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OPTIMAL MIXING OF GLAUBER DYNAMICS: ENTROPY

FACTORIZATION VIA HIGH-DIMENSIONAL EXPANSION ∗

ZONGCHEN CHEN † , KUIKUI LIU ‡ , AND ERIC VIGODA §

Abstract. We prove an optimal mixing time bound for the single-site update Markov chain
known as the Glauber dynamics or Gibbs sampling in a variety of settings. Our work presents an
improved version of the spectral independence approach of Anari et al. (2020) and shows O(n logn)
mixing time on any n-vertex graph of bounded degree when the maximum eigenvalue of an associated
influence matrix is bounded. As an application of our results, for the hard-core model on independent
sets weighted by a fugacity λ, we establish O(n logn) mixing time for the Glauber dynamics on any
n-vertex graph of constant maximum degree ∆ when λ < λc(∆) where λc(∆) is the critical point
for the uniqueness/non-uniqueness phase transition on the ∆-regular tree. More generally, for any
antiferromagnetic 2-spin system we prove O(n logn) mixing time of the Glauber dynamics on any
bounded degree graph in the corresponding tree uniqueness region. Our results apply more broadly;
for example, we also obtain O(n logn) mixing for q-colorings of triangle-free graphs of maximum
degree ∆ when the number of colors satisfies q > α∆ where α ≈ 1.763, and O(m logn) mixing for
generating random matchings of any graph with bounded degree and m edges.

Our approach is based on two steps. First, we show that the approximate tensorization of entropy
(i.e., factorizing entropy into single vertices), which is a key step for establishing the modified log-
Sobolev inequality in many previous works, can be deduced from entropy factorization into blocks
of fixed linear size. Second, we adapt the local-to-global scheme of Alev and Lau (2020) to establish
such block factorization of entropy in a more general setting of pure weighted simplicial complexes
satisfying local spectral expansion; this also substantially generalizes the result of Cryan et al. (2019).

Key words. approximate counting, Markov chain Monte Carlo, Glauber dynamics, spectral
independence, high-dimensional expanders, entropy factorization
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1. Introduction. This paper establishes a well-known conjecture that a popular
Markov chain known as the Glauber dynamics converges very quickly to its stationary
distribution in the tree uniqueness region, i.e., decay of correlations region. The
Glauber dynamics is the quintessential example of a local Markov chain, and its
convergence rate is of great interest due to its simplicity and wide applicability.

Our setting is the general framework of spin systems. Spin systems capture
many combinatorial models of interest, including the hard-core model on weighted
independent sets, the Ising model, and colorings, and are equivalent to undirected
graphical models. For integer q ≥ 2, a q-state spin system is defined by a q × q
interaction matrix A. For a given graph G = (V,E) with n = |V | vertices, the
configurations of the model are the collection Ω of assignments σ : V → [q] of spins
to the vertices of the graph. Each configuration σ ∈ Ω has an associated weight
w(σ) defined by the pairwise interactions weighted by the interaction matrix A, see
subsection 1.1 for a detailed definition.

The Gibbs distribution µ is the probability distribution over the collection Ω of
configurations and is defined as µ(σ) = w(σ)/Z where Z =

∑
σ w(σ) is the normalizing

factor known as the partition function. Approximately sampling from the Gibbs
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distribution is polynomial-time equivalent to approximating the partition function [38,
58]. Given an ε > 0 and δ > 0, an FPRAS for the partition function outputs a (1± ε)-
relative approximation of the partition function with probability ≥ 1− δ, whereas an
FPTAS is the deterministic analog (i.e., it achieves δ = 0).

The canonical example of a spin system in statistical physics is the Ising model.
The Ising model is a 2-spin system (i.e., q = 2); the spin space is denoted as {+,−}
and the configurations of the model are the 2n assignments of spins {+,−} to the
vertices of the underlying graph. In the simpler case without an external field the
Ising model has a single parameter β > 0 corresponding to the (logarithm of the)
inverse temperature. A configuration σ ∈ Ω has weight w(σ) = βm(σ) where m(σ) =
|{(u, v) ∈ E : σ(u) = σ(v)}| is the number of monochromatic edges in σ. When β > 1
then the model is ferromagnetic as the two fully monochromatic configurations have
maximum weight, whereas when β < 1 then the model is antiferromagnetic.

The hard-core model is a natural combinatorial example of an antiferromagnetic 2-
spin system. The model is parameterized by a fugacity λ > 0. For a graphG = (V,E),
configurations of the model are the collection Ω of independent sets of G, and the
weight of an independent set σ is w(σ) = λ|σ|.

In general, a 2-spin system is defined by three parameters β, γ ≥ 0 and λ > 0. A
spin configuration σ ∈ {0, 1}V is assigned weight: w(σ) = βm1(σ)γm0(σ)λn1(σ), where,
for s ∈ {0, 1}, ms(σ) is the number of edges where both endpoints receive spin s and
ns(σ) is the number of vertices assigned spin s. Note the Ising model corresponds to
the case β = γ where λ is the external field, and the hard-core model corresponds to
β = 0, γ = 1. The model is ferromagnetic when βγ > 1 and antiferromagnetic when
βγ < 1 (the model is trivial when βγ = 1).

The Glauber dynamics is a simple Markov chain (Xt) designed for sampling from
the Gibbs distribution µ. The transitions Xt → Xt+1 update a randomly chosen
vertex as follows: (i) select a vertex v uniformly at random; (ii) for all u 6= v, set
Xt+1(u) = Xt(u); and (iii) choose Xt+1(v) from the marginal distribution for the
spin at v conditional on the configuration Xt+1(N(v)) on the neighbors N(v) of v.
It is straightforward to verify that the chain is ergodic (in the cases considered here,
see the definition of totally-connected in subsection 1.1) and the unique stationary
distribution is the Gibbs distribution.

The mixing time is the number of transitions, for the worst initial state X0, to
guarantee that Xt is within total variation distance ≤ 1/4 of the Gibbs distribution;
for a formal statement, see (1.1). We say the chain is rapidly mixing when the mixing
time is polynomial in n = |V |. Hayes and Sinclair [32] established that the mixing
time of the Glauber dynamics is Ω(n logn) for a family of bounded-degree graphs, and
hence we say that the Glauber dynamics has optimal mixing time when the mixing
time is O(n logn).

The computational complexity of approximating the partition function is closely
connected to statistical physics phase transitions. For ∆ ≥ 3, consider the tree Tℓ of
height ℓ where all of the internal vertices have degree ∆, and let r denote its root. The
uniqueness/non-uniqueness phase transition captures whether the leaves influence the
root, in the limit as the height grows.

The uniqueness/non-uniqueness phase transition is nicely illustrated for the Ising
model which has two extremal boundaries: the all + boundary and all − boundary.
For s ∈ {+,−}, let psℓ denote the marginal probability that the root has spin + in
the Gibbs distribution on Tℓ conditional on all leaves having spin s. The model is in
the uniqueness phase iff limℓ→∞ p+ℓ = limℓ→∞ p−ℓ . For the Ising model (without an
external field) the uniqueness/non-uniqueness phase transition occurs at βc(∆) = (∆−
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2)/∆ for the antiferromagnetic case and βc(∆) = ∆/(∆−2) for the ferromagnetic case.
For the hard-core model, the critical fugacity is λc(∆) := (∆− 1)∆−1/(∆− 2)∆. This
phase transition on the ∆-regular tree is connected to the complexity of approximating
the partition function on graphs of maximum degree ∆.

For the hard-core model, for constant ∆, for any δ > 0, Weitz [61] presented
an FPTAS for the partition function on graphs of maximum degree ∆ when λ <
(1−δ)λc(∆). In contrast, when λ > λc, Sly [56] (see also [57, 26]) showed that, unless
NP = RP, there is no FPRAS for approximating the partition function on graphs
of maximum degree ∆. Li, Lu, and Yin [43] generalized Weitz’s correlation decay
algorithmic approach to all antiferromagnetic 2-spin systems when the system is up-
to-∆ unique (see Definition 7.1). One important caveat to these correlation decay
approaches is that the running time depends exponentially on log∆ and 1/δ.

Despite the algorithmic successes of the correlation decay approach, establishing
rapid mixing of the Glauber dynamics in the same tree uniqueness region was a vexing
open problem. Anari, Liu, and Oveis Gharan [3] introduced the spectral independence
approach based on the theory of high-dimensional expanders [39, 20, 41, 52, 1], and
established rapid mixing of the Glauber dynamics for the hard-core model on any
graph of maximum degree ∆ when λ < (1 − δ)λc(∆) for δ > 0. However, while
the mixing time had polynomial dependence on ∆, it also had doubly exponential
dependence on 1/δ. In [17] the authors established rapid mixing for all antiferromag-
netic 2-spin systems when the system is up-to-∆-unique with gap δ and improved the
mixing time to an exponential dependence on 1/δ. Here, roughly speaking, up-to-∆
uniqueness with gap δ means (multiplicative) gap δ from the uniqueness threshold on
the ∆-regular tree for all d ≤ ∆; see Definition 7.1 for a precise statement, and [43]
for more discussion.

In this work, we not only establish a fixed polynomial upper bound on the mixing
time, but we also prove optimal mixing of the Glauber dynamics. Our approach holds
for general spin systems. The spectral independence approach, first introduced for
2-spins in [3] and subsequently extended to q-spins in [16, 24], considers the qn× qn
influence matrix. For spins i, j ∈ [q] and vertices u, v ∈ V , the entry ((u, i), (v, j))
of the influence matrix measures the effect of vertex u having spin i on the marginal
probability that vertex v has spin j, see Definition 1.10 for a precise statement. Here
we prove that if the maximum eigenvalue of the influence matrix is upper bounded
and the marginal probabilities are lower bounded then the mixing time is O(n log n)
where the only dependence on 1/δ and ∆ is in the constant factor captured by the
big-O notation. Our main result is stated in Theorem 1.12 in subsection 1.1 after
presenting the necessary definitions.

We establish optimal mixing time of O(n logn) by proving that the Glauber dy-
namics contracts relative entropy (with respect to the Gibbs distribution) at a con-
stant rate. This is analogous to establishing a modified log-Sobolev constant for the
Glauber dynamics; there are several recent results in other contexts also proving en-
tropy decay for various Markov chains [18, 12, 7]. In contrast, previous works utilizing
the spectral independence approach [3, 17] and related works on high-dimensional ex-
panders [39, 20, 52, 41, 1] consider the spectral gap (or analogously, decay of variance);
such an approach is unable to establish optimal mixing time. Our proof approach is
outlined in subsection 2.2.

The application of our results is nicely illustrated for the particular case of antifer-
romagnetic 2-spin systems. We prove O(n log n) mixing time of the Glauber dynamics
when the system is up-to-∆-unique. This is the same region where the correlation
decay results of [43] and the rapid mixing results of [17] hold, which matches the
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hardness results of [57]. Note, a mixing time of O(n log n) implies an Õ(n2) time
FPRAS for approximating the partition function [58, 42].

Theorem 1.1. For all ∆ ≥ 3, all δ ∈ (0, 1), and all parameters (β, γ, λ) specifying
an antiferromagnetic 2-spin system which is up-to-∆ unique with gap δ, there exists
C = C(∆, δ, β, γ, λ) such that for every n-vertex graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree
at most ∆, the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics for the 2-spin system on G with
parameters (β, γ, λ) is at most Cn logn.

For the case of the hard-core model our theorem yields the following result.

Theorem 1.2. For all ∆ ≥ 3 and all δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists C = C(∆, δ) such
that for every n-vertex graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree at most ∆ and every
λ ≤ (1 − δ)λc(∆), the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics for the hard-core model
on G with fugacity λ is at most Cn logn.

Remark 1.3. For interested readers, the constant C = C(∆, δ) scales roughly as

∆O(∆2/δ).

For the case of the Ising model in both the antiferromagnetic and ferromagnetic
case, our theorem yields optimal mixing whenever β is between βc(∆) = ∆−2

∆ and

βc(∆) = ∆
∆−2 .

Theorem 1.4. For all ∆ ≥ 3 and all δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists C = C(∆, δ) such
that for every n-vertex graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree at most ∆, every β ∈
[∆−2+δ

∆−δ , ∆−δ
∆−2+δ ], and every λ > 0, the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics for the

Ising model on G with inverse temperature β and external field λ is at most Cn logn.

Remark 1.5. We can actually show that specifically for the Ising model, C =
∆O(1/δ) suffices when n is large enough and so we obtain polynomial mixing time
even when the graph has unbounded degree.

Recall that the above results are tight as there is no efficient approximation al-
gorithm in the tree non-uniqueness region which corresponds to λ > λc(∆) for the
hard-core model and β < βc(∆) for the antiferromagnetic Ising model. The only ana-
log of the above results establishing optimal mixing time in the entire tree uniqueness
region was the work of Mossel and Sly [51] for the ferromagnetic Ising model. Their
proof utilizes the monotonicity properties of the ferromagnetic Ising model which al-
lows the use of the censoring inequality of Peres and Winkler [53]. The algorithm of
Jerrum and Sinclair [36] gives an FPRAS for the ferromagnetic Ising model for any β
and any G, but the polynomial exponent is a large constant.

Our results hold for multi-spin systems as well. The most notable example of
a multi-spin system is the q-colorings problem, namely, proper vertex q-colorings.
Given a graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree ∆, can we approximate the number of
q-colorings of G? Jerrum [33] proved O(n log n) mixing time of the Glauber dynamics
whenever q > 2∆. This was further improved in [14, 59] to O(n2) mixing time when
q > (11/6− ε)∆ for some small ε > 0. There are several further improvements with
various assumptions on the girth or maximum degree, c.f. [23]. On the hardness side,
Galanis et al. [25] proved that unless NP = RP there is no FPRAS for approximating
the number of q-colorings when q is even and q < ∆.

For triangle-free graphs, a recent pair of works [24, 16] extended the spectral
independence approach to establish rapid mixing of the Glauber dynamics when q >
(α∗ + δ)∆ for any δ > 0 where α∗ ≈ 1.763; however the polynomial exponent in
the mixing time depends on 1/δ in these results. Using our main result we prove
O(n log n) mixing time of the Glauber dynamics under the same conditions.
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Theorem 1.6. Let α∗ ≈ 1.763 denote the unique solution to x = exp(1/x). For
all ∆ ≥ 3 and all δ > 0, there exists C = C(∆, δ) such that for every n-vertex triangle-
free graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree at most ∆ and every q ≥ (α∗ + δ)∆, the
mixing time of the Glauber dynamics for sampling random q-colorings on G is at most
Cn logn.

We prove spectral independence bounds for the monomer-dimer model on all
matchings of a graph; no nontrivial bounds were previously known. Given a graph
G = (V,E) and a fugacity λ > 0, the Gibbs distribution µ for the monomer-dimer
model is defined on the collection M of all matchings of G where µ(M) = w(M)/Z
for w(M) = λ|M|. The Glauber dynamics for the monomer-dimer model adds or
deletes a random edge in each step. In particular, from Xt ∈ M, choose an edge e
uniformly at random from E and let X ′ = Xt ⊕ e. If X ′ ∈ M then let Xt+1 = X ′

with probability w(X ′)/(w(X ′) + w(Xt)) and otherwise let Xt+1 = Xt.
We prove O(m log n) mixing time for the Glauber dynamics for sampling match-

ings on bounded-degree graphs with n vertices and m edges. A classical result of
Jerrum and Sinclair [35] yields rapid mixing of the Glauber dynamics for any graph,
but the best mixing time bound was O(n2m logn) [34].

Theorem 1.7. For all ∆ ≥ 3 and all λ > 0, there exists C = C(∆, λ) such that
for every n-vertex graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree at most ∆, the mixing time
of the Glauber dynamics for the monomer-dimer model on G with fugacity λ is at
most Cm logn.

For general ferromagnetic 2-spin systems the existing picture is not as clear as
for antiferromagnetic systems. Our work extends to ferromagnetic 2-spin systems,
proving O(n log n) mixing time for the same range of parameters as the previously
best known bounds [30, 55, 17]. In particular, we recover Theorems 26 and 27 in [17]
with O(n log n) mixing time.

Finally, we mention that our techniques imply asymptotically optimal bounds
(up to constant factors) on both the standard and modified log-Sobolev constants
of the Glauber dynamics for spin systems on bounded degree graphs in all of the
regimes mentioned above. This also applies for certain problems where prior works
have obtained rapid mixing via other techniques such as path coupling and canonical
paths.

1.1. Result for General Spin Systems. Our main results will follow from
a general statement regarding the Glauber dynamics for an arbitrary spin system
satisfying marginal bounds and spectral independence. We first proceed with a few
definitions.

Let q ≥ 2 be an integer and [q] = {1, . . . , q}. Given a graph G = (V,E), we
consider the q-spin system on G parameterized by a symmetric interaction matrix
A ∈ R

q×q
≥0 representing “interaction strengths” and a field vector h ∈ R

q
>0 representing

“external fields”. A configuration σ ∈ [q]V is an assignment of spins to vertices. The
Gibbs distribution µ = µG,A,h over all configurations is given by

µ(σ) =
1

ZG(A, h)

∏

{u,v}∈E

A(σu, σv)
∏

v∈V

h(σv), ∀σ ∈ [q]V

where

ZG(A, h) =
∑

σ∈[q]V

∏

{u,v}∈E

A(σu, σv)
∏

v∈V

h(σv)
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is called the partition function. The hard-core model, Ising model, random colorings,
and monomer-dimer model (equivalent to hard-core model on line graphs) all belong
to the family of spin systems.

