assume that all the
parameters of the spin systems are given as the input to the algorithm.

A series of works [BGMV20, CK14, Kiel8, CR14] studied the algorithm and the hardness
of approximating the TV-distance with additive error, which is an easier problem than the
relative-error approximation.

[DMR18, AAL23, Kon24, AK24] found closed-form formulas, which approximates the TV-
distance between two high-dimensional distributions with a fized relative error. We study
algorithms achieving an arbitrary e-relative error approximation for spin systems.

2 Algorithm overview

In this section, we give an overview of our algorithm. Let G = (V, E) be a graph. Let S* and
S” be two spin systems (either two hardcore models or two Ising models) defined on the same
graph G. Let p and v denote Gibbs distributions of S# and S” respectively.

We first introduce the distance between parameters of two spin systems. For a vector a € RV,
denote ||allc = max,cy |ay|. For a matrix A € RV*V denote || A||lmax = maxy pev |Auw]-

Definition 14 (parameter distance). The parameter distance dp,,(S#,S”) between S#* and SH,
which is denote by dpar(p, ) for simplicity, is defined by

e Hardcore model: for two hardcore models S = (G, \*) and S¥ = (G, \Y),

dpar (1, v) £ N = N[ oo
e Soft-Ising model: for two soft-Ising models S = (G, J*, h*) and S¥ = (G, J¥, h"),

hH () — b
dpar(,l,t, V) 2 maX{HJM - JVHmaxam{?“X %} )

where deg, is the degree of v in graph G.

The above parameter distance can be computed easily. The following lemma gives the
relation between parameter distance dpar (i, ) and the total variation distance drv (i,v). An
Ising model (G = (V, E), J,h) is said to be soft if h € RV (instead of h € (RU {+o0})V). We
now focus on soft-Ising model in this overview. We will show how to reduce general Ising models
to soft models in Section 6.

Lemma 15 (TV-distance lower bound). It holds that dry (u,v) > CLY - dpar (1, v) such that

par

e Hardcore model: if both p and v satisfy the uniqueness condition in (1), Cg;}/ = ﬁ.

e Hardcore model: if both p and v are b-marginally bounded, ij;}/ = 3.



o Soft-Ising model: if both pu and v are b-marginally bounded, CTYV =

par

By Lemma 15, if dpar(p, v) is large, the TV-distance dry (i, v) is also large. Let n = |V|
and m = |E| denote the numbers of vertices and edges in G. Define the a threshold 0§ = W()
for the parameter distance for soft-Ising and hardcore models, where ¢, is some parameter
depending only on the marginal lower bound b®. The specific value of # can be found in Section 6.
Our algorithm first compute dpar (i1, ) in time O(m + n), and then compares dpar (4, V) to the
threshold 6. The algorithm considers the following two cases.

e Case dpy(p,v) > 6: By Lemma 15, the TV-distance drv (p,v) = Cpardpar(,u, v) >
Qb(poly(n)) is large. In this case, the task of approximating drv (u,r) with relative er-
ror is the same (up to Op(poly(n)) running time) as the task of approximating drv (u,v)
with additive error. We give a general FPRAS that achieves the additive-error approxi-
mation assuming polynomial-time sampling and approximate counting oracles for both p
and v.

o Case dpar(pt,v) < 6: The algorithm for this case is our main technical contribution. Let
wy,(+) and w,(-) denote the weight functions for spin systems S¥ and S” respectively. By
the definition of parameter distance, we know that for any o € {£}V, w,(0) ~ w,(c). We
will utilize this property to design efficient approximation algorithm for TV-distance.

In Section 2.1 and Section 2.2, we will explain the main ideas of our algorithms for the above
two cases. The formal description of the algorithms are given in Sections 4 and 5.
2.1 Warm-up: additive-error approximation algorithm

Let us first consider the easy case. This case is solved by improving the algorithm in [BGMV20].
By the definition of total variation distance, we can write

v = Y o) -vol= X weymx (01-25). @

oe{x£}V:u(o)>v(o) oce{+}V ,u(a)

u(o)
have E[X] = drv (u,v) and Var [X] < 1. Additive-error approximation can be achieved if
random samples of the variable X can be efficiently generated.

However, since we can only access sampling and approximate counting oracles, we cannot
compute u(o) and v(o) exactly. Instead, our algorithm uses an alternative estimator X to
approximate the random variable X. Let Z,,,w,(-) and Z,,w,(-) denote the partition functions
and weight functions of S# and S, respectively. We first call the approximate counting oracle
to obtain Z ,, and Zy, which approximate Z,, and Z,, with a relative error of O(e). The estimator
X is then defined by the following process:

Define the random variable X £ max <0, "(0)), where o ~ u. Note that 0 < X < 1. We

e (Call sampling oracle to generate approximate sample o from u;

e X = max (0, 1- ?(U)>, where (o) = w,(0)/Z, and ji(c) = w,(0)/Z,.

o)

The error of X arises from the errors in the approximate sample o and the probabilities () and

i(+). To illustrate the main idea of the algorithm, let us ignore the sampling error and assume

- V(O’) _ wu(U) Z
o ~ u. Note that the true value 7o) = wa(o) Z‘L

By the assumption of approximate counting

3The value of b is not given in the input, but we can compute b efficiently (see Lemma 35).



oracle, % > (1- 0(5)):8;’ which implies E[X] < E,,[max(0,1— (1 — 0(5)):8; )], which is

at most Eg.,[max(0,1 — :EZ;)] + O(e)EUNﬂ% = E[X]+ O(g). A similar analysis gives the

lower bound E[X] > E[X] — O(¢). Since 0 < X < 1 so the variance is at most 1, this achieves
the additive error approximation of the TV-distance.

The algorithm in Theorem 13 estimates the T'V-distance between two marginal distributions
with additive error, which follows a similar approach. The key difference is that it requires
approximating the marginal probabilities vg(c) and ug(o) for o € {£}°, where S C V. For
the hardcore model within the uniqueness regime, we have not only an efficient approximate
counting oracle but also efficient oracles for approximating the conditional partition function
2% =3 re{4}Virg=o W(T), which give the efficient approximation of (o) and vg(o).

Additive-error approximation algorithms were also studied in [BGMV20], where a similar
algorithm was proposed. Their approach assumes that the values of p(o) and v(o) can be com-
puted exactly, allowing the use of the estimator X. In contrast, our algorithm demonstrates that
approximated values of u(o) and v(o) suffice. Consequently, our additive-error algorithm (see
Theorem 17 for a formal statement) improves upon some results in [BGMV20]. For instance,
while [BGMV20] applies to ferromagnetic Ising models on bounded tree-width graphs with con-
sistent external fields, our result removes the bounded tree-width restriction and applies to
general graphs (see Corollary 18).

2.2 Approximation algorithm for instances with small parameter distance

Consider the case where dpar(p,v) < 6. The total variation distance drv (i, v) can be very
small (e.g., exp(—Q(n))). We cannot use additive-error approximation algorithm to efficiently
achieve a relative-error approximation. The main challenge lies in the term 1 —v(o)/u(o) in (3).
With approximate counting oracles, we can approximate v(o)/u(o) with relative error, but
there is no guarantee of relative accuracy for 1 — v(o)/u(o). Due to this difficulty, previous
works mainly studied graphical models on bounded treewidth graphs [BGM™24] and product
distributions [FGJW23], where v (o) and p(o) can be computed ezactly.

We overcome this challenge by designing an alternative estimator with good concentration
property. We use the hardcore model as an example to illustrate the main idea. Assume both
w and v are hardcore models (G, \*) and (G, V) satisfying uniqueness condition in (1). For the
simplicity of the overview, let us further assume that for any for v € V, 0 < M < \/. In words,
v is obtained by increasing some external fields of y by a small amount. We will deal with the
general case in later technical sections.

Basic case without small external fields Let us start with a simple case where \) =
©(x) for all v € V. The uniqueness condition guarantees that A = O(%). The assumption
additionally requires that every A cannot be too small. By the definitions of total variation
distance and Gibbs distributions, we can compute

o)

drv () =3 3 o)

oe{x}V

The first term 227‘: can be approximated with relative error by approximate counting oracle. For
the second term, we consider the following random variable, which also appears in the previous
work of approximate counting [SVV09],

wy (o)

= wy,(0)

, where o ~ p.



Note that E [WW] = g—: By (4), our task is reduced to estimate the value of E [|E [W] — W|]. We
are in the case that 0 < A — M < dpar(p,v) < 0 = ﬁ() so that for any o € {£}V, w#(ag ~ 1.
We will utilize this property to show that W has a good concentration property. Formally,
wy (o) AV dpar (1, V)
1< < MG 14 P\ 7/
<ime I g T (1%
veEVio,=+1 VEV iop=+1
dpar (W, Vv
(x) <140 < 3 %) <1+ 0nA) - dy (1, v). (5)
VEV :0p=41 v

In inequality (), we use the fact that My = Q(4) so that % = O(A#), since we choose

= m small enough, then W < % and the inequality can be verified as follows
dpar (1, dpar (1, dpar (1,
M () con( 3 ) oiio 3 dpen)),
veEV :ioy=+1 v veEV:ioy=+1 v veEV :0y=+1 v

<n-(1/n)=o0(1)

By Lemma 15, drv (i, v) = Q(dpar(t,v)). This implies W enjoys a very good concentration
property such that

1<W <1+0(nA) -dry (u,v) = Var[W] < On*A?) - (drv (u,v))> (6)

Now, our algorithm can be outline as follows.

Call approximate counting oracles to obtain Zu and Z, with relative error O(e).

o
e Draw T = poly(n/e) samples Wy, ..., Wy from W independently.

e Compute W = =37 W, (approximate E[W])
e Compute F = %ZZTZI |W; — W|. (approximate E[|W — E[W]|D)
e Return d = 222‘; E.

Using the variance bound in (6), we can prove that with high probability, £ approximates
E|[|[W — E [W]|] with an additive error of O(e) - dry (i, v). By (5), we can also verify that

7+ = O(1). Hence, we can bound the error as follows

i< (1+0( ))222

(E[W -E[W][]+O0() - drv (1, v)) < (1 + O(e))drv (1, v) -

A similar analysis gives the lower bound d > (1 — O(¢))drv (u, ). This achieves the relative-
error approximation of the TV-distance. The above technique can be generalized to Ising models
and hardcore models with a marginal lower bound.

General case containing small external fields For the general case, there may exist vertex
v € V such that the external field M) < dpar(pt,v). In this case, the inequality () in (5) may
not hold. In fact, it will cause a fundamental problem to the above algorithm. Consider the
case that Ay = exp(—n) and \Y = A\ + D for all v € V, where D > 0. If we draw polynomial
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number of samples o ~ u, typically, every sample ¢ corresponds to the empty set, i.e., o, = —1

for all uw € V. Hence, with high probability, all W; in the above algorithm are zzgg% =1 and

the algorithm will return d = 0. However, the true TV-distance dpv (1, v) > 0 is positive.

Let us first consider a special case such that for all v € V, Ay < x and N/ < k, where
r = poly(£) < L is very small. The total variation distance is the sum of 1|u(c) — v(o)] for
all independent sets o € {£}". In this special case, all external fields are tiny, so that large
independent sets appear with very low probability. Let ||o|+ be the number of +1 in 0. We

can show that there is a constant ¢t = O(1) depending on  such that

% ) (o) — v(0)| < O(e) - dry (1, v) .

oe{£}Villolls>t+1

In words, to approximate the total variation distance, we only need to consider the independent
sets with size at most . Now, we define a distribution ' as the distribution p restricted on the
independent sets with size at most ¢. Similarly, we can define v/ from v. Since t is a constant, we
can enumerate all independent sets with size at most £ and compute the total variation distance
between y/ and /. We can show that dpy (¢, v') approximate dpy (u,v) with e relative error.

