arXiv:2404.04668v1 [cs.DS] 6 Apr 2024

Spectral Independence Beyond Total Influence on Trees and Related Graphs

Xiaoyu Chen^∗ Xiongxin Yang^† Yitong Yin^∗ Xinyuan Zhang^∗

Abstract

We study how to establish spectral independence, a key concept in sampling, without relying on total influence bounds, by applying an approximate inverse of the influence matrix. Our method gives constant upper bounds on spectral independence for two foundational Gibbs distributions known to have unbounded total influences:

• The monomer-dimer model on graphs with large girth (including trees). Prior to our work, such results were only known for graphs with constant maximum degrees or infinite regular trees, as shown by Chen, Liu, and Vigoda (STOC ’21).

• The hardcore model on trees with fugacity λ < e^2. This remarkably surpasses the well-known λ_r > e − 1 lower bound for the reconstruction threshold on trees, significantly improving upon the current threshold λ < 1.3, established in a prior work by Efthymiou, Hayes, Štefankovič, and Vigoda (RANDOM ’23).

Consequently, we establish optimal Ω(n^{−1}) spectral gaps of the Glauber dynamics for these models on arbitrary trees, regardless of the maximum degree Δ.

1 Introduction

Sampling from the Gibbs distribution is a fundamental computational problem that has drawn significant interest across various fields, including mathematics, statistical physics, and computer science. Typical approaches to this problem involve the use of Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods. In these methods, a Markov chain is designed to converge to the desired stationary distribution, with the goal of rapid convergence, ideally with a mixing time that is polynomially bounded or even near-linear. However, despite the widespread use of MCMC methods, analyzing the mixing time of Markov chains remains a formidable challenge.

∗State Key Laboratory for Novel Software Technology, New Cornerstone Science Laboratory, Nanjing University, 163 Xianlin Avenue, Nanjing, Jiangsu, China. E-mails: chenxiaoyu233@smail.nju.edu.cn, yinyt@nju.edu.cn, zhangxy@smail.nju.edu.cn

†School of Information Science and Technology, Northeast Normal University, 2555 Jingyue Street, Changchun, Jilin, China. E-mail: yangxx500@nenu.edu.cn

To tackle this challenge, an important tool called spectral independence was introduced in a seminal work [ALO20]. This method builds upon recent advancements in the theory of high-dimensional expanders [ALOV19, CGM19, AL20].

For a distribution μ over 2^{[n]}, the influence matrix Ψ_μ quantifies the correlation between variables and is defined as

∀i, j ∈ [n], Ψ_μ(i, j) := { Pr_μ [j | i] − Pr_μ [ j | i ] if Pr_μ [i] ∈ (0, 1), 0 otherwise.

The distribution μ is said to be η-spectrally independent if the maximum eigenvalue λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) is upper bounded by some η > 0. This concept of spectral independence has become highly influential since its introduction to the field. It has proven to be a powerful tool for analyzing the mixing time of Markov chains [ALOV19, CGM19, ALO20, CLV20, CLV21a, CFYZ21, CLV21b, CFYZ22, AJK^+22, CE22, CZ23, CLMM23]. Moreover, this concept tightly captures the local expansion of high-dimensional expanders [ALO20] and is intrinsically connected to other well-known mixing properties, such as decay of correlation [ALO20, CLV20, CLV21a, CLMM23], coupling [Liu21, FGYZ22, BCC^+22, CZ23, CG24, CLMM23], and zero-freeness [AASV21, CLV21b]. The notion of spectral independence has also stimulated the development of several new approaches for analyzing the mixing time of Markov chains, including entropic independence [AJK^+22], field dynamics [CFYZ21], and localization schemes [CE22].

However, establishing spectral independence for Gibbs distributions is far from trivial. In recent years, numerous studies have delved into this endeavor, developing a variety of approaches including correlation decay, stability of polynomial, coupling of local Markov chain, recursive coupling, and (matrix) trickle-down [CLV20, CLV21b, Liu21, BCC^+22, CZ23, Opp18, ALO21]. While these methods have provided valuable insights, it is worth noting that most of them focus on establishing upper bounds for the total influence, represented by the infinite norm of influence matrix: ‖ ‖Ψ_μ ‖ ‖_∞ := max_i ∑ j | |Ψ_μ(i, j) | | ,

rather than directly bounding the maximum eigenvalue λ_{max}(Ψ_μ). This focus on the total influence may not always yield accurate estimates of the spectral independence λ_{max}(Ψ_μ), especially in critical scenarios.

There are foundational classes of Gibbs distributions conjectured to be spectrally independent, yet proving this conjecture is challenging due to their unbounded total influence and the difficulties in applying more direct approaches for spectral independence. Notable examples include the monomer-dimer model (matchings) and the hardcore model (independent sets) on trees in certain non-uniqueness regimes [CLV20, CLV21a, EHSV23].

It is then important to ask the following question:

How can we establish the spectral independence when the total influence is unbounded?

One notable method for upper bounding λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) without relying on total influence is the (matrix) trickle-down method [Opp18, ALO21, WZZ23]. In this method, matrix upper bounds { M_μx } (with Ψ_μx ⪯ M_μx ) are inductively constructed for the influence matrices { Ψ_μx } of conditional distributions μ^x, with the hope that the resulting upper bound λ_{max}(M_μ) ≥ λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) is sufficiently tight and relatively easy to analyze. While this method has proven useful for obtaining spectral independence without total influence bounds, particularly for matroid bases [Opp18] and edge-colorings [ALO21, WZZ23], a significant drawback is the highly non-intuitive construction of the upper bound matrices {M_μx }, making it challenging to apply generally.

On the other hand, when the graphical model becomes a tree, recent work [EHSV23] introduced a novel inductive approach to bounding the spectral independence for the hardcore model on trees. Compared to other approaches, this inductive method is more intuitive to work with, while directly upper bounding the spectral independence without relying on the total influence bounds. However, as noted in [EHSV23], this approach heavily relies on the inductive structure inherent in trees, thereby limiting the potential for generalization to graphs with cycles.

In this paper, we apply a new direct approach for establishing spectral independence, based on an approximate inverse of the influence matrix. The method is particularly intuitive on trees while exhibiting promising potential for generalization to non-trees.

We instantiate our method on the monomer-dimer model and the hardcore model. The Gibbs distributions of the monomer-dimer model and the hardcore model on an undirected graph G = (V, E) with a fugacity λ > 0 are defined as follows:

• The Gibbs distribution μ of the monomer-dimer model on graph G with fugacity λ, is supported over the set of matchings in graph G. The measure of each matching M is given by μ(M) ∝ λ^{|M|}.

• The Gibbs distribution μ of the hardcore model on graph G with fugacity λ, is supported over the set of independent sets in graph G. The measure of each independent set I is given by μ(I) ∝ λ^{|I|}.

The monomer-dimer model. The mixing time for the monomer-dimer model stands as a foundational problem within MCMC theory. The seminal works of Jerrum and Sinclair [JS89, Sin88, JS96, Jer03] established an O(n^2m log n) mixing time for the monomer-dimer model with n vertices and m edges. The only notable improvement since then has been the O(exp(Δ^{O(1)}) · m log m) mixing time for graphs with bounded maximum degree Δ, achieved in a breakthrough of Chen, Liu, and Vigoda [CLV21a]. It is widely believed that establishing spectral independence is a key step towards settling the problem [CLV21a, Liu23].

As noted in [CLV21a] and [Liu23], the monomer-dimer model on the infinity Δ-regular tree T_Δ has the total influence ‖ ‖Ψ_μ ‖ ‖_∞ = Θ( √ λΔ), which may become arbitrarily large as the degree Δ grows. However, in contrast, the spectral independence remains bounded as λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) = O_λ(1) on T_Δ, regardless of Δ. Furthermore, the following was conjectured.

Conjecture 1 ([CLV21a]). For any graph G = (V, E) and any λ > 0, the Gibbs distribution μ of the monomer-dimer model on G with fugacity λ has λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) = O_λ(1).

This conjecture aligns with the renowned ~O(n^2m) mixing time bounds in [JS89, Jer03], where the additional factor n^2 may be due to a limitation of the canonical path approach.

Inspired by [Liu23] and several previous works such as [CLV21a, BS13], we calculate the spectral independence λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) by analyzing the inverse Ψ^{−1}_μ of the influence matrix. When the graph G is a tree, the influence matrix Ψ_μ becomes a product distance matrix on this tree, and its inverse Ψ^{−1}_μ reveals the underlying structure of G. Then, by examining the “local influence matrices” (see Theorem 32 and Lemma 33), we gain a much clearer understanding of spectral independence on arbitrary trees.

We prove the following result, confirming Conjecture 1 on trees. Consequently, this spectral independence bound also implies an optimal spectral gap for the Glauber dynamics, which is a canonical Markov chain for sampling from the Gibbs distribution.

Theorem 2. Let T = (V, E) be a tree of n vertices and λ > 0. The Gibbs distribution μ of the monomer-dimer model on T with fugacity λ has

λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≤ 2λ + 1.

Moreover, the Glauber dynamics on μ has asymptotically optimal spectral gap Ω_λ(n^{−1}).

Indeed, the spectral independence bound of Theorem 2 for trees follows as a special case from a more general theorem stated next. For general graphs with cycles, the inverse Ψ^{−1}_μ may no longer possess the simple structure as a product distance matrix on a tree. Therefore, we turn to using an approximate inverse of the influence matrix Ψ_μ, which effectively approximates the maximum eigenvalue while preserving the structure of the underlying graph. The result is stated in the following theorem, which establishes a general trade-off between the girth and the spectral independence in the monomer-dimer model.

Theorem 3. Let G = (V, E) be a graph with maximum degree Δ and girth g for g ∈ [3, ∞]. The Gibbs distribution μ of the monomer-dimer model on G with fugacity λ > 0 has the spectral independence

λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≤ (2λ + 1) ( 4 (√ 1 + λΔ + 1 ) ( 1 − 2 √ 1 + λΔ + 1 )_{⌊(g−1)/4⌋} + 1 ) . In particular, if g ≥ 10 √ λΔ · log(λΔ), then λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) = O(λ + 1).

Theorem 3 is proved in Section 4. The spectral independence result in Theorem 2 follows as a special case of Theorem 3 when g = ∞. The spectral gap in Theorem 2 is proved in Section 6 by applying existing techniques.

The trade-off between girth and spectral independence observed in Theorem 3 may be somewhat intrinsic to the monomer-dimer model. This is showcased by the following extreme example with girth equals 2 (i.e. the graph G is a multigraph with parallel edges).

Example 4. Let C_n be a cycle consisting of n vertices for a sufficiently large n. Let G be a multigraph obtained by replacing each edge of C_n with Δ/2 parallel edges, where Δ ≥ 100. The Gibbs distribution μ of the monomer-dimer model on G with fugacity λ = 1 has λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≥ √ Δ 10 .

Example 4 is proved in Section 4.1. This counterexample shows that the conjectured constant spectral independence of the monomer-dimer model in Conjecture 1 requires a minimum girth of 3 to prevent the presence of parallel edges.

We consider the girth-2 scenario to be an exceptional case. Accordingly, we refine above Conjecture 1 to apply specifically to simple graphs.

Conjecture 5. For any simple graph G = (V, E) and any λ > 0, the Gibbs distribution μ of the monomer-dimer model on G with fugacity λ has λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) = O_λ(1).

Theorem 3 shows that the conjecture is true when the girth g is as large as some g = Ω( √ λΔ · log(λΔ)), and Example 4 shows that the conjecture is false when the girth g = 2.

The remaining unresolved cases are graphs with girth 3 ≤ g ≤ O( √ λΔ · log(λΔ)).

The hardcore model. For the hardcore model, a compelling computational phase transition occurs at the uniqueness threshold λ_c(Δ) =^{(Δ−1)Δ−1}_{(Δ−2)Δ} ≈^e_Δ . When λ < λ_c(Δ), the Gibbs distribution has bounded total influence and the Glauber dynamics has optimal mixing time [Wei06, ALO20, CLV20, CLV21a, CFYZ21, AJK^+22, CFYZ22, CE22]. And when λ > λ_c(Δ), sampling becomes computationally intractable [Sly10, SS12, GSV16].

We then focus on the hardcore model on trees, where sampling remains tractable even beyond the uniqueness threshold. Pioneered by a series of seminal works [MSW03, MSW04, BKMP05], the mixing time in this case has been proved to be always polynomially bounded. On one hand, when λ < λ_c(Δ), the Glauber dynamics is known to achieve optimal spectral gap and mixing time [CFYZ21, CFYZ22]; on the other hand, for sufficiently large λ > C, a polynomially large mixing lower bound has been proved [RSV^+14], where C ≈ 28 as pointed out by [EHSV23]. A critical problem for the hardcore model on trees is then to determine the critical threshold for fast mixing with optimal spectral gap. Given the universality of the spectral independence [AJK^+24], settling this problem is inherently related to the spectral independence of the hardcore model on trees.

A recent work [EHSV23] shows that when λ < 1.3, the spectral independence for the hardcore model on trees remains bounded, even though the total influence on trees may become unbounded beyond uniqueness [ALO20, CLV20]. The following conjecture is proposed based on the reconstruction threshold.

Conjecture 6 ([EHSV23]). For any tree T with n vertices, the spectral gap of the Glauber dynamics for the hardcore model on T with fugacity λ < e − 1 is at least Ω(n^{−1}).

Using our approach of approximate inverse, we prove Conjecture 6 and further push the threshold of λ for spectral independence of hardcore model on trees to λ < e^2.

Theorem 7. Let T = (V, E) be a tree of n vertices, and 0 < λ < (1 − δ)e^2 for some δ ∈ (0, 1/10). The Gibbs distribution μ of the hardcore model on T with fugacity λ has the spectral independence

λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≤ 36 δ^2 . Moreover, the Glauber dynamics on μ has asymptotically optimal spectral gap Ω_δ(n^{−1}).

If further the maximum degree Δ of T is bounded, the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics is bounded by O_{Δ,δ}(n log n).

