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We analyze the Ll-mixing of a generalization of the Averaging process
introduced by Aldous [Ald11]. The process takes place on a growing se-
quence of graphs which we assume to be finite-dimensional, in the sense that
the random walk on those geometries satisfies a family of Nash inequalities.
As a byproduct of our analysis, we provide a complete picture of the total
variation mixing of a discrete dual of the Averaging process, which we call
Binomial Splitting process. A single particle of this process is essentially the
random walk on the underlying graph. When several particles evolve together,
they interact by synchronizing their jumps when placed on neighboring sites.
We show that, given k the number of particles and n the (growing) size of
the underlying graph, the system exhibits cutoff in total variation if k — oo
and k£ = O(n”). Finally, we exploit the duality between the two processes to
show that the Binomial Splitting process satisfies a version of Aldous’ spec-
tral gap identity, namely, the relaxation time of the process is independent of
the number of particles.

1. Introduction. Introduced in a series of lectures and expository articles by Aldous
([Ald11, AL12, Ald13]), the Averaging process is a Markovian model of mass redistribu-
tion among nearest-neighboring sites of a graph. Informally, the Averaging process may be
described as follows: after initially assigning some real values to each site, at exponentially-
distributed times neighboring sites are selected and, then, split equally among themselves
their total mass.

Originally proposed as a basic mathematical model for social dynamics, the Averaging
process naturally fits into the growing class of opinion exchange models (see, e.g., the recent
survey [MT17]). In this context sites and edges represent agents together with their connec-
tions, while the sites’ values measure their opinions. Such stochastic models are employed
with the scope of quantitatively studying, e.g., the conditions and timescales leading to con-
sensus as well as the role of the underlying graph topology in this.

The Averaging process is also closely related to a large number of models of mass re-
distribution from statistical physics, economics and computer science, see, e.g., [CDSZ22,
§1.1]. Moreover, this and other Markovian models with a continuous state space serve as
constituent examples to extend the geometric theory of discrete Markov chains (see, e.g.,
[SC97, LP17, Maall]) to the continuous setting. Among the recent works in this direction,
we mention [Smil3, Smil4, PS18, CLL20, CLL22, BB21, CDSZ22] as those being con-
cerned with the study of convergence rates and spectral gap’s identities for continuous mass
redistribution models.

Despite the several analogies with statistical mechanics models, the Averaging process
shares the distinguishing feature of reaching equilibrium at a single absorbing state with
most examples in opinion exchange dynamics. This singularity, together with the continuous
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nature of the state space and the heterogeneity of the underlying social network, is what
makes these Markovian models mathematically interesting and challenging.

In this paper we enhance the analysis of the L'-transportation metric mixing of an in-
homogeneous “unfair” generalization of the Averaging process. The setting is that of large
undirected graphs satisfying finite-dimensional Nash inequalities; the latter encompasses, for
instance, the segment, the circle, the discrete d-dimensional torus and all discrete approxima-
tions of “nice” Euclidean domains (see Section 2.3 below for further details and examples).
We analyze the distance-to-equilibrium at different scales. In particular, we show that the pro-
cess gradually mixes on the scale ©(1), while it exhibits an abrupt behavior when zooming
in on finer scales. Furthermore, the bounds that we obtain allow us to carry out a complete
analysis of the mixing of a discrete analogue of the Averaging process, which we refer to as
Binomial Splitting process. This model is an interacting particle system with a conservation
law, and a significant part of this paper is devoted to the study of its spectral gap and total
variation (TV) cutoff.

The last decade has registered important breakthroughs on the understanding of the sharp
mixing behavior for conservative particle systems. Among the most influential works, we
mention those by Caputo et al. [CLR10] on the Aldous’ spectral gap conjecture, and by
Lacoin [Lac16] on the TV cutoff on one-dimensional domains, both for the Symmetric Sim-
ple Exclusion process (SSEP). More recently, versions of Aldous’ spectral gap identity have
been shown for other models, e.g., the Zero Range process (ZRP) [HS19], Beta and Gibbs
samplers on the segment [CLL20, CLL22], Wright-Fisher and Fleming-Viot processes and
multi-allelic Moran models [Shi77, Gril4, RW20, Cor20]. Similarly, we refer, among others,
to [LL11, Jon12, LL19, LL20, Sch19, Sch21, MS19, HS20] for recent developments on the
cutoff for SSEP, its asymmetric variants and ZRP.

The Binomial Splitting process shares some features with some symmetric particle sys-
tems mentioned above. Among these, the presence of dualities and intertwinings play a
prominent role in our work. By means of dual descriptions, on the one hand we derive sharp
upper bounds for the Averaging process from properties of a-few-particle Binomial Splitting;
on the other hand, we also deduce results on the many-particle Binomial Splitting through
the analysis of the Averaging dynamics.

2. Models & main results. We devote this section to the rigorous description of the
Markovian models and to the corresponding main results. The underlying common ge-
ometry for the two models is represented by a weighted, connected and undirected graph
G = (V.E,(cay),ycp) and site-weights m = (7(z)) ¢\, a non-degenerate probability mea-
sure on V, i.e., w(z) > 0 for all x € V. Moreover, for all p € [1,00], we let LP(V,x) de-
note the Banach space of functions ¢ : V' — R endowed with the norm || - ||, (”1/1”5 =
Y sy (@) [Y(x) [P for p € [1,00) and |[¢)[|, = max ey |¢(x)| for p = 00). For the case
p = 2, we use the shorthand notations H for L?(V, ) and (-,-) for the corresponding inner
product.

2.1. Binomial Splitting process. The Binomial Splitting process is a natural discrete ana-
logue of the Averaging process, in which pairs of sites split particles rather than mass, accord-
ing to a Binomial distribution rather than deterministically. More precisely, for each k£ € N,
the Binomial Splitting process with & particles, Bin(k), is the continuous-time Markov pro-
cess (& )¢>0 on the finite configuration space

2.1) Q= {geNX

Za:c):k},

zeV
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whose evolution is described by the infinitesimal generator

2.2) U (Pf;n“f) - ]1) £, R
zyel
In the above formula,

(2.3) Por®) f(£) =Eaw [f],

where the ();-valued r.v. Egy is defined as

Y ifz=x
(2.4) Egy(z) =9&(x)+&(y)-Y ifz=y
£(2) otherwise
with
. . m(x)
(2.5) Y ~ Binomial <§(3:) +&(y), m) .