Let µ be an arbitrary distribution over [q]V . A configuration σ ∈ [q]V is said to be
feasible with respect to µ if µ(σ) > 0. Let Ω = Ω(µ) denote the collection of all feasible
configurations (we omit µ when it is clear from the context); namely, Ω is the support
of µ. Furthermore, for Λ ⊆ V let ΩΛ = {τ ∈ [q]Λ : µΛ(τ) > 0} denote the collection
of all feasible (partial) configurations on Λ, with the convention that Ωv = Ω{v} for
a single vertex v. Observe that ΩV = Ω. For any subset Λ ⊆ V and boundary
condition τ ∈ ΩΛ, we often consider the conditional distribution µτ

S(·) = µ(·|σΛ = τ)
over configurations on S = V \Λ, and we shall write Ωτ

U for the set of feasible (partial)
configurations on U ⊆ S under this conditional measure.

For a subset S ⊆ V , the Hamming graph HS is defined to be the graph with
vertex set [q]S of all configurations on S such that two configurations are adjacent iff
they differ at exactly one vertex. A collection Ω0 ⊆ [q]S of configurations on S is said
to be connected if the induced subgraph HS [Ω0] of HS is connected. A distribution
µ over [q]V is said to be totally-connected if for every nonempty subset S ⊆ V and
every boundary condition τ ∈ ΩV \S , the set Ωτ

S is connected.

Assumption 1.8. Throughout the paper, we always assume that the distribution
µ we are interested in is totally-connected.

We remark that all soft-constraint models (i.e., A(i, j) > 0 for all i, j ∈ [q]) satisfy
this assumption and common hard-constraint models, including the hardcore model,
q-colorings when q ≥ ∆+ 2, and matchings, all satisfy this assumption as well.

The Glauber dynamics, also known as the Gibbs sampling, is a simple, natural,
and popular Markov chain for sampling from a distribution µ over [q]V . The dynamics
starts with some (possibly random) configuration X0. For every t ≥ 1, a new random
configurationXt+1 is generated from Xt as follows: pick a coordinate v ∈ V uniformly
at random, set Xt+1(u) = Xt(u) for all u ∈ V \ {v}, and sample Xt+1(v) from the
conditional distribution µ(σv = · | σV \{v} =Xt(V \ {v})). Denote the transition matrix
of the Glauber dynamics by Pgl. If µ is totally-connected, then the Glauber dynamics
is ergodic (i.e., irreducible and aperiodic) and has stationary distribution µ.

Let P be the transition matrix of an ergodic Markov chain (Xt) on a finite state
space Ω with stationary distribution µ. For t ≥ 0 and σ ∈ Ω, let P t(σ, ·) denote the
distribution of Xt when starting the chain with X0 = σ. For ε ∈ (0, 1), the mixing
time of P is defined as

(1.1) Tmix(P, ε) = max
σ∈Ω

min
{
t ≥ 0 :

∥∥P t(σ, ·) − µ
∥∥
TV

≤ ε
}
.

We will require two conditions of the distribution µ. The first is that the marginal
probability of each vertex is bounded away from 0 under any conditioning.

Definition 1.9 (Bounded Marginals). We say a distribution µ over [q]V is b-
marginally bounded if for every Λ ( V and τ ∈ ΩΛ, it holds for every v ∈ V \ Λ and
i ∈ Ωτ

v that,

µ(σv = i | σΛ = τ) ≥ b.

The second condition is the notion of spectral independence, first introduced by
[3] and later generalized to multi-spin systems in [16, 24]. Here we use the definitions
from [16].
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Definition 1.10 (Influence Matrix). Given Λ ( V and τ ∈ ΩΛ, let

Ṽτ = {(u, i) : u ∈ V \ Λ, i ∈ Ωτ
u}.

For every (u, i), (v, j) ∈ Ṽτ with u 6= v, we define the (pairwise) influence of (u, i) on
(v, j) conditioned on τ by

Ψτ
µ

(
(u, i), (v, j)

)
= µ(σv = j | σu = i, σΛ = τ)− µ(σv = j | σΛ = τ).

Furthermore, let Ψτ
µ

(
(v, i), (v, j)

)
= 0 for all (v, i), (v, j) ∈ Ṽτ . We call Ψτ

µ the (pair-
wise) influence matrix conditioned on τ .

Note that all eigenvalues of the influence matrix Ψτ
µ are real; for instance, see

[3, 16, 6].

Definition 1.11 (Spectral Independence). We say a distribution µ over [q]V

is η-spectrally independent if for every Λ ( V and τ ∈ ΩΛ, the largest eigenvalue
λ1(Ψ

τ
µ) of the influence matrix Ψτ

µ satisfies

λ1(Ψ
τ
µ) ≤ η.

The work of [24] defined another version of influence matrix by

Ψτ
µ(u, v) = max

i,j∈Ωτ
u

‖µ(σv = · | σu = i, σΛ = τ) − µ(σv = · | σu = j, σΛ = τ)‖TV ,

and the spectral independence correspondingly. We remark that Definition 1.11 is
weaker than the notion of spectral independence given in [24], and for all current
applications as in [16, 24] or here in this paper, both definitions work.

Our main result is that if the Gibbs distribution on a bounded-degree graph is
both marginally bounded and spectrally independent, then the Glauber dynamics
satisfies the modified log-Sobolev inequality with constant Ω(1/n) (see Definition 3.3)
and mixes in O(n logn) steps, where n is the number of vertices of the graph.

Theorem 1.12. Let ∆ ≥ 3 be an integer and b, η > 0 be reals. Suppose that
G = (V,E) is an n-vertex graph of maximum degree at most ∆ and µ is a totally-
connected Gibbs distribution of some spin system on G. If µ is both b-marginally
bounded and η-spectrally independent, then the Glauber dynamics for sampling from
µ satisfies the modified log-Sobolev inequality with constant 1

C1n
where

C1 =

(
∆

b

)O( η

b2
+1)

.

Furthermore, the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics satisfies

Tmix(Pgl, ε) =

(
∆

b

)O( η

b2
+1)

×O
(
n log

(n
ε

))
.

Remark 1.13. More specifically, when n ≥ 24∆
b2 (4ηb2 + 1) we can choose

C1 =
18 log(1/b)

b4

(
24∆

b2

) 4η

b2
+1

,

and the mixing time is bounded by

Tmix(Pgl, ε) ≤
⌈
18 log(1/b)

b4

(
24∆

b2

) 4η

b2
+1

n

(
logn+ log log

1

b
+ log

1

2ε2

)⌉
.
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Previous results [3, 17, 16, 24] could obtain poly(∆) × nO(η) mixing but without
the assumption of marginal boundedness. In the setting of spin systems, we always
have b-marginal boundedness with b depending only on the parameters A, h of the
spin system and the maximum degree ∆ of the graph, and so our results supersede
those of [3, 17, 16, 24] in the bounded degree regime.

Remark 1.14. After the first version of this paper, the work [6] reformulates the
proof of Theorem 1.12 without using simplicial complexes; in particular, the constant
C1 is brought down to C1 = (∆/b)O((η/b)+1). The proof approach in this paper can
also be modified to achieve the same bound, by considering Lemma 5.10 specialized
to simplicial complexes corresponding to spin systems.

1.2. Result for General Simplicial Complexes. The recent work [3] studied
spin systems, and more generally any distribution over [q]V , in a novel way by viewing
full and partial configurations as a high dimensional simplicial complex and utilizing
tools such as high-dimensional expansion. Subsequent works [17, 16, 24] follow the
same path as well. In this paper we also study spin systems in the framework of
simplicial complexes. Moreover, we obtain new bounds on the mixing time and modi-
fied log-Sobolev constant of the global down-up and up-down walks for arbitrary pure
weighted simplicial complexes. Before presenting our results, we first review some
standard notation.

A simplicial complex X is a collection of subsets (called faces) of a ground set U
which is downwards closed; that is, if σ ∈ X and τ ⊆ σ then τ ∈ X. The dimension
of a face is its size,1 and the dimension of X is defined to be the maximum dimension
of its faces. We say an n-dimensional simplicial complex X is pure if every face is
contained in a maximal face of size n. We write X(k) for the collection of faces of
size k. For a k-dimensional face τ ∈ X(k), we can define a pure (n − k)-dimensional
simplicial subcomplex Xτ by taking Xτ = {ξ ⊆ U \ τ : τ ∪ ξ ∈ X}.

For a pure n-dimensional simplicial complex X, consider a positive weight function
w : X(n) → R>0, which induces a distribution πn on X(n) with πn(σ) ∝ w(σ).
Furthermore, we can also define a distribution πk over X(k) for each nonnegative
integer k < n via the following process: sample σ from πn, and select a uniformly
random subset of size k. For τ ∈ X(k), the weight function w induces the weights
for the simplicial subcomplex Xτ by wτ (ξ) = w(τ ∪ ξ) for each ξ ∈ Xτ (n − k). The
distribution πτ,j is also defined accordingly for each nonnegative integer j ≤ n− k.

As noticed in [3], there is a natural way to represent every distribution µ over
[q]V with |V | = n as a pure n-dimensional weighted simplicial complex (X = X

Ω, µ),
which is defined as follows. The ground set of X consists of pairs

Ṽ = {(v, i) : v ∈ V, i ∈ Ωv}.

The maximal faces of X consist of collections of n pairs forming a valid configuration
σ ∈ Ω; i.e., every configuration σ ∈ Ω corresponds to a maximal face {(v, σv) : v ∈
V }. The rest of X is generated by taking downwards closure so that X is pure by
construction. Namely, every U ⊆ V and τ ∈ ΩU corresponds to a face {(v, τv) : v ∈
U}; we shall denote it by (U, τ) for simplicity. Note that the faces of intermediate
dimension can be thought of as partial configurations. Now, if there is a weight
function w : Ω → R>0 associated with µ such that µ(σ) ∝ w(σ) for each σ ∈ Ω, then
it also gives a weight function w : X(n) → R>0 by the one-to-one correspondence

1This differs from the standard definition of “dimension” in the literature, which is the size of
the subset minus 1. In our setting, setting the dimension equal to the size of the set is more natural.
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between Ω and X(n), and thus induces the associated distribution πn on X(n). Observe
that πn is exactly the distribution µ. Moreover, for each k < n, the distribution πk

on X(k) is given by

πk(U, τ) =
1(
n
k

) µ(σU = τ)

for every U ⊆ V and τ ∈ ΩU .
For simplicial complexes, the global down-up and up-down walks between faces

of distinct dimensions have attracted a lot of attention in recent years [39, 20, 41, 52,
4, 18, 1]. For integers 0 ≤ r < s ≤ n, define the order-(s, r) (global) down-up walk
with transition matrix denoted by P∨

s,r to be the following random walk over X(s): in
each step we remove s − r elements, chosen uniformly at random, from the current
face σt ∈ X(s) to obtain a face τt ∈ X(r), and then pick ξt+1 ∈ Xτt(s − r) from the
distribution πτt,s−r and set σt+1 = τt ∪ ξt+1. The stationary distribution of P∨

s,r is

πs. In particular, observe that the Glauber dynamics for a distribution µ over [q]V

is the same as the order-(n, n− 1) down-up walk for the weighted simplicial complex
(X, µ). Similarly, the order-(r, s) (global) up-down walk with transition matrix P∧

r,s

is a random walk over X(r) with stationary distribution πr: given the current face
τt ∈ X(r), sample ξt+1 ∈ Xτt(s − r) from πτt,s−r, set σt+1 = τt ∪ ξt+1, and finally
remove s− r elements from σt+1 uniformly at random to obtain τt+1 ∈ X(r).

We establish the modified log-Sobolev inequality and give meaningful bounds on
the mixing time for the down-up and up-down walks for arbitrary weighted simplicial
complexes. Our proof utilizes the local-to-global scheme as in [1] and establishes
contraction of entropy extending the result of [18]. Before stating our main result,
we first give the definitions of marginal boundedness and local spectral expansion for
simplicial complexes. As we shall see from Claim 1.16 and Claim 1.18 below, our
requirements of marginal boundedness and spectral independence in Theorem 1.12 is
translated from the corresponding conditions needed for simplicial complexes.

Definition 1.15 (Bounded Marginals). We say a pure n-dimensional weighted
simplicial complex (X, w) is (b0, . . . , bn−1)-marginally bounded if for all 0 ≤ k ≤ n−1,
every τ ∈ X(k), and every i ∈ Xτ (1), we have

πτ,1(i) ≥ bk.

Claim 1.16. If a distribution µ over [q]V is b-marginally bounded, then the pure
weighted simplicial complex (X, µ) is (b0, . . . , bn−1)-marginally bounded with bk = b

n−k
for each k.

The proof of Claim 1.16 can be found in subsection 5.1.3.
The global walks in simplicial complexes can be studied by decomposition into

local walks which we define now. For every 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 2 and every face τ ∈ X(k),
the local walk at τ with transition matrix Pτ is the following (non-lazy) random walk
over Xτ (1): given the current element i ∈ Xτ (1), the next element is generated from
the distribution πτ∪{i},1. One can relate mixing properties of the local walks to the
mixing properties of the global walks; see [41, 4, 18, 1]. In nearly all prior works,
such a relation was quantified using the spectral gap of the walks. Like in [18], while
our ultimate goal is to show the modified log-Sobolev inequality of the global walks,
we will still need the notion of local spectral expansion for local walks. Let us now
capture this idea using the following definition, taking after [39, 20, 52, 41, 1, 40].

Definition 1.17 (Local Spectral Expansion [1]). We say a pure weighted n-
dimensional simplicial complex (X, w) is a (ζ0, . . . , ζn−2)-local spectral expander if
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for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 2 and every τ ∈ X(k), we have

λ2(Pτ ) ≤ ζk.

Claim 1.18. If a distribution µ over [q]V is η-spectrally independent, then the
weighted simplicial complex (X, µ) is a (ζ0, . . . , ζn−2)-local spectral expander with ζk =

η
n−k−1 for each k.

Proof. This is Theorem 8 from [16].

We then show that for any pure weighted simplicial complexes, the modified log-
Sobolev inequality (see Definition 3.3) holds for down-up and up-down walks if the
marginal probabilities of the simplicial complex are bounded away from zero and all
local walks have good expansion properties. This also bounds the mixing times of
these random walks.

Theorem 1.19. Let (X, w) be a pure n-dimensional weighted simplicial complex.
If (X, w) is (b0, . . . , bn−1)-marginally bounded and has (ζ0, . . . , ζn−2)-local spectral ex-
pansion, then for every 0 ≤ r < s ≤ n, both the order-(s, r) down-up walk and
the order-(r, s) up-down walk satisfy the modified log-Sobolev inequality with constant
κ = κ(r, s) defined as

κ =

∑s−1
k=r Γk∑s−1
k=0 Γk

where: Γ0 = 1; for 1 ≤ k ≤ s− 1, Γk =
∏k−1

j=0 αj; and for 0 ≤ k ≤ s− 2,

αk = max

{
1− 4ζk

b2k(s− k)2
,

1− ζk

4 + 2 log( 1
2bkbk+1

)

}
.

Furthermore, the mixing time of the order-(s, r) down-up walk is bounded by

(1.2) Tmix(P
∨
s,r , ε) ≤

⌈
1

κ

(
log log

1

π∗
s

+ log
1

2ε2

)⌉

where π∗
s = minσ∈X(s) πs(σ). The mixing time of the order-(r, s) up-down walk is also

bounded by (1.2) with π∗
s replaced by π∗

r .

Theorem 1.19 generalizes both the result of [18] for simplicial complexes with
respect to strongly log-concave distributions and the result of [1] for the Poincaré
inequality (i.e., bounding the spectral gap). It in some sense answers a question of [18]
on local-to-global modified log-Sobolev inequalities in high-dimensional expanders, at
least in the bounded marginals setting.

Even though Theorem 1.19 can give a bound on the mixing time of the Glauber
dynamics, which is the order-(n, n− 1) down-up walk in the corresponding weighted
simplicial complex, our main result Theorem 1.12 does not follow directly from Theo-
rem 1.19. In fact, we will only consider the order-(n, n−ℓ) down-up walk for ℓ = Θ(n),
which corresponds to the heat-bath block dynamics that updates a uniformly random
subset of ℓ vertices in every step. One of our main technical contributions is to com-
pare this block dynamics with the single-site Glauber dynamics; we shall detail this
in subsection 2.1 below. Nevertheless, we find Theorem 1.19 interesting of its own
and possible for future applications in other problems.

In the following section, we formally define approximate tensorization of entropy
(see Definition 2.1) and the more general notion of uniform block factorization of
entropy (see Definition 2.2), and then provide a proof outline for our main results.
An outline of the paper is provided in subsection 2.4.
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2. Proof Outline. In this section, we outline our proofs of Theorems 1.12
and 1.19.

2.1. Approximate Tensorization and Uniform Block Factorization. One
way of establishing rapid mixing of the Glauber dynamics is to show that the Gibbs
distribution satisfies the approximate tensorization of entropy. This approach has
been (implicitly) used in much of the literature to establish the log-Sobolev inequali-
ties, from which one can deduce an optimal bound on the mixing time. Before giving
the formal definition, we first review some standard definitions.

Consider a distribution µ supported on Ω ⊆ [q]V . For every f : Ω → R≥0, we
denote the expectation of f under µ by µ(f) =

∑
σ∈Ω µ(σ)f(σ) and the entropy of f

by Entµ(f) = µ(f log f
µ(f) ). We often simply write Ent(f) for the entropy and drop

the subscript µ when it is clear from the context. More generally, given S ⊆ V and
τ ∈ ΩV \S , for every f : Ωτ

S → R≥0 we use µτ
S(f) to denote the expectation of f under

the conditional distribution µτ
S and EntτS(f) for the corresponding entropy. For most

of the time we are actually given a function f : Ω → R≥0, and we will still write
µτ
S(f) and EntτS(f) where we think of f as restricted to the space Ωτ

S and implicitly
assume that the configuration outside S is given by τ ; i.e., for an argument σ ∈ Ωτ

S

the value of f is f(σ ∪ τ). It is helpful to think of µτ
S(f) and EntτS(f) as a function

of the boundary condition τ . In this sense, the notation µ[EntS(f)], for example,
represents the expectation of the function EntτS(f) where τ ∈ ΩV \S is distributed as
the marginal of µ on V \ S.