It is widely believed that the critical threshold for fast mixing on trees aligns with the reconstruction threshold [EHSV23], which is known to be lower bounded as λ_r(Δ) > e − 1 [Mar03], leading to Conjecture 6. Our findings suggest that either fast mixing holds beyond reconstruction, or the reconstruction threshold is actually higher as λ_r(Δ) ≥ e^2.

The spectral independence in Theorem 7 is proved in Section 5. The spectral gap and mixing time bounds in Theorem 7 are proved using existing techniques in Section 6.

As noted in [EHSV23], there exist trees where the Glauber dynamics exhibits a polynomial slowdown when λ > C for some constant C ≈ 28. Combining this with the findings of [AJK^+24], it is established that the spectral independence is unbounded for the hardcore model on trees when λ is sufficiently large. Nonetheless, for completeness, we provide a lower bound on the unboundedness of the spectral independence for the hardcore model on trees when λ is sufficiently large.

Theorem 8. Let λ > 28.15. For any finite C > 0, there exists a tree T = (V, E) such that the Gibbs distribution μ of the hardcore model on tree T with fugacity λ satisfying that λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≥ C.

Theorem 8 is proved in Section 5.2.

1.1 Related work

High dimensional expander. The framework of high-dimensional expander, introduced and significantly developed in recent years [KM17, DK17, Opp18, KO20], has been extended to Gibbs sampling in the seminal works [AL20, ALO20]. Subsequent research has further extended this framework from various perspectives [CLV20, CLV21a, CFYZ21, CFYZ22, CE22, AJK^+22, CZ23, CG24, ABTV23, ALV22, AJK^+24, CLMM23].

(Matrix) trickle-down method. Previously, a primary method for upper bounding the spectral independence λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) without relying on bounding the total influence ‖ ‖Ψ_μ ‖ ‖_∞ was the (matrix) trickle-down method. This technique has been successfully applied to establish spectral independence results for the matroid bases [Opp18, ALOV19] and edge coloring [ALO21, WZZ23].

Lifting spectral independence from tree to graph. Theorem 3 basically lifts the spectral independence bound from trees to general graphs using the approximate inverse of the influence matrix. Previously, for total influence ‖ ‖Ψ_μ ‖ ‖_∞, such a lifting from trees to general graphs, transforming extremal total influence bounds from trees to general graphs, has been achieved for 2-spin systems through the use of self-avoiding walk trees [God93, Wei06, BGK^+07, LLY13, ALO20, CLV20, CLV21a, CLY23]. However, self-avoiding walk trees are restricted to 2-spin models. Very recently, [CLMM23] introduced a recursive coupling technique to lift total influence bounds from trees to graphs with large girths, applicable to multi-spin models such as proper colorings.

Glauber dynamics on tree. The mixing time and the spectral gap of Glauber dynamics for Gibbs distribution on trees have been extensively studied [MSW03, BKMP05, MSW04, LMP09, GJK10, TVVY12, RSV^+14, SZ17, DHP20, EF23, Che24]. In contrast to general graphs, the rapid mixing of Glauber dynamics on trees is believed to be closely related to the reconstruction threshold, a topic of significant interest.

For the hardcore model on trees, a series of research works has established both upper and lower bounds for the mixing time of Glauber dynamics [MSW03, MSW04, BKMP05,

RSV^+14, EF23, Che24]. For complete b-ary trees, the mixing time of Glauber dynamics is always O(n log n) [MSW04]. However, for arbitrary trees, the mixing time shows a critical behavior. In particular, when λ is sufficiently small, the mixing time of Glauber dynamics was proved to be O(n log n) [MSW03, EHSV23]; in contrast, when λ is sufficiently large, the mixing time is lower bounded by a large polynomial [RSV^+14]. The critical threshold is believed to coincide with the reconstruction threshold λ_r(Δ) [BST10]. In [Mar03], it is proved that λ_r(Δ) > e − 1, which leads to a conjecture that the mixing time of Glauber dynamics on trees is O(n log n) when λ < e − 1 [EHSV23].

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notations and conventions

Let μ be a distribution over 2^{[n]}, where [n] = {1, . . . , n} is a set of n elements. Throughout this paper, we refer Pr_μ [i] and Pr_μ [ i ] to the marginal probability that i ∈ [n] is occupied and unoccupied respectively, i.e. Pr_{S∼μ} [i ∈ S] and Pr_{S∼μ} [i ∉ S]. Moreover, denote the probability of j being occupied conditioned on i being occupied and unoccupied by Pr_μ [j | i] and Pr_μ [ j | i ] respectively. When the context is clear, we may drop the subscript μ. When the formula is heavy, we may also use μ_i, μ_i, μ^i_j, μ^i_j to replace Pr [i], Pr [ i ] , Pr [j | i], Pr [ j | i ] , respectively, to make the expression clean.

For a graph G = (V, E), we may write N(v) to represent the set of vertices u adjacent to v. We write e ∼ u or u ∼ e if vertex u ∈ V is incident to edge e ∈ E, and E_u is the set of edges including u. Furthermore, we write e^u∼ f for distinct edges e, f ∈ E if vertex u is incident to both e and f .

For some positive parameter p, we will use O_p(·) and Ω_p(·) to hide the factor related to p, respectively. That is, O_p(·) = f (p)O(·) and Ω_p(·) = g(p)Ω(·) for some positive function f and g.

2.2 Markov chains and mixing time

Let (X_t)_{t≥0} be a (discrete-time) Markov chain over a finite state space Ω with the transition matrix P ∈ R^{Ω×Ω}. We may refer to the Markov chain by its transition matrix P. The Markov chain is

1. irreducible, if for any state x, y ∈ Ω, there exists t ≥ 1 satisfying P^t(x, y) > 0;

2. aperiodic, if for any state x ∈ Ω, gcd { t ≥ 0 : P^t(x, x) > 0 } = 1.

If the Markov chain P is irreducible and aperiodic, the Markov chain has a unique stationary distribution μ, i.e., μP = P. Moreover, we say a distribution μ is reversible with respect to Markov chain P, if the stationary distribution satisfies the detailed balance condition, i.e., μ(x)P(x, y) = μ(y)P(y, x) for all x, y ∈ Ω. It is known that μ is the stationary distribution of the Markov chain P if μ is reversible to P.

The mixing time of Markov chain P measures the speed of convergence towards the stationary distribution. Formally,

T_{mix} = max_{x∈Ω} min { t ≥ 0 : D_{TV} ( P^t(x, ·), μ ) < 1 4 } , where D_{TV} (μ, ν) =^1_2 ∑_{x∈Ω} |μ(x) − ν(x)| is the total variation distance.

A canonical single-site Markov chain for sampling high dimensional distribution is the Glauber dynamics. Let μ be a distribution over 2^{[n]}. In each step, the Glauber dynamics updates a configuration X ∈ 2^{[n]} according to the following steps:

1. select u ∈ [n] uniformly at random;

2. update X to { X ∪ {u} , with probability^{μ(X∪{u})} μ(X∪{u})+μ(X\{u}) X \ {u} , otherwise.

It is known that μ is reversible with respect to the Glauber dynamics.

2.3 Spectral independence and related matrices

Spectral independence defined below is a notion introduced in [ALO20] that characterizes the correlation of variables in a high dimensional distribution μ.

Definition 9 (influence matrix). Let μ be a distribution over 2^{[n]}. Its influence matrix Ψ_μ ∈ R^{n×n} is defined by

∀i, j ∈ [n], Ψ_μ(i, j) = { Pr_μ [j | i] − Pr_μ [ j | i ] if Pr_μ [i] ∈ (0, 1), 0 otherwise.

Definition 10 (spectral independence [ALO20]). Let η ≥ 0, a distribution μ over 2^{[n]} is said to be η-spectrally independent if λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≤ η.

We introduce the following matrices that are closely related to the influence matrix.

Definition 11 (correlation matrix [AJK^+22]). Let μ be a distribution over 2^{[n]}. Its correlation matrix Ψ^{sym}_μ ∈ R^{n×n} is defined by

∀i, j ∈ [n], Ψ^{cor}_μ (i, j) = { Pr_μ [j | i] − Pr_μ [j] if Pr_μ [i] ∈ (0, 1), 0 otherwise.

Definition 12 (symmetrized influence matrix). Let μ be a distribution over 2^{[n]}. Its symmetrized influence matrix Ψ_μ ∈ R^{n×n} is defined by

∀i, j ∈ [n], Ψ^{sym}_μ (i, j) =

Pr_μ[j,i]−Pr_μ[j]Pr_μ[i] √ Pr_μ[j]Pr_μ[j] √ Pr_μ[i]Pr_μ[i]

if Pr_μ [j] , Pr_μ [i] ∈ (0, 1),

0 otherwise.

Remark 13. We remark that Ψ^{sym} is usually regarded as the correlation matrix of random variables. Here, we use the name “symmetrized influence matrix” to avoid confusion with the correlation matrix used in previous works [AJK^+22].

Remark 14. We remark that Ψ^{sym}_μ (i, j) = √ Ψ_μ(i, j)Ψ_μ(j, i) for any i, j ∈ [n].

The following proposition shows that the influence matrix, correlation matrix, and the symmetrized influence matrix could be transformed to each other by multiplying diagonal matrices.

Proposition 15. Let μ be a distribution over 2^{[n]}. Let Π := DD, where D := diag { Pr_μ [i] } i∈[n],

D := diag { Pr_μ [ i ]} i∈[n] are diagonal matrices, then it holds that

Ψ^{sym}_μ = Π^{1/2}Ψ_μΠ^{−1/2} (1)

and Ψ^{cor}_μ = DΨ_μ. (2)

Proof. We first prove (1). By the Law of Conditional Probability, it holds that

Pr_μ [j, i] − Pr_μ [j] Pr_μ [i] = Pr_μ [i] ( Pr_μ [j | i] − Pr_μ [j, i] − Pr_μ [ j, i ]) = Pr_μ [i] ( Pr_μ [j | i] ( 1 − Pr_μ [i] ) − Pr_μ [ j, i ]) = Pr_μ [i] Pr_μ [ i ] ( Pr_μ [j | i] − Pr_μ [ j | i ]) . Therefore, for any i, j ∈ [n], it holds that

Π^{1/2}Ψ_μΠ^{−1/2}(i, j) =

Pr_μ [i] Pr_μ [ i ] Pr_μ [j] Pr_μ [ j ] Pr_μ [j, i] − Pr_μ [j] Pr_μ [i]

Pr_μ [i] Pr_μ [ i ] = Ψ^{sym}_μ (i, j).

Then, we prove (2). For any i, j ∈ [n], it holds that

DΨ_μ(i, j) = Pr_μ [ i ] ( Pr_μ [j | i] − Pr_μ [ j | i ]) = Pr_μ [j | i] − Pr_μ [i] Pr_μ [j | i] − Pr_μ [ i ] Pr_μ [ j | i ] = Pr_μ [j | i] − Pr_μ [j, i] − Pr_μ [ j, i ] = Pr_μ [j | i] − Pr_μ [j] = Ψ^{cor}_μ (i, j).

According to Proposition 15, the maximum eigenvalue of Ψ and Ψ^{cor} can be easily related to each other when there is some guarantee on the marginals.

Corollary 16. If for every i ∈ [n], Pr [ i ] ∈ [l, r] ⊆ (0, 1). Then, it holds that

λ_{max}(Ψ^{cor}_μ )r^{−1} ≤ λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≤ λ_{max}(Ψ^{cor}_μ )l^{−1}.

Proof. According to Proposition 15, it holds that Ψ_μ is a self-adjoint operator with respect to the inner product ⟨ ·, DD· ⟩ , and Ψ^{cor}_μ is a self-adjoint operator with respect to the inner product ⟨·, D·⟩. By the Courant-Fischer theorem,

λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) = max_{f ≠0} ⟨ f , DDΨ_μ f ⟩ ⟨ f , DD f

⟩^{(2)}= max_{f ≠0} ⟨ f , DΨ^{cor}_μ f ⟩ ⟨ f , D f ⟩ · ⟨ f , D f ⟩ ⟨ f , DD f ⟩ .

Hence, it holds that

max_{f ≠0} ⟨ f , DΨ^{cor}_μ f ⟩ ⟨ f , D f ⟩

· min_{f ≠0}

⟨ f , D f ⟩ ⟨ f , DD f

⟩ ≤ λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≤ max_{f ≠0} ⟨ f , DΨ^{cor}_μ f ⟩ ⟨ f , D f ⟩

· max_{f ≠0}

⟨ f , D f ⟩ ⟨ f , DD f ⟩ =⇒ λ_{max}(Ψ^{cor}_μ )r^{−1} ≤ λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≤ λ_{max}(Ψ^{cor}_μ )l^{−1}.

2.4 Spectral independence of k-transformed distributions

The notion of k-transformation was initiated in [CFYZ21] to analyze the spectral gap of the field dynamics. It has been studied extensively during the research on the optimal mixing time of the Glauber dynamics on two-state spin systems for unbounded degree graph [CFYZ21, AJK^+21, CFYZ22].

Definition 17 (k-transformation). Let μ be a distribution over 2^{[n]} and k ≥ 1 be an integer. The k-transformation (a.k.a. k-blow up) of μ, denoted by μ_k, is a distribution over 2^{[n]×[k]}.

Let X ∼ μ, then μ_k is the distribution of Y ∈ 2^{[n]×[k]} constructed as follows: for every i ∈ X, add (i, t) to Y where t is picked from [k] uniformly at random.

Under the k-transformation, the Gibbs distribution μ of the monomer-dimer model specified by graph G and fugacity λ will transform to the Gibbs distribution of the monomerdimer model specified by graph G_k and fugacity λ/k, where G_k is the graph obtained by replacing all edges in G with k parallel edges.

Similarly, the Gibbs distribution μ of the hardcore model specified by graph G and fugacity λ will transform to the Gibbs distribution of the hardcore model specified by graph G_k and fugacity λ/k, where G_k is the graph obtained by replacing all vertices in G with a k-clique and fully connecting the adjacent k-cliques.