Here and in what follows, if not stated otherwise, [E,, denotes the expectation with respect
to the probability law v; if v = Law(X), for some r.v. X, we abbreviate Epawx) by Ex. In
Eq. (2.4), notice the symmetry of the r.v. =;¥ with respect to the sites z,y € V.

As a straightforward detailed balance computation shows, the unique invariant and re-
versible measure for the process (&;),~, is Multinomial with parameters (k,7), which is
denoted by

()@
pn() =kt TT 5

zeV f

and the Binomial Splitting dynamics acts as a local instantaneous thermalization at pairs of
sites with rates (cy), yep It is worth to observe that, while the Binomial redistribution rule
corresponds to an i.i.d. sampling of the particles’ new locations, interaction enters only when
forcing them to jump simultaneously. A quantitative analysis of the effects of such a weak
dependence lies at the core of our work.

Notice that if the system consists of a single particle, it can be equivalently described
through its position (X;);>¢ on V/, its reversible measure coinciding with 7; we call PBin(1)
the law of such a Markov chain.

2.2. Aldous’ spectral gap identity. The first result we present is a spectral gap identity
for the Binomial Splitting process. In words, we show that the k-particle system’s spectral
gap coincides with the spectral gap of the single-particle system on any graph.

While the literature on spectral gap estimates is too vast to be all mentioned here, the un-
derstanding of the exact correspondence between many- and single-particle systems’ spec-
tral gaps is limited, besides the trivial case of independent particles, to a few more examples
[CLR10, CLL22, Cap08, CLL20, HS19, Cor20]. The next theorem adds a further model to
the previous list.

Let us first introduce some terminology. Due to reversibility of the Multinomial(k, ),
denoted below by i, -, with respect to the Bin(k) dynamics, the Rayleigh quotient repre-
sentation for the spectral gap holds, i.e., the smallest positive eigenvalue of —£P"(*) can be
equivalently defined by

. Ey,., [f(=£Bn®) £)]
2.6 ap;. = inf Pk .
(2-6) BIPE T o, E,,. . [f]=0 B [




THEOREM 2.1. For all graphs G = (V,E7 (Cl‘y)xyeE)’ non-degenerate site-weights
(m(x))zev and k € N,

2.7 gapy, = gap; = gap-
The proof of this result is deferred to Section 4 below.

2.3. Asymptotic framework and examples. In contrast with the spectral gap result in
Theorem 2.1, which holds for every fixed (weighted) graph G and non-degenerate site-
weights 7, all results presented in the forthcoming subsections are framed—in analogy with
most of the literature on Markov chains’ mixing times—in an asymptotic setting. More in
detail, we will consider a growing sequence of weighted graphs G,, = (V,,, E,,, (cgcy)xyE g)
with corresponding site weights (7 (x)).ev, . The size of the vertex set |V,,| = n will play the
role of the diverging parameter and all the asymptotic notation will refer to the limit n — oo;
moreover, the dependence on n will be usually omitted. In what follows we use the usual
Landau asymptotic notation: given two non-negative sequences (fy, )nens (9n)nen, We write

fn=0(g9,) <= limsup In < 00,

n—o0 gn

limsup — =0,
n—o0 gn

!

fn = O(Qn)

lim inf & >0,

n—oo gTL

fn = Q(gn)

. . n
liminf — = oo,
n—oo gTL

fn = W(Qn)
f

0< liminf& < limsup 2% < oo.
n—oo (gp n—oo Gn

I 11

fn = G(gn)

The main assumption that we require is that the growing graphs are, roughly speaking,
finite-dimensional. Nash inequalities will be the analytical tool which encodes the finite-
dimensionality of our geometries. One of the strengths of such integral inequalities is that
they imply the ultracontractivity of the random walk’s Markov semigroup or, in other words,
pointwise heat kernel “on-diagonal” upper bounds. This property, combined with tensoriza-
tion and comparison results, will turn out to be extremely useful also in our setting of many
interacting particles.

Originally developed in the context of parabolic PDEs by Nash ([Nas58], see also [FS86]),
this class of functional inequalities has been first exploited in the context of finite-state
Markov chains in [DSC96]. In the reversible setting, [CKS87] established the equivalence
between Nash inequalities and ultracontractivity (see also [Cou96]). Several other condi-
tions are known to imply Nash inequalities, for instance: isoperimetry (see, e.g., [SC97,
Section 3.3.2]); moderate growth conditions in combination with local Poincaré inequali-
ties ([DSC96, Theorem 5.2]); upper and lower Gaussian-like heat kernel bounds or parabolic
Harnack inequalities ([Barl7, Section 5.2]). Moreover, as most of these conditions, Nash
inequalities transfer from infinite graphs to sequences of uniformly roughly isometric finite
graphs, see [DKN18, Corollary 2.10 and Proposition 3.1].

Let us now formally present our assumption concerning Nash inequality for the single-
particle system, i.e., Bin(1) with law PBin(1) a5 defined in the end of Section 2.1. For all
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n € N, we say that Bin(1) satisfies a Nash inequality with (positive) constants d = d(n),
INash = TNash (n) and T = T(n) if

2(1+2 _ a
e T < b (S ) T ) el v e,
holds, where Eg;y (1) denotes the Dirichlet form of the single-particle system, viz.
m(z)7(y) 2
(2.9) EBin = Coy ———— (V(x) — .

For every fixed n € N, a Nash inequality for some positive constants (d, tnash, 1") always
holds; hence, in an asymptotic setting the point lies in finding a sequence of constants
(d,tNash, T )nen Wwith a suitable asymptotic behavior as, for instance, in the forthcoming
Assumption 1. Furthermore, as mentioned in the paragraph above, the integral inequality
in Eq. (2.8) can be translated into a pointwise upper bound for the heat kernel of the single-
particle process. More precisely, calling
Bin(1 _ _
(2.10) hi(y) 2=P | )(Xir?yz)”XO_:E)? r,yeV,t>0,

Eq. (2.8) implies that (see [SC97, Theorem 2.3.4])

dtNash g
2.11 RE(y) < t<T.
(2.11) max t(y)_e< 5 , <

Notice that, for the purpose of deriving Eq. (2.11) above, it suffices to check Nash inequal-
ity in Eq. (2.8) for all ¢ € &2, C H, the subset of probability densities with respect to 7.
Moreover, as the above inequality shows, in an asymptotic framework Nash inequalities as
in Eq. (2.8) are most useful when d is small, 7" = O (tnasn) and tn,gn is at most of the same
order of the relaxation time, i.e.,

(2.12) tel = gap L.