The notion of approximate tensorization of entropy is formally defined as follows.

Definition 2.1 (Approximate Tensorization). We say that a distribution µ over
[q]V satisfies the approximate tensorization of entropy (with constant C1) if for all
f : Ω → R≥0 we have

(2.1) Ent(f) ≤ C1

∑

v∈V

µ[Entv(f)].

Approximate tensorization can be understood as closeness of µ to a product dis-
tribution, or weak dependency of variables. In fact, if µ is exactly a product distribu-
tion (e.g., the Gibbs distribution on an empty graph), then approximate tensorization
holds with constant C1 = 1; e.g., see [13, 11]. If µ satisfies approximate tensorization
with a constant C1 independent of n, then the Glauber dynamics for sampling from
µ mixes in O(n logn) steps. In fact, given approximate tensorization, one can de-
duce tight bounds on all of the following quantities: the spectral gap, both standard
and modified log-Sobolev constants, relative entropy decay rate, mixing time, and
concentration bounds. See Fact 3.5 for a detailed summary.

In many cases, especially on the integer lattice Zd, log-Sobolev inequalities for the
Glauber dynamics are established through the approximate tensorization of entropy,
which is more intuitive and easier to handle; e.g., see [46, 29, 13, 12]. Despite the
success on Zd, there is not much study for spin systems on bounded-degree graphs.
The works of [11, 48] considered approximate tensorization for general discrete product
spaces, and gave sufficient conditions to derive it; however, for spin systems these
results do not cover the whole uniqueness region.

One can regard approximate tensorization of entropy as factorizing entropy into
all single vertices. Motivated by tools from high dimensional simplicial complexes
[1, 3] and study on general block factorization of entropy [12], we consider in this
paper a more general notion of entropy factorization, where the entropy is factorized
into subsets of vertices of a fixed size. The formal definition is given as follows.
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Definition 2.2 (Uniform Block Factorization). We say that a distribution µ
over [q]V satisfies the ℓ-uniform block factorization of entropy (with constant C) if
for all f : Ω → R≥0 we have

(2.2)
ℓ

n
Ent(f) ≤ C · 1(

n
ℓ

)
∑

S∈(Vℓ )

µ[EntS(f)].

We remark that uniform block factorization of entropy is a special case of block
factorization given by equation (1.3) in [12]; there, the entropy factorizes into arbitrary
blocks with arbitrary weights. Also observe that 1-uniform block factorization is the
same as approximate tensorization of entropy. Just as the approximate tensorization
corresponds to the single-site Glauber dynamics, the ℓ-uniform block factorization
corresponds to the heat-bath block dynamics where in each step a subset of vertices
of size ℓ is chosen uniformly at random and gets updated. Moreover, similar results
as in Fact 3.5 can be deduced for this block dynamics.

Our first key result is a reduction from approximate tensorization to uniform block
factorization. For b-marginally bounded Gibbs distributions on graphs with maximum
degree ≤ ∆, we show that approximate tensorization is implied by ℓ-uniform block
factorization for ℓ = ⌈θn⌉ and an appropriate constant θ depending on b and ∆. This
is given by the following lemma.

Lemma 2.3. Let ∆ ≥ 3 be an integer and b > 0 be a real. Consider the Gibbs
distribution µ on an n-vertex graph G of maximum degree at most ∆ and assume that

µ is b-marginally bounded. Suppose there exist positive reals θ ≤ b2

12∆ and C such that
µ satisfies the ⌈θn⌉-uniform block factorization of entropy with constant C. Then µ
satisfies the approximate tensorization of entropy with constant

C1 =
18 log(1/b)

b4
C.

This lemma is proved in section 4, it follows from a type of “shattering” result
which is stated in Lemma 4.3.

Remark 2.4. The notion of approximate tensorization and uniform block factor-
ization with respect to variance is also meaningful. In fact, for variance these defini-
tions are equivalent to bounding the spectral gap of the corresponding chains. More-
over, Lemma 2.3 holds for variance as well, which can already provide a tight bound
on the spectral gap of the Glauber dynamics combining results from [3, 17, 16, 24].
We will discuss this in more detail in Appendix A.

2.2. Simplicial Complexes and Entropy Contraction. Our next goal is to
establish ℓ-uniform block factorization of entropy for ℓ = Θ(n), which relies on the
spectral independence property. The following lemma holds for all distributions over
[q]V , not only Gibbs distributions.

Lemma 2.5. Let b, η > 0 be reals. Then for every real θ ∈ (0, 1) and every integer
n ≥ 2

θ (
4η
b2 + 1) the following holds.

Let V be a set of size n and µ be a distribution over [q]V . If µ is both b-marginally
bounded and η-spectrally independent, then µ satisfies ⌈θn⌉-uniform block factorization
of entropy with constant

C =

(
2

θ

) 4η

b2
+1

.
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Recall that there is a natural correspondence between a distribution µ over [q]V

and the weighted simplicial complex (X, µ). For general weighted simplicial complexes,
one property studied in [18] is how the entropy of a function defined on faces contracts
when it projects down from higher dimensions to lower. This can be captured by the
definition below. For a pure n-dimensional weighted simplicial complex (X, w) and a

nonnegative integer k < n, let P ↑
k denote the |X(k)|×|X(k+1)| dimensional transition

matrix corresponding to adding a random element i /∈ τ to some τ ∈ X(k) where i is
distributed as πτ,1. Also for any 0 ≤ r < s ≤ n and any function f (s) : X(s) → R≥0,

define f (r) : X(r) → R≥0 by f (r) = P ↑
r · · ·P ↑

s−1f
(s).

Definition 2.6 (Global Entropy Contraction). We say a pure n-dimensional
weighted simplicial complex (X, w) satisfies the order-(r, s) global entropy contrac-
tion with rate κ = κ(r, s) if for all f (s) : X(s) → R≥0 we have

Entπr
(f (r)) ≤ (1− κ) Entπs

(f (s)).

It turns out, as a remarkable fact, that uniform block factorization of entropy for
a distribution µ over [q]V is equivalent to global entropy contraction for the weighted
simplicial complex (X, µ).

Lemma 2.7. A distribution µ over [q]V satisfies the ℓ-uniform block factorization
of entropy with some constant C if and only if the corresponding weighted simplicial
complex (X, µ) satisfies order-(n − ℓ, n) global entropy contraction with rate κ, where
Cκ = ℓ/n.

The proof of Lemma 2.7 can be found in subsection 5.1.3. As a consequence, to
prove Lemma 2.5, it suffices to establish global entropy contraction for the weighted
simplicial complex (X, µ).

Just like approximate tensorization and uniform block factorization having many
implications for the corresponding single-site and block dynamics (e.g., see Fact 3.5),
the notion of global entropy contraction can provide for weighted simplicial complexes
meaningful bounds on the spectral gap, modified log-Sobolev constant, relative en-
tropy decay rate, mixing time, and concentration bounds; see Fact 5.2 for details.
In Lemma 11 of [18], the authors established order-(r, s) global entropy contraction
with rate κ = s−r

s for simplicial complexes with respect to homogeneous strongly log-
concave distributions. From this, they deduced the modified log-Sobolev inequality
for the down-up and up-down walks and showed rapid mixing of it.

We then show that for an arbitrary weighted simplicial complex (X, w), one can de-
duce global entropy contraction from local spectral expansion whenever the marginals
of the induced distributions are nicely bounded. For this, we prove a local-to-global
result for entropy contraction in the spirit of [1]. If we additionally know that the
marginals are nicely bounded, we can further reduce the local entropy contraction to
local spectral expansion.

Lemma 2.8. Let (X, w) be a pure n-dimensional weighted simplicial complex. Sup-
pose that (X, w) is (b0, . . . , bn−1)-marginally bounded and has (ζ0, . . . , ζn−2)-local spec-
tral expansion. Then for all 0 ≤ r < s ≤ n, (X, w) satisfies order-(r, s) global entropy
contraction with rate κ = κ(r, s) given as in Theorem 1.19.

Theorem 1.19 follows immediately from Lemma 2.8 and Fact 5.2. We remark
that Lemma 2.8 recovers Lemma 11 of [18] for simplicial complexes corresponding to
discrete log-concave distributions, since there one has ζk = 0 for all k as shown in [4].

We present next the proof of Lemma 2.5, which follows directly from Lemmas 2.7
and 2.8.
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Proof of Lemma 2.5. From Claim 1.16 and Claim 1.18 we know that the weighted
simplicial complex (X, µ) corresponding to µ is (b0, . . . , bn−1)-marginally bounded
with bk = b

n−k and has (ζ0, . . . , ζn−2)-local spectral expansion with ζk = η
n−k−1 .

Then, Lemma 2.8 implies that (X, µ) satisfies order-(n− ℓ, n) global entropy contrac-
tion for ℓ = ⌈θn⌉ with rate

κ =

∑n−1
k=n−ℓ Γk
∑n−1

k=0 Γk

where Γ0 = 1, Γk =
∏k−1

j=0 αj , and

αk = max

{
1− 4η

b2(n− k − 1)
,

1− η/(n− k − 1)

4 + 2 log((n− k)(n− k − 1)/(2b2))

}
.

Define an integer R =
⌈
4η
b2

⌉
and observe that n ≥ ℓ ≥ θn ≥ 2R by our assumption

that n ≥ 2
θ (

4η
b2 + 1). Thus, we have

αk ≥ α̂k := max

{
1− R

n− k − 1
, 0

}
.

The use of α̂k instead of αk is only to simplify the calculation later, where we get
a telescoping product with integral R. Notice that κ, when viewed as a function of
αk’s, is monotone increasing with each αk. Thus, to lower bound κ, we can plug in
the lower bounds α̂k’s and get

κ ≥
∑n−1

k=n−ℓ Γ̂k
∑n−1

k=0 Γ̂k

where Γ̂0 = 1 and Γ̂k =
∏k−1

j=0 α̂j for each k ≥ 1. We will show that for every
0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1 one actually has

(2.3) Γ̂k =
(n− k − 1)(n− k − 2) · · · (n− k −R)

(n− 1)(n− 2) · · · (n−R)
.

For k = 0 we have Γ̂0 = 1 and (2.3) holds. For 1 ≤ j ≤ n−R− 2 we have

α̂j = max

{
n− j − 1−R

n− j − 1
, 0

}
=

n− j − 1−R

n− j − 1

and thus for 1 ≤ k ≤ n−R− 1

Γ̂k =
k−1∏

j=0

n− j − 1−R

n− j − 1
=

(n− k − 1)(n− k − 2) · · · (n− k −R)

(n− 1)(n− 2) · · · (n−R)
.

Finally, since α̂j = 0 when n−R−1 ≤ j ≤ n−2, we have Γ̂k = 0 for n−R ≤ k ≤ n−1.
Therefore, (2.3) is true for all k. It then follows that

κ ≥
∑n−1

k=n−ℓ(n− k − 1)(n− k − 2) · · · (n− k −R)
∑n−1

k=0 (n− k − 1)(n− k − 2) · · · (n− k −R)

=

∑ℓ−1
j=0 j(j − 1) · · · (j −R+ 1)

∑n−1
j=0 j(j − 1) · · · (j −R+ 1)

.
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The following is a standard equality which can be proved by induction:

N−1∑

j=0

j(j − 1) · · · (j −R + 1) =
1

R+ 1
N(N − 1) · · · (N −R).

Hence, we obtain

κ ≥ ℓ(ℓ− 1) · · · (ℓ−R)

n(n− 1) · · · (n−R)
.

Finally, we deduce from Lemma 2.7 that

C ≤ ℓ

n
· 1
κ
≤ (n− 1) · · · (n−R)

(ℓ− 1) · · · (ℓ−R)
≤
(
n−R

ℓ−R

)R

≤
(
2n

ℓ

)R

≤
(
2

θ

) 4η

b2
+1

where we use our assumption ℓ ≥ θn ≥ 2R.

2.3. Wrapping up. Combining Lemmas 2.3 and 2.5, we establish approximate
tensorization of entropy with a constant independent of n, when the Gibbs distribution
is marginally bounded and spectrally independent. This is stated in the following
theorem.

Theorem 2.9. Let ∆ ≥ 3 be an integer and b, η > 0 be reals. Suppose that
G = (V,E) is an n-vertex graph of maximum degree at most ∆ and µ is a totally-
connected Gibbs distribution of some spin system on G. If µ is both b-marginally
bounded and η-spectrally independent and n ≥ 24∆

b2 (4ηb2 + 1), then µ satisfies the ap-
proximate tensorization of entropy with constant

C1 =
18 log(1/b)

b4

(
24∆

b2

) 4η

b2
+1

.

Theorem 1.12 then follows immediately from Theorem 2.9 and Fact 3.5.
Our main results Theorems 1.1, 1.2, 1.4, 1.6 and 1.7 will follow from Theorem 1.12

by establishing marginal boundedness and spectral independence for each model. The
detailed proofs are contained in section 7, we include here a brief sketch. The marginal
boundedness is a trivial bound. The spectral independence was previously established
for antiferromagnetic 2-spin systems including the hard-core model and the Ising
model in the whole uniqueness region [3, 17], and for random q-colorings when q is
sufficiently large [16, 24]. For the monomer-dimer model, spectral independence is
not known previously. Following the proof strategy of [17] and utilizing the two-step
recursion from [5], we show the following.

Theorem 2.10. Let ∆ ≥ 3 be an integer and λ > 0 be a real. Then for every
graph G = (V,E) of maximum degree at most ∆ with m = |E|, the Gibbs distribution
µ of the monomer-dimer model on G with fugacity λ is η-spectrally independent for

η = min
{
2λ∆, O(

√
λ∆)

}
.

2.4. Outline of Paper. The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
section 3, we collect relevant preliminaries. In section 4, we show how to reduce ap-
proximate tensorization to uniform block factorization with linear-sized blocks; specif-
ically, we prove Lemma 2.3. In section 5, we reduce uniform block factorization and,
more generally, global entropy contraction in the setting of weighted simplicial com-
plexes to local entropy contraction; we then further reduce local entropy contraction
to local spectral expansion when the simplicial complexes have bounded marginals
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and thus prove Lemma 2.8. In section 6, we bound the spectral independence of the
monomer-dimer model on bounded degree graphs and prove Theorem 2.10. We fin-
ish off the proofs of our main mixing time results in section 7. Finally, we conclude
with some open problems in section 8, and discuss analogous results for variance in
Appendix A.

3. Preliminaries. In this section we review some standard definitions.
In the following definition, we assume the underlying distribution µ is fixed and

omit it from the subscript.

Definition 3.1. Let Ω be a finite set and µ be a distribution over Ω. For all
functions f, g : Ω → R:
(a) The expectation of f is defined as µ(f) =

∑
x∈Ω µ(x)f(x);

(b) The variance of f is defined as Var(f) = µ[(f − µ(f))2] = µ(f2)− µ(f)2;
(c) The covariance of f and g is defined as Cov(f, g) = µ[(f − µ(f))(g − µ(g))] =

µ(fg)− µ(f)µ(g);

(d) If f ≥ 0, the entropy of f is defined as Ent(f) = µ
[
f log

(
f

µ(f)

)]
= µ(f log f)−

µ(f) logµ(f) with the convention that 0 log 0 = 0.

For two distributions µ, ν over a finite set Ω, the Kullback–Leibler divergence (KL
divergence), also called relative entropy, is defined as

DKL(ν ‖ µ) =
∑

x∈Ω

ν(x) log

(
ν(x)

µ(x)

)
.

Let f = ν/µ be the relative density of ν with respect to µ; i.e., f(x) = ν(x)/µ(x) for
all x ∈ Ω. Then Ent(f) = DKL(ν ‖ µ). The following is a well-known fact; see, e.g.,
[22].

Fact 3.2 (Donsker-Varadhan’s Variational Representation). For two distribu-
tions µ, ν over a finite set Ω, the KL divergence admits the following variational
formula:

DKL(ν ‖ µ) = sup
f :Ω→R

{
ν(f)− logµ(ef )

}
.

We then review some standard functional inequalities, and refer to [8, 50] for more
backgrounds.

Definition 3.3. Let Ω be a finite set and µ be a distribution over Ω. Let P denote
the transition matrix of an ergodic, reversible Markov chain on Ω with stationary
distribution µ.
(a) The Dirichlet form of P is defined as for every f, g : Ω → R,

EP (f, g) =
1

2

∑

x,y∈Ω

µ(x)P (x, y)(f(x) − f(y))(g(x)− g(y)).

In particular, if Ω ⊆ [q]V and P = Pgl is the Glauber dynamics for µ, then we
can write

EPgl
(f, g) =

1

n

∑

v∈V

µ[Covv(f, g)],

see, e.g., [47, 11].
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(b) We say the Poincaré inequality holds with constant λ if for every f : Ω → R,

λVar(f) ≤ EP (f, f).

The spectral gap of P is

λ(P ) = inf
{EP (f, f)

Var(f)

∣∣∣ f : Ω → R,Var(f) 6= 0
}
.

(c) We say the standard log-Sobolev inequality holds with constant ρ if for every
f : Ω → R≥0,

ρEnt(f) ≤ EP (
√
f,
√
f).

The standard log-Sobolev constant of P is

ρ(P ) = inf
{EP (

√
f,

√
f)

Ent(f)

∣∣∣f : Ω → R≥0,Ent(f) 6= 0
}
.

(d) We say the modified log-Sobolev inequality holds with constant ρ0 if for every
f : Ω → R≥0,

ρ0 Ent(f) ≤ EP (f, log f).
The modified log-Sobolev constant of P is

ρ0(P ) = inf
{EP (f, log f)

Ent(f)

∣∣∣ f : Ω → R≥0,Ent(f) 6= 0
}
.