In the original analysis of the field dynamics, an important step is to show that the notion of spectral independence could be approximately preserved along the k-transformation. In [CFYZ21], an approximate relationship between μ and μ_k is revealed (λ_{max}( | Ψ_{μk} | ) ≤ λ_{max}( | |Ψ_μ | |) + 2). Then, [AJK+21] refined this approximate relationship and got an exact relationship between μ and μ_k in terms of Ψ^{cor}.

Proposition 18 ([AJK^+21, Proposition 26]). Let η ≥ 1, k ∈ N, μ is a distribution over 2^{[n]} and μ_k over 2^{[n]×[k]} is its k-transformation. If λ_{max}(Ψ^{cor}_μ ) = η, then it holds that λ_{max}(Ψ^{cor}_{μk} ) = η.

We note that Proposition 18 is a special case of its original version in [AJK^+21].

2.5 Inverse of product distance matrix

A product distance matrix on graph G = (V, E) is a matrix P ∈ R^{V×V} satisfying the following properties:

1. P(u, u) = 1, for any vertex v ∈ V.

2. If u, v ∈ V are vertices such that each directed path from u to v passed through the cut-vertex w, then P(u, v) = P(u, w) · P(w, v).

A block of graph G = (V, E) is a maximal subgraph without cut-vertex.

Observed in [BS13], the inverse of a product distance matrix is well-structured.

Proposition 19 ([BS13]). Let P ∈ R^{V×V} be a product distance matrix on graph G = (V, E), and B be the set of blocks in graph G. For each block B ∈ B, let P_B be the principal matrix of P on vertices in B. The inverse P^{−1} of P satisfies

∀u, v ∈ V, P^{−1}(u, v) =

1 + ∑_{B∈Bu∈B} (P^{−1}_B (u, u) − 1) u = v,

P^{−1}_B (u, v) {u, v} ⊆ B, 0 otherwise.

Remark 20. We may also call a matrix P ∈ R^{E×E} a product distance matrix if it is a product distance matrix on the line graph of G.

2.6 Linear algebra toolkit

To apply Proposition 19, we need to calculate the inversion of the (symmetrized) influence matrix on each block of the graph. In practice, we will use the Sherman-Morrison- Woodbury formula.

Proposition 21 (Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula). Let Λ ∈ R^{n×n} be an invertible square matrix and x, y ∈ R^n be column vectors. If y^⊤Λ^{−1}x + 1 ≠ 0, then

(Λ + xy^⊤)^{−1} = Λ^{−1} −

Λ^{−1}xy^⊤Λ^{−1} 1 + y^⊤Λ^{−1}x . Moreover, when the matrix has the form in Proposition 21, its determinant can be easily calculated via the matrix determinant lemma.

Proposition 22 (matrix determinant lemma). Let Λ ∈ R^{n×n} be an invertible square matrix and x, y ∈ R^n be column vectors, then

det(Λ + xy^⊤) = det(Λ) ( 1 + y^⊤Λ^{−1}x ) . In the context of matrix A having real eigenvalues, it is customary to denote them as λ_1(A) ≥ · · · ≥ λ_n(A). The interlacing theorem states that for a real symmetric matrix of order n, the eigenvalues of the matrix interlace with the eigenvalues of the principal submatrix of order n − 1.

Proposition 23 (interlacing theorem). Let A ∈ R^{n×n} be a symmetric matrix and B be a (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal submatrix of A. Then, it holds that

λ_1(A) ≥ λ_1(B) ≥ λ_2(A) ≥ λ_2(B) ≥ · · · ≥ λ_{n−1}(A) ≥ λ_{n−1}(B) ≥ λ_n(A).

When a symmetric matrix is perturbed by another symmetric matrix, we can use Weyl’s inequality to bound the changes to its eigenvalues.

Proposition 24 (Weyl’s inequality). Let A, B ∈ R^{n×n} be two symmetric matrices, then for any i, j ∈ [n], it holds that

λ_{i+j−1}(A + B) ≤ λ_i(A) + λ_j(B) ≤ λ_{i+j−n}(A + B).

3 Method of approximate inverse

Let G = (V, E) be an undirected graph and μ be a distribution over 2^E or 2^V. If μ is supported over 2^E, it is called an edge model distribution; otherwise, it is called a vertex model distribution.

Throughout this section, we will assume that all distributions satisfy the conditional independence property, formally defined below.

Assumption 1 (conditional independence). Suppose that μ is a vertex (or edge) model distribution. Let u, v, w ∈ V (or E). If the removal of v will disconnect u and w in G, then

for v^∗ ∈ {v, v} , w^∗ ∈ {w, w} , Pr_μ [u | v^∗, w^∗] = Pr_μ [u | v^∗] .

Remark 25. In practice, the spectral independence is usually asked for all pinnings of μ. Hence, the conditional independence property is usually assumed for all pinnings of μ. However, in this section, we only need to assume the conditional independence for μ.

Our method relies on the following approximate inverse to analyze the spectral independence of μ, specifically the spectrum of Ψ^{sym}. This form of the approximate inverse is inspired by [BS13], where the inverse of Ψ^{sym} is well-structured when the underlying graph is a tree.

Definition 26 (approximate inverse for edge model). The approximate inverse for Ψ^{sym} of an edge model distribution μ is constructed as follows:

1. For each v ∈ V, let Ψ^{sym}_v ∈ R^{Ev×Ev} be the principal minor of Ψ^{sym} on E_v, the edges incident to v.

2. Let ^Q_v := (Ψ^{sym}_v )^{−1} and let Q_v ∈ R^{E×E} be the matrix obtained by augmenting ^Q_v with zero entries.

3. Finally, let Q := ∑_{v∈V} Q_v − I.

Definition 27 (approximate inverse for vertex model). The approximate inverse for Ψ^{sym} of a vertex model distribution μ is constructed as follows:

1. For each e = {u, v} ∈ E, let Ψ^{sym}_e ∈ R^{e×e} be the principal minor of Ψ^{sym} on e = {u, v}.

2. Let ^Q_e := (Ψ^{sym}_e )^{−1} and let Q_e ∈ R^{V×V} be the matrix obtained by augmenting ^Q_e with zero entries accordingly.

3. Finally, let Q := ∑_{e∈E} Q_e − diag {d_u − 1}_{u∈V}, where d_u is the degree of vertex u.

As observed in [ALO20], according to the conditional independence property, when G is a tree, both Ψ and Ψ^{sym} are product distance matrices (see Section 2.5 for the detailed definition). We formalize this into the following proposition.

Proposition 28 ([ALO20, Lemma B.2]). Under Assumption 1, both Ψ and Ψ^{sym} are product distance matrices.

By Proposition 19, we can derive the following proposition. Proposition 29. When the graph G = (V, E) is a tree, it holds that Q Ψ^{sym} = I.

When G is not a tree, the matrix Q may serve as an approximate inverse of Ψ^{sym}, which is generally easier to analyze and can be a good estimator of (Ψ^{sym})^{−1} in certain circumstances. This observation is formalized as the following conditions.

Condition 30 (α-boundedness). Let Q be the approximate inverse of Ψ^{sym}. The minimum eigenvalue of Q is lower bounded by α for some α > 0.

Condition 31 (β-approximate ratio). Let Q be the approximate inverse of Ψ^{sym}. The maximum eigenvalue of QΨ^{sym} is upper bounded by β for some β > 0.

If these conditions can be verified, the maximum eigenvalue of Ψ^{sym} and Ψ can be upper bounded as follows.

Theorem 32. For a vertex (or edge) model satisfying both Condition 30 and 31, it holds that

λ_{max}(Ψ) = λ_{max}(Ψ^{sym}) ≤ β α . Moreover, if the underlying graph G is a tree, Condition 31 holds with β = 1. Proof. First, note that

λ_{max}(Ψ^{sym}) = λ_{max} ( Q^{−1/2}Q^{1/2}Ψ^{sym}Q^{1/2}Q^{−1/2} )

= max_{x≠0} x^⊤Q^{−1/2}Q^{1/2}Ψ^{sym}Q^{1/2}Q^{−1/2}x x^⊤x

= max_{x≠0} x^⊤Q^{−1}x

x^⊤x · ( x^⊤Q^{−1/2} ) Q^{1/2}Ψ^{sym}Q^{1/2} ( Q^{−1/2}x ) x^⊤Q^{−1}x ≤ λ_{max}(Q^{−1})λ_{max}(Q^{1/2}Ψ^{sym}Q^{1/2}) = λ_{max}(Q^{−1})λ_{max}(Q Ψ^{sym}).

Therefore, λ_{max}(Ψ) = λ_{max} (Ψ^{sym}) ≤^β_α .

The rest follows from Proposition 19 and Proposition 29.

Although the approximate inverse simplifies the analysis, verifying Condition 30 and Condition 31 may still be challenging. Next, we introduce several tools to help establish these conditions, respectively in edge and vertex models.

3.1 Edge model

Let μ be an edge model distribution with underlying graph G = (V, E). We observe that the “local spectral independence” implies the boundedness of approximate inverse.

Lemma 33. Let β < 2 be a constant. If Ψ^{sym}_u , the principal minor of Ψ^{sym} on the set of edges incident to u, satisfies λ_{max} ( Ψ^{sym}_u ) ≤ β for all u ∈ V, then Condition 30 holds with α = 2/β − 1.

Proof. Since λ_{max} ( Ψ^{sym}_u ) ≤ β for all u ∈ V, we have (Ψ^{sym})^{−1} ≽^1_β I. Hence, Q − ( 2 β − 1 ) I = ∑_{v∈V}^Qv^{− 2}_β^{I =} ∑_{v∈V} ( Q_v − 1 β I_{Ev} ) ≽ 0,

where I_{Ev} = diag {1[e ∈ E_v]}_{e∈E}, and the last inequality follows from the definition of Q_v in Definition 26.

Remark 34. For the monomer-dimer model, it can be verified that Ψ^{sym}_u ≼ D^{−1} where D = diag {μ_e}_{e∈Eu} . When λ < 1, we have μ_e > 1/2, which indicates that Ψ^{sym}_v ≼ D^{−1} ≺ 2I. For a detailed analysis covering all λ > 0, please refer to Lemma 44.

Furthermore, we develop a systematic approach for lifting the spectral independence from trees to general graphs with large girth (i.e., ensuring a constant approximate ratio) when sub-constant total influence decay exhibits on trees, characterized as follows.

Condition 35. Let G = (V, E) be a graph and let δ ∈ (0, 1) and C > 0 be two parameters. For every u ∈ V, there is a tree T^u = (V^u, E^u) rooted at vertex u and equipped with a function χ_u : E^u → E and an influence matrix Ψ^u ∈ R^{Eu×Eu} of some distribution μ_T supported on 2^{Eu} , together satisfying:

1. χ^{−1}_u (e) = {e} for all edges e ∈ E_u;

2. dist_Tu (u, g^′) ≥ dist_{Ge} (u, g) for all edges g ∈ E and g^′ ∈ χ^{−1}_u (g);

3. Ψ(e, g) = ∑_{g′∈χ}−1_{u (g)} Ψ^u(e, g^′) for all edges e ∈ E_u and g ∈ E;

4. for all k ≥ 0 and e ∈ E^u, it holds that ∑ f :dist(e, f )=k

|Ψ^u(e, f )| ≤ C(1 − δ)^k.

Here, Ψ represents the influence matrix for the Gibbs distribution on G.

In above, Item 1, Item 2 and Item 3 in Condition 35 are designed to relate the graphs and trees under the approximate inverse. Item 4 in Condition 35 was known by the name “total influence decay” in previous work [CLMM23], and it can be derived from the decay of correlation property [CLV20, CLV21a]. In practice, such tree is likely to be constructed through self-avoiding walks in G. In particular, for the monomer-dimer model, it is worth noting that the self-avoiding walk tree (i.e., the path-tree) satisfies Condition 35 with C = 2 and δ ≈ 1/ √ λΔ [God93, CLV21a]. Application of Condition 35 is deferred to Section 4.

Lemma 36. If Condition 35 is satisfied with parameter δ and C by a graph G = (V, E) with girth 2g + 1, then

λ_{max}(QΨ^{sym}) ≤ 2C · (1 − δ)^g/δ + 1.

The rest of this section is dedicated to proving Lemma 36. The key idea behind the proof is the observation that the approximate inverse effectively diminishes the influence of an edge e on edge f when e is close to f , in graphs that is locally tree-like. This allows us to bound the row sum of Q Ψ^{sym} by leveraging the sub-constant decay rate of total influence, provided that the graph has a sufficiently large girth.

The proof starts with a connection between the influence matrix Ψ and its symmetric variant Ψ^{sym}. We first introduce an analog of approximate inverse in Definition 26 for influence matrix Ψ.

Definition 37 (approximate inverse of Ψ). The approximate inverse W of Ψ is constructed as follows:

1. For each v ∈ V, let Ψ_v ∈ R^{Ev×Ev} be the principal minor of Ψ on E_v, the edges incident to v.

2. Let ^W_v := (Ψ_v)^{−1} and let W_v ∈ R^{E×E} be the matrix obtained by augmenting ^W_v with zero entries accordingly.

3. Finally, let W := ∑_{v∈V} W_v − I.

Note that Q Ψ^{sym} is similar to WΨ. Therefore, the task of bounding λ_{max}(Q Ψ^{sym}) is now reduced to bounding λ_{max}(WΨ).

Proposition 38. It holds that λ_{max}(WΨ) = λ_{max}(Q Ψ^{sym}).

Proof. Recall that Π := diag {Pr [e] Pr [e]}_{e∈E}. For a vertex v ∈ V, let Π_v be the principal minor of Π on E_v. According to (1), we have Ψ^{sym}_v = Π^{1/2}_v Ψ_vΠ^{−1/2}_v . Since ^Q_v = (Ψ^{sym}_v )^{−1} and ^W_v = (Ψ_v)^{−1}, this indicates that ^Q_v = Π^{1/2}_v ^W_vΠ^{−1/2}_v . Hence, we have Q_v = Π^{1/2}W_vΠ^{−1/2} and Q = Π^{1/2}WΠ^{−1/2}. Combining Proposition 15, Q Ψ^{sym} = Π^{1/2}WΨΠ^{−1/2}.