In this case, tnash plays the role of burn-in time around which all L”-norms of the Markov
chain’s probability density become uniformly bounded and Bin(1) mixes gradually at times
O(trer). This discussion motivates the following assumption on the underlying geometries
satisfying a “good” family of Nash inequalities.

ASSUMPTION 1 (Finite-dimensional geometries). For all n € N, we assume that Nash
inequality for Bin(1) holds with positive constants d = d(n), T =T (n) and txash = tNash (1)
satisfying

(2.13) d=0(1), tNash = O (trel)s T = O(tNash)-

Notice that Assumption 1 implies that there exist cgim and ¢yatio € (0,00) such that

t
(2.14) supd < cqiy ~ and  sup —=0

neN neN  lrel

< Cratio-

Moreover, the assumption of non-degeneracy of the site-weights used in the proof of
Theorem 2.1 is replaced in the current asymptotic setting by the following uniform non-
degeneracy assumption.



ASSUMPTION 2 (Uniformly elliptic site-weights). We assume that the sequence of site-
weights satisfies
max,ecy m(z

(2.15) sup 7) < Cell
neN My cy 77(1/)

for some cqp € [1,00).

REMARK 2.2. If Assumption 1 holds for some uniformly elliptic probability distribution
7w on 'V, then, just by simple comparison of norms and Dirichlet forms in Eq. (2.8), it holds
for any other uniformly elliptic 7', with t{,, = © (tNash), tog = O(tre1), etc. .

We conclude this section with a list of examples of sequences of graphs satisfying
Assumption 1 for every uniformly elliptic 7 as in Assumption 2 (in all the following ex-
amples, we omit to remark that 7' = O (tn,gn) holds):

e Lattice discretizations of m-dimensional tori and Euclidean bounded Lipschitz domains
ACR™, m >1, where G = G, is a lattice approximation of A with nearest-neighbor
jumps and uniformly elliptic conductances, see [CF17]:

(2.16) d=m,  ta=00n"%,  tnn=0n*>".

As special cases, one recovers the circle and the segment with uniformly elliptic conduc-
tances. Notice that, by a comparison argument, the restriction to nearest-neighbor jumps
may be relaxed up to include finite-range jumps. Moreover, instances of random walks on
finite groups with moderate growth also belong to this same class, see [DSC94, DSC96] .

* Random walks on large finite m-dimensional boxes on the supercritical percolation clus-
ter, see [MRO04, Eq. (6) & Theorem 1.3]:

(2.17) d=m+o0(1),  ta=0mn¥%Y,  txwn=0(n¥.

e The “n-dog” from [SC97, Examples 3.3.2 & 3.3.5], namely the lattice discretization of
two boxes of R? intersecting only in one corner:

(2.18) d=2, tel = O(nlogn), tNash = ©O(n).

* Finite fractal graphs with bounded walk-dimension d,, > 2 and volume growth exponent
d f> 0:
(2.19) d=2d;/dy,  ta=0nY"Y),  tyen=OnY).

Heat kernel estimates for several examples of this kind have been extensively studied on in-
finite graphs, see, e.g., [Jon96, Kig01, Barl7]; finite-graph examples, including Sierpirniski
gasket and carpet graphs, are thoroughly discussed in [DKN18].

It is rather straightforward to construct examples of geometries for which our Assumption 1
does not hold. For instance, any sequence constructed from the list above with diverging d
(e.g., m-dimensional Euclidean boxes with m = m,, — c0) belongs to this class. Another
example is that of the (homogeneous) complete graphs with n vertices as in Theorem 2.7
below; as a simple computation shows, t, = % — 0, while, for all possible choices of d =
O(l) and T = G(tNash)’ tNash — 0O.
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2.4. Mixing of the Binomial Splitting. This section is devoted to the presentation of the
results concerning the TV mixing of the Binomial Splitting process. For all k£ € N, we let

(Sl:3 in(k))tzo denote the Markov semigroup associated to the generator £5(*) in Eq. (2.2)

(k) to refer to

and, for every initial distribution v on {2, we adopt the matrix notation yStB o
the corresponding distribution at time ¢ > 0.
Recall the definition of TV distance to equilibrium at time ¢ > 0 when starting from some

probability distribution v over {2,

2200  d(t)= HuStBi“(’“) —pn| = sup [P (A) - L (A)]

v ACQy,

where 1, » is the Multinomial distribution of parameters (k, 7).

In Theorem 2.3 below, we show that, in the asymptotic setting of Section 2.3, the worst-
case TV distance exhibits the so-called cutoff phenomenon. Discovered in the 80’s by Aldous
and Diaconis, [AD86], the expression cutoff refers, in the context of Markov chains, to an
abrupt convergence to equilibrium measured with a given distance. In recent years, several
systems of interacting particles have been shown to exhibit cutoff in TV distance, see, e.g.,
[Lac16, CLL20, CLL22, HS20, LS14, BN22, LLP10] and references therein.

In analogy with this literature, we consider the worst-case mixing, namely, we will take
the supremum of the quantity in Eq. (2.20) over the set of initial distributions which, in turn,
is equivalent to take the maximum over the set €2;. For this reason, letting J¢ denote the
Dirac’ distribution at £ € €0, we define

(2.21) di () == sup d\ (2).
£eQy,

We will show that, when k — oo, cutoff for the worst-case TV distance in Eq. (2.21) occurs
around the time

(2.22) tmix = % log(k),

thus, rightfully referred to as the mixing time. Moreover, the quantity in Eq. (2.21) is bounded
away from 0 and 1 in a window of size O () around t;x. In order to quantify the latter
statement, for every C' > 0 we will consider the quantity

(2.23) tw(C) = Cty,

which will play the role of the so-called cutoff window in the forthcoming Theorem 2.3. In
addition, we further define

(2.24) tE(C) = tmix & tw(C).

THEOREM 2.3 (Cutoff). Consider a sequence of graphs and site-weights such that
Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let us further assume that the total number of particles k = k,, is
such that k — oo and there exists some ¢y € [0,00) for which

k
(2.25) lim sup — < ¢yl
n

n—oo

Then, for all § € (0,1) there exists some C = C(6) > 0 such that
(2.26) limsupdy(t*(C)) <6, liminfdy(t™(C)) >1-4

n—oo

hold.