(e) We say the relative entropy decays with rate α if for every distribution ν over Ω,

DKL(νP ‖ µ) ≤ (1− α)DKL(ν ‖ µ).

Next, we consider the case that Ω ⊆ [q]V for a finite set V . Let S ⊆ V and
τ ∈ ΩV \S . Recall that for every function f : Ω → R≥0, we write µ

τ
S(f) and EntτS(f) =

Entµτ
S
(f) for the expectation and entropy of f under the conditional distribution

µτ
S(·) = µ(σS = · | σV \S = τ), where f = fτ is understood as a function of the

configuration on S with τ fixed outside S. We think of µτ
S(f) and EntτS(f) as functions

of τ , and we will use, for example, Ent[µS(f)] to represent the entropy of µτ
S(f) under

µ, and µ[EntS(f)] for the expectation of EntτS(f). We give below a useful property of
the expectation and entropy; see, e.g., [47] for proofs.

Fact 3.4. Let S ⊆ V and τ ∈ ΩV \S. For every function f : Ω → R≥0, we have

µ(f) = µ[µS(f)] and Ent(f) = µ[EntS(f)] + Ent[µS(f)].

3.1. Implications of Approximate Tensorization. We summarize here a
few corollaries of approximate tensorization of entropy for arbitrary distributions over
discrete product spaces.

Fact 3.5. Let V be a set of size n and µ be a distribution over [q]V . If µ satisfies
the approximate tensorization of entropy with constant C1, then the Glauber dynamics
for µ satisfies all of the following:
(1) The Poincaré inequality holds with constant λ = 1

C1n
;

(2) The modified log-Sobolev inequality holds with constant ρ0 = 1
C1n

;

(3) The relative entropy decays with rate α = 1
C1n

;
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(4) The mixing time of the Glauber dynamics satisfies

Tmix(Pgl, ε) ≤
⌈
C1n

(
log log

1

µmin
+ log

1

2ε2

)⌉

where µmin = minσ∈Ω µ(σ); If furthermore µ is b-marginally bounded, then we
have µmin ≥ bn and thus

Tmix(Pgl, ε) ≤
⌈
C1n

(
logn+ log log

1

b
+ log

1

2ε2

)⌉
;

(5) For every f : Ω → R which is c-Lipschitz with respect to the Hamming distance
on [q]V and every a ≥ 0, we have the concentration inequality

Pr
σ∼µ

[|f(σ)− µ(f)| ≥ a] ≤ 2 exp

(
− a2

2c2C1n

)
;

(6) If furthermore µ is b-marginally bounded, then the standard log-Sobolev inequality
holds with constant ρ = 1−2b

log(1/b−1) · 1
C1n

when b < 1
2 , or ρ = 1

2C1n
when b = 1

2 .

The ℓ-uniform block factorization of entropy implies similar results for the heat-
bath block dynamics that updates a random subset of vertices of size ℓ in each step.

The implications in Fact 3.5 are all known and have been widely used, often
implicitly. In the proof below, we give references where explicit statements or direct
proofs are available.

Proof of Fact 3.5. (1) and (2) are proved in [11, Proposition 1.1]. To show (3),
let Pv be the transition matrix corresponding to updating the spin at v conditioned
on all other vertices. Thus, we have the decomposition

Pgl =
1

n

∑

v∈V

Pv.

Let f = ν/µ be the relative density of ν with respect to µ. Then we get

DKL(νPgl ‖ µ) = DKL

(
1

n

∑

v∈V

νPv

∥∥∥∥∥ µ

)
≤ 1

n

∑

v∈V

DKL(νPv ‖ µ) =
1

n

∑

v∈V

Ent(Pvf)

=
1

n

∑

v∈V

Ent[µv(f)] =
1

n

∑

v∈V

Ent(f)− µ[Entv(f)]

= Ent(f)− 1

n

∑

v∈V

µ[Entv(f)] ≤
(
1− 1

C1n

)
Ent(f)

=

(
1− 1

C1n

)
DKL(ν ‖ µ).

(4) can be deduced from (3) as shown by [7, Lemma 2.4]; see also [8, Corollary 2.8]
for the continuous time setting. (5) follows from (2) and [18, Lemma 15]. Finally, (6)
follows by an application of [19, Theorem A.1].

4. Approximate Tensorization via Uniform Block Factorization. Fix a
graph G on n vertices of maximum degree at most ∆, and assume that µ is a b-
marginally bounded Gibbs distribution defined on G satisfying the ⌈θn⌉-uniform block
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factorization of entropy with constant C where θ ≤ b2/(4e∆); i.e., for ℓ = ⌈θn⌉ and
all f : Ω → R≥0 it holds that

ℓ

n
Ent(f) ≤ C · 1(

n
ℓ

)
∑

S∈(Vℓ )

µ[EntS(f)].

We will show that µ also satisfies the approximate tensorization of entropy with
constant Θ(C), which establishes Lemma 2.3.

The intuition behind our approach is that for ℓ as large as θn, if one picks a
uniformly random subset S ⊆ V satisfying |S| = ℓ, then the induced subgraph G[S]
of G on vertex set S is disconnected into many small connected components, each
of which has constant size in expectation and at most O(log n) with high probabil-
ity. Since the conditional Gibbs distribution µτ

S is a product distribution of each
connected component, we can use entropy factorization for product distributions to
reduce approximate tensorization on G to that on small connected subgraphs of G.
This allows us to upper bound the optimal approximate tensorization constant with
a converging series.

Towards fulfilling this intuition, for any S ⊆ V , let C(S) denote the set of con-
nected components of G[S], with each connected component being viewed as a subset
of vertices of S. Note that C(S) is a partition of S. For any v ∈ S, let Sv denote
the (unique) connected component in C(S) containing v; for v /∈ S, take Sv = ∅.
The following is a well-known fact regarding the factorization of entropy for product
measures; see, e.g., [13, 11].

Lemma 4.1. For every subset S ⊆ V , every boundary condition τ ∈ ΩV \S, and
every function f : Ωτ

S → R≥0, we have

EntτS(f) ≤
∑

U∈C(S)

µτ
S [EntU (f)].

Recall that EntU (f) = EntφU (f) is regarded as a function of the boundary condition
φ ∈ Ωτ

S\U on S \ U , and µτ
S [EntU (f)] is the expectation of it under the conditional

Gibbs measure µτ
S .

We also need the following crude exponential upper bound on the approximate
tensorization constant for a Gibbs distribution with bounded marginals.

Lemma 4.2. If µ is b-marginally bounded, then for every subset U ⊆ V , every
boundary condition ξ ∈ ΩV \U , and every function f : Ωξ

U → R≥0, we have

EntξU (f) ≤
3|U |2 log(1/b)

2b2|U|+2

∑

v∈U

µξ
U [Entv(f)].

Finally, the lemma below shows that when a uniformly random and sufficiently
small subset of vertices is selected, the size of the connected component containing a
given vertex is small with high probability.

Lemma 4.3. Let G = (V,E) be an n-vertex graph of maximum degree at most ∆.
Then for every k ∈ N+ we have

PS(|Sv| = k) ≤ ℓ

n
· (2e∆θ)k−1,

where the probability P is taken over a uniformly random subset S ⊆ V of size ℓ =
⌈θn⌉.
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The proofs of Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 can be found in subsection 4.1. We are now
ready to prove Lemma 2.3.

Proof of Lemma 2.3. Combining everything in this section, we deduce that

Ent(f)

≤ C · n
ℓ
· 1(

n
ℓ

)
∑

S∈(Vℓ )

µ[EntS(f)]

(ℓ-uniform block factorization)

≤ C · n
ℓ
· 1(

n
ℓ

)
∑

S∈(Vℓ )

∑

U∈C(S)

µ[EntU (f)](Lemma 4.1)

≤ C · n
ℓ
· 1(

n
ℓ

)
∑

S∈(Vℓ )

∑

U∈C(S)

3|U |2 log(1/b)
2b2|U|+2

∑

v∈U

µ[Entv(f)](Lemma 4.2)

=
3C log(1/b)

2b4
· n
ℓ

∑

v∈V

µ[Entv(f)]

ℓ∑

k=1

PS(|Sv| = k) · k2

b2(k−1)
(rearranging)

≤ 3C log(1/b)

2b4

∑

v∈V

µ[Entv(f)]

ℓ∑

k=1

k2
(
2e∆θ

b2

)k−1

(Lemma 4.3)

≤ 3C log(1/b)

2b4

ℓ∑

k=1

k2

2k−1

∑

v∈V

µ[Entv(f)](θ ≤ b2

12∆ )

≤ 18C log(1/b)

b4

∑

v∈V

µ[Entv(f)].(
∑∞

k=1
k2

2k−1 = 12)

This establishes the lemma.

4.1. Proof of Technical Lemmas. We first prove Lemma 4.2 which gives a
crude bound on the approximate tensorization constant for any subset and boundary
condition.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Fix a subset U ⊆ V of size k ≥ 1 and some boundary
condition ξ ∈ ΩV \U . Let C1 = C1(U, ξ) be the optimal constant of approximate

tensorization for µξ
U ; hence, for every function f : Ωξ

U → R≥0 one has

EntξU (f) ≤ C1

∑

v∈U

µξ
U [Entv(f)].

Let λ = λ(U, ξ) be the spectral gap of the Glauber dynamics for µξ
U , and let ρ = ρ(U, ξ)

be the standard log-Sobolev constant. Thus, for every function f : Ωξ
U → R≥0 it holds

that

λVarξU (f) ≤
1

k

∑

v∈U

µξ
U [Varv(f)];

ρEntξU (f) ≤
1

k

∑

v∈U

µξ
U [Varv(

√
f)].
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Since Varv(
√
f) ≤ Entv(f) (see [54]), we have

(4.1) C1 ≤ 1

ρk
;

see also [11, Proposition 1.1]. Next, [19, Corollary A.4] gives a comparison between
the standard log-Sobolev constant and the spectral gap:

ρ ≥ (1 − 2µ∗)

log(1/µ∗ − 1)
λ

where µ∗ = minσ∈Ωξ
U

µξ
U (σ). Since µ is b-marginally bounded, we have µ∗ ≥ bk. Also,

notice that |Ωξ
U | = 1 and |Ωξ

U | = 2 corresponds to trivial cases where we have C1 ≤ 1,

so we may assume that |Ωξ
U | ≥ 3 which makes µ∗ ≤ 1/3. It follows that

(4.2) ρ ≥ λ

3k log(1/b)
.

Finally, Cheeger’s inequality yields

(4.3) λ ≥ Φ2

2

where Φ is the conductance of the Glauber dynamics defined by

Φ = min
Ω0⊆Ωξ

U

µξ
U (Ω0)≤

1
2

ΦΩ0

ΦΩ0 =
Pgl(Ω0,Ω

ξ
U \ Ω0)

µξ
U (Ω0)

=
1

µξ
U (Ω0)

∑

σ∈Ω0

∑

τ∈Ωξ
U\Ω0

µξ
U (σ)Pgl(σ, τ).

Our assumption that µ is totally-connected guarantees ΦΩ0 > 0 for every Ω0 ⊆ Ωξ
U

with µξ
U (Ω0) ≤ 1

2 . Furthermore, since µ is b-marginally bounded, for every σ ∈ Ω0

and τ ∈ Ωξ
U \ Ω0 such that Pgl(σ, τ) > 0 we have

µξ
U (σ)Pgl(σ, τ) ≥ bk · b

k
=

bk+1

k
.

This gives

(4.4) Φ ≥ 2bk+1

k
.

Combining (4.1)–(4.4), we finally conclude that

C1 ≤ 3k2 log(1/b)

2b2k+2
,

as claimed.

Next we establish Lemma 4.3. We use the following lemma concerning the number
of connected induced subgraphs in a bounded degree graph.
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Lemma 4.4 ([9, Lemma 2.1]). Let G = (V,E) be a graph with maximum degree
at most ∆, and v ∈ V . Then for every k ∈ N+, the number of connected induced
subgraphs of G containing v with k vertices is at most (e∆)k−1.

We then prove Lemma 4.3.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. If Av(k) denotes the collection of subsets of vertices U ⊆ V
such that |U | = k, v ∈ U , and G[U ] is connected, then by the union bound, we have

PS(|Sv| = k) ≤ PS(∃U ∈ Av(k) : U ⊆ S)

≤
∑

U∈Av(k)

PS(U ⊆ S)

= |Av(k)| ·
ℓ

n
· ℓ− 1

n− 1
· · · ℓ− k + 1

n− k + 1

≤ |Av(k)| ·
ℓ

n
·
(
ℓ− 1

n− 1

)k−1

.

We may assume that n ≥ 2 (when n = 1 the lemma holds trivially), and thus

ℓ− 1

n− 1
≤ θn

n− 1
≤ 2θ.

The lemma then follows immediately from |Av(k)| ≤ (e∆)k−1 by Lemma 4.4.

5. Global Entropy Contraction via Local Spectral Expansion. In this
section, we prove Lemma 2.8 by establishing global entropy contraction when the
simplicial complex is a local spectral expander. We give preliminaries in subsection 5.1
for simplicial complexes. In subsection 5.2 we present a very general local-to-global
scheme for entropy contraction. Finally, in subsection 5.3 we reduce local entropy
contraction to local spectral expansion.

5.1. Preliminaries for Simplicial Complexes. Following the definitions and
notations from subsection 1.2, here we give a few more definitions, examples, and
references, emphasizing the global and local walks in weighted simplicial complexes.
The proofs of Claim 1.16 and Lemma 2.7 are included in subsection 5.1.3.

Consider a pure n-dimensional weighted simplicial complex (X, w). We say X is
n-partite if the ground set U of X admits a partition U = U1 ∪ · · · ∪ Un such that
every face of X has at most one element from each part U1, . . . ,Un. For a distribution
µ over [q]V where |V | = n, the corresponding weighted simplicial complex (X, µ) is
n-partite.

5.1.1. Global Walks. For 0 ≤ k ≤ n, the distribution πk on X(k) is given by
for every τ ∈ X(k),

πk(τ) =
1(
n
k

)
∑

σ∈X(n):σ⊇τ

πn(σ)

Moreover, we have the following equality:

πk(τ) =
1

k + 1

∑

σ∈X(k+1):σ⊇τ

πk+1(σ).

We may define simple random walks on X(k) for sampling from the distributions πk

given by “down-up” and “up-down” motions in X. These walks were first introduced
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in [39], and further studied in [20, 41] in the context of high-dimensional expanders.
Recent works [4, 18, 3, 1, 17, 24, 16] have leveraged these walks to study mixing times
of Markov chains.

For each 0 ≤ k ≤ n−1, define the order-k (global) up operator P ↑
k ∈ RX(k)×X(k+1)

and the order-(k+1) (global) down operator P ↓
k+1 ∈ RX(k+1)×X(k) as the row stochastic

matrices with the following entries:

P ↑
k (τ, σ) =

{
πk+1(σ)

(k+1)πk(τ)
, if τ ⊆ σ

0, o.w.

P ↓
k+1(σ, τ) =

{
1

k+1 , if τ ⊆ σ

0, o.w.

In words, the action of P ↑
k can be described as starting with τ ∈ X(k) and adding a

random element i /∈ τ according to the conditional distribution πτ,1(i) =
πk+1(τ∪{i})
(k+1)πk(τ)

.

In particular, we have πkP
↑
k = πk+1. Similarly, the action of P ↓

k+1 can be described as
starting with σ ∈ X(k + 1) and removing a uniformly random element, and we have

πk+1P
↓
k+1 = πk.

From here, for 0 ≤ j < k ≤ n we may define the order-(j, k) (global) up-down

walk on X(j) as P∧
j,k = P ↑

j · · ·P ↑
k−1P

↓
k · · ·P ↓

j+1 and the order-(k, j) (global) down-up

walk on X(k) as P∨
k,j = P ↓

k · · ·P ↓
j+1P

↑
j · · ·P ↑

k−1. The stationary distributions of P∧
j,k

and P∨
k,j are πj and πk respectively.

For example, for any distribution µ over [q]V , the Glauber dynamics for sampling
from µ is precisely the order-(n, n− 1) down-up walk on the corresponding weighted
simplicial complex (X, µ), and the heat-bath block dynamics which updates a random
subset of ℓ vertices in each step is precisely the order-(n, n− ℓ) down-up walk.

Let 0 < k ≤ n and let f (k) : X(k) → R be an arbitrary function. Then for each

0 ≤ j < k we define the function f (j) : X(j) → R by f (j) = P ↑
j · · ·P ↑

k−1f
(k). One can

think of f (j) as the projection of f (k) onto X(j).

5.1.2. Local Walks. One of the beautiful properties of simplicial complexes is
that they facilitate a nice decomposition of the global walks into local walks. Recall
that for every face τ ∈ X(k) there is a (n − k)-dimensional weighted simplicial sub-
complex (Xτ , wτ ) where Xτ = {ξ ⊆ U \ τ : τ ∪ ξ ∈ X} and wτ (ξ) = w(τ ∪ ξ) for each
ξ ∈ Xτ . The subcomplex is known as the link of X with respect to the face τ . The
induced distribution πτ,n−k over Xτ (n− k) can be thought of as the distribution of a
face σ obtained from πn conditioned on the event that τ ⊆ σ.