Lemma 39. If Item 1 and Item 3 of Condition 35 hold, then we have

∀e = (u, v) and f ∈ E, WΨ(e, f ) = ∑

f^u∈χ^{−1}_u ( f ) f^u∈T^u_v

Ψ^u(e, f^u) + ∑

f^v∈χ^{−1}_v ( f ) f^v∈T^v_u

Ψ^v(e, f^v) − Ψ(e, f ),

where T^u_v denotes the subtree of T^u rooted at v, and T^v_u is defined accordingly.

Lemma 39 is proved later in Section 3.1.1. Intuitively, this proof is to transfer the quantitative relationship between ^W_u and ^W_v defined respectively on trees T^u and T^v (as in Condition 35) to the graph G. This follows from the fact that ^W_u remains the same in both G and T^u by Condition 35, and likewise for ^W_v. Now, we are ready to prove Lemma 36.

Proof of Lemma 36. Suppose e = (u, v), we define another graph G_e := G − e. By our assumption on girth, every edge f ≠ e in E falls into exactly one of the following categories:

1. E^u_≤ := { f | dist_{Ge} ( f , u) ≤ g};

2. E^v_≤ := { f | dist_{Ge} ( f , v) ≤ g};

3. E_> := { f | dist_{Ge} ( f , u) > g and dist_{Ge} ( f , v) > g}.

For f ∈ E^u_≤ or f ∈ E_>, by Lemma 39, we have

WΨ(e, f ) = ∑

f^u∈χ^{−1}_u ( f )

f^u∈T^u_v

Ψ^u(e, f^u) + ∑

f^v∈χ^{−1}_v ( f ) f^v∈T^v_u

Ψ^v(e, f^v) − Ψ(e, f )

(Condition 35, Item 3) = ∑

f^u∈χ^{−1}_u ( f )

f^u∈T^u_v

Ψ^u(e, f^u) + ∑

f^v∈χ^{−1}_v ( f ) f^v∈T^v_u

Ψ^v(e, f^v) − ∑

f^v∈χ^{−1}_v ( f )

Ψ^v(e, f^v)

= ∑_{f u∈χ−1u ( f )}

f^u∈T^u_v

Ψ^u(e, f^u) − ∑

f^v∈χ^{−1}_v ( f ) f^v∉T^v_u

Ψ^v(e, f^v).

Note f ∉ E^v_≤. By Item 2 of Condition 35, it holds that

|WΨ(e, f )| ≤ ∑

f^u∈χ^{−1}_u ( f ) dist_Tu (e, f^u)≥g

|Ψ^u(e, f^u)| + ∑

f^v∈χ^{−1}_v ( f ) dist_Tv (e, f^v)≥g

|Ψ^v(e, f^v)| (3)

By symmetry, (3) also holds for f ∈ E^v_≤. Therefore, we have

∑_{f : f ≠e}^{|WΨ(e, f )| ≤} ∑_{f u∈Tu}

dist_Tu (e, f^u)≥g

|Ψ^u(e, f^u)| + ∑

f^v∈T^v dist_Tv (e, f^v)≥g

|Ψ^v(e, f^v)| (⋆) ≤ 2C · ∞ ∑_{k=g}^{(1 − δ)k = 2C · (1 − δ)g/δ,}

where (⋆) follows from Item 4 of Condition 35.

3.1.1 The explicit form of WΨ (proof of Lemma 39)

Proposition 40. Let T = (V, E) be a tree, Ψ be the influence matrix on T, and W, W_u, W_v be the matrices defined in Definition 37. For any edge e = (u, v) and f in E, it holds that

∑_{g∈Eu}^Wu^{(e, g) · Ψ(g, f ) = 0, if u lies on the unique path between e and f , (4)}

∑_{g∈Eu}^Wu^{(e, g) · Ψ(g, f ) = Ψ(e, f ), if e = f or v lies on the unique path between e and f . (5)}

Proof. We note that the condition in (4) and (5) form a partition of all the f ∈ E. We first prove (5). In this case, e lies on the unique path between f and any edge g ∈ E_u. Therefore, by Proposition 28 and Definition 37,

∑_{g∈Eu}^Wu^{(e, g) · Ψ(g, f ) =} ∑_{g∈Eu}^Wu^{(e, g) · Ψ(g, e) · Ψ(e, f )}

= Ψ(e, f ) · ^W_uΨ_u(e, e) = Ψ(e, f ).

Now, we prove (4). Since T is a tree, by Proposition 29 and Proposition 38, WΨ = I, which means WΨ(e, f ) = 0 by e ≠ f . This indicates

0 = ∑_{g∈Eu}^Wu^{(e, g)Ψ(g, f ) +} ∑_{h∈Ev}^Wv^{(e, h)Ψ(h, f ) − Ψ(e, f ) =} ∑_{g∈Eu}^Wu^{(e, g)Ψ(g, f ),}

where the last inequality holds by (5)

For graph G = (V, E) and u ∈ V, recall that T^u is a tree rooted at vertex u defined in Condition 35 and Ψ^u is the influence matrix on T^u. Let ^W^u_v , W^u_v and W_u be defined as in Definition 37 for influence matrix Ψ^u and Ψ. Now, we are ready to prove Lemma 39.

Proof of Lemma 39. For e = (u, v), by definition, we have

WΨ(e, f ) = ∑

g∈E_u

W_u(e, g)Ψ(g, f ) + ∑

h∈E_v

W_v(e, h)Ψ(h, f ) − Ψ(e, f ).

By symmetry, it is sufficient to show that

∑_{g∈Eu}^Wu^{(e, g)Ψ(g, f ) =} ∑_{f u∈χ−1u ( f )}

f^u∈T^u_v

Ψ^u(e, f^u). (6)

By Item 1 and Item 3 of Condition 35, Ψ^u = Ψ_u and thus ^W^u_u = ^W^u. Therefore,

∑_{g∈Eu}^Wu^{(e, g)Ψ(g, f ) =} ∑_{g∈Eu}^{Wu}u^{(e, g)} ∑_{f u ∈χ−1u ( f )}^{Ψu(g, f u)}

= ∑_{f u∈χ−1u ( f )} ∑_{g∈Eu}^{Wu}u^{(e, g) · Ψu(g, f u)} (4) = ∑_{f u∈χ−1u ( f )}

f^u∈T^u_v

∑_{g∈Eu}^{Wu}u^{(e, g) · Ψu(g, f u)} (5) = ∑_{f u∈χ−1u ( f )}

f^u∈T^u_v

Ψ^u(e, f^u),

where the last two equation follows from Proposition 40.

3.2 Vertex model

For the vertex model, our main focus is the case where the underlying graph is a tree. As we discussed before, this is an interesting and unresolved scenario where the total influence may be unbounded yet a constant spectral independence may still exist.

Let T = (V, E) be a tree rooted at r ∈ V and μ be a vertex model distribution with the underlying graph T. Denote the children of u by C(u) and the parent of u by p_u. We observe that weak local correlation, with small total influences around a vertex, implies the boundedness of approximate inverse (i.e., Condition 30).

Lemma 41. For any vertex u ∈ V \ {r}, let β_u = Ψ^{sym}(u, p_u). If there exists some ε ∈ (0, 1) such that for any u ∈ V \ {r},

∑_{v∈C(u)}^{β2}v^{≤ 1 − ε and} ∑_{v∈C(r)}^{β2}v^{≤ 1}_{2ε}^.

Then, Condition 30 holds with α = ε^2/4.

Remark 42. Using Theorem 32 and Lemma 41, we can reproduce the classical result of the optimal mixing of Glauber dynamics for the Ising model on trees when β is smaller than β_1(Δ) = √ Δ−1+1 √ Δ−1−1 , known as the “spin-glass critical point”, established in [BKMP05]. By a

straightforward calculation, |β_u| = |Ψ^{sym}(u, p_u)| ≤^{β−1}_{β+1} . Hence, for any u ∈ V \ {r},

∑_{v∈C(u)}^{β2}u^{< (Δ − 1)} ( β_1(Δ) − 1 β_1(Δ) + 1

)_2

= 1 and ∑

v∈C(r)

β^2_u < Δ ( β_1(Δ) − 1 β_1(Δ) + 1

)_2 = Δ Δ − 1 . Then, by Theorem 32 and Lemma 41, the Gibbs distribution μ of the Ising model on any tree T = (V, E) with β < β_1(Δ) and arbitrary external field λ ∈ R^V_{>0} exhibits a constant spectral independence, yielding the optimal mixing result according to [CE22].

The crux of the proof of Lemma 41 lies in decomposing the quadratic form x^TQx of the (approximate) inverse Q into a sum of squares.

Proof. Let β_{u,v} = Ψ^{sym}(u, v) for edge (u, v) ∈ E and β_u = β_{u,pu} for u ∈ V \ {r}. By a straightforward calculation,

^Q_e := (Ψ^{sym}_e )^{−1} = 1 1 − β^2_{u,v} [ 1 −β_{u,v} −β_{u,v} 1 ] . By Definition 27, the approximate inverse Q satisfies

∀u ∈ E, Q(u, u) = ∑

v∈N(u)

Q_{(u,v)}(u, u) − (d_u − 1) = ∑

v∈N(u) 1 1 − β^2_{u,v}

− d_u + 1;

∀e = (u, v) ∈ E, Q(u, v) = Q_e(u, v) = − β_{u,v} 1 − β^2_{u,v} ; otherwise, Q(u, v) = 0. Here, N(u) is the set of neighbors of u and d_u is the degree of vertex u. We claim that the quadratic form x^TQx can be written as follows:

x^TQx = ∑ u∈V\{r} 1 1 − β^2_u ( β_u √ 1 − ζ(1 − β^2_u) x_{pu} − √ 1 − ζ(1 − β^2_u)x_u

)_2

+ ∑_{u∈V}^{σ(u), (7)}

where ζ = ε/2 and σ ∈ R^V satisfies:

σ(u) := ( 1 − ∑_{v∈C(u)}^{ζβ2v}_{1−ζ(1−β2v)} ) x^2_u u is the root, ( ζ − ∑_{v∈C(u)}^{ζβ2v}_{1−ζ(1−β2v)} ) x^2_u otherwise.

Assuming (7), we conclude the proof with the following calculation:

x^TQx ≥

1 − ∑_{v∈C(r)}^{ζβ2v}

1 − ζ(1 − β^2_v) x^2_r + ∑ u∈V\{r} ζ 1 − ∑_{v∈C(u)}^{β2v}_{1 − ζ(1 − β2v)}

x^2_u

≥ 1 − ε ∑

v∈C(r)

β^2_v x^2_r + ∑ u∈V\{r} ζ 1 − 1 1 − ζ ∑_{v∈C(u)} β^2_v x^2_u ≥ ε^2 4 x^T x,

where the last inequality follows from the assumption on ∑_{v∈C(u)} β^2_v. Therefore, it remains to verify (7). It can be easily seen that the coefficients of x_ux_v in both sides are identical for any u ≠ v. Hence, it suffices to calculate the coefficients of x^2_u term for any u ∈ V.

By a straightforward calculation, the coefficients of x^2_r term in the RHS of (7) is

∑_{v∈C(r)}^{β2v}

(1 − β^2_v)(1 − ζ(1 − β^2_v)) + 1 − ∑_{v∈C(r)}^{ζβ2v}

1 − ζ(1 − β^2_v)

= ∑_{v∈C(r)}^{β2v}_{1 − β2v}^{+ 1 =} ∑_{v∈C(r)}^1_{1 − β2v}^{− |C(r)| + 1 = Q(r, r).}

Similarly, the coefficients of x^2_u term in the RHS of eq. (7) for any u ∈ V \ {r} is given by

1 − ζ(1 − β^2_u)

1 − β^2_u

+ ∑_{v∈C(u)}^{β2v}

(1 − β^2_v)(1 − ζ(1 − β^2_v)) + ζ − ∑_{v∈C(u)}^{ζβ2v}

1 − ζ(1 − β^2_v) = 1 1 − β^2_u

+ ∑_{v∈C(u)}^1_{1 − β2v}^{− |C(u)| =} ∑_{v∈N(u)}^1_{1 − β2u,v}^{− d}u^{+ 1 = Q(u, u).}

These complete the verification of (7).

4 Spectral independence in the monomer-dimer model

Let μ be the Gibbs distribution of the monomer-dimer model on graph G = (V, E) with fugacity λ > 0, and Ψ (Ψ^{sym}) be the (symmetrized) influence matrix of μ. The primary goal of this section is to show Theorem 3. According to Theorem 32, it is sufficient for us to have the following results.

Lemma 43. If G has maximum degree Δ and girth at least 2g + 1, then

λ_{max}(Q Ψ^{sym}) ≤ 4 (√ 1 + λΔ + 1 ) ( 1 − 2 √ 1 + λΔ + 1

)_{g/2} + 1.

In particular, if g ≥ (√ 1 + λΔ + 1 ) log (√ 1 + λΔ + 1 ) , then λ_{max}(Q Ψ^{sym}) ≤ 5.

Lemma 44. For any graph G, it holds that λ_{min}(Q) ≥^1_{2λ+1} > 0.

Now, we are ready to prove Theorem 3.

Proof of Theorem 3. Let g^′ = ⌊(g − 1)/2⌋ so that g ≥ 2g^′ + 1. The first part follows from Theorem 32, Lemma 43 (take g = g^′), and Lemma 44. Note that g^′/2 ≥ ⌊(g − 1)/4⌋. When λΔ ≤ 3, λ_{max} (Ψ) ≤ 2λΔ ≤ 6 by Theorem 2.10 in [CLV21a]. Otherwise, it holds that g^′ ≥ 4 √ λΔ log (λΔ) ≥ (√ 1 + λΔ + 1 ) log (√ 1 + λΔ + 1 ) . Therefore, the second part follows from Theorem 32, Lemma 43, and Lemma 44.

First, we prove Lemma 43 via the well known path-tree for the monomer-dimer model introduced in [God81]. The author proved that it can preserve the matching polynomial (i.e., the partition function of unweighted monomer-dimer model) in some sense. As an application, the path-tree can be used to prove the roots of the matching polynomial of a graph of maximum degree d are real and at most 2 √ d − 1 [HL72].