The assumption k& — oo is necessary for the validity of Theorem 2.3. Indeed, when k =1,
the so-called product condition (see, e.g., [LP17, Proposition 18.4]) together with Eq. (2.11)
impose that in order for the cutoff to occur we need tNash > t1, Which contrasts our
Assumption 1. The next proposition shows that, in our setting, the absence of cutoff holds
for any sequence k = O(1).

PROPOSITION 2.4. [In the same setting of Theorem 2.3, if k = k,, = O(1), then, there
exist a,b > 0 independent of n such that

2.27) ¢ <du(t) <ae W,  t> bt

REMARK 2.5 (High-density regime). In the regime in which k — oo and k = O(n?) the
cutoff time ty;x in Eq. (2.22) coincides with the cutoff time for other recently studied symmet-
ric interacting systems (mostly in 1D), e.g., [CLL22, CLL20, Lacl6]. While the assumption
k — oo is necessary for the validity of Theorem 2.3 (cf. Proposition 2.4), this is not clear
for the requirement k = O(n?). In fact, our techniques break down when dropping that as-
sumption. Hence, determining the emergence of the cutoff phenomenon for the Bin(k) in the
high-density regime, that is, when k = w(n?), remains an open problem. Nonetheless, as we
will show in Proposition 6.8 below, in this regime a timescale O (t.log(k)) is still sufficient
for the system to be well-mixed.

The conclusions in Theorem 2.3 and Proposition 2.4—whose proofs are postponed to
Section 6 below—are drawn from mixing results for the averaging process, presented in the
next two sections.

2.5. Averaging process. We start by a rigorous definition of the “unfair” Averaging pro-
cess in which sites redistribute their mass proportionally to prescribed site-weights. Since
the Averaging dynamics conserves the total mass and it is invariant under dilation, with no
loss of generality we will assume that the initial configuration is some n € A, where A is
the set of probability distributions over V. More precisely, given a non-degenerate 7 € A,
the Averaging process is the Markov process (1;):>0 with state space A and infinitesimal
generator

(2.28) LA =" ey (PRE—1)f,  f:A—-R
zyel

where

s (@) + () ifz=a,

(229)  PREF)=F0").  n™(2) =1 AL (n(w) +a(y)) i 2=y,
n(z) otherwhise.
Let C(A) be the Banach space of continuous functions on the compact metric space (A, || - ||2)

endowed with the supremum norm. Then, it is easy to check that the operator LA is a
bounded linear operator on C(A) and that generates a Feller Markov contraction semigroup
(85) 0
ing expectation of the Averaging process distributed at time ¢ = 0 according to v; when v is
a Dirac at 7, we simply write "¢ and [E)"®. An analogous notation will be adopted for the
k-particle Binomial Splitting.

on the same space. All throughout, P)"¢ and Ep"® denote the law and correspond-
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2.6. Mixing of the Averaging. As it can be read off the definition in Eq. (2.28), m € A is
the unique absorbing point of the Averaging dynamics. Moreover, although the sequence of
local thermalizations is random, the deterministic nature of the mass redistributions prevents
any other point 7 € A to be visited more than once, breaking down any reversibility. In this
context, quantifying the convergence to stationarity entails a sensible choice of distance to
equilibrium. Indeed, at any finite time there is a positive probability that only a fraction of
edges has been updated. Thus, the distribution of the Averaging process is singular with
respect to the unique stationary measure, the Dirac §,,. Hence, convergence to stationarity
cannot occur in, e.g., TV distance, i.e., |Law(n:) — dx||Tv # 0 as t — oo. Therefore, as in
other recent works on the Averaging process and related mass redistribution models (see, e.g.,
[AL12, CDSZ22, BB21]), we will employ Wasserstein-type of distances. More precisely, we
will adopt LP-transportation metrics, namely, for all p € [1, 2],

230) B [(]@—1“ ] nEA, t20,
™ p

These metrics set the ground for a quantitative comparison between the Averaging and
its “noiseless” counterpart. Indeed, as it will become clear with the statement on the duality
relations in Proposition 3.3 below, the Averaging process (7;),~, € A decomposes into two
components: a deterministic part (m;),~, C A corresponding to the law of the single-particle

Binomial Splitting system, and a “noise” part (%), C RY, such that
(2.3 =1t + X, t=>0,

with Xy =0and ) i Xy(z) =0 as., E[A;] =0 forall £ > 0, as well as A; — 0 in law as
t — 00.

In view of these considerations, it comes natural to compare rates of convergence for
the Averaging in LP-transportation distance and for Bin(1) in LP-distance. This comparison
boils down to analyze the effect of the noise (X}), at various scales, leading to possible
mismatches in the behaviors of the two processes. A first instance of this phenomenon is
shown in the next proposition, which generalizes a result taken from [AL12] to the inhomo-
geneous context, i.e., when 7 is not uniform.

PROPOSITION 2.6 (Cf. [AL12, Proposition 21). ~ For all graphs G = (V, E, (¢zy) e 1)
and non-degenerate site-weights (7(x))zev,

2 ot 2
(2.32) Ef;vg [H@ — 1” ] <e ‘' , nen, t>0.
™ 2 2

e
m

The above proposition is key to the proof of Theorem 2.1 and, for completeness, its proof
is reported in Section 4 below. In words, Proposition 2.6 above shows that the contraction
rate for the Averaging’s L2-transportation metrics is, in general, off by a factor 2 from the
standard L?-contraction rate prescribed by Poincaré inequality for Bin(1). In fact, [CDSZ22,
Corollary 2.2] proves that the lack of this pre-factor is exact in the specific context of the
homogeneous complete graph.

The result in Proposition 2.6 required no hypothesis other than the non-degeneracy of
m € A. When turning to the analysis of the asymptotic behaviors, different assumptions on
the underlying geometry may lead to dissimilar outcomes. To the best of our knowledge,
[CDSZ22] is the only work so far establishing sharp results on the mixing of the Averaging
process in an asymptotic setting. As some of their findings directly relate to our results,
we schematically report them below, referring the interested reader to [CDSZ22] for further
details.
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THEOREM 2.7 ([CDSZ22, Theorems 1.1 & 1.2]). Consider a sequence of growing com-
plete graphs with n vertices, unitary conductances and uniform site-weights. Then, calling

1 log(n log(n
(2.33) topsz = B0 s (€)= 022
log(2) n n
and
(2.34) tensz(C) = tepsz £ tepszw (C),
forall § € (0,1) there exists some C = C(6) > 0 such that
lim sup sup E?Vg H tipss (@) _ 1 ] <9,
n—oo nEA ™ 1
(2.35) .
liminfsupEQVg H Ltopsz(@) ] >2—04.
n—oo UEA i 1

The above theorem allows a comparison between the mixing behaviors of the Av-
eraging and of the Bin(1) on the complete graph. Indeed, on the one hand, the L'-
Wasserstein distance to equilibrium for the Averaging sharply drops to zero around times

(@ + 0(1))1ogn(n); on the other hand, as a simple computation shows, the law of the sin-

gle Bin-particle reaches equilibrium in TV distance on a strictly shorter timescale, namely
tmix = O (trel) = @(%) In other words, mixing of these two processes differ both qualitatively
(i.e., abrupt vs. gradual) and quantitatively (i.e., on different timescales) on the “infinite-
dimensional” example of growing complete graphs.