For the most general case, we divide the vertices into two groups. The big group B contains
all vertices v € V such that min{\, \Y} > k. The small group S contains all vertices v € V

such that min{\y, \y} < & for a small x = poly(£). The total variation distance is
1 1
dry (pv)=5 > o) —vio)l=5 D>, > lus@)u§y) - vs@)viy)
oe{£}V ze{£}B ye{+}5
1 VB\Z) . z
= w0y X [P0 - ).
ve(x)? ye(z)s |7
f(@)

In a high level, our algorithm will draw independent samples = ~ up from the marginal distri-
bution and approximately compute the value of f(z). The algorithm finally outputs the average
value of f(z) over all samples. To make the idea work, we need to deal with the following two
main technical challenging.

e We need to bound the variance of f(z) where x ~ pp to show that polynomial number of
samples are sufficient for approximation. To achieve a good bound, we use the Poincaré
inequality for hardcore model in uniqueness regime [CFYZ21] to control the variance.

e Given a sample x ~ up, we also need to approximately compute the value of f(x). We
need to (1) approximate two distributions p% and v& over {£}7; and (2) approximate the
ratio Zﬁ—((i)). For the first task, note that both p§ and v§ are hardcore distributions on the
induced subgraph G[S] such that for all v € S, the external fields are small. Hence, we
can approximate them using distributions over independent sets of size at most t = O(1).
A similar idea will also be use for the second task: to estimate marginal probabilities
up(x) and vp(z), we also need to consider the total weight of all independent sets I in
G|S] such that TU{v € B | z, = +1} forms a independent set in G. Again, we show that
the approximation algorithm only needs to consider all such I with |I| <¢= O(1).

All the technical details for general case are given in Section 5.2.
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Organization of the paper Lemma 15 is proved in Section 3. The additive error approxima-
tion algorithm is given in Section 4. The algorithm for instances with small parameter distance
in given in Section 5. In Section 6, we put all the pieces together to prove all algorithmic re-
sults. Our hardness results on approximating T'V-distance for marginal distributions is proved
in Section 7.

3 Parameter distance v.s. total variation distance

In this section, we prove Lemma 15. We first prove the result for the hardcore model in
Section 3.1, and then prove the result for the soft-Ising model in Section 3.2.

3.1 Analysis for the hardcore model

Recall that our problem setting is: Let G = (V| E) be a graph, and (G, \*) and (G, \") are two
hardcore models on the same graph, satisfying the uniqueness condition in (1). Let p and v
denote distributions of (G, A\*) and (G, \”) respectively. The parameter distance dpar(p,v) for
hardcore model is defined by dpar (i1, ) = | M — A||eo. Now we prove the first hardcore model
part of Lemma 15:

1
TV TV
dyv (p,v) > Coar “dpar(pt,v), where Cpar = =000"
Let ¢ € V be one vertex such that |\ — A/| = dpar(p, v). Without loss of generality, we can
assume that A — NV = dpar (11, v). Otherwise, we can flip the roles of 1 and v in the following
proof. Define two collections of independent sets of V:

Hy : ={S is an independent set of G | i € S},
HQZ{S\{Z}’SGHl}

In this proof, we use 1(S) to denote the probability of ¢ € {£}" in p such that o; = +1 if and
only if i € S. Define u(H1) = ) gy, #(S) and p(Hsa),v(Hi),v(Hz) in a similar way. It is easy
to verify that

pHy) e v(H)
p(Hz) 7 v(Hy)

Then, we consider two cases depending on the value of |u(H2) — v(Hz)|. The simple case is
|u(Hz) — v(Hz)| = Cp.Y - dpar(p, v), then drv (1, v) > |u(Hz) — v(Hz)| = Cp - dpar (i, v).
The main case is |u(Ha) — v(Hz)| < CLY - dpar(i1, ). In this case we show that |u(Hi) —

par

v(Hy)| > CLV. dpar (14, V), which also implies dpv (p,v) > |p(Hy) — v(Hy)| > CgaY - dpar (i1, V).

par

We can lower bound the value of |u(H;) — v(H1)| as follows:

=\

p(Hr) = v(Hy) = N - p(Hz) = XY - v(Ha)
= (A + dpar(p, V) (Ha) — N/ - v(Ha)
= A/ (w(Hz) — v(H2)) + dpar (1, v) - p1(Ha)
> dpar (1, V) - p(Hz) = N - Cp - dpar (1, v). (7)

Because (G, A\*) and (G, \”) satisfy the uniqueness condition, we have for all vertex i € V,

all z € {p, v}, AF < A(QA) = % < 4 because A > 3. Let N(i) denotes the set of

neighbors of i in graph G = (V, E). By definition of Ha, (Hz) is the probability of j ¢ S for

12



all j € N(i) U{i} and S ~ p is a random independent set from the hardcore model (G, \*).
Suppose there is a total ordering < among all vertices in V. We have

u(Ho) = Prov[i ¢S] [ Prowuli @S| (i ¢S)A(VkeN(i) with k< j k ¢ 5)]

JEN (i)
H ( ) 1 A+1
= ()
Y I
4 A+1 1
- (1_A+2> ~ 1000° ®

Also note that A/ < 4 by the uniqueness condition. Recall Cga\]{ = =o5- By (7) and (8), we
have

(Hy) — v(Hy) > dpar(p,v) - po(Ha) — N - Coat + dpar (1, 1)
1 4

> dpar (11, ) (m - m) Coy * dpar (1, V).

Next, we prove the second part of the hardcore model with CgaY = b3. Now, we do not have
the uniqueness condition but we have a marginal lower bound b and the the hardcore model is
soft. The proof is similar. We only need to show how to lower bound the value in (7). We first
upper bound A in (7). Consider the pinning that all neighbors of i are fixed as —1, then the
probability of ¢ taking —1 is ﬁ > b. Thus, A} < I%b. Next, we lower bound the value of
w(Hs). Let N (i) denote all neighioors of ©. Note that i takes value + only if all neighbors of ¢
take the value —. Recall that we assume that A — XY = dpa, (11, ) in the beginning of the proof.
We can assume that dpar (1, ) > 0, otherwise drv (i, v) = 0 and the lemma is trivial. We have
A > 0 so that p;(+) > 0. By the marginal lower bound, p;(+) > b. The vertex i takes value +

only if all neighbors take the value —. We have
b<pi(+) <Prgs.,[VjeN(®),j¢S].
On the other hand, the value of u(Hs) can be lower bound by
u(Hz) = Prs., [¥j € N(i) U {i}.j ¢ S|

=Prg., [Vj € N(i),j ¢ S|Prguli ¢ S|VjeN(@i),j¢S9]
> 2.

We can set CLV = p? g0 that

par

p(Hy) — v(Hy) > dpar(p, v) - p(H ) A7 CpTaY dpar (11, V)

—b
Z dpar (M? V) <62 b b3> Cga\; dpar(lu'a V)'

3.2 Analysis for the soft-Ising model

Recall that our problem setting is: Let G = (V, E) be a graph, and (G, J*,h*) and (G, J",h")
are two soft-Ising models on the same graph. Let p and v denote distributions of (G, JH*, h*)
and (G, JY,h") respectively. The parameter distance dpar(pt, ) for soft-Ising model is defined
by

dpar (1, V) 2 max { ||J* — J|| max M
par\ M) max ) degv 1
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Now we prove the soft-Ising model part of Lemma 15: if both p and v are b-marginally
bounded for 0 < b < 1, then

1
dry (11,v) > f(0) - dpar(pt, ), where f(b) = b,
Before proving the above, we first present the following lemma.

Lemma 16. Let pu and v be any two distributions on {£}V', and S C V be a subset of vertices.
Let 0 < 6 < 1. If for any o € {+}°, drv (u°,v°%) > 8, then drv (i, v) > §/2.

Proof. For any two distributions p, g on space €2, by the definition of total variation distance,

> min(p(z), q(x)) = 1 — drv (p,q)

e
Z max(p(z),q(z)) =1+ drv (p,q) .

Under the assumption of the lemma, we have

L—dry () = Y min(u(o), v(o)

oe{+}V

= Z Z min(u(o)u(r | o), v(o)v(r | o))

oe{%}5 Te{£}V\S

S max(uo),v(0) S min(u(r| o) u(r | o))

oe{+}s Te{£}V\S
(since dpy (u,v%) >40) < Z max(u(o),v(o))(1 — 9)
oe{+}s
= (I +dyv (s, vs))(1 = 9),
<1-6+drv (us,vs)

IN

which implies

drv (u,v) 2 6 = drv (ps, vs) - (9)

On the other hand, we have
drv (u,v) > drv (ps,vs) - (10)
Then Lemma 16 follows by combining (9) and (10). O

According to the definition of the parameter distance, there are 2 cases:
o It exists {u,v} € E such that |Juy — J | = dpar(pt, V).
e It exists v € V such that |k — hY| = dpar(p, v) - (deg, +1).
For the first case, we will show that
Vo € (VM dny (17, 07) = 27 (b)dpar (1, ), (11)
and for the second case, we will show that
Vo € {£} M dry (u7,07) > 2f (b)dpar (1, V). (12)

Assuming (11) and (12) hold, using Lemma 16, we can directly derive the result of the total
variation distance lower bound for soft-Ising model claimed in Lemma 15.
Next, we will prove (11) and (12), respectively to complete the entire proof.
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Proof. [Proof of eq.(11)] Recall that p,v are both b-marginal bounded which is defined in
Condition 4. Thus for any o € {#}V\{“"} for any 7 € {£}{“"} we have p(u = 74,0 = 7,) =
pS (1) - pg T (r,) > b2. The same local lower bound also holds for the distribution v.

Define ¢, = hl, + Z{u,w}eE,w;év Jhwow and ¢y = hly + Z{v,w}eE,w;éu Jhwow be the influence
coefficient of the external field o on u,v in the distribution p. Similarly, let ¢!, and ¢} denote
the corresponding influence coefficients in the distribution v.

According to the definition of the Ising model, when the external field o is fixed, the local
distribution of u, v in the distribution p is follows:

p(u=+,v=+)=exp(Jl, +ci +cf —s"),
1 (u=+,v=—)=exp(=Jf, +c, —c —s"),
po(u=—v=+)=exp(—J, —c +c —s"),
p(u=—v=—)=exp(Jl, —c —c —s"),

where s = log(exp(Jly + ch + cb) +exp(—Jlhv + ch — ch)) +exp(—Jhy — i + ) + exp(Jhy —
Chi — Ch)).

Using the same method, we define s¥, and the local distribution of w,v in the distribution
v can be expressed in terms of ¢/, ¢l and s”, as in the above equation.

Let, p= Jiv+ci+ch — s and ¢ = JV, + ¢ + ¢4 — s”, then

dry (17,07) > |1 (u = +,0 = +) = v (u = +,0 = +)|

max{p,q}
= |exp(p) — exp(q)| = / exp(z)dx
z=min{p,q}
max{p,q}
> / exp(p)dr = exp(p) - |p — ¢
z=min{p,q}
(by marginal lower bound) > b? - [p — ¢|. (13)

Based on this, we can derive the following lower bound on the total variation distance
between 1 and v7:

dry (17, v7) 2 6% |(Jhy, + el + ey — sM) = (T + i+ e = 87)]- (14)

Using the same method, consider the distribution differences in ;4 and v for the remaining
three cases (u = +,v = —),(u = —,v = +) and (u = —,v = —), we can also obtain the following
lower bounds:

drv (07, v7) 2 0% - | = (=i, + el — ey =) + (=, + e — ey = s"), (15)
dry (u7,07) 2 0% | = (=i, = e+ o = ) + (=, — e+l = 8", (16)
drv (07, v7) 2 0% - |(Jhy =l — ey = ) = (T, — e — & = ") (17)

Note that the absolute value operation satisfies the triangle inequality, by combining in-
equalities (14), (15), (16) and (17), we have

Adry (u7,v7) > 0% - ALY, — Ty

ol

Then for the case that |Jf, — Ji u| = dpar(p,v), the lower bound of local total variation

distance in (11) is proven. O

15



Proof. [Proof of eq.(12)] For the case that |k — hY| = dpar(p,v) - (deg, +1). Define ¢ =
Wy + 2 tuwyer Juwow and ¢ = R+ 370, g Ji 00 be the influence coefficient of the external
field o on v in the distribution y and v respectively, note that for each {u,v} € E, |Jiy — Jy, |
is bounded by dpar (i, ), then

e — | > Bl =By = Y T, =T,
{uv}er

> (deg, +1)dpar (u,v) — Z dpar (1s V) = dpar (11, V).
{u,v}eE

According to the definition of the Ising model, when the external field o is fixed, the local
distribution on v in the distribution p is follows:

1 =+) = exp(c — ), p7(v = =) = exp(—c — s,

where s# = log(exp(c*) + exp(—c*)).

Using the same method, we define s”, and the local distribution of w,v in the distribution
v can be expressed in terms of ¢¥ and s”, as in the above equation.

Recall that p, v are both b-marginal bounded, applying the same method in (13), we can
derive the following lowerbound on the total variation distance between u° and v?:

dry (17,07) > b (¢ — s — (¢ — "), (18)
dry (17,07) > b | = (= — )+ (= — )| (19)

By combining the above inequalities, we have
2dry (p7,v7) > b- 2| — | > 2b - dpar (7, v7).