Again, consider as an example the weighted simplicial complex (X, µ) with respect
to a distribution µ over [q]V . For every U ⊆ V of size k and every τ ∈ ΩU , one can
check that the distribution π(U,τ),n−k over maximal faces of the link (X(U,τ), w(U,τ))
is exactly the conditional distribution µτ

V \U over configurations on V \ U .
With the notion of link, we may now define the local walks rigorously. For each

0 ≤ k ≤ n − 2 and τ ∈ X(k), we define the local walk at τ as Pτ = 2P∧
τ,1,2 − I

where P∧
τ,1,2 = P ↑

τ,1P
↓
τ,2 is the order-(1, 2) up-down walk on the link (Xτ , wτ ). More

specifically, for i, j ∈ Xτ (1), we have

Pτ (i, j) =

{
πτ∪{i},1(j) =

πτ,2({i,j})
2πτ,1(i)

, if {i, j} ∈ Xτ (2)

0, o.w.
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Note that the stationary distribution of Pτ is πτ,1. One way to think of Pτ is being
the random walk matrix corresponding to the following weighted graph: take the
vertices of the weighted graph to be the elements of Xτ (1), and take the edges to be
the vertex-pairs in Xτ (2), with weights given by πτ,2.

We can establish mixing properties of global walks by decomposing them into
local walks, which are usually easier to study; we refer the readers to [41, 4, 18, 1] for
more details.

Let 0 < k ≤ n and let f : X(k) → R be an arbitrary function. Then for every

0 ≤ j < k and every τ ∈ X(j), we define the function f
(k−j)
τ : Xτ (k − j) → R

by f
(k−j)
τ (ξ) = f (k)(τ ∪ ξ) for each ξ ∈ Xτ (k − j). One can think of f

(k−j)
τ as the

restriction of f (k) to the link Xτ (k − j).
Finally, we mention that the notion of global and local walks has a similar flavor as

the restriction-projection framework used in [45, 44, 37] for decomposition of general
Markov chains. For instance, the analog of the “restriction chains” in the setting
of simplicial complexes are the Glauber dynamics of the conditional distributions.
However, we note that these analogous “restriction chains” significantly overlap, in
contrast to the partitioning condition in [45, 44, 37].

5.1.3. Proofs of Claim 1.16 and Lemma 2.7. We present here the proofs of
Claim 1.16 and Lemma 2.7.

Proof of Claim 1.16. For all 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1, every τ ∈ X(k), and every i ∈ Xτ (1),
we have

πτ,1(i) =
πk+1(τ ∪ {i})∑

j∈Xτ (1)
πk+1(τ ∪ {j}) =

πk+1(τ ∪ {i})
(k + 1)πk(τ)

.

Now, consider the weighted simplicial complex (X, µ) corresponding to a distribution
µ over [q]V . Every face in X(k) is in the form (U, τ) where U ⊆ V , |U | = k, and
τ ∈ ΩU , and every element in Xτ (1) is of the form (v, i) for some v ∈ V \ U and
i ∈ Ωτ

v . Hence, the equality above implies that

π(U,τ),1

(
(v, i)

)
=

πk+1

(
(U ∪ {v}, τ ∪ {i})

)

(k + 1)πk

(
(U, τ)

)

=

1

( n
k+1)

µ(σU = τ, σv = i)

(k + 1) · 1

(nk)
µ(σU = τ)

=
1

n− k
µ(σv = i | σU = τ)

≥ b

n− k

where the last inequality follows from the marginal boundedness of µ. This shows the
claim.

From the proof we see that π(U,τ),1

(
(v, i)

)
≤ 1

n−k always holds. This in fact is
true for all weighted simplicial complexes.

To prove Lemma 2.7, we need the following entropy decomposition result in [18].

Lemma 5.1 (Entropy Decomposition in Simplicial Complexes, [18]). Let (X, w)
be a pure n-dimensional weighted simplicial complex, and let 1 ≤ j < k ≤ n. Then
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the following decomposition of entropy holds: for every f (k) : X(k) → R≥0,

Entπk
(f (k)) = Entπj

(f (j)) +
∑

τ∈X(j)

πj(τ) · Entπτ,k−j
(f (k−j)

τ ).

Proof. Since πk(f
(k)) = πj(f

(j)) and the equality is scale invariant, we may as-
sume without loss that πk(f

(k)) = πj(f
(j)) = 1; hence Entπk

(f (k)) = πk(f
(k) log f (k))

and Entπj
(f (j)) = πj(f

(j) log f (j)). Using the law of conditional expectation, we have

πk

(
f (k) log f (k)

)

=
∑

τ∈X(j)

πj(τ) · πτ,k−j

(
f (k−j)
τ log f (k−j)

τ

)

=
∑

τ∈X(j)

πj(τ) · πτ,k−j(f
(k−j)
τ )︸ ︷︷ ︸

=f(j)(τ)

log πτ,k−j(f
(k−j)
τ )︸ ︷︷ ︸

=f(j)(τ)

+
∑

τ∈X(j)

πj(τ) · Entπτ,k−j
(f (k−j)

τ )

= πj

(
f (j) log f (j)

)
+
∑

τ∈X(j)

πj(τ) · Entπτ,k−j
(f (k−j)

τ )

as claimed.

Proof of Lemma 2.7. Since there is a one-to-one correspondence between Ω and
X(n), every function f : Ω → R≥0 for the spin system is equivalent to a function
f (n) : X(n) → R≥0 for the simplicial complex. Moreover, for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 1,
every U ⊆ V of size k, and every τ ∈ ΩU , the function fτ : ΩV \U → R≥0 (restriction
of f to configurations on V \ U with U fixed to be τ) is the same as the function

f
(n−k)
(U,τ) : X(U,τ)(n− k) → R≥0 for the link with respect to (U, τ) ∈ X(k). Thus, we can
get

1(
n
ℓ

)
∑

S∈(Vℓ )

µ[EntS(f)] =
∑

S∈(Vℓ )

∑

τ∈ΩV \S

1(
n
ℓ

) · µ(σV \S = τ) · EntτS(f)

=
∑

U∈( V

n−ℓ)

∑

τ∈ΩU

1(
n
ℓ

) · µ(σU = τ) · EntτV \U (fτ )

=
∑

(U,τ)∈X(n−ℓ)

πn−ℓ(U, τ) · Entπ(U,τ),ℓ
(f

(ℓ)
(U,τ))

= Entπn
(f (n))− Entπn−ℓ

(f (n−ℓ))

where the last equality follows from Lemma 5.1. The lemma then follows.

5.1.4. Implications of Global Entropy Contraction. We summarize here
a few corollaries of global entropy contraction for arbitrary weighted simplicial com-
plexes.

Fact 5.2. Let (X, w) be a pure n-dimensional weighted simplicial complex. If
(X, w) satisfies the order-(r, s) global entropy contraction with rate κ, then the order-
(s, r) down-up walk and order-(r, s) up-down walk satisfy all of the following:
(1) The Poincaré inequality holds with constant λ = κ;
(2) The modified log-Sobolev inequality holds with constant ρ0 = κ;
(3) The relative entropy decays with rate α = κ;
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(4) The mixing time of the order-(s, r) down-up walk satisfies

Tmix(P
∨
s,r , ε) ≤

⌈
1

κ

(
log log

1

π∗
s

+ log
1

2ε2

)⌉

where π∗
s = minσ∈X(s) πs(σ); The same mixing time bound holds for the order-

(r, s) up-down walk as well with π∗
s replaced by π∗

r .
(5) For every f : X(s) → R which is c-Lipschitz w.r.t. the shortest path metric

induced by the order-(s, r) down-up walk on X(s), and every a ≥ 0, we have the
concentration inequality

Pr
σ∼πs

[|f(σ)− µ(f)| ≥ a] ≤ 2 exp

(
−κa2

2c2

)
.

These implications are shown in [18]. We remark that Fact 3.5 can also be viewed
as a consequence of Fact 5.2 by Lemma 2.7. Technically we can also show a standard
log-Sobolev inequality under the assumption of marginal boundedness, like (6) of
Fact 3.5. However, the constant is complicated to state in this setting and so we omit
it here.

Proof. (1) can be proved by the linearization argument in the proof of [11, Propo-
sition 1.1]. The remaining results are all shown in [18]: (3) follows from [18, Corollary
13]; (2) follows by (3) and [18, Theorem 7]; (4) can be deduced from (3) and the direct
proof of [18, Corollary 8]; finally, (5) follows from (2) and [18, Lemma 15].

5.2. Local-to-Global Entropy Contraction. As mentioned earlier, one of
the beautiful properties of simplicial complexes is that they admit a local-to-global
phenomenon, where mixing properties of the local walks Pτ imply mixing properties
for the global walks in a quantitative sense. For instance, ( C

n−1 ,
C

n−2 , . . . , C)-local

spectral expansion implies Ω(n−(1+C)) spectral gap for the Glauber dynamics [1]
(although we note weaker results of this type were previously known due to [20,
41]). It turns out this local-to-global spectral result is completely equivalent to the
property that local contraction of variance implies global contraction of variance; see
Appendix A for more discussion. The goal of this section is to prove an analogous
local-to-global result for entropy. First, we formalize our notion of local entropy
contraction.

Definition 5.3 (Local Entropy Contraction). We say a pure n-dimensional
weighted simplicial complex (X, w) satisfies (α0, . . . , αn−2)-local entropy contraction
if for every (global) function f (n) : X(n) → R≥0, every 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 2, and every
τ ∈ X(k), we have

Entπτ,2(f
(2)
τ ) ≥ (1 + αk) Entπτ,1(f

(1)
τ ).

Recall that f
(2)
τ (ξ) = f (k+2)(τ ∪ ξ) = (P ↑

k+2 · · ·P
↑
n−1f

(n))(τ ∪ ξ) for each ξ ∈ Xτ (2),

and f
(1)
τ is defined similarly.

One might want to replace the conditions in Definition 5.3 with “for every 0 ≤
k ≤ n− 2, every τ ∈ X(k), and every (local) function f

(2)
τ : Xτ (2) → R≥0”, resulting

in a stronger notion of local entropy contraction. Indeed, this is the case for local
spectral expansion or local variance contraction (see Appendix A). In contrast, our
Definition 5.3 only considers local functions originating from global functions. This
is sufficient since in the end we are only interested in the order-(n, k) down-up walk
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P∨
n,n−ℓ and only need to consider global functions f (n) : X(n) → R≥0. Moreover,

using this weaker notion makes it easier for us to deduce local entropy contraction
from local spectral expansion in subsection 5.3.

With the notion of local entropy contraction, we are able to prove the following
local-to-global entropy contraction result.

Theorem 5.4 (Local-to-Global Entropy Contraction). Suppose a pure weighted
n-dimensional simplicial complex (X, w) satisfies (α0, . . . , αn−2)-local entropy contrac-
tion. Then for every function f (n) : X(n) → R≥0 and all 1 ≤ k ≤ n− 1, we have

(5.1)
Entπk+1

(f (k+1))
∑k

i=0 Γi

≥ Entπj
(f (k))

∑k−1
i=0 Γi

where Γi =
∏i−1

j=0 αj for 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1 and Γ0 = 1. In particular, (X, w) satisfies the
order-(k, n) global entropy contraction with rate

κ =

∑n−1
i=k Γi∑n−1
i=0 Γi

.

Remark 5.5. After we posted a preliminary version of this paper, it was brought
to our attention that Guo-Mousa had also independently obtained this result [31].
The analogous result for variance, which we present in Appendix A, was also inde-
pendently obtained by Kaufman-Mass [40]. Finally, we mention the recent work [2]
which established local-to-global arguments for any f -divergence in a very general
setting.

In [18], the authors showed that the simplicial complexes with respect to homo-
geneous strongly log-concave distributions satisfy (1, . . . , 1)-local entropy contraction;
see Lemma 10 of [18]. That is, αk = 1 for all k and thus Γk = 1 for all k. Then
Theorem 5.4 implies that for every k we have

Entπk+1
(f (k+1)) ≥ k + 1

k
Entπk

(f (k)),

which recovers Lemma 11 of [18].

Proof of Theorem 5.4. We prove (5.1) by induction. When k = 1, (5.1) is equiv-
alent to

Entπ2(f
(2)) ≥ (1 + α0) Entπ1(f

(1)),

which holds by assumption. Now suppose (5.1) holds for k − 1; i.e.,

Entπk
(f (k))

∑k−1
i=0 Γi

≥ Entπk−1
(f (k−1))

∑k−2
i=0 Γi

.

By Lemma 5.1 we have

Entπk+1
(f (k+1))− Entπk−1

(f (k−1)) =
∑

τ∈X(k−1)

πk−1(τ) · Entπτ,2(f
(2)
τ )

≥ (1 + αk−1)
∑

τ∈X(k−1)

πk−1(τ) · Entπτ,1(f
(1)
τ )

= (1 + αk−1)
(
Entπk

(f (k))− Entπk−1
(f (k−1))

)
.
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It follows that

Entπk+1
(f (k+1)) ≥ (1 + αk−1) Entπk

(f (k))− αk−1 Entπk−1
(f (k−1))

≥ (1 + αk−1) Entπk
(f (k))− αk−1 ·

∑k−2
i=0 Γi∑k−1
i=0 Γi

· Entπk
(f (k))(Induction)

=

(
1 + αk−1 ·

Γk−1∑k−1
i=0 Γi

)
Entπk

(f (k))

=

∑k
i=0 Γi∑k−1
i=0 Γi

· Entπk
(f (k)).

This proves the theorem.

5.3. Local Entropy Contraction via Local Spectral Expansion. Thanks
to Theorem 5.4, it remains to show local entropy contraction in order to prove
Lemma 2.8. In general, proving local entropy contraction is a difficult task. Our
goal here is to show that one can deduce local entropy contraction from local spectral
expansion if we further enforce certain bounds on the marginals of the distribution.

Theorem 5.6. Suppose that (X, w) is a pure n-dimensional weighted simplicial
complex that is (b0, . . . , bn−1)-marginally bounded and has (ζ0, . . . , ζn−2)-local spectral
expansion. Then X satisfies (α0, . . . , αn−2)-local entropy contraction where for 0 ≤
k ≤ n− 2,

(5.2) αk = max

{
1− 4ζk

b2k(n− k)2
,

1− ζk

4 + 2 log( 1
2bkbk+1

)

}
.

Remark 5.7. The purpose of the second bound is to obtain some weak control
over the local entropy contraction when the first bound becomes vacuous (e.g. when
n − k is sufficiently small). However, we technically do not need it in the proof
of our main mixing results, since we only require local entropy contraction when
n−k ≥ Ω(n0 and n is sufficiently large. Nevertheless, we record it here to demonstrate
that there is a more general connection between local spectral expansion and local
entropy contraction.

With Theorem 5.6, we are able to prove Lemma 2.8.

Proof of Lemma 2.8. First notice that it suffices to prove the lemma for the case
s = n, since when s < n we can consider the s-dimensional simplicial complex X

′ =
{σ ∈ X : |σ| ≤ s} instead. When s = n, the lemma follows immediately from
Theorems 5.4 and 5.6.

The rest of this section aims to prove Theorem 5.6. We will show separately the
two bounds in (5.2) on the rate of local entropy contraction, and we will refer to them
as the first bound and the second bound. The first bound is more subtle and indicates
that αk = 1 − Θ(ζk) for the weighted simplicial complex (X, µ) corresponding to a
marginally bounded distribution µ over [q]V (see Claim 1.16). The second bound is
crude but may still be helpful when the first bound is bad.

5.3.1. Proof of the First Bound. We break the proof of it into the following
lemmas, which are the essence of our approach.

First we generalize Lemma 10 of [18] as follows.
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Lemma 5.8. Suppose the local walk P∅ with stationary distribution π1 satisfies
λ2(P∅) ≤ ζ. Then for every f (2) : X(2) → R≥0 and taking f (1) = P ↑

1 f
(2), we have

Entπ2(f
(2))− 2Entπ1(f

(1)) ≥ −ζ · Varπ1(f
(1))

π1(f (1))
.

The following lemma shows that for marginally bounded simplicial complexes, for

any global function f (n), the induced local functions f
(1)
τ are “balanced” in the sense

that the values of f
(1)
τ cannot be too large compared to the expectation of it.

Lemma 5.9. If X is a (b0, . . . , bn−1)-marginally bounded simplicial complex, then
for every function f (n) : X(n) → R≥0, all 0 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, every τ ∈ X(k) such that
f (k)(τ) > 0, and every i ∈ Xτ (1), we have

f
(1)
τ (i)

πτ,1(f
(1)
τ )

≤ 1

bk(n− k)
.

Finally, we show that for “balanced” functions the entropy and variance differ
only by a constant factor after normalization.

Lemma 5.10. Let π be a distribution over a finite set Ω, and let f : Ω → R≥0

such that π(f) > 0. If f(x) ≤ c · π(f) for all x ∈ Ω, then

Varπ(f)

π(f)
≤ 4c2 Entπ(f).

Note that c ≥ 1 and we always have the inequality Entπ(f) ≤ Varπ(f)
π(f) .

We then show how to use these three lemmas to prove the first bound in (5.2).

Proof of the first bound in (5.2). Let 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 2, τ ∈ X(k) and f (n) : X(n) →
R≥0 be arbitrary. Then applying, Lemma 5.8 to the link (Xτ , wτ ) and using λ2(Pτ ) ≤
ζk, we have the inequality

Entπτ,2(f
(2)
τ )− 2Entπτ,1(f

(1)
τ ) ≥ −ζk · Varπτ,1(f

(1)
τ )

πτ,1(f
(1)
τ )

(5.3)

where f
(2)
τ : Xτ (2) → R≥0 and f

(1)
τ : Xτ (1) → R≥0 are derived from f (n). By

Lemma 5.9, we have f
(1)
τ (i) ≤ 1

bk(n−k) · πτ,1(f
(1)
τ ) for all i ∈ Xτ (1). It follows by

Lemma 5.10 that

Varπτ,1(f
(1)
τ )

πτ,1(f
(1)
τ )

≤ 4

b2k(n− k)2
· Entπτ,1(f

(1)
τ ).(5.4)

Hence, it follows by combining (5.3) and (5.4) that

Entπτ,2(f
(2)
τ )− 2Entπτ,1(f

(1)
τ ) ≥ − 4ζk

b2k(n− k)2
· Entπτ,1(f

(1)
τ ).