A natural question is whether this disagreement occurs also on finite-dimensional ge-
ometries, namely those for which our Assumption 1 holds and, thus, the Bin(1) mixes on
a timescale O(t,) without cutoff. As our next result shows, in such a framework, the mix-
ing behaviors of the Averaging and of the Bin(1) match, both occurring gradually at times

O (trer)-

PROPOSITION 2.8 (No cutoff). Consider a sequence of graphs and site-weights such
that Assumption 1 holds. Then, there exist a,b > 0 independent of n such that

t

(2.36) ¢t <EE [H% —1H } <ae W, t>bt,
p
forallpe[l1,2].

Pushing further the analogy between Averaging dynamics and the “noiseless” Bin(1),
we ask whether cutoff occurs on a “finer scale”, i.e., when measuring the LP-transportation
metrics on scales of the order of £~ 1/2, for some diverging k = k,, — co. In the forthcoming
theorem we prove that, in our asymptotic framework, the Averaging process abruptly mixes
just like the single particle on finer scales as long as k = O(n?). An extension similar to that
highlighted for the Binomial Splitting in Remark 2.5 holds for the Averaging in the regime
in which k = w(n?); see Proposition 5.6 below for further details.

THEOREM 2.9 (Cutoff on a finer scale). Consider a sequence of graphs and site-weights
such that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Fix also a sequence k = k,, such that k — oo and there
exists some cyo) € [0, 00) for which Eq. (2.25) holds. Then, for all § € (0, 1) there exists some
C =C(6) > 0 such that
(2.37)

lim sup vk supEg\Vg [Hn% — 1” } <9, liminf vk supEg\Vg [H% — 1H ] > %,

p p

n—o0 neA n—roo neA
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for all p € [1,2], where t=(C') are defined as in Eq. (2.24).

As it will be shown in Section 6 below, the results in Proposition 2.8 and Theorem 2.9
will be instrumental for the proofs of the upper bounds in Proposition 2.4 and Theorem 2.3,
respectively.

2.7. Organization of the paper. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 3 is
devoted to the introduction of several dualities and intertwining relations involving the pro-
cesses under analysis. In Section 4 we prove the spectral gap identity presented in Section 2.2.
The proofs of the mixing results for the Averaging are presented in Section 5, while those for
the Binomial Splitting in Section 6.

3. Intertwining and duality relations. In this section, we present the intertwining and
(self-)duality relations involving the Averaging and the Binomial Splitting which will be
used all throughout. For a general account on these two probabilistic tools in the context of
Markov processes and interacting particle systems, the interested reader may refer, e.g., to
[Lig05, GKRV09, Mic18] and references therein.

PROPOSITION 3.1 (Multinomial intertwining). For all k € N and functions f : Q — R,
we have

3.1) SMNeNf = A SPMP o t>0
where, for all n € A,
(32) Akf( ) = ,uk,n [f]v

and Ly, ,, stands for Multinomial(k, 7).

PROOF. Recall Egs. (2.3) and (2.29). We prove
(3.3) PaEALf(n) = A Pp P f(),  mea,

for all zy € E and f : Q) — R; this yields the analogue of Eq. (3.1) for the corresponding
generators, from which Eq. (3.1) follows due to the boundedness of the generators involved.
(For notational convenience, in this proof we will write, e.g., &, for £(z).) From now on the
proof follows by an elementary direct computation. Starting with the term on the right-hand
side in Eq. (3.3), we rewrite it as

AP0 f ) =D (&) Py 1(6)
£eQy
k
(3.4) =3 3" P({Multinomial(k,n) = £} N {& +&, = }) PEE) £ (¢).
(=0 £€9Q,

Notice that, for all /=0,1,...,k, we have
Bin(k

Z P ({Multinomial(k,n) = £} N {& + & —f})ny f(§)
£y,
&z
z T 77
=2 ’f’(H %) Z |§y| > ! (1{s'+f;, o 11 He=e )
geQ  \z#wy 7 ey, ey

o NE o NG
x(”’”””) (=) 1(€)

A /|
z n
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, o \E L m N\E
_ ngz (“w"'”y) (“w‘ﬁwy) ’ )4 /
|
= Z k! H /! Lierve -0y (nz +my)" F(E)

/1 1
2tzy F fm gy-

Lig, v =1 f(€):

e\ (52 ) (52 (e + )™
Zki(n 772)( +y(;£!+77y) ( +y(;/!+77y))

§'e z#ay 7
Plugging this expression back into Eq. (3.4), we obtain

Ay, PBln Z Z P ({Multinomial(k,n) =&} N{& + & =1}) PBm £(6)

=0 £€Q,

= > e (&) FE),

£eQy
which coincides with

PEARf(n) = Ak f (1Y) =By ., (],
where 7*¥ and Pﬁ‘;g are defined as in Eq. (2.29). Hence, the equality in Eq. (3.3) follows. [

Before presenting the duality relations, it turns out to be convenient to introduce a labeled
version of the Binomial Splitting described in Section 2.1. For this reason, for all k£ € N,
we define the labeled Binomial Splitting process with £ particles as the irreducible Markov
chain (X4)¢>0 on V* whose dynamics is described as follows: start with k labeled particles at
positions x = (21,...,x;) € V¥; as soon as the Poisson clock of rate Czy rings, the particles
whose position is either z or y € V, independently of each other, place themselvesin z € V

with probability % in y € V otherwise. Clearly, this Markov process coincides with

the process (&;);>0 described in Section 2.1 when the labels of the particles are ignored. More
precisely, the corresponding infinitesimal generator

(35) LBin(k Z Co LBln(k ,

zyelr
which is self-adjoint in the k-fold tensor space H®* :=H @ --- ® H, where H = Lo(V,m),
maps symmetric functions into symmetric functions, since the particle dynamics does not
depend on the particles labels. Rigorously,
(3.6) LPFSym, = Sym, LB |

where Sym,, : H®*¥ — H®* denotes the orthogonal projector

1
(3.7) Symkl/f(xl, RS .Z'k) = E Z 1/1(950(1)7 s 7xo(k)) ) Sym% = Symk
‘oeX,

and X the symmetric group on k& symbols. We let (S, Bin(k ))1‘20 denote the semigroup asso-
ciated to the labeled k-particle Binomial Splitting. Moreover, for notational convenience, we
will adopt the following shorthand:

7(x) = 7% (x) = w(x1) - - - w(xp), x=(z1,...,21) € V.