Note 0 < b < 1, then the lower bound of local total variation distance in (12) is proven. O

4 Additive-error approximation algorithm

4.1 TV-distance between two Gibbs distributions

We first present an algorithm can achieves the additive-error approximation to the total variation
distance between two general Gibbs distributions, which covers Ising and hardcore models
as special cases. Let p over {0,1}V be a Gibbs distribution over graph G = (V,E). For
any configuration o € {0,1}V, p(o) = wy(0)/Z,, where w,(-) is the weight function and
Zy =3 oy Wu(o). Let TH € N. We say the Gibbs distribution p admits a weight oracle
with cost TRt is given any o € [g]V, it returns the exact weight w, (o) in time T%*. Note that
both Ising and hardcore models, as well as most Gibbs distributions, admit weight oracle with
cost TH" = O(|V| + |E|). Recall the sampling and approximate counting oracles are defined
in Definition 1.

Theorem 17. There exists an algorithm such that given two general Gibbs distributions u and
v on the same graph G = (V,E) and an error bound € > 0, if u and v both admit weight,
sampling, and approzimate counting oracles with cost TX" and cost functions T (-) and TEH(-)
respectively, then it returns a random d in time O(TE(S) + H(TE + TP(2))) such that

A 2
Pr |drv (1v) == <d < dry (1,v) +¢| > 2.
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Proof. Define a random variable X € [0, 1] such that X = max ( - E—) where o ~ p.

_vlo)
! (o)

drv (mv) = Y. ulo)—v(o)l= > o)

o:p(o)>v(o) o:u(o)>v(o)
1/(0))

= o)max | 0, =E[X].

% p(o) ( o) [X]

By the definition of X, we have 0 < X < 1, so Var[X] < 1. Ideally, we want to draw
independent samples of X and take average to approximate drv (u,v). However, the main
issue is that given a o ~ u, we cannot compute neither p(o) nor v(o) exactly. Alternatively, we
will define another random variable X € [0, 1] that approximate the random variable X.

Call the approximate counting oracles of y and v to obtain ZAM and Z, that approximate
partition functions Z, and Z, with relative error bound §. We may assume both counting
oracles succeed, which happens with probability at least 0.98. Define the random variable
X e [0,1] by the following process.

1. Call sampling oracle of y to obtain one sample o € {£}" such that dtv (o, 1) <

N

2. Call weight oracles of both p and v to obtain exact weights wy (o), w,(c). Compute
10) = w(0)/Z, and #(0) = w,(0)/ Zs.
3. Define X = max(0,1 — 2(0)/fi(0)), in particular, X = 0 if /i(c) = 0.
Let T = g’—;l. Our algorithm is the following simple process:

e Draw 7T independent samples X1, Xs, ..., X7 of random variable X.

e Output the average d = % ZZT 1 X;.
It is easy to see the running time of our algorithm is 2T (5) + T - (T (5) + 274 + O(1)).
To prove the correctness of our algorithm, we only need to show that

&[] - B1x]| =B [£] - drv (uv)| < % (20)

Note that 0 < X < 1 so that Var {X } < 1. By Hoeffding’s inequality, it is easy to show that

with probability at least 0.9, |d — E[X]| < ¢/8. Combining with (20) proves the theorem.

Now, we only need to verify (20). We introduce a new random variable X* in analysis. In
the definition of X, assume we replace the sample ¢ in Item 1 with a perfect sampler of the
distribution p. Let X* denote the resulting random variable. We first compare E [X*] with
E [X]. The difference between X* and X comes from the error of computing the ratio of p(o)

and v (o). Note that MEU; = w,(o; Z—‘: and EU% = ;“UU:—EZ; . i—‘: By the definition of approximate

(
counting oracle, for o with p(o) >

We can compute the expectation as

E[X*]= ) p(o)max (0,1 - :EZ > < 41(0’) max (0,1 - (1 - %) :(_ZD
0

o:u(o)>0 o:pu(o)>
) )
< 3 o) (max (00- 40) 4 AT cary o)+ X o)
o:u(o)>0 K K o:u(o)>0
)
< dry (u.v) + %
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Using the same way, we could verify the other direction. We have

BX] - BIX]| = [BIX°] ~ dav ()] <~ (21)

Next, we compare X* to X. The only difference is that they sample ¢ from different
distributions. Let p/ be the distribution defined by the approximate sampling oracle. Define a
function f such that for any o € {£}V, f(o) = max(0,1 — &(o)/ji(c)), where we set f(o) =0
if fi(0) = 0. We have |[E(X) — E(X*)| = |Esupulf(0)] — Egup[f(0)]|. Define A = {o | u(o) >
w'(o)} and B ={o | pu(o) < p/(o)}. We can write

[E(X) —EX)| =Y ((0) = n(0)f(0) + > (1 () = u(a)) f(0)
ocA oeB
(*) < max (Z(M(U) — (@) f(0), > (W (o) - M(U))f(0)>
o€A o€EB
(by f(0) €[0,1])) < drv (mp) <5, (22)
where in inequality (x), we use Y (¢ (o) — p(0))f(o) <0and Y (1 (o) — p(o)) f(o) > 0.
Finally, (20) holds due to (21) and (22). O

Theorem 17 implies the following corollary for concrete models.

Corollary 18. There exist an FPRAS for approximating TV-distances with additive error for
following models: (1) Hardcore model satisfying uniqueness condition; (2) Ising model with
spectral condition; (3) Ferromagnetic interaction with consistent field condition; and (4) Anti-
ferromagnetic interaction at or within the uniqueness threshold.

The definitions of the conditions can be found in (1) and Condition 6. In contrast to the
relative-error approximation, the above corollary does not require a marginal lower bound for the
Ising model. Furthermore, since the proof of Theorem 17 does not use Lemma 15, Corollary 18
holds for general (not necessarily soft) Ising models.

4.2 TV-distance between two marginal distributions

In this subsection, we present an algorithm can achieves the additive-error approximation to
the total variance distance between two marginal distributions. Let p over {#}V be a Gibbs
distribution over graph G = (V, E), and S is a subset of V. For any configuration o, let o be a
partial configuration over {4}°. Recall that ug(c) oc Z%, where Z is the conditional partition
function of o defined as

A Z wy (7).

re{+}Virg=0

Definition 19 (approximate conditional counting oracle). Let S be a spin system on graph G
with Gibbs distribution p. Let T& : (0,1) — N be a function. We say S admits a conditional
counting oracle with cost function T£(+) if given any 0 < e < 1, and any partial configuration
o € {£}° on a subset S C V, it returns a random number Zl‘j in time T (e) such that

Z5(1—¢) < Z5(0) < Z5(1 + €) with probability at least 0.99.

The oracle above is stronger than the approximate counting oracle in Definition 1. The
approximate counting oracle only answers the query for S = @, while the conditional counting
oracle can answer the query for any subset S C V.
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Theorem 20. There exists an algorithm such that given two general Gibbs distributions p and
v on the same graph G = (V, E) with n = |V|, any subset S C V, and any € > 0, if u and
v both admit sampling and conditional counting oracles with cost functions T (-) and TE(-)
respectively, then it returns a random number d in time O(EL2 log 1) - (TEHE) + TP (E)) such that

Pr Ud— drv (ps,vs) | < 5} > g

Proof. Define a random variable Y € [0, 1] such that Y = max <0, 1- Zz ((Z))), where o ~ pug.

drv (ps, ps) = Y, max (0, us(0) — vs(o))

oe{£}s
= O ) 1max —VS(O-) =
= 2 (01225 ==

The random variable Y satisfies that 0 < 1 < Y so Var[Y] < 1. Similar to the proof
of Theorem 17, we want to draw independent sample of Y and take average to approximate
drv (ps,vs). However, here us(o) = Zj/Z, and vs(o) = Z7/Z,. An additional problem is
that we cannot exactly compute the weight Zj and Z7 for each partial configuration o ~ pug.

First note that we can boost the success probability of conditional counting oracle from
0.99 to 1 — § by calling it independently for O(log %) times and take the median. Let § = 35—220.
Call conditional counting oracles with S = V to obtain Zu and Z, that approximate partition
functions Z,, and Z,, with relative error bound §. We may assume both counting oracles succeed,
which happens with probability at least 1 — 4. Similarly, we first define the random variable Y
by the following process:

1. Call sampling oracle of i to obtain one sample o € {1}V such that drv (o, 1) < £, and

]
we use og € {£}° as our sample.

2. Call conditional counting oracles to obtain ZZS and Z;’S with an error bound ¢/8 and
success probability 1 — ¢. Compute fis(os) = ZZS/ZM and vs(os) = 295/ 2,.

3. Define Y = max (0,1 — 05(05)/fis(0s)), and in particular, Y = 0 if fig(c) = 0.
Let T' = g—;l, we present our algorithm by following process:

e Draw T samples Yl, Yg, e ,Yn of random variable Y.

e Output the average d= % Z@T:1 Y;.

The running time of our algorithm is (T&(§) + T (5)) - T - O(log %)

We now analyze the approximation error. First note that the probability that all conditional
counting oracles success is (1 — 35—220)2T+2 > 0.98 and drv (0, 1) < g implies drv (05, us) < §.
Compared to the proof of Theorem 17, the difference is that we can only compute ZZS and Z{,’S
approximately. However, the error can still be bounded. We prove that: for og with pg(og) > 0,

5e\ vs(og) - Pg(og) 5e\ vs(os) vs(os) 295 Zu vs(os) _ 2,5 Zu
( a 8) ns(os) < hs(os) < (1 + 86) ns(os) hs(os) — 255 Zl: d us(os) — Z,8 70

. Since

8

195(0'5) _ ZgS @ < ng(l + %) Zﬂ(l + %) < <1 n @) VS(O'S)

fis(os) 75 Z, ~ Zp*(1—3) Z,(1 - §) 8 ) us(os)
The other side of the inequality can be proved similarly. The rest of the proof follows from the
proof of Theorem 17. U

Theorem 13 is a simple corollary of Theorem 20, which is proved in section 6.3.
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5 The algorithm for instances with small parameter distance

Let p and v be two general Gibbs distributions (including hardcore and Ising models) on the
same graph G = (V,E) with n = |V|. Let w,(c) and w, (o) be the weights of u and v on
configuration o € {4}V. In this section, we focus on the case where the parameter distance
dpar (11, V) is small. We will first give a basic algorithm for instances satisfying Condition 21,
and then verify the Condition 21 for Ising models with small parameter distance. We next give
a more advanced algorithm for hardcore models with small parameter distance.

5.1 Basic algorithm

Define random variable
wy (o)
wy (o) ’

Condition 21. Let K, L > 1 be two parameters. Two Gibbs distributions p and v satisfy that

U= where o ~ p. (23)

e v is absolutely continuous with respect to pu: for all o € {£}V, if u(oc) =0, then v(c) = 0;

° \/WS Kdyy (u,v);

Theorem 22. There exists an algorithm such that given two Gibbs distributions p and v on
the same graph G = (V, E), and any 0 < € < 1, if u and v satisfy Condition 21 with K and L,
and both admit sampling and approzimate counting oracles with cost functions T (-) and TE(-),
then it returns a random number d in time O(TES)+T T (1557)), where T = O(%), such
that

GV )

Pr |(1 - e)dry (1) < d < (14 )dry (n,v)] >

Proof. Since v is absolutely continuous with respect to p (v < p), we can compute that:

1 1 vio
dv () =2 S o) —v@l =2 S e [- 4
2 oce{x}V 2 oce{£}V :u(o)>0 M(U)
1 wylo) Zu| _ Zy Zy,  wy(o)
2 Z Ho) |1 wy(o) Z,| 27, Z ) w wyu(o)
oce{£}V:u(o)>0 oe{£}V:u(e)>0
_ 2y
= g m W) - W), (24)

—

wu(”) wy (o

where in the last step we use the fact that if v < p, then E[W] =3 cciyv. 5150 T w0 (o)
g—:. We next use sampling oracles to define a random variable W e [0,4+00), which serves as
an approximation of the random variable W in (23). Define
Ta 10°L2K?
Sl—=

1. Call the sampling oracle of ;i to obtain a random o € {+}V such that dyv (o, 1) < 1557

2. Compute W = welo) 1y particular, if w, (o) = 0%, then we set W =0.

wy (o)

4This case can happen because our sampling oracle is approximate.
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Given the random variable W, our algorithm is given by the following processes:

Basic algorithm for instances satisfying Condition 21

e Call approximate counting oracles to obtain Zu and Z, with error e

e Draw T samples Wl, e ,WT from W independently.
Compute W = = ST Wi

Compute E = %Z?zl |W; — W).