Rearranging, we obtain

Entπτ,2(f
(2)
τ ) ≥

(
1 +

(
1− 4ζk

b2k(n− k)2

))
Entπτ,1(f

(1)
τ ).

As this holds for all τ ∈ X(k) and all 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 2, we obtain the first bound.
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It remains to prove Lemmas 5.8 to 5.10. We note that these lemmas are logically
independent of each other.

Proof of Lemma 5.8. First, observe that the desired inequality is scale invariant,
and hence we may assume without loss that π2(f

(2)) = π1(f
(1)) = 1. We shall write

ij to represent {i, j} ∈ X(2) for simplicity. Let us rewrite 2 Entπ1(f
(1)) in a form

which is more convenient to compare with Entπ2(f
(2)). Observe that

Entπ1(f
(1)) =

∑

i∈X(1)

π1(i)f
(1)(i) log f (1)(i)

=
∑

i∈X(1)

π1(i)




∑

j∈X(1):ij∈X(2)

π2(ij)

2π1(i)
· f (2)(ij)



 log f (1)(i)

=
∑

i∈X(1)

∑

j∈X(1):ij∈X(2)

π2(ij)

2
· f (2)(ij) log f (1)(i)

=
1

2

∑

ij∈X(2)

π2(ij) · f (2)(ij) log
(
f (1)(i)f (1)(j)

)
.

By the inequality a log a
b ≥ a− b for any a ≥ 0 and b > 0, we can get

Entπ2(f
(2))− 2Entπ1(f

(1))

=
∑

ij∈X(2)

π2(ij) · f (2)(ij)
(
log f (2)(ij)− log

(
f (1)(i)f (1)(j)

))

≥
∑

ij∈X(2)

π2(ij) ·
(
f (2)(ij)− f (1)(i)f (1)(j)

)

=
∑

ij∈X(2)

π2(ij)f
(2)(ij)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=π2(f(2))=1

−
∑

ij∈X(2)

π2(ij)f
(1)(i)f (1)(j)

= 1− (f (1))⊤Wf (1)

where W ∈ R
X(1)×X(1)
≥0 is the symmetric matrix with entriesW (i, j) = π2(ij)

2 whenever
ij ∈ X(2), and W (i, j) = 0 otherwise. Note that W = diag(π1)P∅ since recall that

P∅ has entries P∅(i, j) =
π2(ij)
2π1(i)

whenever ij ∈ X(2), and P∅(i, j) = 0 otherwise. Now,

we analyze W spectrally assuming knowledge of the spectral gap of P∅. Observe that
since π1(f

(1)) = 1, we have that

1− (f (1))⊤Wf (1)

= π1

[
f (1)

]2
− π1

[
(f (1))2

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
−Varπ1 (f

(1))

+ π1

[
(f (1))2

]
− (f (1))⊤ diag(π1)P∅f

(1)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=EP∅

(f(1),f(1))

= EP∅
(f (1), f (1))−Varπ1(f

(1))

≥ (1 − ζ) ·Varπ1(f
(1))−Varπ1(f

(1))

(Spectral Gap or Poincaré Inequality)

= −ζ · Varπ1(f
(1))

π1(f (1))
(π1(f

(1)) = 1)
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and we are done.

Proof of Lemma 5.9. Without loss of generality, we may assume πn(f
(n)) = 1,

which also implies that πk(f
(k)) = 1 for all k. It follows that if we define νk =

f (k)πk for 0 ≤ k ≤ n, then νk is a distribution on X(k). For intuition, note that

νk = νnP
↓
n · · ·P ↓

k+1, and hence we can regard these distributions as from the weighted
simplicial complex (X, νn). We then have

f
(1)
τ (i)

πτ,1(f
(1)
τ )

=
f (k+1)(τ ∪ {i})

f (k)(τ)
=

νk+1(τ∪{i})
(k+1) νk(τ)

πk+1(τ∪{i})
(k+1) πk(τ)

=
ντ,1(i)

πτ,1(i)
.

Trivially we have ντ,1(i) ≤ 1
n−k ; see the proof of Claim 1.16 in subsection 5.1.3 and

the remark after it. Furthermore, by assumption, we have πτ,1(i) ≥ bk. The claim
follows.

Proof of Lemma 5.10. Without loss of generality, we may assume that π(f) = 1.
Then, f(x) ≤ c for all x ∈ Ω. Let ν = fπ, so f is the relative density of ν with respect
to π. We need to show that

Varπ(f) ≤ 4c2 Entπ(f).

Fact 3.2 implies that for every function g : Ω → R, we have

ν(g) ≤ DKL(ν ‖ π) + log π(eg) = Entπ(f) + log π(eg).

Let g = t(f − 1) for some parameter t > 0 to be determined. Then

ν(g) = t (ν(f)− 1) = t (π(f2)− 1) = tVarπ(f).

Hence, we obtain that

Varπ(f) ≤
1

t
Entπ(f) +

1

t
log π

(
et(f−1)

)
.

This is known as the entropy inequality [47].
Notice that c ≥ 1 always and Entπ(f) ≤ Varπ(f) when π(f) = 1 (see, e.g., [54]).

Consider first the case that 1 ≤ c ≤ 2. We shall pick

t =

√
Entπ(f)

Varπ(f)
≤ 1.

Then t(f − 1) ≤ c− 1 ≤ 1. Since ex ≤ 1 + x+ x2 when x ≤ 1, we get

log π
(
et(f−1)

)
≤ log π

(
1 + t(f − 1) + t2(f − 1)2

)

= log
(
1 + t2 Varπ(f)

)

≤ t2 Varπ(f).

It follows that

Varπ(f) ≤
1

t
Entπ(f) + tVarπ(f).

For our choice of t, we obtain

Varπ(f) ≤ 4Entπ(f) ≤ 4c2 Entπ(f).
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Next, consider the case that c > 2. This time we pick

t =

√
Entπ(f)

Varπ(f)
· 2 ln c

c
≤ 2 ln c

c
.

Then t(f − 1) ≤ 2 ln c. For all x ≤ 2 ln c, it holds that ex ≤ 1+ x+( c
2 ln c)

2x2. Hence,
we get

log π
(
et(f−1)

)
≤ log π

(
1 + t(f − 1) +

( c

2 ln c

)2
t2(f − 1)2

)

= log

(
1 + t2

( c

2 ln c

)2
Varπ(f)

)

≤ t2
( c

2 ln c

)2
Varπ(f).

We then deduce that

Varπ(f) ≤
1

t
Entπ(f) + t

( c

2 ln c

)2
Varπ(f)

=⇒ Varπ(f) ≤
( c

ln c

)2
Entπ(f) ≤ 4c2 Entπ(f).

This establishes the lemma.

5.3.2. Proof of the Second Bound. Here we prove the second bound in (5.2).
We do this by reducing entropy contraction to bounding the standard log-Sobolev
constant. Since the marginals are bounded, a comparison inequality between the
standard log-Sobolev constant and spectral gap then finishes the proof.

We will show that for every (local) function f (2) : X(2) → R≥0, we have

(5.5) Entπ2(f
(2)) ≥ (1 + α0) Entπ1(f

(1)),

where

α0 =
1− ζ0

4 + 2 log( 1
2b0b1

)
.

This establishes the second bound for the case k = 0 and τ = ∅. For arbitrary
0 ≤ k ≤ n − 2 and arbitrary τ ∈ X(k), we can just consider the link (Xτ , wτ ) at τ
instead and achieve the results.

Recall that for a reversible Markov chain P with stationary distribution π on a
finite state space Ω, the standard logarithmic Sobolev constant is defined as

ρ(P ) = inf

{EP (
√
f,

√
f)

Entπ(f)

∣∣∣∣ f : Ω → R≥0, Entπ(f) 6= 0

}
.

We prove (5.5) by the following two lemmas. First we relate α0 with the standard
log-Sobolev constant of the order-(2, 1) down-up walk P∨

2,1.

Lemma 5.11. For every (local) function f (2) : X(2) → R≥0, we have

Entπ1(f
(1)) ≤

(
1− ρ(P∨

2,1)
)
Entπ2(f

(2)).

The following lemma is equation (3.9) from [19] which compares the standard
log-Sobolev constant and the spectral gap.
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Lemma 5.12 ([19]). For every reversible Markov chain P with stationary distri-
bution π on a finite state space Ω, we have the inequality

ρ(P ) ≥ λ(P )

2 + log(1/π∗)

where π∗ = minx∈Ω π(x).

We are now ready to prove the second bound of (5.2).

Proof of the second bound in (5.2). From Lemma 5.11 we deduce that for every
(local) function f (2) : X(2) → R≥0,

(5.6) Entπ2(f
(2)) ≥ 1

1− ρ(P∨
2,1)

Entπ1(f
(1)) ≥

(
1 + ρ(P∨

2,1)
)
Entπ1(f

(1)).

Meanwhile, Lemma 5.12 gives

(5.7) ρ(P∨
2,1) ≥

λ(P∨
2,1)

2 + log(1/π∗
2)

≥ 1− ζ0
4 + 2 log(1/π∗

2)
,

where the last inequality follows from

λ(P∨
2,1) = λ(P∧

1,2) = 1− λ2(P
∧
1,2) =

1

2
(1− λ2(P∅)) ≥

1− ζ0
2

.

Also, the marginal boundedness of (X, w) implies that for every {i, j} ∈ X(2),

(5.8) π2({i, j}) = 2 · π1(i) · π{i},1(j) ≥ 2b0b1.

Combining (5.6)–(5.8), we get (5.5). The bounds on local entropy contraction rate
for any 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 2 and τ ∈ X(k) follows by considering the link (Xτ , wτ ).

Let us now prove Lemma 5.11. We follow the proof of [49, Proposition 6], using
the following technical lemma.

Lemma 5.13 ([49, Lemma 5]). For real numbers t ≥ 0 and s ≥ −t, we have the
inequality

(t+ s) log(t+ s) ≥ t log t+ s(1 + log t) + (
√
t+ s−

√
t)2.

Proof of Lemma 5.11. For convenience, we write P ↑ = P ↑
1 , P

↓ = P ↓
2 , and P∨ =

P∨
2,1 = P ↓

2 P
↑
1 in the proof. Since π1(f

(1)) = π2(f
(2)) and the inequality is scale

invariant, we may assume these expectations are 1. Towards proving the desired
contraction inequality, we first prove the following intermediate inequality: for all
i ∈ X(1),
(5.9)(
P ↑f (2) log f (2)

)
(i) ≥

(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i)·log

(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i)+

(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i)−

(
P ↑
√
f (2)

)
(i)2.

Let us first see how to use this inequality to prove the desired contraction inequality.
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Observe that

Entπ1(f
(1))

= Entπ1

(
P ↑f (2)

)

=
∑

i∈X(1)

π1(i) ·
(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i) · log

(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i)

≤
(5.9)

∑

i∈X(1)

π1(i)
(
P ↑
1 f

(2) log f (2)
)
(i)−

∑

i∈X(1)

π1(i)
((

P ↑f (2)
)
(i)−

(
P ↑
√
f (2)

)
(i)2
)

=
〈
1, P ↑f (2) log f (2)

〉

π1

−
〈
1, P ↑f (2)

〉

π1

+
〈
P ↑
√

f (2), P ↑
√
f (2)

〉

π1

=
〈
1, f (2) log f (2)

〉

π2

−
〈
1, f (2)

〉

π2

+
〈√

f (2), P∨
√
f (2)

〉

π2

= Entπ2(f
(2))− EP∨

(√
f (2),

√
f (2)

)

≤ (1− ρ(P∨)) Entπ2(f
(2)).

All that remains is to prove (5.9). For every i ∈ X(1), taking t =
(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i), we

have that
(
P ↑f (2) log f (2)

)
(i)

=
∑

σ∈X(2)

P ↑(i, σ)f (2)(σ) log f (2)(σ)

=
∑

σ∈X(2)

P ↑(i, σ)
(
t+ f (2)(σ) − t

)
log
(
t+ f (2)(σ)− t

)

≥
∑

σ∈X(2)

P ↑(i, σ)

(
t log t+ (f (2)(σ) − t)(1 + log t) +

(√
f (2)(σ) −

√
t

)2
)

=
(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i) log

(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i) +

∑

σ∈X(2)

P ↑(i, σ)

(√
f (2)(σ)−

√(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i)

)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Expand

=
(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i) log

(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i) + 2

(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i)− 2

√(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i) ·

(
P ↑
√
f (2)

)
(i)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(∗)

where in the inequality, we used Lemma 5.13. Let us now lower bound (∗). We
observe that

(∗)−
((

P ↑f (2)
)
(i)−

(
P ↑
√
f (2)

)
(i)2
)
=

(√(
P ↑f (2)

)
(i)−

(
P ↑
√

f (2)
)
(i)

)2

≥ 0.

(5.9) then follows and we are done.

6. Spectral Independence for the Monomer-Dimer Model. Our goal in
this section is to obtain strong spectral independence bounds for the monomer-dimer
model; in particular, we prove Theorem 2.10. Fix a graph G = (VG, EG) and a
positive real number λ > 0. We define the monomer-dimer model on G to be the
distribution µG on 2EG supported on all matchings of G, where µG(M) ∝ λ|M|. We
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note this model may be identified with the hard-core model on the line graph L(G)
with parameter λ, and hence, may also be viewed as a 2-spin system with spins in
{0, 1}. As above, we also think of the states as being assignments σ : E → {0, 1} such
that {e ∈ E : σ(e) = 0} is a matching.

For the purposes of this section, we employ an equivalent notion of pairwise
influence, originally defined in [3] and also used in [17], which is more convenient for
the monomer-dimer model since there are only two spin values. We define

Iτ
G(e → f) = µG(σf = 0 | σe = 0, σΛ = τ)− µG(σf = 0 | σe = 1, σΛ = τ)

for every Λ ⊆ EG, every feasible boundary condition τ : Λ → {0, 1}, and every
pair of distinct edges e, f /∈ Λ; we take Iτ

G(e → f) = 0 if e = f . We say the Gibbs
distribution µG of the monomer-dimer model is η-spectrally independent if λ1(Iτ

G) ≤ η
for all Λ ⊆ E and all feasible τ : Λ → {0, 1}, where IG is the associated matrix of
pairwise influences. We note this notion of spectral independence is equivalent to
Definition 1.11; see [3].

We prove the following. Note that Theorem 2.10 is a consequence of it as the
maximum eigenvalue of a matrix is upper bounded by the maximum absolute row
sum.

Theorem 6.1. Fix an integer ∆ ≥ 3, and a positive real number λ > 0. Then
for every graph G = (VG, EG) of maximum degree at most ∆ with m = |E|, every
Λ ⊆ EG, and every feasible boundary condition σΛ : Λ → {0, 1} on Λ ⊆ V with
|Λ| = k, the Gibbs distribution µ = µG,λ of the monomer-dimer model on G with
fugacity λ is (η0, . . . , ηm−2)-spectrally independent with

ηk ≤ min
{
2λ∆, O(

√
λ∆)

}
.

Remark 6.2. We note that [2] independently gave an O(1)-spectral independence
bound for vertex-to-vertex influences using Hurwitz stability which is incomparable
to our result here.

Our proof follows the strategy used in [3, 17, 16, 24]. Specifically, we prove
Theorem 6.1 in two steps. In the first step, we prove a reduction for bounding the
total influence of an edge in G to the total influence of an edge in the associated tree
of self-avoiding walks in G. To do this, we extend known results [28] on the univariate
matching polynomial, following a similar but simpler argument used in [17]. In the
second step, we bound the total influence of an edge in any tree of maximum degree
at most ∆ by leveraging the associated tree recursions. We formalize these in the
following two intermediate theorems.

Theorem 6.3 (Reduction from Graphs to Trees). Fix a graph G = (VG, EG),
r ∈ VG, e ∼ r incident to r, f ∈ EG, and λ > 0. Then there exists a tree T =
TSAW(G, r) = (VT , ET ) such that the following inequality holds:

∑

f∈EG:f 6=e

|IG(e → f)| ≤
∑

g∈ET :g 6=e

|IT (e → g)| .

Theorem 6.4 (Total Edge Influence in Trees). Let T = (VT , ET ) be any tree of
maximum degree ≤ ∆, e ∈ ET be any edge, and fix λ > 0. Then we have the bound

∑

f∈ET :f 6=e

|IT (e → f)| ≤ min
{
2λ∆, 2

√
1 + λ∆

}
.
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Remark 6.5. We note that this bound on the total influence of an edge is tight
for the infinite ∆-regular tree. However, it turns out that bounding the maximum
eigenvalue of the influence matrix using the total influence of an edge is not tight for
the infinite ∆-regular tree.

Assuming the truth of these two theorems, we now give a straightforward proof of
Theorem 6.1.

Proof of Theorem 6.1. Fix G, Λ ⊆ EG and τ : Λ → {0, 1}. Let H = (VH , EH) be
the graph obtained from G by deleting all edges e ∈ Λ such that τ(e) = 1, and deleting
all edges f ∈ Λ along with edges incident to them such that τ(f) = 0. Observe that
H is a subgraph of G with maximum degree at most ∆, and crucially, the conditional
distribution µτ

G is precisely µH . By Theorems 6.3 and 6.4, we have the bound

λ1(Iτ
G) = λ1(IH) ≤ min{2λ∆, 2

√
1 + λ∆}.

As G,Λ, τ were arbitrary, the claim follows.

All that remains is to prove Theorems 6.3 and 6.4. We do this in subsections 6.1
and 6.2, respectively, noting that the arguments are completely independent of one
another.

6.1. Reducing Influences in Graphs to Influences in Trees: Proof of

Theorem 6.3. Fix a graph G = (VG, EG) with maximum degree ≤ ∆, and a vertex
r ∈ VG. Let TSAW(G, r) denote the self-avoiding walk tree in G rooted at r; in
the context of matchings, this is known as the “path tree” [28], and we refer to
[28] for formal definitions. Note that we do not impose any boundary conditions on
TSAW(G, r) like in [61]. For every vertex u ∈ VG, we write C(u) to be the set of copies
of u in T . Similarly, for every edge e ∈ EG, we write C(e) to be the set of copies of e
in T .