The next two results are not new and variants of them may be found scattered in the
literature in several places for related models, using different techniques, from probabily to
Lie algebra. For more details about these techniques, we refer the interested reader to, e.g.,
[AL12, GKRVO09, RS17, RS18]; below, we provide sketches of their proofs for the reader’s
convenience.
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PROPOSITION 3.2 (Self-duality for the Binomial Splitting). Let, for all k.l € N, x =
(z1,...,21) € VF and € € Q,

k-1
(38) [é]x = f(l'l) (5(1'2) - 1x2=m1) e (6(3319) - Z 1mk:mi>
i=1
denote the x-falling factorial of £. Then, for all x € V¥, € € Qp and t > 0, we have
Bin(0) | [§e)x | _ oBintk) [ [
o 20 | =5 () 0

SKETCH OF PROOF. As mentioned above, there are several approaches one might follow
to prove this assertion. One option is to proceed by the following two-step argument: first, the
self-duality relation between two systems of independent Bin(1) particles, see, e.g. [DMP91,
Proposition 2.9.4]; second, recovering the Binomial Splitting processes by “instantaneous
thermalization”, see [GKRV09, Section 6.3]. O

PROPOSITION 3.3 (Duality between Averaging and Binomial Splitting). Let, for all x €
VEandn € A,

k

_ R p I,
(3.10) D(x,n) = ED(%”) = 1;[1 (o)
and
(3.11) D( )-—f[D( - )'—f[ 1)

. X,n) = 11 Tiym) = 11 (@) .

Then, the following duality relations hold: for all x € V¥, n € A, and t > 0,
(3.12) Ey [D(x,m)] = $" " D(-,m) (x)
and
(3.13) Ey® [D(x,m)] = 5, D(,m) ()

REMARK 3.4 (Moment vs. orthogonal duality functions). Functions of the joint system
satisfying relations as in Egs. (3.9), (3.12) and (3.13) are usually referred to as duality func-
tions; more specifically, functions as in Eq. (3.10) are also known as “moment” or “clas-
sical” duality functions, while those as in Eq. (3.11) take the name of “orthogonal”duality
functions, due to their relation with orthogonal polynomials (see, e.g., [RS18]).

SKETCH OF PROOF. Concerning Eq. (3.12), the equality follows by poissonizing the
Multinomial intertwining in Proposition 3.1 and acting with this new intertwining on the
self-duality functions of Proposition 3.2 as explained in [RS18, Section 5.2]. On the other
hand, the duality relation in Eq. (3.13) has been proved for the non-thermalized model in,
e.g., [RS18, Section 5.4]; since instantaneous thermalization preserves the duality relations,
this concludes the proof. O
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4. Proof of the spectral gap identity. This section is completely devoted to the proof
of Theorem 2.1. The main ingredient is the following elementary lemma, showing that the
duality relation in Eq. (3.13) allows to map eigenfunctions of the labeled k-particle system
to candidate eigenfunctions of the Averaging.

LEMMA 4.1.  For k> 1, let 1 € H®* be an eigenfunction for —LP"™*) associated to the
eigenvalue A > 0, i.e.,

(4.1) LBRR) g — — N\gp.

Then, fy, € C(A) defined as

4.2) fom) =Y m(x)9(x) D(x,n),
xeVk

solves

(4.3) LY fy = —\fy.

In other words, Lemma 4.1 shows that, for every eigenfunction v of —LB"(*)  eijther fu
is identically zero or f, is an eigenfunction for —L£A¥¢ with the same eigenvalue.

PROOF. By definition, the duality relation Eq. (3.13) and self-adjointness of LB"(*) in
H®*, we have

L fu(m) = > w(x) $(x) LYD(x, ) ()

xeVE
(4.4) = Y w(x)9(x) LP*PD(, ) (x)
xeVE
= > w(x) LP"My(x) D(x,m) = = Afy(n). O
xeVE

The forthcoming Lemma 4.2 will determine which eigenfunctions v give rise to actual
eigenfunctions f,. To derive such results we introduce two classes of operators, which are
referred to as (particle) creation and annihilation operators.

We start from the simple observation that the labeled Binomial Spitting is “consistent”,
namely that each subset of k labeled Bin-particles still evolves according to the same Marko-
vian dynamics. More precisely, for all k& € N the generators LB (%) and LBn(:=1) satisfy the
following intertwining relations:

4.5) LBin(k)%i _ ak7iLBin(k—1)7

where, forall i € {1,...,k}, az;: HO(E=1) _ 1@k s called the annihilation operator of the
ith particle for the k-particle system; such an operator is one-to-one and defined by

(4.6) (ag,)(x) =9 ("), XK'= (21, Tim 1, Tig s - )

The adjoint of ay, ; is then given by uL_l i HEF — 1®(F=1) the so-called creation operator
of the ith particle for the k-particle system; such an operator is onto and can be written as

4.7) (af 1 JUE) =" w(@) (@, @i, m),  Xi= (@)
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Notice further that Im(a;,;) consists of constant functions, while Ker(ug 1) consists of zero
mean functions, and that the orthogonal decomposition H = Ker(ag 1) @1, Im(ay 1) holds.
The latter decomposition generalizes to the tensor product space H®* by

(4.8) HER = Ker(a};_l) @, Im(ag),

where
(4.9)  Ker( ak 1) ﬂKer a1,) (Ker(aal))@k and Im(ay) == @Y Im(ay ;).

As an immedlate consequence of the definition in Eq. (3.13), it follows that, for all n € A,
the function D(-,7) : VFk 5 R satisfies, forall 1 < i < k,

(4.10) (aL_l,il_?(-,n))(&i):(Z (i) D, )) D(xi,m)=0, xeV*;

z, €V

namely, D(-,7) € Ker(al_,).