Definition 45 ([God93]). Let G = (V, E) be a graph and u ∈ V be a vertex, the path-tree T^u = (V^u, E^u) is the tree whose vertices correspond to paths in G starting at u and do not contain any vertex twice. Moreover, one path is connected to another if one extends the other by one vertex, and the edge used to connect them is a copy of the different edge between these two paths. We let χ_u : E^u → E be the map that maps all the copied edges to their original version.

From the perspective of influence, [CLV21a] observed that there is a fine-grained relationship between influences in G and influences in its path-tree.

Proposition 46 ([CLV21a, Proposition 6.6]). Let G = (V, E) be a graph and u ∈ V be a vertex. Let T^u and χ_u be defined in Definition 45, and Ψ^u be the influence matrix of the monomer-dimer model on T^u, it holds that

∀e ∈ E_u, f ∈ E, Ψ(e, f ) = ∑

f^′∈χ^{−1}_u ( f )

Ψ^u(e, f^′).

Additionally, they established the total influence decay of the monomer-dimer model.

Lemma 47 ([CLV21a, Proposition 6.9]). For any distribution μ of monomer-dimer model on a tree with maximum degree Δ and fugacity λ > 0, the influence matrix Ψ of distribution μ satisfies ∑ f :dist(e, f )=k

|Ψ(e, f )| ≤ C (1 − δ)^k ,

where δ = 1 − √ 1 −^{2√}_{1+λΔ+1} and C = 2.

Now, we are ready to prove Lemma 43.

Proof of Lemma 43. According to Definition 45, Proposition 46, and Lemma 47, Items 1 and 2, Item 3 and Item 4 of Condition 35 hold respectively. Thus, Condition 35 holds with the value of δ, C given in Lemma 47. Therefore, by Lemma 36, it holds that

λ_{max}(Q Ψ^{sym}) ≤ 4 1 − √ 1 −^{2√}_{1+λΔ+1} ( 1 − 2 √ 1 + λΔ + 1

)_{g/2} + 1

≤ 4 (√ 1 + λΔ + 1 ) ( 1 − 2 √ 1 + λΔ + 1

)_{g/2}

+ 1,

where in the last inequality, we use the fact that (1 + x)^r ≤ 1 + rx, for x ≥ −1 and r ∈ [0, 1].

When g ≥ (√ 1 + λΔ + 1 ) log (√ 1 + λΔ + 1 ) ,

λ_{max} (QΨ^{sym}) ≤ 4 (√ 1 + λΔ + 1 ) ( 1 − 2 √ 1 + λΔ + 1

)_{g/2} + 1 ≤ 4 exp ( − g √ 1 + λΔ + 1

+ log (√ 1 + λΔ + 1 )) + 1 ≤ 5.

In the rest part of this section, we prove Lemma 44.

Proof of Lemma 44. We start the proof by evaluating entries of Ψ^{sym}_u . By Proposition 15, for a vertex u ∈ V, Ψ^{sym}_u (e, e) = 1 for every e ∈ E_u. For distinct edges e, f ∈ E_u, it holds that

Ψ^{sym}_u (e, f )^{(1)}= √ Pr [e] Pr [e] · Ψ(e, f ) · √ Pr [ f ] Pr [¯ f ]^{−1}_{(⋆)} = − √ R_e R_f , (8)

where R_e = Pr [e] /Pr [e] , R_f = Pr [ f ] /Pr [¯ f ] are marginal ratios of e and f , and (⋆) holds

by e^u∼ f in the monomer-dimer model sense, i.e.,

Ψ(e, f ) = −Pr [ f | e] = −Pr [ f , e] /Pr [e] = −Pr [ f ] /Pr [e] .

By(8), Ψ^{sym}_u is indeed D^{−1}_u − √ r_u √ r_u^⊤, where D_u := diag {Pr [e]}_{e∈Eu} and √ r_u := ( √ R_e)_{e∈Eu} .

Now, by Lemma 33, it is sufficient for us to show that λ_{max} ( Ψ^{sym}_u ) ≤^{2λ+1}_{λ+1} =: β for all u ∈ V, which is equivalent to

βI − Ψ^{sym}_u = βI − D^{−1}_u + √ r_u √ r_u^⊤ ⪰ 0. (9)

Without loss of generality, let E_u = {1, 2, · · · , d} with μ_1 ≥ μ_2 ≥ . . . ≥ μ_d, where μ_i = Pr [i]. Furthermore, denote Pr [ i ] by μ_i. When d = 1, it holds that βI − Ψ^{sym}_u = β − 1 =^λ_{λ+1} ≥ 0. Therefore, we may assume that d ≥ 2 throughout the proof. If β −^1_{1−μ1} ≥ 0,

which is equivalent to μ_1 ≤ 1 −^1_β , βI − Ψ^{sym}_u ≽ βI − D^{−1}_u would be positive semidefinite

automatically. Therefore, we may further assume that μ_1 > 1 −^1_β . We claim that

Claim 48. If μ_1 > 1 −^1_β , then ∑^d_{e=1} μ_e ≤ 2 ( 1 −^1_β ) .

Assuming the correctness of Claim 48, it holds that μ_2 ≤ ∑^d_{e=1} μ_e − μ_1 < 2 ( 1 −^1_β ) − ( 1 −^1_β ) = 1 −^1_β . Therefore, βI − D^{−1}_u has exactly one negative eigenvalue. By Proposition 24 (Weyl’s inequality), it is clear that βI − Ψ^{sym}_u has at most one negative eigenvalue. Hence, it is sufficient for us to show that det ( βI − D^{−1}_u + √ r_u √ r_u^⊤

)_{(⋆)}

= det ( βI − D^{−1}_u ) ( 1 + d ∑_{e=1}^{Re}_{β − μ−1e} ) ≥ 0,

where (⋆) holds by Proposition 22 (the matrix determinant lemma). This is equivalent to 1 + d ∑_{e=1}^{Re}_{β − μ−1e}^{= 1 + d}∑_{e=1}^{μe/(1 − μe)}

(1 − x)^{−1} − (1 − μ_e)^{−1}

= 1 + (1 − x) d ∑_{e=1}^{μe}_{x − μe}^{≤ 0 (10)}

as det ( βI − D^{−1}_u ) ≤ 0, where x is defined as 1 −^1_β . Hence, it suffices to show that d ∑_{e=1}^{μe}_{x − μe}^{≤ 1}_{x − 1}^{. (11)}

We have the following claim.

Claim 49. If b < x < a, and a + b ≤ 2x, then a x − a + b x − b ≤ a + b x − (a + b) . By Claim 48 and our assumption that x < μ_1, we have μ_j < x < ∑^{j−1}_{e=1} μ_e for any j ≥ 2.

Therefore, by using Claim 49, it holds that ∑^d_{e=1}^{μe}_{x−μe} ≤^{∑de=1 μe}_{x−∑de=1 μe} ≤^1_{x−1} , where the last inequality follows from the fact that x < ∑^d_{e=1} μ_e ≤ 1. This concludes the proof. Proof of Claim 48. Note that^{μ1}_{1−∑de=1 μe} is the marginal ratio of edge e_1 being chosen in an instance of the monomer-dimer model specified by graph G = (V, E \ {2, 3, . . . , d}) and fugacity λ. This indicates that^{μ1}_{1−∑de=1 μe} ≤ λ. Hence, 1 − 1 β < μ_1 ≤ λ ( 1 − d ∑_{e=1}^μe ) , where the first inequality follows from our assumption on μ_1. Therefore, d ∑_{e=1}^μe^{≤ 2λ}_{2λ + 1}^{= 2} ( 1 − 1 β ) , where the last equation follows from the definition of β. Proof of Claim 49. By a direct calculation, we have a x − a + b x − b − a + b x − (a + b) = ab(a + b − 2x) (a − x)(x − b)(a + b − x)

≤ 0,

where the last inequality holds by a + b ≤ 2x and b < x < a.

4.1 Lower bound of spectral independence on graphs with parallel edges

While we proved a constant spectral independence on graph with large girth, it is important to note that the presence of small cycles may lead to a significantly different result. In this section, we will give a proof for Example 4. Specifically, we will prove that the maximum eigenvalue of influence matrix can depend on the maximum degree Δ if graph contains parallel edges, which can be seen as the case where girth is equal to 2.

Remark 50. We remark that our construction is replacing each edge of a cycle with Δ/2 parallel edges, which is exactly the k-transformation (with k = Δ/2) on cycle defined in Definition 17. When the cycle is sufficiently large, the spectrum of its influence matrix is close to the influence matrix of the infinite path/cycle, whose maximum eigenvalue is Θ( √ λ). Then, our lower bound on the maximum eigenvalue can be derived from the fact that the maximum eigenvalue of the correlation matrix is preserved under the k-transformation (see Proposition 18 for details).

Lemma 51. Let λ > 0, there is a sufficiently large n such that, let C_n = ([n], E) be a cycle of length n and μ be the Gibbs distribution of the monomer-dimer model on C_n with fugacity λ. It holds that λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≥ √ λ 3 , where Ψ_μ is the influence matrix of μ.

Proof of Example 4. Without loss of generality, we assume that Δ is even. By Lemma 51, we note that there is a sufficiently large n such that λ_{max}(Ψ_ν) ≥ √ Δ/2 3 ≥ √ Δ 5 , where ν is the Gibbs distribution for the monomer-dimer model on C_n = ([n], E) with fugacity Δ/2.

Let μ := ν_{Δ/2} be the distribution after doing (Δ/2)-transformation on ν. Therefore, μ is the Gibbs distribution for the monomer-dimer model on the graph that replaces each edge in C_n with Δ/2 parallel edges and has fugacity 1, as desired. By Corollary 16 and Proposition 18, it holds that

λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≥ λ_{max}(Ψ^{cor}_μ ) = λ_{max}(Ψ^{cor}_ν ) ≥ λ_{max}(Ψ_ν) · min_e ν_e^{(⋆)}≥ λ_{max}(Ψ_ν)/2 ≥ √ Δ 10 where (⋆) holds by the fact that C_n is a cycle.

Now, it only remains to prove Lemma 51. We first formalize the intuition that the entries in the influence matrix of C_n converges to the corresponding entries in the influence matrix of infinite path/cycle in the following lemma. Specifically, we study the influence between a pair of edges with distance ℓ − 1 in C_n when n approaches infinity.

Lemma 52. Let ℓ ∈ N be a constant, C_n = ([n], E) be a cycle of length n and λ > 0, and μ be the Gibbs distribution of monomer-dimer model with graph C_n and parameter λ. It holds that

lim_{n→∞} Ψ_μ(e_1, e_ℓ) = (−R)^{ℓ−1},

where R := 1 −^{2√}_{1+4λ+1} , and we use e_i to denote the edge (i, i + 1).

Now, we are ready to prove Lemma 51.

Proof of Lemma 51. Let ℓ = ℓ(λ) be a constant determined later and let Ψ_{n,ℓ} be the principal minor of Ψ_μ on edge set {e_i}_{i∈[ℓ]}. By Proposition 23 (the interlacing theorem), it suffices to show that λ_{max}(Ψ_{n,ℓ}) ≥ √ λ 3 for sufficiently large n.

By Lemma 52 and the definition of the influence matrix,

∀1 ≤ i, j ≤ ℓ, lim_{n→+∞} Ψ_{n,ℓ}(e_i, e_j) = (−R)^{|i−j|} =: Ψ_ℓ(i, j), (12)

where we denote the limit as Ψ_ℓ. Let x = ((−1)^i )_{i∈[ℓ]} be a test vector. Note that when ℓ = ℓ(λ) is chosen such that R^{ℓ−1} ≤ 1/2, it holds that

x^⊤Ψ_ℓx x^⊤x = 1 ℓ ℓ ∑_{i=1}^ℓ∑_{j=1}^{|Ψ}ℓ^{(i, j)| ≥ min}_i^ℓ∑_{j=1}^{|Ψ}ℓ^{(i, j)| (12)≥ ℓ−1}∑_{j=0}^{Rj = 1 − Rℓ−1}_{1 − R}^{≥ 1}_{2(1 − R)}^.

Therefore, according to (12), for sufficiently large n,

λ_{max}(Ψ_{n,ℓ})^{(⋆)}≥ 2 3 λ_{max}(Ψ_ℓ) ≥ 1 3(1 − R) ≥ √ λ 3 , where (⋆) follows from that both Ψ_{n,ℓ} and Ψ_ℓ are square matrices of a constant size ℓ.

Remark 53. As a remark, a similar phenomenon for the (symmetrized) influence matrix of the infinite 2-regular tree Ψ has been observed by some previous work [CLV21a, Liu23]. Specifically, they prove that Ψ(e, f ) = (−R)^{dist(e, f )}, where R = 1 −^{2√}_{1+4λ+1} is the marginal ratio of each edge in the infinite 2-regular tree. Then it holds that λ_{max}(Ψ) = ‖Ψ‖_∞ = 2 ∑^∞_{i=0} R^i − 1 = 2/(1 − R) − 1 = Θ( √ λ). Proof of Lemma 52. Let C_n, P_n be the cycle and path of length n, respectively. We note that C_n have n vertices 1, · · · , n and P_n have n + 1 vertices 1, · · · , n + 1. Without loss of generality, we assume ℓ ≤ n/2. According to the construction of the path-tree starting at vertex 1, and the fact that path-tree preserves influence (Definition 45 and Proposition 46), we have

Ψ_{Cn} (e_1, e_ℓ) = Ψ_{Pn−1} (e_1, e_ℓ) + Ψ_{Pn} (e_1, e_{n−ℓ+2}),

where we use Ψ_G to denote the influence matrix on G and e_i to denote the edge (i, i + 1). Hence, it holds that

lim_{n→∞} Ψ_{Cn} (e_1, e_ℓ) = lim_{n→∞} Ψ_{Pn−1} (e_1, e_ℓ) + lim_{n→∞} Ψ_{Pn} (e_1, e_{n−ℓ+2})

(Lemma 47) = lim_{n→∞} Ψ_{Pn−1} (e_1, e_ℓ)^{(⋆)}= lim_{n→∞} ℓ−1 ∏_{i=1}^ΨPn−1^{(e}i^{, e}i+1^)

= lim_{n→∞} ℓ−1 ∏_{i=1}^ΨPn−i^{(e}1^{, e}2^{) = ( lim}_{n→∞}^ΨPn^{(e}1^{, e}2^{))ℓ−1.}

We note that the monomer-dimer model satisfies Assumption 1 so that (⋆) holds by Proposition 28. So, to finish the proof, it suffices for us to show that lim_{n→∞} Ψ_{Pn} (e_1, e_2) = −R.