We prove the following more fine-grained relationship between pairwise influences
in G and pairwise influences in T = TSAW(G, r).

Proposition 6.6 (Influence in G to Influence in TSAW(G, r)). For every graph
G = (VG, EG), r ∈ VG, e ∼ r, f ∈ EG with f 6= e, and edge activities xe ≥ 0, if we
let T = TSAW(G, r) = (VT , ET ), then we have the identity

IG(e → f) =
∑

f ′∈C(f)

IT (e → f ′).

We note that by the Triangle Inequality, Proposition 6.6 immediately implies The-
orem 6.3. Hence, it suffices to prove Proposition 6.6, which we do by generalizing
properties of the univariate matching polynomial.

Define the following multivariate edge-matching polynomial.

MG(xe : e ∈ ET ) =
∑

M⊆E matching

∏

e∈M

xe.

MG is also the partition function of the monomer-dimer model on G with edge ac-
tivities xe ≥ 0. Furthermore, if r ∈ VG is arbitrary, and we denote T = TSAW(G, r),
then define

MT (xe : e ∈ EG)
def
= MT (xf : f ∈ ET )
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where xf = xe for all f ∈ C(e) and all e ∈ EG. We note that while MG is always
multiaffine, MT is not. Furthermore, MG is not homogeneous. Finally, note that
the degree of any edge e ∼ r incident to r is 1 in MT since no self-avoiding walk can
reuse e after using e to leave r. We will crucially need the following decomposition of
MG.

Lemma 6.7. For every graph G = (VG, EG) and any vertex v ∈ VG, we have the
identity

MG(x) = MG−r(x) +
∑

v∼r

xrv MG−r−v(x).

Proof. Group the matchings for which r is not saturated in the term MG−r(x).
Similarly, group the matchings for which a fixed edge e = {r, v} incident to r is
selected in MG−r−v(x).

We prove the following, a univariate analog of which was already proved in [28].

Lemma 6.8. For every graph G = (VG, EG) and r ∈ VG, taking T = TSAW(G, r),
we have the identity

MG(x)

MG−r(x)
=

MT (x)

MT−r(x)
.

Furthermore, we may write MT (x) = MG(x) ·q(x) for some polynomial q which does
not depend on xe for any e ∼ r.

First, let us see how to use Lemma 6.8 to prove Proposition 6.6.

Proof of Proposition 6.6. Fix r ∈ VG, and write T = TSAW(G, r). By Lemma 6.8,
we have that MT (x) = MG(x) · q(x) for a polynomial q which does not depend on
xe for all e ∼ r. It follows that if e ∼ r, then

µT (σe = 0) = (xe∂xe
logMT )(x) = (xe∂xe

logMG)(x) = µG(σe = 0).

It then also follows that for any e ∼ r and any edge f ∈ EG, we have the identity

(xfxe · ∂xf
∂xe

logMT )(x) = (xfxe · ∂xf
∂xe

logMG)(x).

Now, let us understand the left-hand and right-hand sides separately as influences.
For the right-hand side, we have that

(xfxe · ∂xf
∂xe

logMG)(x)

= xexf · ∂xf

(∂xe
MG)(x)

MG(x)

= xfxe ·
(
(∂xf

∂xe
MG)(x)

MG(x)
− (∂xf

MG)(x) · (∂xe
MG)(f)

MG(x)2

)

= µG(σe = 0, σf = 0)− µG(σe = 0) · µG(σf = 0)

= µG(σe = 0) · (µG(σf = 0 | σe = 0)− µG(σf = 0))

= µG(σe = 0) · µG(σe = 1) · IG(e → f).
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For the left-hand side, we have by the Chain Rule that

(xfxe · ∂xf
∂xe

logMT )(x) = xfxe · ∂xf

(∂xe
MT )(x)

MT (x)

=
∑

f ′∈C(f)

xfxe · ∂xf′

(∂xe
MT )(x)

MT (x)

∣∣∣∣∣
x=x

=
∑

f ′∈C(f)

µT (σe = 0) · µT (σe = 1) · IT (e → f ′).

Since µG(σe = 0) = µT (σe = 0) and µG(σe = 1) = µT (σe = 1), the claim follows.

All that remains is to prove Lemma 6.8.

Proof of Lemma 6.8. We go by induction on the graph. First, we note that the
claim is trivial in the case where G itself is a tree, since then T = G and MG = MT

(i.e. q is identically 1). This forms our base case. Now, by Lemma 6.7 we may write

MG(x) = MG−r(x) +
∑

v∼r

xrv MG−r−v(x)

where we note the polynomials MG−r(x),MG−r−v(x) do not depend on any xe for
e ∼ r. Therefore, we deduce that

MG(x)

MG−r(x)
= 1 +

∑

v∼r

xrv ·
MG−r−v(x)

MG−r(x)

= 1 +
∑

v∼r

xrv ·
MTSAW(G−r,v)−v(x)

MTSAW(G−r,v)(x)
(Induction)

= 1 +
∑

v∼r

xrv ·
MTSAW(G,r)−r−v(x)

MTSAW(G,r)−r(x)

For the last step, note that TSAW(G − r, v) is the subtree of TSAW(G, r) rooted at v
since v is adjacent to r; the matching polynomials of the other subtrees all “cancel”.
Therefore, we have the following:

1 +
∑

v∼r

xrv ·
MTSAW(G,r)−r−v(x)

MTSAW(G,r)−r(x)

=
MTSAW(G,r)−r(x) +

∑
v∼r xrvMTSAW(G,r)−r−v(x)

MTSAW(G,r)−r(x)

=
MTSAW(G,r)(x)

MTSAW(G,r)−r(x)
.

This proves the first claim. For the second claim, we go by induction again. The base
case where G is a tree is again immediate. For the inductive step, we have

MTSAW(G,r)(x) = MG(x) ·
MTSAW(G,r)−r(x)

MG−r(x)

= MG(x) ·
∏

v∼u MTSAW(G−r,v)(x)

MG−r(x)

= MG(x) · q(x)
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where in the second step we use that deleting r from TSAW(G, r) disconnects the
subtrees TSAW(G − r, v), and in the final step we use that MG−r(x) divides each
MTSAW(G−r,v)(x) by the induction hypothesis. This shows the lemma.

6.2. The Total Influence in a Tree: Proof of Theorem 6.4. At this point,
we can forget self-avoiding walk trees, and just focus on the special case where G itself
is a tree T . Throughout, we assume our tree T has maximum degree at most ∆. If
e ∈ T with endpoints r1, r2, then we may view T as two trees T (r1), T (r2) on disjoint
sets of vertices which are connected by the edge e, with T (r1) being rooted at r1 and
T (r2) being rooted at r2. If v is a vertex in T (r1) (resp. T (r2)), we write T (v) for
the subtree of T (r1) (resp. T (r2)) rooted at v. We also write Lv(k) for the set of
descendants of v (in T (v)) at distance exactly k from v.

We will let µT (r) to denote the marginal probability that the vertex r ∈ VT is
saturated in a random matching drawn from the Gibbs distribution, and let µT (r) :=
1− µT (r). Similarly, for an edge e ∈ ET , we write µT (e) for the marginal probability
that e is in a random matching drawn from the Gibbs distribution, and let µT (e) :=
1 − µT (e). Note that since at most one edge incident to r may be in any given
matching, we have

µT (r) =
∑

e∼r

µT (e).(6.1)

We now prove several intermediate technical results which we will use to deduce
Theorem 6.4. To state them, we will need the following recursion for the probabilities
µG(r) in the monomer-dimer model on G with fugacity λ ≥ 0:

µG(r) = Fλ(µG−r(v) : v ∈ Lr(1)) where Fλ(p) = Fd,λ(p) :=
1

1 + λ
∑d

i=1 pi
.(6.2)

We note this is immediate from Lemma 6.7 and using that µG(r) =
MG−r(λ)
MG(λ) where

we take λ = λ1.

Proposition 6.9. Consider the potential function Φ(x) := log x. Then for every
tree T = (VT , ET ), every edge e = {r1, r2} ∈ ET , every positive integer k ≥ 1, and
every r ∈ e = {r1, r2}, we have the inequality

∑

f∈ET (r):dist(e,f)=k

|IT (e → f)|

≤ min

{(
λ∆

1 + λ∆

)k

,

(
λ∆

1 + λ∆

)k mod 2

·
(
sup
y

∥∥∇(Φ ◦ F ◦2
λ ◦ Φ−1)(y)

∥∥
1

)⌊k/2⌋
}
.

Given Proposition 6.9, we will also need a bound on the gradient norm. Conveniently,
this gradient norm was already analyzed in [5] to establish the correlation decay
property.

Lemma 6.10 ([5, Lemma 3.3]). Consider the potential function Φ(x) = log x.
Then we have the following bound on the norm of the gradient for the two-step log-
marginal recursion:

sup
y

∥∥∇(Φ ◦ F ◦2
λ ◦ Φ−1)(y)

∥∥
1
≤ 1− 2√

1 + λ∆+ 1
.

We now show how to use intermediate technical results to prove Theorem 6.4. Imme-
diately following, we will prove Proposition 6.9.
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Proof of Theorem 6.4. By combining Proposition 6.9 and Lemma 6.10, we have
the following two bounds

∑

f∈ET :f 6=e

|IT (e → f)| =




∑

f∈ET (r1)

+
∑

f∈ET(r2)


 |IT (e → f)|

≤ 2

∞∑

k=1

(
1− 2√

1 + λ∆+ 1

)⌊k/2⌋

·
(

λ∆

1 + λ∆

)k mod 2

=
λ∆

1 + λ∆
·
(√

1 + λ∆+ 1
)
+
(√

1 + λ∆ − 1
)

≤ 2
√
1 + λ∆

∑

f∈ET :f 6=e

|IT (e → f)| ≤ 2

∞∑

k=1

(
λ∆

1 + λ∆

)k

= 2 · λ∆

1+ λ∆
· 1

1− λ∆
1+λ∆

= 2λ∆.

This proves the theorem.

6.2.1. Proof of Proposition 6.9. The crux of the proof rests on the following
two lemmas. The first is a convenient factorization of the pairwise influence in trees,
which was already observed in prior work [3, 17] in the context of vertex-spin systems.

Lemma 6.11 (Factorization of Pairwise Influence in Trees). Fix two edges e, f ∈
ET . Let e = e1, r = u1, e2, u2, . . . , uk, ek+1 = f be the unique path in T from e to f ,
where edge ei connects vertices ui−1 and ui. Then we have

IT (e → f) =

k∏

i=1

IT (ei → ei+1).

Proof of Lemma 6.11. It suffices to show that if g is any edge on the unique path
from e to f , then IT (e → f) = IT (e → g) · IT (g → f); the full claim then follows by
induction. This simpler identity follows immediately from the fact that conditioning
on g disconnects e from f so that they become independent.

Lemma 6.12. Let T be a tree rooted at r and let v ∈ Lr(1). Then we have the
identity

λ · µT (r) · µT (v)(v) = µT ({r, v}).

Proof. More generally, if G is any graph (not necessarily a tree), and e = {r, v},
then

µG({r, v}) = λ · µG(r ∧ v) = λ · µG(r) · µG−r(v),

because any matching in G containing {r, v} is precisely a matching in G − r − v
adjoined with the edge {r, v} (which introduces the multiplicative factor of λ in the
right-hand side). If G is a tree T , then T − r is the union of subtrees which are
disconnected from each other. Hence, µT−r(v) = µT (v)(v).

We are now ready to prove Proposition 6.9. First, observe that if e, f are neigh-
boring edges in T , then IT (e → f) = −µT−e(f) due to the hard constraints of the
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monomer-dimer model. Hence,

∑

f∈ET(r):dist(e,f)=k

|IT (e → f)| =
∑

f∈ET(r):dist(e,f)=k

k∏

i=1

|IT (ei → ei+1)|

(Lemma 6.11)

=
∑

f∈ET(r):dist(e,f)=k

k∏

i=1

µT−ei(ei+1)

=
∑

ui+1∈Lui
(1),∀i∈[k]

k∏

i=1

µT (ui)({ui, ui+1})

=
∑

ui+1∈Lui
(1),∀i∈[k]

k∏

i=1

λ · µT (ui)(ui) · µT (ui+1)(ui+1),(Lemma 6.12)

where again we write e = e1, r = u1, e2, u2, . . . , uk, ek+1 = f for the unique path in T
from e to f , for each f .

Note that for the first bound
(

λ∆
1+λ∆

)k
, one could have stopped at the penultimate

step. To see this, observe that by directly applying the tree recursion Fλ from (6.2),

µT (r) =
1

1 + λ
∑

v∈Lr(1)
µT (v)(v)

≥ 1

1 + λ∆

since µT (v)(v) ≤ 1 trivially for all v ∈ Lr(1). Hence µT (r) ≤ λ∆
1+λ∆ . This upper bound

applies to general rooted trees, in particular, the root ui of T (ui) for each i = 1, . . . , k.
It follows from induction that

∑

ui+1∈Lui
(1),∀i∈[k]

k∏

i=1

µT (ui)({ui, ui+1})

=
∑

ui+1∈Lui
(1),∀i∈[k−1]

k−1∏

i=1

µT (ui)({ui, ui+1})
∑

uk+1∈Luk
(1)

µT (uk)({uk, uk+1})

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=µT (uk)(uk)

≤ λ∆

1 + λ∆

∑

ui+1∈Lui
(1),∀i∈[k−1]

k−1∏

i=1

µT (ui)({ui, ui+1})

≤
(

λ∆

1 + λ∆

)k

.

This gives the first bound in Proposition 6.9, which is already sufficient for Theo-
rem 1.7. For completeness, we now prove the second bound, with a similar but more
technical argument, which is better when λ∆ is sufficiently large.

It turns out, one may view the preceding simple analysis as a “one-step” analysis,
in the sense that we only applied the tree recursion Fλ one step at a time. We will
establish the second upper bound via a “two-step analysis”.
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We have shown the identity above

∑

f∈ET(r):dist(e,f)=k

|IT (e → f)| =
∑

ui+1∈Lui
(1),∀i∈[k]

k∏

i=1

λ · µT (ui)(ui) · µT (ui+1)(ui+1).

(6.3)

Let us now reinterpret the terms λ · µT (ui)(ui) ·µT (ui+1)(ui+1) appearing in the right-
hand side of (6.3) as derivatives of the tree recursion Fλ after composing with our
potential Φ. Composing with the recursion Fλ yields the following recursion for the
logarithm of the marginals yi = log pi = Φ(pi):

(Φ ◦ Fλ ◦ Φ−1)(y) = − log

(
1 + λ

d∑

i=1

exp(yi)

)
.

Differentiating and applying the Inverse Function Theorem, we obtain the the identi-
ties

(∂pi
Fλ)(p) = − λ

(
1 + λ

∑d
j=1 pj

)2 = −λFλ(p)
2;

∂yi
(Φ ◦ Fλ ◦ Φ−1)(y) =

(Φ′ ◦ Fλ)(p)

Φ′(pi)
· (∂pi

Fλ)(p) = − pi
Fλ(p)

· λFλ(p)
2

= −λ · pi · Fλ(p).

Since for any y = log p, we have

∥∥∇(Φ ◦ Fλ ◦ Φ−1)(y)
∥∥
1
= Fλ(p) · λ

d∑

i=1

pi

=
λ
∑d

i=1 pi

1 + λ
∑d

i=1 pi

= 1− Fλ(p)

≤ λ∆

1 + λ∆
,

we see immediately see via the same kind of inductive argument that the right-hand

side of (6.3) is upper bounded by
(

λ∆
1+λ∆

)k
. However, we can do better. Following [5],

we consider the two-step recursion F ◦2
λ , which admits faster contraction rates when

λ∆ ≥ 3
4 by Lemma 6.10. First, we calculate that

(Φ ◦ F ◦2
λ ◦ Φ−1)(y) = − log

(
1 + λ

d∑

i=1

1

1 + λ
∑d

j=1 exp(yij)

)

∂yij
(Φ ◦ F ◦2

λ ◦ Φ−1)(y) =
(Φ′ ◦ F ◦2

λ )(p)

Φ′(pij)
· (∂pij

F ◦2
λ )(y)

=
pij

F ◦2
λ (p)

· ((∂pi
Fλ) ◦ Fλ)(p) · (∂pj

Fλ)(pi)

=
pij

F ◦2
λ (p)

·
(
−λ(Fλ ◦ Fλ)(p)

2
)
·
(
−λFλ(pi)

2
)

= (λ · pij · Fλ(pi)) ·
(
λ · Fλ(pi) · F ◦2

λ (p)
)
,
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where we imagine that j is a child of i which is a child of the root. With this, we can
then peel off two levels at a time. In particular, by induction the right-hand side of
(6.3) satisfies

∑

ui+1∈Lui
(1),∀i∈[k]

k∏

i=1

λ · µT (ui)(ui) · µT (ui+1)(ui+1)

=
∑

ui+1∈Lui
(1),∀i∈[k−2]

k−2∏

i=1

λ · µT (ui)(ui) · µT (ui+1)(ui+1)

×




∑

uk∈
Luk−1

(1)

∑

uk+1∈
Luk

(1)

(
λµT (uk−1)(uk−1)µT (uk)(uk)

) (
λµT (uk)(uk)µT (uk+1)(uk+1)

)



︸ ︷︷ ︸
=‖∇(Φ◦F◦2

λ
◦Φ−1(y)‖

1
where y is the logarithm of the µT (uk+1)(uk+1)

≤
(
sup
y

∥∥∇(Φ ◦ F ◦2
λ ◦ Φ−1)(y)

∥∥
1

)
·

∑

ui+1∈Lui
(1)

∀i∈[k−2]

k−2∏

i=1

λ · µT (ui)(ui) · µT (ui+1)(ui+1)

≤
(
sup
y

∥∥∇(Φ ◦ F ◦2
λ ◦ Φ−1)(y)

∥∥
1

)⌊k/2⌋

·
(

λ∆

1 + λ∆

)k mod 2

as desired.