~ _ ZI—L _
Return d = o E.

The total running time of the above algorithm is

218 (5) +0 (712 (o0 )

We remark that if both sampling and approximate counting can be solved in polynomial time,
Le., for any & € (0,1), TE(8), Ter (0) = poly(%), where n is the number of vertices in G, then
the above running time is poly(%).

We now prove the correctness of the algorithm. First, due to the definition of approximate
counting oracle, with probability at least 0.98, we can bound the error from ZHZV as follows:

3\ Z (1—-¢/4)Z Zy  (1+¢e/4)Z, 3\ Z
()t s 2 s < () 2 (25)

Suppose we can access a perfect sampler of y and we draw perfect samples Wy, ..., Wr of W.
For each pair of W; and W;, there exists a coupling of W, W; such that Pr [W =+ W} < 100T.
Then with probability at least 0.99, W; = W; for all 1 < i < T. Consider an ideal algorithm that
can use the perfect samples Wy, ..., Wp. Our real algorithm can be coupled successfully with
the ideal algorithm with probability at least 0.99. If we can show the ideal algorithm outputs
correct result with probability at least 0.96, then our real algorithm outputs correct result with
probability at least 0.95 > 2/3.

Now we assume all W; are perfect samples of W. We compute W = % z;f:l W; and similarly

E and d. We only need to prove that (1—-¢)d < d < (1 4 e)d with probability at least 0.9,
where d = dyv (,v). For every random variable W, by triangle inequality, we have

B [W] - Wi| - |W —E[W]| <|W - W,;| < [E[W] - W[+ W - E[W]|.

Note that £ = 1 SL L |W — W;|. We have

( Z\E ) W -E[W]|<E< ( Z\E >+\W E[W]|. (26)

By definition of W, we have E [W] = E [W] and Var [W] Var[ | . By Chebyshev’s inequality,

<001, (27)

ed 100L*Var [W]  100L*Var [W] _ 100L?K2d?
br [‘W EWwll = 10L] = g2d? - Te2d? = Te2d?
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where the second inequality follows from Condition 21. Next, consider the random variable
£ |E[W]-W]|.
By the definition of R and the variance bound in Condition 21, we know that
Var [R] <E [R?] =E [(E[W] - W)?] = Var [W] < K*d.

Note that & ZZ L |E[W] — W;| is the average of T ii.d. random samples of R. Denote R £
=+ Zi:l |E [W] — W;|. Note that Var [R] = V%[R]. By Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

100L? 100L?K?d?
Pr [|R B[R] > ed} < 00L*Var [R] 00 d

< < 0.01. 2
10L Te2d? - Te2d? 0.0 (28)
Combining (26), (27), (28), and a union bound, we have

Pr[\E—E[ ]\<%]>098 (29)

Assume two good events in (29) and (25) both hold, which happens with probability at least
0.96. The final output d= %E satisfies

cZ:QZA E< (1+§Z4) .<E[R]+§—Z>
( > [R]+ZZV“L-1€—O-<1+%>-CL

By (24), we have 5+ 7+ [R] = d. By Condition 21, we have % < 1. Therefore,

LE[W]

. 3e 3¢
d< d+—-1+—)-d<(1 d.
< < 1 > + 0 < +3 > <(1+¢)
A similar argument gives a lower bound d > (1 —¢e)d. O

5.2 Advanced algorithm for hardcore model

We give the following algorithm for hardcore models with small parameter distance.

Theorem 23. Let § = 10710 Z;% There exists an algorithm such that given two hardcore

models p and v on the same graph G = (V, E), and any 0 < € < 1, if u and v both satisfy
uniqueness condition in (1) and dpar(p,v) < 6, then it returns a random number d in time

)
O (2—27 + Zf—/i) such that (1 — &)dry (p,v) < d < (1+ €)dpv (,v) with probability at least 2/3.

Let A* and A\¥ be external fields of two hardcore models p and v, respectively. For simplicity
of the notation, we denote

1/4
D = dpor (11, 1) = ||V = W[|oo < 6 = 107105

d=dry (u,v).

PR
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As discussed in the algorithm overview, we divide the vertices of G into two parts: the ”big”
vertices and the ”small” vertices. Define the threshold parameter

1/4 61/4
A 109 _

Define two sets of vertices B and S in graph G:

B ={v eV |min{\,\} >k},

vy v
S=V\B={veV |mn{\M, \'} <k}.
Recall g and vp are the marginal distributions of 4 and v on B, respectively. Let Qp C {+}5
be the support of both up and vp. By the definition of B, for any x € Qp, all vertices v € B
with z, = +1 forms an independent set in GG. For any x € {1p, let u§ and v§ be the marginal
distributions of p and v on S conditioned on x. The TV-distance between p and v can be
represented by

d:% S Julo) = v(o)| :% S Y us@)d) - vs(n)ri))
oe{x}V z€Qp ye{£}S
_1 . V() a0y o

Define the function f: Qp — R as

L150) - ;@(y)\ . (31)
ye{£}°

The calculation shows that drpy (u,v) = Egzwu, [f(2)]. In a high-level view, our algorithm
wants to draw i.i.d. samples x ~ pp and compute values f(z) and then output the average
value. Formally, we have the following lemmas. Let n denote the number of vertices in G.

Lemma 24. The variance Vary.,, [f(z)] = O,(d?) - (n® + n/k), where O, holds a constant
depending only on the gap n in the uniqueness condition in (1).

Lemma 25. There exists a randomized data structure satisfies that

o the data structure can be constructed in time O(?—; + ?:—/i) and the construction succeeds
with probability at least 0.99;

o if the data structure is constructed successfully, then given any x € Qp, it deterministically
answers an f(z) > 0 in time O(n*) such that

[f(z) = fz)] < == - d.

£
50

Lemma 24 can be used to control the variance of f(x). Lemma 25 is the main technical part
of our algorithm. We first assume both Lemma 24 and Lemma 25 hold and prove Theorem 23.
The proofs of Lemma 24 and Lemma 25 are given in Section 5.2.1 and 5.2.2, respectively.

Proof of Theorem 23. Let T = O(ngtign/ﬁ) = O(Z—; + Z;—Z) be large enough.
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The algorithm for hardcore model

e Construct the data structure in Lemma 25;

e Draw T independent approximate samples x1,x2, ..., 27 from the marginal distri-
bution pp with drv (up, z;) < ﬁ.

e Use the data structure to compute f(z1), f(x2), ..., f(z7).

e Return d = % ZiT:1 f($1)

Consider an ideal algorithm A* that draw perfect samples z1,...,x7r and exactly compute
the values of f(z1),..., f(zr). Let d* denote the output = ZiT:1 f(z;). We have E [d*] = d and

the variance of d* is Var%Bm. By our choice of T' and the variance bound in Lemma 24, using

Chebyshev’s inequality, we have
€
Pr ||d* —d| > —d| <0.01.
r| =17 =

Consider our real algorithm 4. All the approximate samples x1, ...,z in A can be coupled
successfully with perfect samples with probability at least 1 — T - ﬁ = 0.99. Also that the
data structure in A is constructed successfully, which happen with probability at least 0.99.
By Lemma 25, there exists a coupling of A and A* such that with probability at least 0.98,
|d d*| < £d. Hence, using a union bound, we have

) 2
Pr [(1—e)dg d < (1+s)d] > 097 > .

The total running time is bounded by

N n? 77‘65 n? 77‘6.5

5.2.1 Analyze the variance of the estimator (Proof of Lemma 24)

Before we prove the lemma, we ﬁrst remark that one can show for any =z € Qp, |f(x) —
1] < O(3d), which implies the O(% d2) variance bound. This bound gives a polynomial-time
algorithm but the degree of polynomlal is higher. If we use this bound, then in the proof of
Theorem 23, it requires O(—z 2) samples z ~ up and Lemma 25 computes each value of f ()
in a super-linear time. Alternatlvely, we give a more technical analysis to achieve a better
dependency on k, which gives a better running time of our algorithm.

We bound the variance of f(x) by bounding the second moment of E,, [fQ] =E;up [f2 (x)] .
We first need the following upper bound on the value of f(x):

1 vp(z)
flx) = vs(y) — ms(y)
: ye%::}s ) ’ ‘
(by triangle inequality) < % ((3:)) Z vs(y) + 1 Z ws(y) — ps(y)l
e{+}? ye{£}s
1|vp(z)
25 MB( )_1‘+dTV(VS7l’LS)

We have the following upper bound on the dry (V&, u%).
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Lemma 26. for any x € Qp, it holds that dry (vE, p%) < 4nD.

The proof of Lemma 26 will be given later. Assume Lemma 26 holds. Since f(z) > 0, we
can upper bound

1 vp(z) 2] ve(z)
2 B B 2 2
E., [f7] < 7 Ee~ns ( 5(@) 1) +4nDEy 1y [ n@) 1/| + 16n°D
1 vp(z) 2 5 o
—Eypp < 1) +8nD - dyy (vB, pB) + 16n°D
4 ()
1 vp(z) ’] 8,2 72
< ZE,. 1 41080242, 32
A ( B(2) ) " ! (32)

where the last inequality follows from the fact d = dypv (i, v) > drv (up,vp) and d > ﬁD.
Define a function h(z) = :i—g)). We have E,, [h] = 1. Our task is reduced to bound the
variance Var,, [h] = Varg,.,, [h(z)]. We will use the following Poincaré inequality (i.e. the

spectral gap of the Glauber dynamics) for the marginal distribution pp. For any subset A C V,
recall that Q5 denotes the support of up.

Lemma 27 ([CFYZ21]). Since the hardcore model (G, \*) is in the uniqueness regime in (1)
with constant gap n > 0. For any function g : Qp — R, it holds that

Var,, (9] < C, Z Z pB—v(o)Var,e [g],
vEB oEQB_,

where B — v denote the set B\ {v} and C,, is a constant depending on 7.

The Poincaré inequality in [CFYZ21] is stated from the entire Gibbs distribution p. One
can lift it to marginal distribution pp. For the completeness, we give a proof in Appendix B.

Fix a vertex v € B and a 0 € Qp5_,. Let 0"+ denote a configuration in {£}? obtained by
extending o further by setting v to +1 Define oV~ similarly. By the definition of variance and
the definition of the function h = “£, we can write

Var,; (] = u3<+1>u3<—1><h<a“+> = h(o® )
_ VB*U(O-) 2 o o _ Vg(+1) _ Vg(_l) 2
- <u3;<a>> Hy (T (1) <M3(+1) u;ﬂ—l)) '

Note that Var,e [h] = 0 if either uJ(+1) = 0. We assume that puf(+1) > 0, then for every
neighbor u of vertex v, it must hold that if v € B, then o, = —1. We claim the following
bounds.

Claim 28. The following bounds hold
o \y/10 < pg(+1) < Ny

o |ug(+1) — v (+1)] < 80nDpg(+1) +4D;

VB,,U(O')
() < 2.

Assume the above claim holds, which will be proved later. Let p = uf(+1). By our choices
of parameters, since D < 0 is sufficient small, ug(+1) > 5 > 100nDpg (+1) +4D. We have

<ug(+1) ug(—1)>2 - <4D+80nmg(+1)>2

pg(+1)  pg(-1) p(1 - p)
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Using Claim 28, the variance can be bounded by

(80nDp + 4D)?
p*(1 - p)?

< 0(D?)- <n2 + %) .

(20np +1)?
p(1-p)

Var,s [h] < 4p(1 - p) = 0(D?)- <O(D?) - (n*p+n+1/p)

Using Lemma 27 and the above upper bound, we have

Vary,, [h] < Gy Z Z pp—v(o)Var,e [h]
veEB O'EQB,,U

<0,(D*)) <n2 - %)

veEB
(by Lemma 15 ) = O,(d?) - (n3 + %) . (33)

Hence, using (32), the variance of f(x) is at most

Vary, [f] < Eyp [f2] < Vary,, [1] + Oy (n*d*) = Oy (d?) - (n3 + %) .

Proofs of technical lemmas and claims We first give two general lemmas (Lemma 29 and
Lemma 30) that will be used in later proofs. We then prove all technical lemmas and claims
appeared in the proof of Lemma 24.