For n ≥ 3, we use Z(P_n ) to denote the partition function of the monomer-dimer model specified by the path P_n and fugacity λ. Then,

−Ψ_{Pn} (e_1, e_2) = Pr [e_2 | e_1] = λZ(P_{n−3}) Z(P_{n−1}) = λZ(P_{n−3}) λZ(P_{n−3}) + Z(P_{n−2}) = λ λ +^{Z(Pn−2)}

Z(P_{n−3})

. (13)

By recursion Z(P_n) = Z(P_{n−1}) + λZ(P_{n−2}), it holds that

Z(P_{n−1}) Z(P_n) = Z(P_{n−1}) Z(P_{n−1}) + λZ(P_{n−2}) = 1 1 + λ^{Z(Pn−2)}

Z(P_{n−1}) .

Since the function f (x) =^1_{1+λx} has the property |(log ∘ f ∘ exp)^′(x)| = | |_e^x_{λ1+exλ} | | < 1 for every x ∈ R, it holds that lim_{n→∞}^{Z(Pn−1)}_{Z(Pn)} =^{2√}_{1+4λ+1} , which is the unique positive solution of the equation x = f (x). We finish the proof by plugging this into (13).

5 Spectral independence in the hardcore model

In this section, we prove the spectral independence result in Theorem 7. The proof of the optimal spectral gap and mixing time are deferred to Section 6. For convenience, we restate the statement of Theorem 7.

Theorem 54 (Spectral independence for the hardcore model on trees). Let T = (V, E) be a tree of n vertices, and 0 < λ < (1 − δ)e^2 for some δ ∈ (0, 1/10). The Gibbs distribution μ of the hardcore model on T with fugacity λ has the spectral independence λ_{max}(Ψ_μ) ≤^{36}_{δ2} .

It directly follows from Theorem 32, Lemma 41 and the following lemma.

Lemma 55. Let μ be the Gibbs distribution of the hardcore model specified by a tree T = (V, E) rooted at r ∈ V of n vertices, and fugacity λ > 0 with λ < (1 − δ)e^2 for some δ ∈ (0, 1/10). For any vertex u ∈ V \ {r}, let β_u := Ψ^{sym}_μ (u, p_u), where p_u is the parent of vertex u. It holds that

∀u ∈ V, ∑

v∈C(u)

β^2_v ≤ 1 − δ 3 , where C(u) is the set of children of vertex u.

It remains to prove Lemma 55, whose proof will be given in the following subsection.

5.1 Analysis of local influences (proof of Lemma 55)

For convenience, let ζ := δ/3. For any vertices u, v ∈ V, denote Pr [u | v] by μ^v_u. It can be verified that for any (u, v) ∈ E, (Ψ^{sym}(u, v))^2 = μ^v_uμ^u_v . Therefore, it suffices to prove that

∑_{v∈C(u)}^{μu}v^{μv}u^{≤ 1 − ζ. (14)}

First, we eliminate the term μ^v_u. By the tree recursion [Wei06], for all v ∈ C(u), the set of children of u, it holds that

μ^v_u 1 − μ^v_u

= λ ∏_{w∈N(u)\{v}}^{(1 − μu}w^{) ≤ λ} ∏_{w∈C(u)\{v}}^{(1 − μu}w^{) = λ}_{1 − μuv} ∏_{w∈C(u)}^{(1 − μu}w^{).}

Therefore,

μ^v_u ≤ λ ∏_{w∈C(u)}(1 − μ^u_w) 1 − μ^u_v + λ ∏_{w∈C(u)}(1 − μ^u_w) . Plug into (14), it suffices to prove that

∑_{v∈C(u)}^{λμuv ∏w∈C(u)(1 − μuw)}

1 − μ^u_v + λ ∏_{w∈C(u)}(1 − μ^u_w)

≤ 1 − ζ. (15)

We will now introduce the following lemma that transforms the multi-variable maximization problem into a univariate one. The proof is deferred to the end of this subsection.

Lemma 56. Let P ∈ (0, 1) and λ > 0 be fixed parameters. The following achieves the maximum value when a_1 = a_2 = . . . = a_i, a_{i+1} = a_{i+2} = . . . = a_n = 0 for some 1 ≤ i ≤ n: n ∑_{i=1}^{ai}_{1 − ai + λP}^{subject to a}i^{∈ [0, 1 − P] and P = n}∏_{i=1}^{(1 − a}i^{).}

By Lemma 55, the LHS of (15) can be bounded by

∑_{v∈C(u)}^{λμuv ∏w∈C(u)(1 − μuw)}

1 − μ^u_v + λ ∏_{w∈C(u)}(1 − μ^u_w)

≤ sup_{x∈(0,1)} d≥1 dλx(1 − x)^d 1 − x + λ(1 − x)^d

= sup_{x∈(0,1)} d≥1 dλ(1 − x)x^d x + λx^d .

It only remains to prove F(d, x) :=^{dλ(1−x)xd}_{x+λxd} ≤ 1 − ζ for all x ∈ (0, 1) and d ≥ 1. When d = 1, F(d, x) =^{λ(1−x)}_{1+λ} ≤^λ_{1+λ} <^9_{10} ≤ 1 − ζ, since λ ≤ e^2 and ζ =^δ_3 ≤^1_{10} . Therefore, we may further assume that d ≥ 2.

For a fixed d ≥ 2, we first investigate the value of sup_{x∈(0,1)} F(d, x). Note that

∂_x log F = d(1 − x) − 1 − λx^d (1 − x) ( λx^d + x ) . The sign of ∂_x log F is determined by g(x) := d(1 − x) − 1 − λx^d as x ∈ (0, 1). Furthermore, g(0) = d − 1 ≥ 0, g(1) = −1 − λ < 0, and g^′(x) = −dλx^{d−1} − d < 0. Therefore, the equation g(x) = 0 has a unique solution x̂ in (0, 1) and sup_{x∈(0,1)} F(d, x) = F(d, x̂).

Since g(x̂) = 0, λ is uniquely determined by x̂ and d as

λ = λ(x̂) = d(1 − x̂) − 1 x̂^d

. (16)

Plugging (16) into F(d, x), we have

F(d, x̂) = d(d(1 − x̂) − 1) d − 1 . As F(d, x̂) is monotone decreasing in x̂, to make sure F(d, x̂) ≤ 1 − ζ, it suffices to show

x̂ ≥

(d − 1)(d + ζ − 1) d^2

. (17)

Note that the function λ(x̂) in (16) is monotonically decreasing in x̂. So, in order to have (17), we only need to make sure that

λ ≤ λ ( (d − 1)(d + ζ − 1)

d^2 ) = (d − 1)(1 − ζ)

(_{(d−1)(d+ζ−1)}

d^2 )_{−d} d =: G(ζ, d). (18)

Since λ < (1 − δ)e^2 and ζ = δ/3, we have λ < (1 − 3ζ)e^2. Together with (18), it suffices to show that G(ζ, d) ≥ (1 − 3ζ)e^2 for all ζ ∈ (0, 1/3) and d ≥ 2.

We note that

G(ζ, d) = G(0, d) · (1 − ζ) ( 1 − ζ d − 1 + ζ

)_d

(⋆) ≥ G(0, d) · (1 − ζ) ( 1 − dζ d − 1 + ζ ) ≥ G(0, d) · (1 − 3ζ), (19)

where the last inequality holds by d ≥ 2 and (⋆) holds by the Bernoulli inequality (i.e., (1 + x)^r ≥ 1 + rx, for x ≥ −1 and r ≥ 1) and the fact that^{dζ}_{d−1} ≤ 1.

Note that lim_{d→∞} G(0, d) = e^2. Together with (19), in order to show that G(ζ, d) ≥ (1 − 3ζ)e^2, it is sufficient for us to show that ∂_dG(0, d) ≤ 0. By a straightforward calculation, the sign of ∂_dG(0, d) is determined by

1 − 2d + 2(d − 1)d log ( d d − 1 ) ≤ 1 − 2d + 2 √ d(d − 1) ≤ 0,

where the in the first inequality, we use the fact that log(1 + x) ≤^{x√}_{x+1} holds for x ≥ 0, and the last inequality holds by the AM-GM inequality. This concludes the proof of Lemma 55. Finally, we prove Lemma 56 to conclude this subsection.

Proof of Lemma 56. Let x_1, x_2, . . . , x_n ≥ 0 be variables such that 1 − a_i = exp(−x_i) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Therefore, our goal is to maximize ∑^n_{i=1}^{1−exp(−xi)}_{exp(−xi)+λP} subject to x_i ≥ 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n and ∑^n_{i=1} x_i = − log P. Note that the constraints form a closed region. Therefore, the maximum value can be achieved at a set of points S ⊆ R^n_{≥0}. It suffices to prove that there exists a point x ∈ S with the form x_1 = x_2 = . . . = x_i and x_{i+1} = x_{i+2} = . . . = x_n = 0 for some 1 ≤ i ≤ n.

If not, let x^⋆ ∈ S be a point with the least non-zero elements. Without loss of generality, we may assume that x^⋆_1 ≥ x^⋆_2 ≥ . . . ≥ x^⋆_n. Thus, there exists two distinct elements x^⋆_i > 0 and x^⋆_j > 0 with x^⋆_i ≠ x^⋆_j . Let A = x^⋆_i + x^⋆_j , we first examine the following function defined on interval [0, A]:

f (x) =

1 − exp(−x) exp(−x) + λP + 1 − exp(−(A − x)) exp(−(A − x)) + λP . By a straightforward calculation, the derivative of f is given by

f^′(x) = − exp(x)(exp(2x) − exp(A))(1 + λP)(−1 + λ^2 P^2 exp(A)) (exp(x) + λP exp(A))^2(1 + λP exp(x))^2

Based on the sign of λ^2P^2 exp(A) − 1, there are two cases to consider.

Case 1: λ^2P^2 exp(A) ≥ 1. In this case, the maximum value of f (x) achieves at x = 0 or x = A. Therefore, the value of ∑^n_{i=1}^{1−exp(−x⋆i )}_{exp(−x⋆i )+λP} does not decrease when x^⋆_i is set to A and x^⋆_j is set to 0. However, by doing this, the number of non-negative elements decreases by 1, violating the least non-zero elements assumption.

Case 2: λ^2 P^2 exp(A) < 1. In this case, the maximum value of f (x) only achieves at x =^A_2 . Therefore, the value of ∑^n_{i=1}^{1−exp(−x⋆i )}_{exp(−x⋆i )+λP} strictly increases when x^⋆_i and x^⋆_j are both set to^A_2 , contradicting with our assumption on maximality.

5.2 Unboundedness of spectral independence when λ is large

In this subsection, we will prove Theorem 8. Before proving this theorem, we first introduce a lemma in [RSV^+14] that guarantees the existence of a tree T = (V, E) rooted at r that the probability of r being occupied is close to the solution of equation x = λ(1 − x)^d.

Lemma 57 ([RSV^+14, Section 5]). Let λ > 0, d ≥ 3 be constants. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists a hardcore system specified by tree T_δ = (V_δ, E_δ) rooted at r and fugacity λ such that

|μ_r − x^⋆| < δ,

where μ_r is the probability of r being occupied, and x^⋆ is the unique solution of x = λ(1 − x)^d when x ∈ (0, 1).

Proof of Theorem 8. Our construction of tree T = (V, E) is a complete 3-regular tree rooted at r of height H = ⌈C⌉ with all its leaves substituted by T_δ for sufficiently small δ = δ(C) > 0. The parameters δ is chosen so that for any vertex u ∈ V with dist(u, r) < H and v ∈ N(u), the marginal probability μ^v_u satisfies that |μ^v_u − x^⋆| < α, where x^⋆ is the solution of x = λ(1 − x)^3, and α is a constant to be determined that only relies on λ. This follows from Lemma 57, the construction of T, and the fact that the number of pairs u, v satisfying above constraints is bounded by a constant 2^{H+4}.

By a similar calculation in the proof of Lemma 41, the quadratic form of the (approximate) inverse Q of Ψ^{sym} satisfies

x^TQx = ∑ u∈V\{r} 1 1 − β^2_u ( β_ux_{pu} − x_u

)_2

+ x^2_r , where r is the root of T, p_u is the parent of u, and β_u = Ψ^{sym}(u, p_u) = √ μ^{pu}_u μ^u_{pu} . By Propo-

sition 29, to show λ_{max}(Ψ) = (λ_{min}(Q))^{−1} ≥ C, it suffices to prove that there exists an assignment x ∈ R^V satisfying

∑_{u∈V\{r}}^1_{1 − β2u}^{(β}u^xpu^{− x}u^{)2 + x2}r^{≤ 1}_C ∑_{u∈V}^{x2}u^{. (20)}

We simply assign values as follows:

x_u = { 1 u is the root, β_u x_{pu} otherwise.

(21)

It can be verified that the LHS of (20) is simply x^2_r . Therefore, it suffices to show that

∑_{u∈V}^{x2}u^{≥ Cx2}r^{. (22)}

For all 0 ≤ h < H, inductively, we will prove that

∑_{u∈V}

dist(u,r)=h

x^2_u ≥ x^2_r .

By the choice of H, equation (22) follows immediately. The induction basis, h = 0, holds trivially. For any 1 ≤ h < H, suppose the claim holds for all h^′ smaller than h. By the assignment of vector x,

∑_{u∈V}

dist(u,r)=h

x^2_u = ∑ v∈V dist(v,r)=h−1

∑_{u∈C(v)}^{μv}u^{μu}v

x^2_v.