7. Proofs of Main Results. In this section we prove our main results Theo-
rems 1.1, 1.2, 1.4, 1.6 and 1.7.

By Theorem 1.12, to establish optimal mixing time bound it suffices to show
marginal boundedness and spectral independence for the corresponding Gibbs distri-
bution.

We first consider antiferromagnetic 2-spin systems. Let β, γ, λ be reals such that
0 ≤ β ≤ γ, γ > 0, βγ < 1 and λ > 0 so the triple (β, γ, λ) specifies parameters of
an antiferromagnetic 2-spin system. We state here the formal definition of up-to-∆
uniqueness with gap δ given in [43].

Definition 7.1 (Up-to-∆ uniqueness with gap δ, [43]). For each 1 ≤ d < ∆
define

fd(R) = λ

(
βR + 1

R+ γ

)d

and denote the unique fixed point of fd by R∗
d. We say the parameters (β, γ, λ) are

up-to-∆ unique with gap δ if |f ′
d(R

∗
d)| < 1− δ for all 1 ≤ d < ∆.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. The proof of Theorem 3 from [17] showed that for antifer-
romagnetic 2-spin systems that are up-to-∆ unique with gap δ, the Gibbs distribution
µ is O(1/δ)-spectrally independent. Also, by considering the worst configuration of
the neighborhood for soft-constraint models (i.e., 0 < β ≤ γ) or 2-hop neighborhood
for hard-constraint models (i.e., 0 = β < γ), one can check that µ is b-marginally
bounded for some constant b = b(∆, β, γ, λ). The theorem then follows from Theo-
rem 1.12.

Though in general the constant C = C(∆, δ, β, γ, λ) for bounding the mixing time
depends on the parameters (β, γ, λ) of the model, in most applications such as the



44 Z. CHEN, K. LIU, AND E. VIGODA

hard-core model (Theorem 1.2) and the Ising model (Theorem 1.4) we can make the
constant C independent of all parameters. This is achieved by considering separately
when the parameters are pretty far away from the uniqueness threshold, in which
case we can deduce rapid mixing under the Dobrushin uniqueness condition [21], see
also [10, 60].

Lemma 7.2. Consider an arbitrary distribution µ over [q]V . For two distinct
vertices u, v ∈ V , define

R(u, v) = max
τ,ξ∈ΩV \{v}

Dif(τ,ξ)={u}

∥∥µ(σv = · | σV \{v} = τ)− µ(σv = · | σV \{v} = ξ)
∥∥
TV

where Dif(τ, ξ) = {w ∈ V : τw 6= ξw}. If there exists c ∈ (0, 1) such that for every
vertex v ∈ V we have ∑

u∈V \{v}

R(u, v) ≤ 1− c

(in which case we say the Dobrushin uniqueness condition holds with constant c),
then the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics for sampling from µ satisfies

Tmix(Pgl, ε) ≤
n

c
log
(n
ε

)
.

We present next the proofs of Theorems 1.2 and 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. By Theorem 1.1, for every λ ≤ (1 − δ)λc(∆) there exists
C = C(∆, δ, λ) such that the Glauber dynamics mixes in Cn log(n/ε) steps. Mean-
while, it is easy to check that, when λ ≤ 1

2∆ the Dobrushin uniqueness condition holds
with c = 1/2, and thus the mixing time is upper bounded by 2n log(n/ε). If we take

C′ = C′(∆, δ) := max

{
2, sup

1
2∆<λ≤(1−δ)λc(∆)

C(∆, δ, λ)

}
,

then the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics is at most C′n log(n/ε), as claimed.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Consider first the antiferromagnetic Ising model (β = γ <
1) and by symmetry we may assume λ ≤ 1. It is shown in [17] that the Gibbs
distribution µ is O(1/δ)-spectrally independent in this case, and by considering the
worst neighborhood configuration one can check that µ is b-marginally bounded for

b = min

{
λβ∆

λβ∆ + 1
,

λ−1γ∆

λ−1γ∆ + 1

}
=

λβ∆

λβ∆ + 1
>

λ
(
∆−2
∆

)∆

λ
(
∆−2
∆

)∆
+ 1

≥ λ

28
.

Thus, when λ ≥ 1/500, Theorem 1.12 implies that the mixing time of the Glauber
dynamics is at most ∆O(1/δ)n log(n/ε) for large enough n. Meanwhile, if λ < 1/500
then one can check that the Dobrushin uniqueness condition holds with c = 1/2, and
thus the mixing time is upper bounded by 2n log(n/ε). This proves the theorem for
the antiferromagnetic case.

Next, consider the ferromagnetic Ising model (β = γ > 1). Assume λ ≥ 1 for
convenience. The Gibbs distribution µ is O(1/δ)-spectrally independent by Theorem
26 of [17] and b-marginally bounded for

b = min

{
1

λβ∆ + 1
,

1

λ−1γ∆ + 1

}
=

1

λβ∆ + 1
>

1

λ( ∆
∆−2)

∆ + 1
≥ 1

28λ
.
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If λ ≤ 500 the mixing time is ≤ ∆O(1/δ)n log(n/ε) by Theorem 1.12, and if λ > 500
the mixing time is ≤ 2n log(n/ε) by the Dobrushin uniqueness condition. This shows
the ferromagnetic case, and completes the proof of the theorem.

For random colorings, we can use the same argument.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. [24] showed that the uniform distribution µ of colorings
is O(1/δ)-spectrally independent under our assumption. (Note that the notion of
spectral independence in [24] implies the one in [16] which is Definition 1.11; see
Lemma 3.6 of [24] and Theorem 8 of [16]; also, [24] gave a better bound on the spectral
independence constant and applicable to a slightly larger parameter region). Also,
the proof of Lemma 3 from [27] can be adapted to show that µ is Ω(1/q)-marginally
bounded. Hence, Theorem 1.12 implies that the mixing time of the Glauber dynamics
is at most Cn log(n/ε) for some C = C(∆, δ, q). Notice that when q ≥ 3∆, the
Dobrushin uniqueness condition holds with c = 1/2 and thus the mixing time is at
most 2n log(n/ε). By taking

C′ = C′(∆, δ) := max

{
2, max

(α∗+δ)∆≤q<3∆
C(∆, δ, q)

}
,

we get an upper bound C′n log(n/ε) for the mixing time.

Finally, we give the proof for the monomer-dimer model.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Notice that the monomer-dimer model on G is equivalent
to the hard-core model on the line graph of G; so Theorem 1.12 is still applicable.
Theorem 2.10 shows that the Gibbs distribution µ of the monomer-dimer model is
η-spectrally independent for

η = min
{
2λ∆, 2

√
1 + λ∆

}
.

Meanwhile, by considering the worst configuration on the 2-hop neighborhood one
can show that µ is b-marginally bounded for some b = b(∆, λ). Thus, the theorem
then follows from Theorem 1.12.

8. Open Problems.

• Can we improve the approximate tensorization constant C1 in Theorem 2.9
and the mixing time bound in Theorem 1.12 with a better dependence on
the maximum degree ∆ and on the spectral independence η? For exam-
ple, for the hard-core model when λ ≤ (1 − δ)λc(∆), currently our mixing

time bound scales as ∆O(∆2/δ) × O(n log n). Can we improve it and get
poly(∆, 1/δ)n logn? This has recently been partially resolved in [15], who
showed a lower bound of 1

C(δ)n on the spectral gap of the Glauber dynamics,

where C(δ) is a constant depending only on δ > 0.
• One can show that the spectral independence of the monomer-dimer model
on the infinite ∆-regular tree T∆ is exactly 2x

1−x where

x =
1

∆− 1

(
1− 2√

1 + 4λ(∆− 1) + 1

)

is the (unsigned) pairwise influence between edges of T∆ sharing a vertex.
Note that for ∆ = 2, this is

√
1 + 4λ − 1 = Θ(

√
λ), while for ∆ ≥ 3, the

spectral independence O(1/∆) independent of λ.
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This suggests that while the bound in Theorem 6.1 on the total influence
of an edge is tight, the bound in Theorem 2.10 on the maximum eigenvalue
obtained by controlling the ∞-norm of the influence matrix is not tight, in
contrast to the upper bound in [17] for vertex two-spin systems (which has
a matching lower bound [3]). It would be interesting to obtain improved
bounds on the spectral independence for the monomer-dimer model.



OPTIMAL MIXING OF GLAUBER DYNAMICS 47

REFERENCES

[1] V. L. Alev and L. C. Lau, Improved analysis of higher order random walks and applications,
in Proceedings of the 52nd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing
(STOC), 2020, pp. 1198–1211.

[2] Y. Alimohammadi, N. Anari, K. Shiragur, and T.-D. Vuong, Fractionally log-concave and

sector-stable polynomials: Counting planar matchings and more, in Proceedings of the
53rd Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC), 2021.

[3] N. Anari, K. Liu, and S. Oveis Gharan, Spectral independence in high-dimensional expanders

and applications to the hardcore model, in Proceedings of the 61st Annual IEEE Symposium
on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), 2020, pp. 1319–1330.

[4] N. Anari, K. Liu, S. Oveis Gharan, and C. Vinzant, Log-concave polynomials II: High-

dimensional walks and an FPRAS for counting bases of a matroid, in Proceedings of the
51st Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC), 2019, pp. 1–12.

[5] M. Bayati, D. Gamarnik, D. Katz, C. Nair, and P. Tetali, Simple deterministic approxima-

tion algorithms for counting matchings, in Proceedings of the 39th Annual ACM SIGACT
Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC), 2007, pp. 122–127.

[6] A. Blanca, P. Caputo, Z. Chen, D. Parisi, D. Štefankovič, and E. Vigoda, On mix-
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A. Factorization and Contraction of Variance. In this paper we studied
the approximate tensorization and uniform block factorization of entropy for spin
systems, and local-to-global entropy contraction for weighted simplicial complexes.
There are analogs of these notions in terms of variance as well, which is closely re-
lated to the spectral gap of the corresponding Markov chains. Moreover, most of our
main technical contributions also hold in the variance setting. In this appendix we
summarize a few definitions and theorems that we can get for variance using the tech-
niques from this paper. The results for simplicial complexes were also independently
discovered by [40].

Let µ be a distribution over a finite set Ω. Recall that for every function f : Ω →
R, the variance of f is defined as Var(f) = µ[(f − µ(f))2] = µ(f2)− µ(f)2. If P is a
reversible Markov chain on Ω with stationary distribution µ, then the spectral gap of
P is defined as

λ(P ) = inf

{EP (f, f)
Var(f)

∣∣∣∣ f : Ω → R, Var(f) 6= 0

}
.

A.1. Spin Systems. For spin systems, variance and entropy share a lot of com-
mon properties. For example, the decomposition result Fact 3.4 and the tensorization
lemma for product measures Lemma 4.1 both hold for variance as well; we refer to
[47] for statements.

We can also define the notions of approximate tensorization and uniform block
factorization of variance.

Definition A.1 (Approximate Tensorization of Variance). We say that a distri-
bution µ over [q]V satisfies the approximate tensorization of variance (with constant
C1) if for all f : Ω → R we have

Var(f) ≤ C1

∑

v∈V

µ[Varv(f)].

Definition A.2 (Uniform Block Factorization of Variance). We say that a distri-
bution µ over [q]V satisfies the ℓ-uniform block factorization of variance (with constant
C) if for all f : Ω → R we have

ℓ

n
Var(f) ≤ C · 1(

n
ℓ

)
∑

S∈(Vℓ )

µ[VarS(f)].

Moreover, it is known that approximate tensorization of variance is equivalent to
the Poincaré inequality, i.e., a bound on the spectral gap. We refer to [11, 12] for
more backgrounds.

Fact A.3. A distribution µ over [q]V satisfies the approximate tensorization of
variance with constant C1 if and only if the spectral gap of the Glauber dynamics for
µ satisfies λ(Pgl) ≥ 1

C1n
.

Similarly, the uniform block factorization of variance is the same as a bound on
the spectral gap of the block dynamics which updates a random subset of vertices in
each step.

One of our main results, Lemma 2.3, which deduces approximate tensorization
from uniform block factorization, is also true for variance.

Lemma A.4. Let ∆ ≥ 3 be an integer and b > 0 be a real. Consider the Gibbs
distribution µ on an n-vertex graph G of maximum degree at most ∆ and assume that
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µ is b-marginally bounded. Suppose there exist positive reals θ ≤ b2

12∆ and C such that
µ satisfies the ⌈θn⌉-uniform block factorization of variance with constant C. Then µ
satisfies the approximate tensorization of variance with constant C1 = O(C) where
O(·) hides a constant factor depending only on b.

More importantly, one can modify previous results and proofs in [3, 17, 16, 24]
and Theorem 2.10 to show that the optimal uniform block factorization constant is
O(1) for spectrally independent distributions, as we can see in the next subsection.
Thus, combining Lemma A.4 and Fact A.3 we can already get an optimal Ω(1/n)
bound on the spectral gap of the Glauber dynamics.

A.2. Simplicial Complexes. For simplicial complexes, variance also has sim-
ilar properties as entropy; e.g., as mentioned in [18], the decomposition result (see
Lemma 5.1) holds for variance as well.

We can also define the notions of global and local variance contraction in weighted
simplicial complexes.

Definition A.5 (Global Variance Contraction). We say a pure n-dimensional
weighted simplicial complex (X, w) satisfies the order-(r, s) global variance contraction
with rate κ = κ(r, s) if for all f (s) : X(s) → R we have

Varπr
(f (r)) ≤ (1− κ)Varπs

(f (s)).

It is known that variance contraction is equivalent to the Poincaré inequality; see,
e.g., [50, Lemma 1.13] and the references therein.

Fact A.6. A pure n-dimensional weighted simplicial complex (X, w) satisfies the
order-(r, s) global variance contraction with rate κ if and only if the spectral gap of
the order-(s, r) down-up walk satisfies λ(P∨

s,r) ≥ κ.

The reason behind Fact A.6 is that P∨
s,r = (P ↓

s · · ·P ↓
r+1)(P

↑
r · · ·P ↑

s−1) is the prod-

uct of two operators (P ↓
s · · ·P ↓

r+1) and (P ↑
r · · ·P ↑

s−1) that are adjoint to each other.
Also note that λ(P∧

r,s) = λ(P∨
s,r) and so the same holds for the up-down walk as well.

The local variance contraction is defined in the following way.

Definition A.7 (Local Variance Contraction). We say a pure n-dimensional
weighted simplicial complex (X, w) satisfies (α0, . . . , αn−2)-local variance contraction

if for every 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 2 and every τ ∈ X(k), it holds for all f
(2)
τ : Xτ (2) → R that

Varπτ,2(f
(2)
τ ) ≥ (1 + αk)Varπτ,1(f

(1)
τ ).

We remark that the definition of local variance contraction is slightly stronger

than its analog Definition 5.3 for entropy, as here we consider all local functions f
(2)
τ

while in Definition 5.3 we only consider those induced by a global function f (n).
Actually, the notion of local variance contraction is almost the same as local

spectral expansion; this can be verified in the same way as for Fact A.6.

Fact A.8. Fix a pure n-dimensional weighted simplicial complex (X, w). Then
(X, w) satisfies (α0, . . . , αn−2)-local variance contraction iff it is a (ζ0, . . . , ζn−2)-local
spectral expander, where ζk = 1−αk

1+αk
for all k.

Using the same proof approach, we can get the following analog of Theorem 5.4
for variance.

Theorem A.9 (Local-to-Global Variance Contraction). If a pure n-dimensional
weighted simplicial complex (X, w) satisfies (α0, . . . , αn−2)-local variance contraction,
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then it satisfies the order-(r, s) global variance contraction with rate

κ =

∑s−1
k=r α0 · · ·αk−1∑s−1
k=0 α0 · · ·αk−1

,

and the spectral gaps of the order-(s, r) down-up and order-(r, s) up-down walks satisfy

λ(P∨
s,r) = λ(P∧

r,s) ≥
∑s−1

k=r α0 · · ·αk−1∑s−1
k=0 α0 · · ·αk−1

.

Note that, Theorem A.9, combined with results from [3, 17, 16, 24] and Theo-
rem 2.10, can be used to establish uniform block factorization of variance for linear-
sized blocks, with constant C = O(1).

To give a better illustration of Theorem A.9, we consider the order-(s, s−1) down-
up and order-(s−1, s) up-down walks in a (ζ0, . . . , ζn−2)-local spectral expander. The
main result of [1] shows the following:

(A.1) λ(P∨
s,s−1) = λ(P∧

s−1,s) ≥
1

s
(1− ζ0) · · · (1− ζs−2).

Meanwhile, combining Fact A.6, Fact A.8, and Theorem A.9, we can get

(A.2) λ(P∨
s,s−1) = λ(P∧

s−1,s) ≥
(1− ζ0) · · · (1− ζs−2)∑s−1

k=0(1− ζ0) · · · (1− ζk−1)(1 + ζk) · · · (1 + ζs−2)
.

To understand the two bounds, consider two special cases: (1) If ζk = 0 for all k
(corresponding to strongly log-concave distributions), then both (A.1) and (A.2) give
the same bound 1

s ; (2) If ζk = 1
k+2 for all k (see Corollary 1.6 in [1] and applications of

this setting), both (A.1) and (A.2) give the same bound 1
s2 . However, it was shown in

[31] that the bound (A.1) is always no worse than (A.2) we get here, since the sequence
of local variance contraction rates must be consistent with the trickling down theorem
of [52].
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