Define the conditional partition function. Fix a configuration 2 € {4}5. Define Zg,, as the
conditional partition function defined by

z A
ZVE DY I
ye{£}5:u(z+y)>0 vESiyp=-=+1

Intuitively, Z§ , is the total weights of y € {#£}% such that 2 + y is a valid configuration (forms
an independent set in G), where z +y € {£}" is the concatenation of x and y. Alternatively,
Z§,, can be interpreted as follows. Let N¢(v) denote the set of neighbors of v in G. Given =z,
one can remove all vertices v € S from S such that there exists u € Ng(v) N B with x,, = +1.
Let S* C S denote the set of remaining vertices:

S*=8\{veS|Jue Ng(v)NB st z,=+1}. (34)

Then Z3§ I8 the partition function for the hardcore model in induced subgraph G[S*]. The
following property of the conditional partition function will be used in our proofs.

Lemma 29. Suppose r + 6 < 1/(10n). For any x € {+}5, it holds that
« 1<78,, 75, <2
o |28, Z%,| < 2D.

Proof. Since the empty set contributes the weight 1 to both Zgu’ SO Zgu > 1. For the upper
bound, Let Apax = max,es max{\y, \’}. By the definition of S, we have Apax < K+ D <
k+0 < 13- Hence Zg, < (141/(10n))" < 2. The same bound holds for Zg .
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For any independent set I in graph G[S¥], the difference of the weights is |Hvel v—Tlper N ‘

We first show the difference of the weights of I is at most (Apax + D)‘I | — A'IIIILX Assume
AV = Ny + 8,, where |6,| < D. Then

-1 = T +60) - [T = > TIe I M

vel vel vel vel ACL:A#oveEA  wel\A

< 2 1P T e

ACI:A#£ZveEA  wel\A
= (Amax + D)= Al (35)

The number of independent sets of size k in G[S*] is at most (Z), where n is the number of
vertices in G. We have

N N " /n n
‘ZS,V - ZS“U,’ < Z (kﬁ) ()‘max + D)k - Z <k3> )‘fnax
k=0

k=0
— (1 + Amax + D)n - (1 + )\max)n

D n
=14+ Apax)" [ (1 +——] —1
o (0 550) )
by (Amax, D < 1/(10n)) < 2nD. (36)
This proves the lemma. O

The second general lemma we will use is the following bound on the marginal ratio.

Lemma 30. Suppose k +60 < 1/(10n) and 0/k < 1/(10n). For any x € Qp, it holds that

vp(z) 1‘ < 10nD.
B () K
Proof. Define g(x) = 5() For x € Qp C {£}P and y € {£}®, we use x + y to denote a full

MB( )
configuration in {#}V" obtained by concatenating = and y. We have

loepia,—1 A0 - Z§
MB(x): Z M(m+y): UEBIUZI v ,ﬂ, and
n

ye{£}s

g A T
VB(x) _ Z I/(x +y) _ HveB.mv_Zl v S,u.

ye{£}S

Then we have

N

VB(.%') )\I; Z§V 1
5(a) (H V) a7

z
ZS,V

Denote a =[], ¢p. =1 )\#, 8= and v = g—‘: We analyze each term one by one.

We have D/k < 6/k < 1/(10n "and

M 4D D\ !Bl D\" onD
a< ] %§<1+—> §<1+—> <14+ 2=
Av K K K

VvEB:xy=1
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A similar argument gives a lower bound o > 1 — %.

For the second term S, using Lemma 29, we have

z
ZS7V

x
Z S,

250 — 25,
B —1] = ] = = 2H
Zguu‘

< |25, — Z5,| < 2nD.

Finally, for v = g—ﬁ, we have the following equivalent form

N = é _ ZxEQB (HUEB:$U:+1 )\éj ' Zg',,u)
ZV ZJ}EQB (HveB:xU:—i—l AZ ' Zg,u)

Using the bound for o and S, since 6/k < 1/(10n) and 6 + £ < 1/(10n), we have

dnD 2nD 4nD
1—"—<7§<1+”—>(1+2n1))<1+”—. (37)
K K K
Combining the bounds for «, 8 and ~, since D/k < 0/k < 1/(10n), we have
10nD 2nD dnD 10nD
- Lom <g(x)§<1+n—>(1+2nD)<1+n—><1+ b O
K K K K

Proof of Lemma 26. For any y € {+}° such that y 4 x forms an independent set, we can bound

v I
HvES:yszrl )‘v _ HveS:yU:Jrl )‘U
T T
ZS,V ZS,;I/

| X

vs(y) — ps(y)| <

(by Zg,;uzg,u > 1) < Zg'“u H )‘Z - Zg',l/ H )‘5
VES:yy=+1 VES:yy=+1

(triangle ineq.) < Zg, H Ay — H A0+ |Z§,ﬂ -7z, H AL (38)
vES: yy=-+1 vES: yy=-+1 vES: yy=-+1

We bound each term separately. Recall that A\yayx = max,cs max{\,\/} < k+6. By Lemma 29,
we have Z§ | < 2. Using (35), we have

zg | TI M= T M| <2(Oumax+ D) - Al ), (39)

vESyy=+1 vES yy=+1

where ||y||+ is the number of +1s in y. For the second term, using Lemma 29, we have

I M |25, - 28, <2nDAl:. (40)
vESYy=+1

The number of independent sets of size k is at most (Z) We have

X X 1 X X
drv (v§.u) =5 Y WEW) — n§ )|
ye{£}S

- n - n
< ,;) (k) (umax + D) = X ) + 1D ,;) (k) Mo

(by the same calculation as (36)) < 2nD +nD(1+ Apax)"
(by Amax < 1/(10n)) < 4nD.

This proves the upper bound on TV distance. U

28



Proof of Claim 28. Recall that ¢ is a configuration in (2p_,, and ¢%+, 0"~ are configurations
in {£}?#. For simplicity of the notation, we use Z} to denote ngﬂ+ and Z, to denote ngﬂ_ .
Similarly, we define Z,5, Z . We have

No 2y NoZf
Zy +MZE Zy+ )\ Zf
<|\Mztz, -Xzfz,|
S ZFZ0IN = N+ M2 2, — 25 Z ).

Neztz, —\z)7Z,;
(Zi + NeZ) (20 + N 2Z)

g (+1) — vy (+1)] =

Using Lemma 29, we have Zf Z |\ — \y| < 4D. We also know that |ZF — ZF| < 2nD and
|Z w — 4y | < 2nD. Therefore, by using the triangle inequality, we have

+7- + 7 + 7= — — 7+ +
|ZMZV —ZVZM| SZM|ZV _ZM|+ZM|ZM — ZF| < 8nD.
Therefore, we have
|13 (+1) = v (+1)| < 4D + 8nDAL.

Next, we bound the value of ug(+1). To sample from the distribution uJ, one can first
sample all the neighbors u € Ng(v) \ B of v, then sample the value of v further conditional on
the configuration of N¢(v). Suppose with probability g, all vertices u € Ng(v) \ B are sampled
to be —1. Note that ¢ > Since k + 6 < 1/(4n) and D < 6, we have

N A
1+Xy = 57
the fact that M, < Ac(A) < 4. We have the lower bound pJ(+1) > £AJ. On the other hand,

u

1 1
(1+>\max )n Z (1+H+D)n
q > % Conditional on this event, v takes value +1 with probability

where we use

we have the upper bound uf(+1) < < A\. Combining together, we have

pYs o i
The above bound implies
lpg (+1) — vy (+1)] < 4D + 80nDpg (+1).

For the last bound, using Lemma 30, we have

vBw(0)  vp(a™) +vp(c"") 10nD

_ <1+ <2
pB—v(o)  pup(o¥+) + up(cv-)

)

where the last inequality follows from the fact that D/k < 1/(10n). O

5.2.2 Approximate the value of the estimator (Proof of Lemma 25)

Define ||y||+ be the number of +1s in y. Let ¢ > 0 be an integer. The specific choice of ¢ will
be fixed later. Define the truncated function f; of f defined by

LD

ye{£}%:llyll+ <t

UL ) - 1500

Compared to f in (31), f; only includes the size at most ¢ independent sets of the induced
subgraph G[S?], where S* is defined in (34). We have the following relation between f; and f.
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Lemma 31. Suppose k +6 < 1/(10n) and 8/k < 1/(10n). For any integer t > 0, any = € Qp,
t+l 2 A
0< f(z) — filz) < 10° ( + 10) Kt d 2 (s, t) - d. (41)

Proof. First, by definition, f(z) — fi(x) > 0. Recall that g(z) = VBE:B)) Let Q% C {£}° be the

set over all y such that 4+ y forms an independent set in G. We have
1
F@) =f@) =5 >, le@vE) - uEw)
yeQg:llyll+>t+1

1 5nD
(by Lemma 30) <o > @) -uswl+=—— > vk
yeQE:yll4 2t+1 yeQE:yll4 2t+1

Recall that Apax = max,es max{\y, \”}. Using the result in (38), (39) and (40), we have

RNT ORI ol ( T CHESUIEFTRERTD S (4

yeQE: ||yl + >t+1 k=t+1 k=t-+1

Let ¢ = £+ D. Then Apax < ¢ and (Amax + D))" — A < (9 + D)F — ¢F = ¢’€((1 +D/¢)k —1).
Note that D/¢ < 0/k < 1/(4n). The last term is at most ¢* - (2kD)/¢p < ¢¥~1 - (2nD). Then

f@ -0 <2 Y (e B2 3 (Pt 22 S (e <22 3 (7)ot
k k=t+1 k=t+1 K k=t+1 K k=t+1
<2 S (o)t
E>t+1

Note that ¢ < k+6 < 1/(4n) and ¢n < 1/10. Also note that ¢ < (14 1/n)k. The last term is
at most 1222 (14 1/(10n))"™" !+ 1nt*+1. The lemma holds by using D < 5000d. O

Next, we give our algorithm to approximate f;(x). We can expand f; as follows

1 vp(x) . -
FORSEEDY MB((QU; vs(y) = us(y)‘
yel{£}S:yle<t ' P
1 N\ ZEe Zu o, .
=3 2 ( 11 V) o Vs —us(y)) (42)
ye{£}S:|lyll+ <t | \veBwy=1"" Sp TV

We now introduce the approximation of Z¢ ,, Z§ o 1, vg in the above formula. Let QF C

{£}® be the set of all y € {#}° such that z + y forms an independent set in graph G For
any integer ¢ > 0, let Qf be all y € Q7 such that [y|+ <¢. Define fi§, as the distribution
restricted on §2f. Formally,

~ H Syp= 1)‘5
Weop )= ST ad Z5,0=Y [ M @)
Sw( ) TEQF vES Ty=+1

Similarly, we can define ¢, and Zgiy(t) from v§. The following approximation lemmas hold.
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Lemma 32. Suppose k + 6 < 1/(10n) and 0/k < 1/(10n). For any integer t > 0 and any
x € Qpg, it holds that

Z5, 2%,

Zg,/.lf Z§7M(t)

Z5, 25,0

Zg,l/ Zgﬂ,/(t)

< 77(’%7 t) -d and < 77("47 t) -d,

where 1(k,t) is defined in (41).

Proof. Due to the symmetry, we only consider the first term in our proof. Define Q%, = Q% \ QF.
Because Z3 Zm ,(t) > 1, similar to the proof of Lemma 31, we have

Z5, 2%,

78, 7E,)

<\25,(025, - 25,25,(1)

SN 1 HEYD Sl | R SN | (D SHNN | R
TEQY veES I Ty=+1 PeEQ® ueS:pyu=+1 TEQY vES Ty=+1 PEQT uES:py=+1

=1> > I » II x- IT ~ II ~
TEQY peNT, \veS:Ty=+1 uES:py=+1 vES:Ty=+1 UES:py=+1

<33 ()2 e+ 27 320,

=0 j=t+1

In the proof of Lemma 31, we already show that (Apax + D)* — XE_ < ¢*~1. (2kD), where
¢ = k+ 0. Note that ( ) <nd/(t+1)! and for any k, there are at most (t + 1) pairs (7,7) s.t.
i+ j = k. We have

z%, Z5,0| 2m+t)D & AnD
2 Z5AD| 20D §h kg 0D 5 (g
S ZSvu(t) ot! k=t+1 B
The last term is at most n(k,t) - d. O

Lemma 33. Suppose k +60 < 1/(10n) and 0/k < 1/(10n). For any integer t > 0, it holds that

> i) — usW) <k, t)-d and Y |75, (y) — vE®)] < s, t) - d.

yes yefly

Proof. Due to the symmetry of y and v, we only prove the first term here. We know that
Z5,(t) < Z5

N Tlocsn Mo 25— 72
€Syy=1 €Siyy=1"" S, S
D 15() |—Z|”y - = S | g
yeQ? yen? ( ) Sy S,ﬂ( )2 Sk yeQ? veSyy=1
7%, — 7% ,(t) . Z%, — 7% (t .
- @;—wzgw(t) = SMTSM() < Zg,u - Zg,u(t)
Zsuuf(t)ZSuu' S“u'
n
=Y I ws > ks> (<
yeNT, veSiyy=1 yeN, k=t+1 k>t+1
The last term is at most n(k,t) - d. O
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Now, we are ready to give our algorithm. First consider the ratio R = g—z in (42). We have
the following algorithm to approximate R.