LEMMA 4.2. Fix k € N. Given ¢ € H®F, for fv € C(A) defined as in Eq. (4.2), we have
4.11) fu=0 — Symy) € Im(ay) .

PROOF. The implication “<=" is a consequence of the adjointness of ay, ; and a};_l ; with

Eq. (4.10). Indeed, if Sym;,) = ay, ;¢ for some ¢ € HE*Landie{1,...,k},
fom =Y m(®)apid(x) Daxn) = Y w(%) é(%) af D(%i,n) = 0.
xeVk X, €VE-1

For the “=" part, thanks to the decomposition in Eq. (4.8), it suffices to show that f,, # 0
for all symmetric and non-zero functions v in Ker(az_l), where fy, € C(A) is defined as
in Eq. (4.2). Thus, fix any such 1) € Ker(uL_l) C H®* and consider the corresponding fy, €
C(A). Notice that, by the definition of fy in Eq. (4.2) and D(-,7) =0, we have fy(7) =0;

thus, the conclusion follows if we show that fy, () # 0 for some n € A\ {r}.
By the non-degeneracy of m € A, there exists & > 0 such that

(4.12) T+ EA, geThzz{yzv—wR Zy(x)zm\lvllooéh}.
eV
Arguing by contradiction, let us suppose that
k
(4.13) folr+Q)=> mx)vx) [] ig% =
xeV 1=1 ¢

holds for all ¢ € Ty,. Note that in the first identity we only used that, by definition of D(x,-),
we have D(x, 7 + () = Hl 1 WE )) Then, by homogeneity, Eq. (4.13) holds for all { € T.;
in other words, v is orthogonal to all functions in the linear span of

(4.14) {¢ = @peKera] ) |peKera),)}.

By the polarization identity, the linear span of Eq. (4.14) is dense in the k-fold symmetric

tensor of Ker(aal) and since ¢ € Ker(az )= (Ker(ag 1))®/LC was chosen to be symmetric,
1 must vanish. Hence, the assumption that f,;, =0 ylelds 1 = 0, a contradiction. U
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4.1. Proofof Theorem 2.1. By means of the duality relation in Eq. (3.13), we constructed
in Lemmata 4.1 and 4.2 non-trivial eigenfunctions for —£**¢ in terms of suitable symmetric
eigenfunctions for —1.Bin(k) A we show in Lemma 4.3 below, the main feature of such
eigenfunctions for the Averaging process is that, as soon as k > 2, the point m € A is a
zero (recall that fy,(7) = 0) of at least the second order with respect to the L?-distance (in
the sense of Eq. (4.16)) on the simplex A. This property combined with the L?-Wasserstein
contraction result from Proposition 2.6—for which we provide the proof below—completes
the proof of Theorem 2.1.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.6. The variation of || — 1||3 after a mass exchange among
sites z,y € V equals

(r(o) + ) (LI L1 1)2 (o) (25 - 1)2 ~a() (22 - 1)2

m(x) +7(y) () m(y)
C ar) (ale) aw))
@15~ <7T($) w(y)>.

Therefore, by definition of spectral gap in Eq. (2.6) and that of Dirichlet form in Eq. (2.9),
we obtain
2 2
Le ‘Q—lH = —EBin(1) (ﬁ> S—gapluﬁ—lH :
T 2 7r 7r 2

An application of Gronwall inequality yields the desired result. U

LEMMA 4.3.  Consider k > 2, 1 € H®* and f, as in Eq. (4.2). Then,

(4.16) Cy:= sup )l €[0,00).

neavix} || 2 -1

PROOF. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain
(4.17)

[fu()l = ‘ > ()9 (x) D(x,n)

xeVE

< I3 @ @2 [ 7 (D)’

xeVE xeVE

Because of the product structure of both probability measures T = 7@k . Vk — R and duality
functions D(+,7n), we have

(4.18) 3 #(x) (D(x,m)* = (Z (z) (D(x,n)f) _ Hﬂ - 1”
zeV

xeVE

[MES

The desired conclusion follows because A is compact and the L2-norm is continuous. U

In view of the above lemmas, we may conclude by employing a well-known argument due
to Chen and Wang ([CW97]):

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.1. Clearly, we need to consider only the case k£ > 2. The inequal-
ity
4.19) gapy, < gap;
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follows at once from Egs. (3.6) and (4.5). Indeed, calling &% € Q_1 the configura-
tion obtained from £ € 2, by removing one particle at x € V, the linear operator Jj, :
L2(Qk_1, ,uk_lm) — L2(Qk, Mk,w) defined as

(4.20) Tef(€) =) &@)f(€), ey,

zeV

is injective; moreover, since its action corresponds to that of a symmetrized annihilation
operator on symmetric functions, J; satisfies

4.21) £Bink) g = g Bkl s o

see Eq. (4.5).

As for the reverse inequality, due to self-adjointness of —LP™(*) and the decomposition
of H®* in Eq. (4.8), it suffices to consider symmetric eigenfunctions in Ker(a};_l). Let 9
be such an eigenfunction for —LP"(*) with corresponding eigenvalue A > 0 and Ju €C(A)
defined as in Eq. (4.2). As already noted in Lemma 4.2, fy,(7) = 0 and f,, # 0; moreover, by
Lemma 4.1, LA f, = — X fy. Then, for all ¢ > 0 and n € A\ {7} such that f(n) # 0, we
have

"M fo ()] = B8 [fu ()] < B[l fu(mo)]]

4.22) )
< Oy EAv Hﬂ—1H < Cye Bt
=~ Ly n [ = 5| = we

2
ERE R
T 2

where Cy, > 0 is the constant introduced in Lemma 4.3, whereas the last step follows from
Proposition 2.6. Since, again by Lemma 4.3, M € (0, 1], we further obtain

Cy H a1 ”2
os ()
(4.23) A > gap, + S
for all £ > 0. Taking ¢ — oo yields the desired result. U

5. Proofs from Section 2.6. In this section we prove the mixing results for the Averag-
ing stated in Section 2.6. The section is divided in four parts. First in Section 5.1 we prove
an easy lower bound for the LP-Wasserstein distance to equilibrium. We then extract two up-
per bounds which will be used to estimate the distance from equilibrium at different scales.
On the one hand, in Section 5.2, we show that a time O () suffices to bring the mean L?-
distance arbitrarily close to zero. On the other hand, in Section 5.3, we use this latter bound
to control the mixing at times (1 + o(1))%! log(k), showing that this is sufficient to shrink the
L?-Wasserstein distance down further to o(k~1/2). For this reason, we are going to refer to
times of order ©(t) as “short times" and to times of order O(t.;log(k)) as “longer times”.