Therefore, by induction hypothesis, it only remains to show that ∑_{v∈C(u)} μ^v_uμ^u_v ≥ 1. By our previous construction of the tree and assumption on marginal probability, μ^v_uμ^u_v ≥ (x^⋆ − α)^2 and |C(u)| ≥ 2. Therefore, it suffices to show that 2(x^⋆ − α)^2 ≥ 1, i.e., x^⋆ ≥ α +^{1√}_2 . Recall x^⋆ is the unique solution of x = λ(1 − x)^3. Therefore, it suffices to show that α + 1 √ 2 ≤ λ ( 1 − 1 √ 2 − α )_3 . When λ > ( 1 −^{1√}_2 )_{−3} ·^{1√}_2 ≈ 28.14, there must exist a sufficiently small α satisfying the constraint.

6 Fast mixing of Glauber dynamics

In this section, we will prove the spectral gap result of Theorem 2 and Theorem 7. The proof relies on several results on the mixing time or spectral gap of Glauber dynamics via spectral independence. Before introducing these results, we first introduce several definitions.

Definition 58 (tilted distribution [CFYZ21]). Let μ be a distribution over 2^U and θ > 0. The tilted distribution θ ∗ μ is given by

∀S ⊆ U, (θ ∗ μ)(S) ∝ μ(S)θ^{|S|}.

Definition 59 (marginal bound [CLV21a]). Let μ be a distribution over 2^U and b > 0 be a real number. The distribution μ is b-marginally bounded if min {μ_u, 1 − μ_u} ≥ b for all u ∈ U, where μ_u denotes the probability Pr_μ [u].

We introduce several results based on spectral independence.

Lemma 60 ([CLV21a]). Let μ be a Gibbs distribution of a spin system specified by graph G = (V, E) with maximum degree Δ. If μ is η-spectrally independent and b-marginally bounded under

all pinnings, then the mixing time of Glauber dynamics on μ is bounded by

(_Δ b )_{O(η/b}2_{+1)} n log n.

Lemma 61 ([CFYZ21, CE22]). Let μ be a Gibbs distribution on spin system on graph G = (V, E) with maximum degree Δ. If (λ ∗ μ) is η-spectrally independent under all pinnings and λ ∈ (0, 1), then for any θ ∈ (0, 1),

λ^{GD}_{gap}(μ) ≥ θ^{O(η)}λ^{GD}_{min−gap}(θ ∗ μ),

where λ^{GD}_{gap}(μ) is the spectral gap of Glauber dynamics on μ, and λ^{GD}_{min−gap}(θ ∗ μ) is the minimum spectral gap of θ ∗ μ over all possible pinnings.

Remark 62. In [CE22, Theorem 60], a modified log-Sobolev constant version of Lemma 61 was proved, assuming entropic independence of distribution (λ ∗ μ) under all pinnings. The spectral gap version stated here can follow from the same abstract frmework.

For the hardcore model, it has been shown that the Glauber dynamics on tree has an optimal spectral gap when fugacity λ is small enough.

Lemma 63 ([EHSV23]). Let μ be a Gibbs distribution for hardcore model on tree with fugacity λ < 1.1. The spectral gap of Glauber dynamics is at least^1_{Cn} for some constant C.

By a similar argument, we can show that the Glauber dynamics for monomer-dimer model on trees also has an optimal spectral gap when fugacity λ is small enough.

Lemma 64. Let μ be a Gibbs distribution of the monomer-dimer model on an arbitrary tree with fugacity λ ≤ 0.1. The spectral gap of Glauber dynamics is at least^1_{Cn} for some constant C.

The proof of Lemma 64 is deferred to Section 6.1. We are ready to prove the spectral gap result of Theorem 2 and Theorem 7.

Proof of the spectral gap result of Theorem 2 and Theorem 7. The optimal spectral gap for monomerdimer model on tree with constant fugacity λ > 0 follows from Lemma 64, Lemma 61 and Theorem 3 by taking θ = min { 1,^1_{10λ} } in Lemma 61.

Similarly, the optimal spectral gap for hardcore model on tree with λ < (1 − δ)e^2 follows from Lemma 63, Lemma 61 and the spectral independence result of Theorem 7 by taking θ = e^{−2} in Lemma 61.

Note that for each vertex u ∈ V, λ 1 + λ ( 1 1 + λ

)_Δ ≤ μ_u ≤ λ 1 + λ . When λ ≤^1_{2Δ} , it is known that Glauber dynamics mixes in O(n log n). When^1_{2Δ} < λ < e^2, min {μ_u, 1 − μ_u} ≥ exp(−10Δ). Therefore, by Lemma 60, the Glauber dynamics mixes in O_{Δ,δ}(n log n) when maximum degree Δ is constant.

6.1 Optimal spectral gap for monomer-dimer model on tree

Before delving into the proof of Lemma 64, we introduce the approximate tensorization of variance.

Definition 65 (local variance). Let μ be a distribution over 2^U. For any subset S ⊆ U and function f : 2^U → R, μ_S( f ) is a function supported on 2^U and defined as

∀W ⊆ U, [μ_S( f )](W) = E_{R∼μ} [ f (R) | R ∩ S = W ∩ S ] , (23)

where S is the complement of S. Furthermore, define the local variance Var_S [ f ] as follows:

Var_S [ f ] = μ_S( f^2) − (μ_S( f ))^2 . (24)

When S = U, μ_S( f ) and Var_S [ f ] is a constant, and we omit the script in this case. If S = {v}, we will write μ_v( f ) and Var_v [ f ] instead for simplicity.

Definition 66 (approximate tensorization of variance [CMT15]). Let μ be a distribution over 2^U. The distribution satisfies C-approximate tensorization of variance for some constant C > 0, if for all f : 2^U → R,

Var [ f ] ≤ C ∑ u∈U μ[Var_u [ f ]].

It is known that the approximate tensorization of variance relates closely to the spectral gap of Glauber dynamics.

Proposition 67 ([CMT15]). Let μ be a distribution over 2^U. If the distribution satisfies Capproximate tensorization of variance for some constant C > 0, then the spectral gap of Glauber dynamics on μ is at least^1_{C|U|}.

Finally, we introduce several properties of the local variance.

Proposition 68 ([EHSV23]). Let μ be a Gibbs distribution over 2^E on graph G = (V, E). For edge subset S, T ⊆ E with dist(S, T) ≥ 2, it holds that

μ[Var_S [μ_T[ f ]]] ≤ μ[Var_S [ f ]].

Proposition 69 (law of total variance). Let μ be a Gibbs distribution over 2^E on graph G = (V, E). For any f : Ω → R, and S ⊆ E, it holds that

Var [ f ] = μ[Var_S [ f ]] + Var [μ_S[ f ]] .

By Proposition 67, to prove Lemma 64, it suffices to show the following lemma.

Lemma 70. Let μ be a Gibbs distribution for monomer-dimer model on tree T = (V, E) rooted at a degree 1 vertex r ∈ V with fugacity λ ∈ R^E_{>0}. If λ_e ≤ 0.1 for all e ∈ E, then for all f ∈ R^E,

Var [ f ] ≤ ∑ e∈E F_{T,e}(λ_e)μ[Var_e [ f ]],

where F_{T,e}(x) is defined as

F_{T,e}(x) = { 3(1 + x) one of the endpoints in e is a leaf, 6(1 + x) otherwise.

(25)

Proof. The proof of Lemma 70 follows from the method in [EHSV23]. We will prove by induction on the size of tree T = (V, E) rooted at a degree 1 vertex r. The induction basis, where |E| = 1, holds trivially. For any tree T with size |E| > 1, there exists a vertex u ∈ V \ {r} such that |N(u)| > 1 and all children of u are leaves, as the degree of root r is 1. Let H = {h_1, h_2, . . . , h_d} be the edges connecting u and its children, and e be the edge connecting u and its parent. We define the tree T^⋆ = (V^⋆, E^⋆) as tree T by removing all children of u, and λ^⋆ ∈ R^{E⋆}_{>0} as follows:

∀g ∈ E^⋆, λ^⋆_g =

{_{λe}

1+λ_H g = e,

λ_g otherwise,

(26)

where λ_H = ∑^d_{i=1} λ_{hi} for simplicity of notation. Finally, let μ^⋆ be the Gibbs distribution for monomer-dimer model on tree T^⋆ with fugacity λ^⋆. It can be verified that μ^⋆ is the marginal distribution of μ on E \ H, i.e.,

∀S ⊆ E^⋆, μ^⋆(S) = μ(S) + d ∑_{i=1}^{μ(S ∪ {h}i^{}) =} { μ(S) e ∈ S, (1 + λ_H ) μ(S) otherwise.

(27)

For any function f : 2^E → R, define f^⋆ : 2^{E⋆} → R as follows:

∀S ⊆ E^⋆, f^⋆(S) = μ_H[ f ](S) = μ(S) f (S) + ∑^d_{i=1} μ(S ∪ {h_i}) f (S ∪ {h_i}) μ(S) + ∑^d_{i=1} μ(S ∪ {h_i}) = f (S) e ∈ S,

f (S)+∑^d_{i=1} λ_{hi} f (S∪{h_i}) 1+λ_H otherwise.

(28)

By Proposition 69 and the induction hypothesis, it holds that

Var_μ [ f ] = μ[Var_H [ f ]] + Var [μ_H ( f )] = μ[Var_H [ f ]] + Var [ f^⋆] ≤ μ[Var_H [ f ]] + ∑ g∈E^⋆ F_T⋆_{,g}(λ^⋆_g)μ^⋆[Var_g [ f^⋆]]

≤ μ[Var_H [ f ]] + ∑ g∈E^⋆\{e} F_{T,g}(λ_g)μ[Var_g [ f ]] + F_T⋆_{,e}(λ^⋆_e )μ^⋆[Var_e [ f^⋆]],

where the last inequality follows from Proposition 68 that μ^⋆[Var_g [ f^⋆]] = μ[Var_g [μ_H[ f ]]] ≤ μ[Var_g [ f ]] and F_T⋆_{,g} = F_{T,g} for all edge g ∈ E^⋆ \ {e}. Therefore, it suffices to show that

μ[Var_H [ f ]] + F_T⋆_{,e}(λ^⋆_e )μ^⋆[Var_e [ f^⋆]] ≤ F_{T,e}(λ_e)μ[Var_e [ f ]] + d ∑_{i=1}^FT,hi^{(λ}hi^{)μ[Var}hi^{[ f ]]. (29)}

In order to prove (29), we have the following observations. Proposition 71. For every f : Ω → R, it holds that

μ[Var_H [ f ]] ≤ d ∑_{i=1}^{2(1 + λ}hi^{)μ[Var}hi^{[ f ]] (30)}

μ^⋆[Var_e [ f^⋆]] ≤ 2 1 + λ^⋆_e ( (1 + λ_e)μ[Var_e [ f ]] + d ∑_{i=1}^λe^{μ[Var}hi^{[ f ]]} ) (31)

Proposition 71 is obtained by a straightforward calculation, and its proof is given at the last part of this section. According to Proposition 71, we have

μ[Var_H [ f ]] + F_T⋆_{,e}(λ^⋆_e )μ^⋆[Var_e [ f^⋆]]

≤ F_T⋆_{,e}(λ^⋆_e )

2(1 + λ_e) 1 + λ^⋆_e μ[Var_e [ f ]] + d ∑_{i=1} ( F_T⋆_{,e}(λ^⋆_e )

2λ_e 1 + λ^⋆_e

+ 2(1 + λ_{hi} ) ) μ[Var_{hi} [ f ]]

(25)

= 6(1 + λ_e)μ[Var_e [ f ]] + d ∑_{i=1}^{(6λ}e^{+ 2(1 + λ}hi^{))μ[Var}hi^{[ f ]]}

λ_e≤0.1

≤ 6(1 + λ_e)μ[Var_e [ f ]] + d ∑_{i=1}^{3(1 + λ}hi^{)μ[Var}hi^{[ f ]]}

(25)

= F_{T,e}(λ_e)μ[Var_e [ f ]] + d ∑_{i=1}^FT,hi^{(λ}hi^{)μ[Var}hi^{[ f ]].}

This proves (29) and finishes the proof.

Now we only left to prove Proposition 71, which is indeed (30) and (31). In order to do so, we will calculate μ[Var_H [ f ]], μ^⋆[Var_e [ f^⋆]], μ[Var_{hi} [ f ]], μ[Var_e [ f ]], respectively. Let

I_T be the set of matchings in T. By a straightforward calculation,

μ[Var_e [ f ]] = ∑ S⊆E\H\{e} μ(S)μ(S ∪ {e}) μ(S) + μ(S ∪ {e})

( f (S) − f (S ∪ {e}))^2 = λ_e 1 + λ_e ∑ S⊆E\H\{e} S∪{e}∈I_T μ(S) ( f (S) − f (S ∪ {e}))^2 , (32)

μ[Var_{hi} [ f ]] = λ_{hi} 1 + λ_{hi} ∑ S⊆E\H\{e} μ(S) ( f (S) − f (S ∪ {h_i}))^2 ≥ λ_{hi} 1 + λ_{hi} ∑ S⊆E\H\{e} S∪{e}∈I_T μ(S) ( f (S) − f (S ∪ {h_i}))^2 , (33)

Proof of (30). For simplicity, let {h_0} = ∅ and λ_{h0} = 1. By definition,

μ[Var_H [ f ]] = 1 2 ∑_{S⊆E⋆\{e}}^{μ⋆(S) d}∑_{i=0}^d∑_{j=0}^{μ(S ∪ {hi})}_{μ⋆(S)}^{μ(S ∪ {hj})}_{μ⋆(S)}^{( f (S ∪ {h}i^{}) − f (S ∪ {h}j^{}))2}

(27) = 1 2(1 + λ_H ) ∑_{S⊆E\H\{e}} μ(S) ∑

0≤i,j≤d

λ_{hi} λ_{hj} ( f (S ∪ {h_i}) − f (S ∪ {h_j})

)_2

(∗) ≤ 2 ∑_{S⊆E\H\{e}}^{μ(S) d}∑_{i=1}^λhi^{( f (S ∪ {h}i^{}) − f (S))2} = d ∑_{i=1}^{2(1 + λ}hi^{) λhi}_{1 + λhi} ∑_{S⊆E\H\{e}}^{μ(S) ( f (S) − f (S ∪ {h}i^{}))2} (+) = d ∑_{i=1}^{2(1 + λ}hi^{)μ[Var}hi^{[ f ]],}

where (+) follows from (33) and (∗) follows from that ( f (S ∪ {h_i}) − f (S ∪ {h_j})

)_2

≤ 2 ( f (S ∪ {h_i}) − f (S))^2 + 2 ( f (S ∪ {h_j}) − f (S)

)_2 . Proof of (31). Similar to the proof of (30), we have

μ^⋆[Var_e [ f^⋆]] = λ^⋆_e 1 + λ^⋆_e ∑_{S⊆E⋆\{e}} S∪{e}∈I_T⋆ μ^⋆(S) ( f^⋆(S) − f^⋆(S ∪ {e}))^2

by (26)(27)(28) =

λ_e 1 + λ^⋆_e ∑ S⊆E\H\{e} S∪{e}∈I_T μ(S)

(_d

∑_{i=1}^{λhi}_{1 + λH}^{( f (S ∪ h}i^{) − f (S)) + f (S) − f (S ∪ {e})}

)_2 . (34)

By applying Cauchy’s inequality twice, we have

(_d

∑_{i=1}^{λhi}_{1 + λH}^{( f (S ∪ {h}i^{}) − f (S)) + f (S) − f (S ∪ {e})}

)_2

≤ 2 (_d

∑_{i=1}^{λhi}_{1 + λH}^{( f (S ∪ {h}i^{}) − f (S))}

)_2

+ 2 ( f (S) − f (S ∪ {e}))^2 ≤ 2 d ∑_{i=1}^{λhi}_{1 + λH}^{( f (S ∪ {h}i^{}) − f (S))2 + 2 ( f (S) − f (S ∪ {e}))2 , (35)}

where the last inequality follows from Cauchy’s inequality and the fact that ∑^d_{i=1}^{λhi}_{1+λH} ≤ 1.