Lemma 34. If n(k,t) < 55, 0/k < 1/(10n), and 0 + x < 1/(10n), where n(k,t) is defined
in (41), then there exists a randomized algorithm that computes a random number R in time
T - TP(T'/10%) + T" - O(n'), where T' = O(%) and TgFP(-) is the cost of sample oracle for
W, such that with probability at least 0.99,

-7, €
— 2| < —d. 44
' Zy| ~ 100d (44)
We first prove Lemma 25 assuming Lemma 34. Lemma 34 will be proved later.
Proof of Lemma 25. We fix the parameter t = 4. Recall that x = 107 Z;ﬁ and 9 = 10102

n5/2 "
We can verify that n(x,t) = 10° (1 + %)tﬂ k't < 555 0+ k < 1/(10n), and 0/k < 1/(10n).
In the construction step, we use Lemma 34 to compute the random number R. We say the
construction step succeeds if (44) is satisfied, which happens with probability at least 0.99.
In the query step, given any x € {2p, our data structure answers the following f (x):

¢ 1 )‘Z Zgﬂf(t) D ~T ~T
fla) =35 > < 11 )\_ﬁ> "7 ) “R-Ug4(y) — [154(y))| - (45)
yeQ? | \veBiz,=1 S,
. N\ g -
We bound the approximation error of f. Define A = <HUEB:xU:1 ;—g) . Z;:Eg - R and
B = <HUGB:%:1 ;—E) . ;z” . g—: By Lemma 29 and the analysis in the proof of Lemma 30, we
v S
Ay 25 Zy .
have <HUEB:xU:1 ﬁ) <(1+0/r)" <2, %ﬂ < 2, and 75 <2 Also note that d < 1. Using

Lemma 32 and our assumption on R, it holds that
|A—B| < —d.
25
Using triangle inequality, we can bound

1) = @) < B> |78,(y) — vEW)| + A= Bl Y 55,(u) + Y 1§ (y) — u&)l-

yeQy yeQy yeQy
Using the fact B < 8 and Lemma 33, we have |f*(z) — f(z)| < 19d- By Lemma 31,

|f(@) = f(2)] < Zd.

| ™

3 5/2

The construction step takes time 7" - TgF (T7/10%) + T" - O(n*), where T = O(% + 577 )-
Since the hardcore model satisfies the uniqueness condition in (1), we have Tgr(T7/10%) =
O,(Anlog 2) [CFYZ22, CE22]. The total construction time is O(Z—; + ?;_/Z) For each query, the
running time is dominated by computing distributions fi§ , and g ;, which is O(n') =0(n*. O

Finally, we prove Lemma 34.

Proof of Lemma 34. Recall our definition of up and vp is that for any = € Qp,

HveB:xvzl Agzg,,u HUEB:{L’UZI )‘Zzg',l/
“w v

32



We can compute that

é . Z ,UzB(x) HUEB T,=1 AVZ.%' v E HUGBZJBU—I XJZ? y]
- = Ligp~ .
Z/‘ z€Qp HvEB:mvzl )‘U Zg',,u e HveB To=1 )‘ Zg "
£Q(x)

We estimate Z,/Z,, by sampling = from pp, approximating Q(z) and taking the average. We
propose the algorithm as follow. Let 7" = O(%) be a sufficiently large integer.

e Draw 7" independent approximate samples x1,--- ,xp from pp with dpy (up,z;) <
1
10007 *

HUEB:SL‘UZI AZZS,V(t)

e Compute Q(z) = MmN 22 ©
v Ty = v N

n (43).
e Compute R = & Zgl Q(x).
First, for any = € Qp, by Lemma 32, since n(x,t) < 555 and D/x < 0/k <1/(10n),

HUEB'$U71 AZZ; v HveBzmvzl Azzg,u(t) Zg,u Zgy(t) H &
1y =1 Ag

Q) - Q)| = | =2 = =172
oena=1 %28,  Tlepana MZ28,0)| |28, 28,05

< Eg(EEPY L&
200 K 150
Recall h(x) = vp(x)/pup(x), the variance of Q(z) is

V7T
HveB:xvzl )\'UZS,V

w7z
HvEB:xvzl )‘U ZS,;L

for x = 1, - &y, where Zgu(t)’ 7% (t) are defined

Z,,I/B(x)} VA

Var,, [Q] = Var,,, [ = Var,.,, [m 22 —sVar,, [h].
I

In (37), we showed that Z“ <1+ 2= 4”D , which implies 22 < (1+ 4"D) < e/, In (33), we also
proved that Var,, [h] < On(d2) . (n +2). We can conclude that

Vary, [Q] < Oy(@) - (n+2).

Assume that we have an ideal algorithm that draw perfect samples x1, ...,z and exactly
3
compute Q(x1),---,Q(xy) and compute R* = ,ZZ IQ(.%'Z) Note T! = O(% ::2"/“). By
Chebyshev’s inequality, if 7" is sufficiently large, we have

ed
Pr||R"—-2Z,/Z,] > —| <0.005.
IR =22, 5| <

Note that ‘Q(x) Q( )‘ < £ 150 for all z € Qp. All the approximate samples xl, -z can be

coupled successfully with perfect samples with probability at least 1 — 7" - W = 0.999. We
can couple our algorithm with ideal algorithm such that |R* — ]:Z| < 16—5% with probability at
least 0.99. By a union bound, with probability at least 0.99,

-7, ed ed  ed
Zy

<— =,
— 150 300 100

The running time of our algorithm is 7" TP (T /10%) + T" - O(n') because each Q(x) can be
computed in time O(n'). O
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6 Proofs of algorithmic results

6.1 The general algorithm (Proof of Theorem 5)

Compute marginal lower bound In our main theorem, the input instance is promised to
be b-marginally bounded for some parameter b. However, the specific value of b is not given to
the algorithm. The following algorithm computes the tight value of marginal lower bound.

Lemma 35. There exists an algorithm such that given any hardcore or Ising model y in graph
G = (V,E), it returns a value b in time at most (1/b)°1/%)n for hardcore model and in time at
most O(n + m) for Ising model such that

b =min{ug(c) | v € V,o is a feasible partial pinning, and p;(c) > 0}. (46)

The proof of Lemma 35 will be given later. With this lemma, we can assume that the value
of b is known to the algorithm.

Pre-processing step For Ising model, we need the following pre-processing step to reduce
the general Ising model to the soft-Ising model. Recall that an Ising model (G = (V, E), J, h)
is said to be soft if h € RV instead of h € (RU {#00})V. There are three cases:

1. Case 1: If there exists v such that (hf) = +o00,h? = —o0) or (hl = —o0,h” = +00), we
can direct compute that dry (p,v) = 1.

2. Case 2: If there exists v such that (hfy = +oo,hl # +o00) or (hi) # +oo,hl = +o0),
without loss of generality, we consider the case (hy = +00,hY # +00). We have

drv (1, v) 2 |po(=) = vo (=) = [0 = v (=) = wu(=) 2 b,

where the last inequality due to the marginal lower bound. We use additive-error algorithm
in Theorem 17 with additive error be in this case. The running time is

o (5 7 () o (2 () (2 () o

where the equation holds because T¥" = O(n + m) and we can assume Ty (-), TE(-) is at
least Q(n 4+ m) since the algorithm needs to read all vertices and all edges.

3. Case 3: For all v € V', if hY, = +o0 or hY = 400, then hy = ht. These vertices are fixed to
some value with probability 1. By the standard self-reducibility, one can remove all these
vertices and change external fields of neighbors to obtain two soft-Ising models. Formally,
one can go through all vertices v € V whose value is fixed as ¢ € {£}, for every free
neighbor u of v, update hi, < hly + Jiyc and hY, < hY + JY, c.

We remark that (1) the new soft-Ising models also have the same marginal lower bound
because we only remove vertices whose marginal lower bound is 1; (2) to sample from the
soft-Ising model, one can call sampling oracle on original model and do a projection; to
approximately count the partition function, one can use the approximating counting oracle
on the original model, because two partition functions differ only by an easy-to-compute
factor.

We also do the pre-processing step for hardcore model. A hardcore model (G, \) is said to
be soft if \ € RZO instead of \ € R‘z/o. There two cases.
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1. Case 1: There exists v such that (A = 0, A > 0) or (A > 0, A = 0), then dpv (u,v) > b.
We use additive-error algorithm to solve the problem in time (47).

2. Case 2: For all v, Ny = 0 if and only if A\, = 0. We can simply remove all such vertices
and work on the soft-hardcore model on the remaining graph. Again, the marginal lower
bound and sampling/approximate counting oracles also work for new soft-hardcore model.

The main algorithm Since we work on soft models, b < % Define the parameters

TV _
Cpar -

¥ Ising model.

2

b3 hardcore model, 40 ﬁ hardcore model,
, and 0 =
Ising model.

1
2(n+3m)

The algorithm computes the parameter distance dpa,(p, v) in time O(n +m). If dpar(pt,v) > 0,
then by Lemma 15, drvy (u,v) > 0CLY we use additive-error algorithm in Theorem 17 with

par>
additive error §CLVe. Similar to (47), the running time is

par
0CIVe 1 o [0CLY e
O<T3< 1 )*(ecga&)? (TGP< 5 - (48)

Next, assume that dpa (1, ) < 6. We use the basic algorithm in Theorem 22. We have the
following two lemmas for the soft-hardcore and soft-Ising models.

Lemma 36. Let p and v be two soft-hardcore models satisfying b-marginal lower bound and
dpar (11, v) < 0. Then p and v satisfy Condition 21 with K = 4n/(bCLY) and L = 2.

Lemma 37. Let p and v be two soft-Ising models satisfying dpar(pt,v) < 6 and drv (p,v) >
CIVdar(11,v). Then p and v satisfy Condition 21 with K = 4(n +m)/CLY and L = 2.

par par

Assuming the above two lemmas, we can use Theorem 22 to solve the problem in time

ct E . TSP 1 — L2K2
O<TG (4) +T T <1OOT>>’ WhereT—O< ) (49)

The final running time of our algorithm is dominated by the maximum of (47), (48), (49), and
the running time in Lemma 35. Since both Tép, T¢ are non-increasing functions, the running
time of our algorithm is at most

N2 Sp 52 ct € /
o () 2 )

where Cy, Cf > 1 are parameters depending only on b and for hardcore model, N = n; for Ising
model, N = n + m. For hardcore model

o(3)
1 1\°G
Cy = poly <5> , Cp= <5> ;

1
Cp = poly <3> . Cp=0(1).

and for Ising model,

The parameter C; comes from the running time in Lemma 35.
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Remark 38. Theorem 5 presents a simplified version that assumes the marginal lower bound
b to be a constant. However, our algorithm applies to both the Ising and hardcore models with
an arbitrary marginal lower bound b, where b may depend on the size of the input. The running
time of our algorithm is given by

1\ N? . /poly(b)e? poly(b)e

e Ising model: The parameter C; = O(1), so a polynomial-time reduction from TV-
distance estimation to sampling and approximate counting exists for the Ising model with
marginal lower bound b > m.

e Hardcore model: The parameter C} = (1/b)9(}/?) which comes from the running time
in Lemma 35. One can improve the last term C;N to poly(n) - Tét(l—lo) by assuming a
slightly stronger approximate counting oracle. In Theorem 5, we only assume approximate
counting oracles for p and v. If we further assume that approximate counting oracles work
for all conditional distributions induced by p and v, then by going through the proof of
Lemma 35, we can obtain an algorithm that computes b’ in time poly(n) -Tét(l—lo), such that
with high probability, the value o’ satisfies % < b < b for b defined in (46). This b is also
a marginal lower bound and provides a constant approximation to the true lower bound.
We can then use this ¢’ in the remainder of the algorithm. All the subsequent proofs follow

for this ¥'. Hence, given the stronger approximate counting oracle, the polynomial-time
reduction exists for the hardcore model with marginal lower bound b > m.
Finally, we give the proofs of technical lemmas. We need the following property about the

soft hardcore model.

Lemma 39. Let 0 < b < 1. Suppose a soft-hardcore model (G, \) is b-marginally bounded. For
any vertex v € V, let deg{f’ee denote the number of free neighbors u of v such that A\, > 0. For

any v € V, it holds that degl™ < ity

Proof. Let N%(v) denote the set of vertices with distance 2 to vertex v € V in graph G. Let
o be a pinning that fixes all vertices in N2(v) to the value —1. Let N™¢(v) = {vy,v9,..., v}
denote the set of free neighbors of v, where £ = degf,ree. Let p denote the Gibbs distribution.
Conditional on o, v takes value + only if all free neighbors of v take the value —. Since the
hardcore model is soft, v takes + with a positive probability so that the marginal lower bound

appiles. We have
l
b < ng(+) < [T s, (= | o and (Vk < j,vp = =)).
j=1

For any free neighbor v;, conditional on o and vy <= — for all £ < j, v; takes + with a positive
probability so that v; takes + with probability at least b. Hence,

free

b < (1—b)dees™,

Note that 1 — b < 1. This proves the upper bound of the free degree. ]
Proof of Lemma 35. For hardcore model, if A, = 0 for some u € V', we fix u = — and consider
the remained subgraph. If the subgraph has no vertices, we just return b = 1.

When ¢ = —, for each any partial configuration 7 on A C V where v ¢ A, consider the

marginal probability p7 (—). Then u(—) is a convex combination of ug(—)’s, where o is a partial
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configuration on V' \ {v}. For any o, uJ(—) is positive. Due to the conditional independence,
we only need to consider the worst pinning of on N(v), where N(v) is the set of all neighbors of
the vertex v. It is easy to see uf(—) > ﬁ,
of all neighbors to be —.

Now we consider the case ¢ = 4 and fix a vertex v. Consider a partial configuration
o € {£}" for subset A C V'\ {v}. If there exists a vertex u € N(v) such that u € A, to make
w8 (+) nonzero, o(u) must be —. Assume u € N(v) and o, = —. We consider another subset o’
on A’ = A\ {u} such that ¢/, = ops. Define the notation

wy(o,v=4) = Z wy (7).

Te{E£}V ira=0ATy="+

and equality is achieved when o fixes the values

We have wy,(0,v = +) = wy(o’,v = +), because 7, = + forces all vertices in N(v) to take the
value —. On the other hand, w,(c,v = —) < wy(0’,v = —), because u in o is free and it can
either take — or 4+. Our goal is to find a condition such that v takes + with the minimum
positive probability. We can assume N(v) N A = @. Again, u(+) is a convex combination over
all 47 (+), where the feasible partial configuration 7 € {£}V\(V(®W) that fixes the value of all
vertices except N(v) U {v}. We only need to consider the worst case of 7. Note that

wy(r,v=+) b
W10 = =) D e a0 (7,250 Hue N ) pu = A
It is easy to verify when 7 = 7y such that for all u € V'\ (N (v) Uwv), 19(u) = —, the above

ratio obtains its minimum, because other 7 may forbid some possible p in the summation. Our
algorithm for computing the value of b is:

1

[ ] Compute b(] = m

e For each v € V, compute m, = pl°(+) by enumerating all independent sets of N (v).

e Output b = min{by, min,ey{m,}}.

By lemma 39, because we already remove all vertices with zero \,, we have N(v) < %.

Let k = max,cy |[N(v)| = O(% log ). The running time of the algorithm is

O(3)
O(n2"k?) = (%) "

The running time O(k2*) is for the exact computation of the u7°(+). As stated in Remark 38,
given the approximate counting oracle for conditional distributions, we can compute an approx-
imate value p, such that 1u7(+) < p, < pl*(+) with high probability.

For Ising model, similar to the pre-processing step, we can first remove all v with |h,| = oo
and then change the external fields on all neighbors of v. After this step, we only need to
consider a soft-Ising model (G, J, h) in the remaining graph G.

We also analyze when pJ(c) obtains the minimum. Since we deal with soft-Ising model,
any o € {£}V appears with positive probability. Since ;¢ (c) is a convex combination of u(c),
where 7 is a pinning on V' \ {v}. Due to the conditional independence, if all N(v) is fixed, then
other vertices do not influence on the marginal distribution at v. Hence, to minimize u(c), we
only need to consider o € {£}V(®). The marginal distribution can be written as

MZ(C) o eXP(ZueN(U) JououC + hvc)
Mg(_c) GXp(— ZuEN(v) JououC — hUC)

=exp | 2 Z JououC + 2hyc
ueN (v)
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To find a o that minimizes ZueN(u) Jhuoyuc, we greedily assign o, € {£} according to the sign
of Jyy. The final result is for any ¢ € {£},

06{1111}&@) wo(c) = e c)gfjlc/)g(v, % where g(v,c¢) =exp | hyc— ue;(y) | Jou]
Our algorithm is:
e For each v € V, compute g(v) = min.c(+} m.
e Output b = minyey{g(v)}.
The running time is O(n + m). O

Proof of Lemma 36. For all o € {+}V, if u(o) > 0, o corresponds to an independent set of G.
Because v is soft-hardcore, then v(o) > 0, so v is absolutely continuous with respect to p.
For each v € V, consider o = (—1)V\". Because y and v are both soft-hardcore models and

satisfy the b-marginal lower bound, pg(+), 13 (—),vg(+),vJ(—) > b. We have HL g > b

» Yo » Yy AL AT+1
for all v € V, x € {u, v}, which means

b 1-5
— <AL —
[
The above inequality means that b < % We can compute the ratio of the weight

wy(0) Ay No + dpar (11, V)
H )\_g = H 2
vio(v)=+ vio(v)=+
A + dpar (11, v) \ " (1 — b)dpar (1) \"
< v par (M, < (1 par (M, .
() < ()

For hardcore model, dpar(pt,v) < 0 = ST

31(1 — b)dpas (11, )
b |

wy (o)
wy (o

<1+

~—

Similarly, we(o) > 1 _ w By Lemma 15, dry (g, v) > CLY dpar (11, v), then

wa(o) = Z “par

An(1 = bYdyur (11, An(1 — 4
Var ] < A= O y) An—b)y 0y o AP (), and

b = TH0Ty bCTY
y 1 1
E [W] Zmlnw (o) >1—=-=-.
o wu(a) 2 2
This verifies Condition 21. O

Proof of Lemma 37. Since both p and v are soft-Ising models, the absolutely continuous condi-
tion v < p holds. Let J#, h* and J”,h” be the interaction matrices and external field vectors
of u and v, respectively. Denote D = dpa, (i1, ). For any o € {+}V, we have

UJV(U) = exp Z(hz — hﬁ)o'u + Z (J’[I,L/U - J{jv)O'uO'v
U)M(O') uev {uv}eFE
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By the definition of parameter distance in Definition 14, we have

Z(hz o hﬁ)au + Z (‘]gv - lejv)o-uo-v < Z |hzyz - hm + Z |J5v - lejv

ueV {u,v}eE ueV {uv}eFE
<D (deg,+1)+ Y 1| D
ueV {u,v}eFE
— (n+3m)D,
it implies
wy(0)

exp(—(n+3m)D) <

wy (o) ~

For soft-Ising model, 6 = ﬁ and D < 6, so that

n+3m
v(o)

M(U)

Hence, y/Var [W] < 4(n+3m)D < AntSm) gy (u,v), and E[W] >1—

T
CLY

g

1—(n+3m)D < <1+ 3(n+3m)D.

g

O

1_1
2 2

6.2 The improved algorithms for hardcore model in the uniqueness regime

Proof of Theorem 8. Consider a hardcore model (G, ), where A € R‘Z/O, that satisfies the unique-
ness condition. Define threshold # for hardcore model as

1/4 1/4
108t €

If dpar(pt,v) > 6, then by Lemma 15, we know that dry (u,v) > 9. we use the algorithm

5000 °
Theorem 17 to achieve the additive error 5%6)0. For the hardcore model in the uniqueness regime,

we have T2 (6) = Oy(Anlog%) and TE(6) = On(AJ—QQ) Note that 7Y = O(n). The running
time for this case is at most

« [ €D 1 oo [ €D = An? = An’
© <TG (20000) H=T5r (" 1 <20000 =0\ o)) =0\ on )

If dpar(pt,v) < 6, we use Theorem 23 with running time On (Z—; + Z?—/i) The over all running

. . - 7
time is the maximum of two cases, which is O, <€A5%> ]

The choice of 0 is closely related to the choices of ¢t and k in the proof of Lemma 25. We
choose the parameters to minimize the exponent on n in the running time of Theorem 8.

Proof of Theorem 9. Now, we further assume that A = O(1) and A\] = Q(1) or 0 for all v € V
and m € {u,v}. We do a similar pre-processing step as that in Section 6.1. Suppose there exists
v such that (A = Q(1),\) = 0) or (A = Q(1),\) = 0). Say we are in the first case. Then

vp(+) =0 and py(—) > %(m)A = Q(1). The total variation dpv (u, ) = Q(1). We can

use Theorem 17 to solve the problem in time O(Z—j) For all v € V with M) = \Y = 0, we can
remove v. Hence, we can assume Q(1) = AT < (1 —n)A.(A) for all v € V and 7 € {p, v}.
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In this case, we use a different threshold fy = ©(<-) = (%) because A = O(1). Suppose

n

dpar (11, ) < g, then by (6), we have Var [W] = O(n?). It is easy to verify that g—: = O(1).

Theorem 22 gives an algorithm in time O,(n3/?). Let us assume D = dpar (11, v) > 6. If we

directly apply Theorem 17 to achieve the additive error %, then the running time would be

D 1 eD
o1g (= TSP .
< ¢ (20000) tapria <2oooo>>

The second term -5y e (5225) = O,(n?/?). But the bottleneck is the first term 7t (5225) =
Oy ( o ) = O, ( n? ) = O,(n*/<?). However, we can improve the first term by noting that the

e2D2 €202

algorithm in Theorem 17 only needs to approximate the ratio g—: with relative-error O(eD) and

we show such ratio can be approximated in time On(n3 /e2). We can construct a sequence of
A0 XD o AO guch that MO = A, A = A\ and other A are defined as follows. For any
veV,letd, = i‘—g For any 1 <1 < ¢, )\g,i) is defined by )\q(f) = )\555/[. We choose ¢ such
that ¢ = ©(1 + nD). Note that §, = 1 £ O(D). We have s/ =1+ O(%). Let w; be the
weight function induced by A?. Let Z; be the partition function induced by w;. Let p; be the
Gibbs distribution induced by w;. We further define Zy, 1 by setting )\gfﬂ) =\ 55“1)/ ‘. Define

random variable W; as

w, = wiX)

= here X ~ p;—1.
(2 U)Z_l(X)’ where /’[/Z 1

Define W £ Hle W;, where W;’s are mutually independent. It is easy to verify that

l
Z, Z Zp 7
7= 72 and Var W] < B [W?] = [ B [W7] = b

E = .
(W] 707

We have the following bound

Var (W
(E[W])?

EW?  Zy Zy
<E®EWP Sz 7"

The last equality follows from the fact that s/t =1+ O(2). Hence, to achieve O(eD) relative-

error, we can draw O(—zh5z) samples of W, each sample costs Oy (nf) = Oyp(n+n?D) time. The
total running time is

~ n+n2D ~ n n? n3
0 (") =00 (g + ) =0 ()

6.3 The algorithm for marginal distributions (Proof of Theorem 13)

Theorem 13 is a simple corollary of Theorem 20.

Proof of Theorem 13. For hardcore model (G, ), Z; where o € {£}¥ is the partition func-
tion of (G[A],N{). The set A is obtained from V by removing all vertices in S together with
all neighbors u of vertices v € § such that o, = +1. If (G, \*) satisfies the uniqueness con-
dition, then (G[A], \}) also satisfies the uniqueness condition. Hence, by the previous results
in [CFYZ22, CE22] and [SVV09], for both x and v, the approximate conditional counting oracle
with T (e) = O(AEQ2 polylogZ) exists and the sampling oracle with T¢F (¢) = O(AnpolylogZ)
exists. The theorem follows from Theorem 20. O
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7 Proofs of #P-hardness results

In this section, we prove Theorem 11 and Corollary 12. Our starting point is the #P-hardness
for exactly counting the number of independent sets in a graph.