Combining (34) and (35), we have

μ^⋆[Var_e [ f^⋆]] ≤

2λ_e 1 + λ^⋆_e ∑ S⊆E\H\{e} S∪{e}∈I_T μ(S)( f (S) − f (S ∪ {e}))^2

+ 2λ_e 1 + λ^⋆_e d ∑_{i=1}^{λhi}_{1 + λhi} ∑_{S⊆E\H\{e}} S∪{e}∈I_T μ(S)( f (S ∪ {h_i}) − f (S))^2 , (36)

where we use the fact that λ_{hi} ≤ λ_H. Finally, we note that (31) could be proved by combining (36), (32), and (33).

References

[AASV21] Yeganeh Alimohammadi, Nima Anari, Kirankumar Shiragur, and Thuy- Duong Vuong. Fractionally log-concave and sector-stable polynomials: counting planar matchings and more. In STOC, pages 433–446, 2021.

[ABTV23] Nima Anari, Callum Burgess, Kevin Tian, and Thuy-Duong Vuong. Quadratic speedups in parallel sampling from determinantal distributions. In SPAA, pages 367–377, 2023.

[AJK^+21] Nima Anari, Vishesh Jain, Frederic Koehler, Huy Tuan Pham, and Thuy- Duong Vuong. Entropic independence II: optimal sampling and concentration via restricted modified log-Sobolev inequalities. CoRR, abs/2111.03247, 2021.

[AJK^+22] Nima Anari, Vishesh Jain, Frederic Koehler, Huy Tuan Pham, and Thuy- Duong Vuong. Entropic independence: optimal mixing of down-up random walks. In STOC, pages 1418–1430. ACM, 2022.

[AJK^+24] Nima Anari, Vishesh Jain, Frederic Koehler, Huy Tuan Pham, and Thuy- Duong Vuong. Universality of spectral independence with applications to fast mixing in spin glasses. In SODA, pages 5029–5056, 2024.

[AL20] Vedat Levi Alev and Lap Chi Lau. Improved analysis of higher order random walks and applications. In STOC, pages 1198–1211, 2020.

[ALO20] Nima Anari, Kuikui Liu, and Shayan Oveis Gharan. Spectral independence in high-dimensional expanders and applications to the hardcore model. In FOCS, pages 1319–1330, 2020.

[ALO21] Dorna Abdolazimi, Kuikui Liu, and Shayan Oveis Gharan. A matrix trickledown theorem on simplicial complexes and applications to sampling colorings. In FOCS, pages 161–172, 2021.

[ALOV19] Nima Anari, Kuikui Liu, Shayan Oveis Gharan, and Cynthia Vinzant. Logconcave polynomials II: High-dimensional walks and an FPRAS for counting bases of a matroid. In STOC, pages 1–12, 2019.

[ALV22] Nima Anari, Yang P. Liu, and Thuy-Duong Vuong. Optimal sublinear sampling of spanning trees and determinantal point processes via average-case entropic independence. In FOCS, pages 123–134, 2022.

[BCC^+22] Antonio Blanca, Pietro Caputo, Zongchen Chen, Daniel Parisi, Daniel Stefankovic, and Eric Vigoda. On mixing of Markov chains: Coupling, spectral independence, and entropy factorization. In SODA, pages 3670–3692, 2022.

[BGK^+07] Mohsen Bayati, David Gamarnik, Dimitriy Katz, Chandra Nair, and Prasad Tetali. Simple deterministic approximation algorithms for counting matchings. In STOC, pages 122–127, 2007.

[BKMP05] Noam Berger, Claire Kenyon, Elchanan Mossel, and Yuval Peres. Glauber dynamics on trees and hyperbolic graphs. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 131(3):311–340, 2005.

[BS13] R. B. Bapat and S. Sivasubramanian. Product distance matrix of a graph and squared distance matrix of a tree. Appl. Anal. Discrete Math., 7(2):285–301, 2013.

[BST10] Nayantara Bhatnagar, Allan Sly, and Prasad Tetali. Reconstruction threshold for the hardcore model. In Maria J. Serna, Ronen Shaltiel, Klaus Jansen, and José D. P. Rolim, editors, APPROX/RANDOM, pages 434–447, 2010.

[CE22] Yuansi Chen and Ronen Eldan. Localization schemes: A framework for proving mixing bounds for Markov chains (extended abstract). In FOCS, pages 110–122, 2022.

[CFYZ21] Xiaoyu Chen, Weiming Feng, Yitong Yin, and Xinyuan Zhang. Rapid mixing of Glauber dynamics via spectral independence for all degrees. In FOCS, pages 137–148, 2021.

[CFYZ22] Xiaoyu Chen, Weiming Feng, Yitong Yin, and Xinyuan Zhang. Optimal mixing for two-state anti-ferromagnetic spin systems. In FOCS, pages 588–599, 2022.

[CG24] Zongchen Chen and Yuzhou Gu. Fast sampling of b-matchings and b-edge covers. In SODA, pages 4972–4987, 2024.

[CGM19] Mary Cryan, Heng Guo, and Giorgos Mousa. Modified log-Sobolev inequalities for strongly log-concave distributions. In FOCS, pages 1358–1370, 2019.

[Che24] Zongchen Chen. Combinatorial approach for factorization of variance and entropy in spin systems. In SODA, pages 4988–5012, 2024.

[CLMM23] Zongchen Chen, Kuikui Liu, Nitya Mani, and Ankur Moitra. Strong spatial mixing for colorings on trees and its algorithmic applications. In FOCS, pages 810–845, 2023.

[CLV20] Zongchen Chen, Kuikui Liu, and Eric Vigoda. Rapid mixing of Glauber dynamics up to uniqueness via contraction. In FOCS, pages 1307–1318, 2020.

[CLV21a] Zongchen Chen, Kuikui Liu, and Eric Vigoda. Optimal mixing of Glauber dynamics: entropy factorization via high-dimensional expansion. In STOC, pages 1537–1550, 2021.

[CLV21b] Zongchen Chen, Kuikui Liu, and Eric Vigoda. Spectral independence via stability and applications to Holant-type problems. In FOCS, pages 149–160, 2021.

[CLY23] Xiaoyu Chen, Jingcheng Liu, and Yitong Yin. Uniqueness and rapid mixing in the bipartite hardcore model (extended abstract). In FOCS, pages 1991–2005, 2023.

[CMT15] Pietro Caputo, Georg Menz, and Prasad Tetali. Approximate tensorization of entropy at high temperature. In Annales de la Faculté des sciences de Toulouse: Mathématiques, volume 24, pages 691–716, 2015.

[CZ23] Xiaoyu Chen and Xinyuan Zhang. A near-linear time sampler for the Ising model with external field. In Nikhil Bansal and Viswanath Nagarajan, editors, SODA, pages 4478–4503, 2023.

[DHP20] Michelle Delcourt, Marc Heinrich, and Guillem Perarnau. The Glauber dynamics for edge-colorings of trees. Random Structures Algorithms, 57(4):1050– 1076, 2020.

[DK17] Irit Dinur and Tali Kaufman. High dimensional expanders imply agreement expanders. In Chris Umans, editor, FOCS, pages 974–985, 2017.

[EF23] David Eppstein and Daniel Frishberg. Rapid mixing for the hardcore Glauber dynamics and other Markov chains in bounded-treewidth graphs. In ISAAC, pages 30:1–30:13, 2023.

[EHSV23] Charilaos Efthymiou, Thomas P. Hayes, Daniel Stefankovic, and Eric Vigoda. Optimal mixing via tensorization for random independent sets on arbitrary trees. In APPROX/RANDOM, pages 33:1–33:16, 2023.

[FGYZ22] Weiming Feng, Heng Guo, Yitong Yin, and Chihao Zhang. Rapid mixing from spectral independence beyond the boolean domain. ACM Trans. Algorithms, 18(3):28:1–28:32, 2022.

[GJK10] Leslie Ann Goldberg, Mark Jerrum, and Marek Karpinski. The mixing time of Glauber dynamics for coloring regular trees. Random Structures Algorithms, 36(4):464–476, 2010.

[God81] Chris D. Godsil. Matchings and walks in graphs. Journal of Graph Theory, 5(3):285–297, 1981.

[God93] Chris D. Godsil. Algebraic combinatorics. Chapman and Hall mathematics series. Chapman and Hall, 1993.

[GSV16] Andreas Galanis, Daniel Stefankovic, and Eric Vigoda. Inapproximability of the partition function for the antiferromagnetic Ising and hard-core models. Comb. Probab. Comput., 25(4):500–559, 2016.

[HL72] Ole J Heilmann and Elliott H Lieb. Theory of monomer-dimer systems. Communications in mathematical Physics, 25(3):190–232, 1972.

[Jer03] Mark Jerrum. Counting, sampling and integrating: algorithms and complexity. Lectures in Mathematics ETH Zürich. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 2003.

[JS89] Mark Jerrum and Alistair Sinclair. Approximating the permanent. SIAM J. Comput., 18(6):1149–1178, 1989.

[JS96] Mark Jerrum and Alistair Sinclair. The Markov chain Monte Carlo method: an approach to approximate counting and integration, page 482–520. PWS Publishing Co., USA, 1996.

[KM17] Tali Kaufman and David Mass. High dimensional random walks and colorful expansion. In ITCS, pages 4:1–4:27, 2017.

[KO20] Tali Kaufman and Izhar Oppenheim. High order random walks: Beyond spectral gap. Comb., 40(2):245–281, 2020.

[Liu21] Kuikui Liu. From coupling to spectral independence and blackbox comparison with the down-up walk. In Mary Wootters and Laura Sanità, editors, APPROX/RANDOM, pages 32:1–32:21, 2021.

[Liu23] Kuikui Liu. Spectral Independence a New Tool to Analyze Markov Chains. PhD thesis, University of Washington, 2023.

[LLY13] Liang Li, Pinyan Lu, and Yitong Yin. Correlation decay up to uniqueness in spin systems. In SODA, pages 67–84, 2013.

[LMP09] Brendan Lucier, Michael Molloy, and Yuval Peres. The Glauber dynamics for colourings of bounded degree trees. In Approximation, randomization, and combinatorial optimization, volume 5687 of Lecture Notes in Comput. Sci., pages 631–645. Springer, Berlin, 2009.

[Mar03] James B. Martin. Reconstruction thresholds on regular trees. In Discrete Random Walks, DRW’03, Paris, France, September 1-5, 2003, volume AC of DMTCS Proceedings, pages 191–204, 2003.

[MSW03] Fabio Martinelli, Alistair Sinclair, and Dror Weitz. The Ising model on trees: Boundary conditions and mixing time. In FOCS, pages 628–639, 2003.

[MSW04] Fabio Martinelli, Alistair Sinclair, and Dror Weitz. Fast mixing for independent sets, colorings and other models on trees. In SODA, pages 456–465, 2004.

[Opp18] Izhar Oppenheim. Local spectral expansion approach to high dimensional expanders part I: descent of spectral gaps. Discret. Comput. Geom., 59(2):293– 330, 2018.

[RSV^+14] Ricardo Restrepo, Daniel Stefankovic, Juan Carlos Vera, Eric Vigoda, and Linji Yang. Phase transition for Glauber dynamics for independent sets on regular trees. SIAM J. Discret. Math., 28(2):835–861, 2014.

[Sin88] Alistair Sinclair. Randomised algorithms for counting and generating combinatorial structures. PhD thesis, 1988. AAID-85048.

[Sly10] Allan Sly. Computational transition at the uniqueness threshold. In FOCS, pages 287–296. IEEE, 2010.

[SS12] Allan Sly and Nike Sun. The computational hardness of counting in two-spin models on d-regular graphs. In FOCS, pages 361–369, 2012.

[SZ17] Allan Sly and Yumeng Zhang. The Glauber dynamics of colorings on trees is rapidly mixing throughout the nonreconstruction regime. Ann. Appl. Probab., 27(5):2646–2674, 2017.

[TVVY12] Prasad Tetali, Juan C. Vera, Eric Vigoda, and Linji Yang. Phase transition for the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics for coloring regular trees. Ann. Appl. Probab., 22(6):2210–2239, 2012.

[Wei06] Dror Weitz. Counting independent sets up to the tree threshold. In STOC, pages 140–149, 2006.

[WZZ23] Yulin Wang, Chihao Zhang, and Zihan Zhang. Sampling proper colorings on line graphs using (1+o(1))Δ colors. CoRR, abs/2307.08080, 2023.