Proposition 40 ([DG00, Theorem 4.2]). The following problem #Ind(3) is #P-complete.
o Input: a graph G = (V, E) with maximum degree A = 3;
e Qutput: the exact number of independent sets in G.

The above problem is exactly computing the partition function of (G,\) with A, = 1 for
allve V. Let n = |V]and V = {1,2,...,n}. Let pg1 denote the uniform distribution over
all independent sets in G, which is the hardcore distribution in G when A\, = 1 for all v € V.
Define

pi:PI‘XN“G’l [Xi:0|\71 Sjﬁi—l,XjZO], (50)

which is the probability that the vertex 7 is not in a random independent set X conditional on
all j < i not being in X. By definition, the total number of independent set is

Z:#:Hl’.

:U'G,I(O) im1 bi
Suppose for any i € [n], we can compute p; such that
(L=4"")pi <pi < (1 +47")ps. (51)

Let Z =[], 3- and it holds that (1 —37")Z < Z < (1+37")Z. Note that Z < 2". We have
|Z - 7| <32 <15 <0.0l.

We can round Z to the nearest integer to recover Z. Hence, #Ind(3) can be reduced to the
following high-accuracy marginal estimation problem.

Problem 41. The high-accuracy marginal estimation problem is defined by
e Input: a graph G = (V, E) with n vertices and maximum degree A = 3;

e Output: n numbers (p;);c[,) such that for all i € [n], (1 —47")p; < p; < (14+47")p;.

7.1 Hardness of approximating the TV-distance on a single vertex

We first prove Theorem 11. Let k(n) = 1 for all n € N be a constant function. We show that
if there is a poly(n) time algorithm for Problem 10 if the input error bound e = poly(n) and
both two input hardcore models satisfy the uniqueness condition, then Problem 41 can also be
solved in poly(n) time. Theorem 11 follows from Proposition 40.

Fix an integer i € [n]. Let G; denote the induced graph G[S;], where S; = {j € [n] | j > i}
is the set of vertices with label at least i. Let u(® denote the uniform distribution over all
independent set in graph G;. In other words, u(? is the Gibbs distribution of hardcore model
(Gi,1). Then p; in (50) is the marginal distribution on vertex i projected from u(®. If the
maximum degree of G; is at most 2, then G is a set of disconnected lines or circles and p; can
be computed exactly in polynomial time. We can assume the maximum degree of G; is 3.
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Let o > 0. Define vector A* € R% by
o p g
Xg= e T (52)
0 if 7 #£14.
Let v* denote the Gibbs distribution of (G;, A*). Note that \.(3) = 4 > 1. The following
observation is easy to verify.

Observation 42. Both u'" and v* satisfies the uniqueness condition in (1) ifa <

[N

By the definition of %, it is easy to see v{*(+1) = o and
dry (i) = 10 (+1) = a] = Ipi - al.

drv (1" v2)

> 1+ -
d<(1+ E)dTv(uZ@, v{¥), where € = poly(n). By Observation 42, if the polynomial-time algo-
rithm for the problem in Theorem 11 exists, then A(«) runs in poly(n) time. We then can use
the following algorithm to solve Problem 10 for p; in poly(n) time. Thus, the hardness result

in Theorem 11 follows from Proposition 40.

Let A(a) be the algorithm such that given « € [0, 1], it returns a number d such that

Algorithm 1: Algorithm for high-accuracy marginal estimation

1 Let a + % and € = poly(n) be the parameter assumed by algorithm .4;
2 for t from 1 to 50n(1 +¢)? do
d + A(a);

3
4 a—a—d/(1+e);
5 if the bit length of « is more than 100n, then round « up to the nearest number

that has bit length at most 100n;

6 return p; = a.

The above algorithm runs in poly(n) time. We show that the output p satisfies (51).

Let a4 be the value of « after the ¢-th iteration. We first show that p; < o4 for all t. At
the beginning, oy = 1/2. Since 19 is a uniform distribution over all independent sets, we have
,ugl)(—l—l) < 1. By the assumption of algorithm A, A(ay)/(1 +¢) < dTV(,uZ(Z),Vf“) = ay — p;.
Hence, a1 > oy — A(ow) /(1 +€) > pi.

We next bound the value of oy —p;. At the beginning, ag = % so that ag—p; < % Note that

Alaz)

a1 < o — Tr2 + 2790 < o, — % + 2799 where 2799 is an upper bound of rounding

error. The inequality implies that

1
a1 —pi < <1—(

- . 2—9071.
1+ 5)2> (o = pi) +

Note that p; = asop(14.)2- Solving the recurrence implies that

50n(1 +¢)?
)

Note that p; is at least 1/2". Hence, the output p satisfies (51).

1
R (1 + 6)2 . 2790n < 274011.

Oﬁﬁz—piﬁexp<— 5

Remark. In the above proof, while the TV-distance between the two Gibbs distributions p(*)
and v is large (because their parameter distance is 1), the TV distance between their marginal
distributions at vertex ¢ can be arbitrarily small. This highlights the distinction between the
TV-distance of marginal distributions and the TV-distance of the entire distribution.
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7.2 Hardness of approximating the TV-distance on a subset of vertices

We now prove Corollary 12. Let G; be the graph defined as above. Let n; = n — ¢+ 1 denote
the number of vertices in G;. One can construct a graph G} with by adding a set A of ¢
isolated vertices to G;. Let N = n; + £. Let k() be the function in Corollary 12. Note that
k(N) = N — [N?®]. Since « is a constant, one can set £ = n¥1/®) = poly(n) so that k(N) < ¢.
Hence, the size of G/ is a polynomial in n.

Let ur(fe)w be the hardcore model on G; such that the external fields on vertices in G; are 1
and the external fields on A are 0. Let v, be the hardcore model on G such that the external

fields on vertices in G; are A% and the external fields on A are 0. Let S be a subset of vertices
containing vertex ¢ and k(N) — 1 vertices in A. It holds that

drv <Mr(1ze)w,S7 Vr?ew,S) = drv (:u'gl)7 Via> :
In words, the total variation distance between marginal distributions on S projected from MEQW
and vy, is the same as the total variation distance between marginal distributions on vertex
i projected from ) and v®. Note that both ugfe)w and vy, satisfy the uniqueness condition.

Corollary 12 can be verified by going through the same reduction for Theorem 11.
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A NP-hardness of approximating the T'V-distance

In this section, we prove the hardness results of approximating the TV-distance between two
Gibbs distributions beyond the uniqueness threshold. The proof is based on the technique
developed in [BGM™25]. We define the following instance family for TV-distance approximation.

Problem 43. Let A >3 and A > A\.(A) =

_ (a-pA

A2s be two constants.
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e Input: two hardcore models (G, \*) and (G, \) defined on the same graph G = (V, E) with
maximum degree at most A, which specifies two Gibbs distributions u and v respectively,
and an error bound 0 < € < 1. There exists a vertex v* € V such that the external fields

Ny =AY = X for all v # v*, A, = 00, and A = A.

e Output: a number d such that |dpy (p,v) — d

<e.

The two input hardcore models are not in the uniqueness regime because A > A\.(A). The
output only requires to approximate the TV-distance up to an additive error of €, which is weaker
requirement than the relative-error approximation. The hardness result for this problem implies
the hardness of relative-error approximation.

Theorem 44. There is no FPRAS for Problem 48 unless NP = RP.

To prove Theorem 44, we need the following lemma, which can be abstracted from the proofs
in [BGM*25].

Lemma 45 ([BGM™125)). Let pu be a distribution over {£}V. Let v € V and ¢ € {£} with
po(c) > 0. Let uv® be the distribution over {£}V obtained from p by conditioning on v taking
value c¢. Then, dpv (p, u¥¢) = py(—c).

Proof. For any o € {£}V with o, = ¢, we have u**(c) > u(o). For any 7 € {£}V with 7, = —c,
we have 1°(7) = 0 < u(r). Therefore, drv (1, 1*¢) = 30 c(1yV e (7)) = pu(—c). O
Proof. [Proof of Theorem 44] Let A > 3 and A > A.(A) = % be two constants. By the
hardness results in [SS12, GSV16], unless NP = RP, there is no FPRAS for approximating
the partition function of the hardcode model S = (G, (Ay)vey) with e-relative error, where
Ay = Afor all v € V and G has the maximum degree A. By the standard counting-to-sampling
reduction [JVV86], approximating the partition function Zg is equivalent to approximating
the probability of 7(c?), where 7 is the Gibbs distribution of S and 02 = —1 for all v € V.
In other words, 0 corresponds to the empty set. Let us number all the vertices in V as
{1,2,--- ,n}. To approximate 7(c?), we need to approximate the probability p; £ m;(—1 | ¥j <
i,j takes value — 1) with relative error O(%). This probability is the same as the marginal
probability of ¢ in the induced subgraph G[V '\ {1,2,--- ,i — 1}]. We show how to approximate
p1 = m(—1). We let S¥ = S and define S” for S by changing A} to co. By Lemma 45, we
have drv (1, v) = pi1(—=1) = m(—=1). It is easy to verify that m(—1) > 1%\ = Q(1) has a
constant lower bound. Hence, if we can solve Problem 43 with O(e/n)-additive error, we can
approximate 71(—1) with O(e/n)-relative error. The same argument can be applied to other
probabilities by considering the instances in induced subgraphs. Hence, if Problem 43 admits
an FPRAS, then there is an FPRAS for approximating the partition function of S. U

For the Ising model, one can also verify the instance family stated after Corollary 7 is
a hard instance family for approximating the TV-distance with additive error. The proof is
similar to the one for the hardcore model. Let A > 3 be a constant and 5 < 0 be a constant
with exp(283) < £52. Let S = (G, J,h) such that J,, = 8 for all {u,v} € E and h, = 0 for
all v € V. The starting point is the NP-hardness of approximating the partition function of
S [SS12, GSV16]. Then one can go through the same reduction to estimate p; 2 m;(—1 | Vj <
i,7 takes value — 1). We can construct S* = (G, J,h*) and S = (G, J,h") such that for all
j <, h;‘ = hY = —oo, for all k > i, by’ = hi = 0, and hj’ = 0,h} = co. By Lemma 45, we
have drv (u,v) = p;. One can verify p; = Q(1) so that O(e/n)-additive error approximation
of drv (p,v) is equivalent to O(e/n)-relative error approximation of p;. The hardness result
follows from the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 44.
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B Poincaré inequality for marginal distribution

The Poincaré inequality for hardcore model in the uniqueness regime is established in [CFYZ21].
The paper considers the hardcore model (G, \) such that all A, are the same. By verifying the
technical condition in [CFYZ21, Theorem 1.9], the following Poincaré inequality also holds for
hardcore model with different A, satisfying (1). For any function g : Q — R, where Q is the
support of the distribution, we have

Varﬂ <C Z Z v —o( Varﬂ lg] .

veEV o€Qy _y

Let ¢ : Q5 — R be an arbitrary function. Define g(z) = ¢'(xp) for all x € Q. It holds that
E,[9] = E,, [¢] and E, [¢%] = E,, [(¢')?]. We have

Var,, [g'] :Varu <C Z Z v —o( Varu 9]

VEV 0€Qy _y
(g9(c) depends on o) = C, Z Z pv—v(0)Var,s [g] .
VEB c€Qy _y
Fix a partial assignment 7 € Qp_,. Note that E,r [g] = E,z [¢] and Er [¢%] = Euz, [(¢)?].
We have Var,- [g] = Var,z. [¢]. Let X ~ p7 and Y = g(X). By the law of total Varlance

Var,- [¢'] = Var,- [g] = Var [Y]
=E[Var[Y | Xy_,]]+ Var [E[Y | Xy _,]]
>E[Var[Y | Xy_,]]

Z :U'V v Varu [g]
oeQy,_,

where 7, C {i}V*” is the support of uj,_,. Combining with the above inequality, we have

Var,,, [¢] SCnZ Z pB—w( Z Wy (o) Var o [g]

VEBTEQRB_, oeQy,_
<C, T)V. !
. pp—(7)Var,; [¢].
veEB TEQB v

This proves the Poincaré inequality for the marginal distribution.

Alternatively, one can also use the fact the the Poincaré inequality is equivalent to the decay
of x2-divergence in the down walk of Glauber dynamics. The results follows from the data
processing inequality. See [FGJW23, Section 6.1] for more details.
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