As mentioned in Section 2.6, the latter is shown to hold as long as k = O(n?). Fi-
nally, in Section 5.4 we collect all results of these subsections to prove Proposition 2.8
and Theorem 2.9.

5.1. Lower bound. The nextlemma follows easily by using the duality relations between
the Averaging and the one-particle system in Proposition 3.3. In what follows, in analogy
with Eq. (2.10), we define

(5.1) (z) = sPn® (g) (2) =8PV D)), zeV,neA, t>0.
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LEMMA 5.1. Forallne A, pe [1,00] and t > 0, we have

A s n
(5.2) i [H; - 1M > |87 = 1],
As a consequence,
(5.3) sup E)'® [Hm ~1] ] > sup [} ~ 1l > ¢ .
neA

PROOF. Let ¢ :=q(p) € [1,00] denote the conjugate exponent of p € [1, co]. Then, by the
dual formulation of [|-[|, and Proposition 3.3 with k& = 1, we have

supz D(z,m) 1 (x)

EAe Mm _1H ] Ee
I, =1 2ev

> sup Z SPVD(m) (@) () = B = 1]l -

el =1 oo

This shows Eq. (5.2). Then Eq. (5.3) follows by passing to the supremum in 7 € A, and using
the monotonicity of LP-norms and [LP17, Lemma 20.11] with p = 1. O

5.2. Upper bound for short times. Let us start by noting that, by the duality relation
between the Averaging and the two-particle system we have, for all ¢ > 0 and n € A,

o wefll]- g (35

(5.5) . ( SE@ 77)(3:,3:)—1)
zeV
(5.6) —S @) | Y pBn@ (g ). (%x))n(y)n(;) 1
zeV y,2€V 7T(3;‘)
Bln .Z' .Z'))
(5:7) = > n ( - 1)
y,z€V mGV
Bln(2
(5.8) < xyni?i‘ev ((,:)f()zl)()z’w |

where we used the symbol

59 pWey) =PRO (X =y | Xo=x),  keN, xyeVh t>0,

to refer to the transition probabilities of the labeled particle system. We remark that Eq. (5.5)

follows by Eq. (3.12), Eq. (5.6) is just reversibility and to obtain Eq. (5.8) we used n, 7w € A.
In order to control the quantity in Eq. (5.8) we now derive a Nash inequality for the two-

particle system from the analogous one for Bin(1). The main ingredient is the following

comparison result between the two-particle system, i.e., Bin(2), and the product chain of two

one-particle systems, i.e., Bin(1) ® Bin(1).



MIXING OF THE AVERAGING PROCESS AND ITS DISCRETE DUAL 19
LEMMA 5.2 (Comparison of Dirichlet forms). For all ¢ € H®?,

1
(5.10) 5 EBin(@Bin(1) (V) < EBin2)(¥) < EBin(1)@Bin(1) (¥) »

where Egiy(2) and Egin(1)wBin(1) denote the Dirichlet forms on HE? of the corresponding
processes.

PROOF. Recall that
(5.11) [Bin(2) _ Z Cay LwB?iJn(2) and Bin(1)®Bin(1) _ Z Cay (L%na) @Lgnu))’
zyel zyeE

with A@ B := A®1 + 1 ® B denoting the Kronecker sum of two operators. For all xy € F
and ¢ € H®?, it is simple to check that

(5.12) (LE;“@) _ B g LBm(l)) Wz, w) =

() (0ly.0) + ¥ ) — 0la.y) — b(y.2) fr=w=2z
2
(rmr) @ y) + ble,2) - v(e,y) - ly,2)) ifz=w=y
- (%) GHlm) @y) +v@.2) = v(ey) = o) if (zw) = (@.y) or (y,2)
0 otherwise .

Combining the above two identities, we obtain, for all ¢, ¢ € H*?,

(5.13) > w(@)mlw) o(z,w) (L0 - LBROSERW) ()

z,weV

2
= 3 o (LY (ot 0) + pl0.0) — o) — ol

zyel
X (¢(z,z)
Therefore, for all ¢ € H®?,

Fone) (@)= 3 m(@)m(w)i(z,w) (L50@ — [PnOOE)) (2 )

¢(y7y) - (Zﬁ(fL',y) - ¢(y,$)) :

z,weV
m(x)w(y) \ 2
(514) = Ca TN L N (¢($7$)+¢( 9 )_¢(gj7 )_sz)( 7:17)) 20
2 (w(z) +w<y>> PR T

As a consequence of the definition of Fgj, (o), we get

(5.15) EBin(2) (V) = EBin(1)@Bin(1) (V) — Frin(2)(¥)
yielding, since Fpip(2) (1) > 0, the second inequality in Eq. (5.10). For what concerns the
first inequality in Eq. (5.10), we show that

1
(5.16) 3 EBin(1)@Bin(1) (¥) — FBin(2) (¥) >0
holds for all 1) € H®2. For this purpose, let us recall that
EBin(1)Bin(1) (V)
= 3 e {Z 7(2) (00, 2) (0, 2)* + (602, 2) — ¥(z,)?) } ,
zyck Ty zeV
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therefore, Eq. (5.16) is equivalent to show that

5, )

2, () + ()

= (@) + 7 (y)
(z)m(y)
+ Cx
yZGE V(@) +(y)

X))
437 7)) — () — T (0, 0) i) + (09 9) — 9, )2
Z (@) + ()

is non-negative. Now, we claim that this holds because each expression between curly brack-
ets is non-negative. Indeed, for all zy € E, focusing on the first expression between curly
brackets (the second one can be dealt with analogously) and setting

5.17) u= (Y(z,2) —P(y, 7)), p=m(x),
vi=(P(y,y) —(x,y)) q=m(y),
we have
5 ) (00 2) — b)) + (e + 0 = L (u0p?)
ity p+gq
> pu? + quv? ~ ot (u+v)*>>0.
This concludes the proof. U

REMARK 5.3.  The first inequality in Lemma 5.2 and the intertwining relation Eq. (4.5)
ensure that not only gapy = gap, as shown in Theorem 2.1, but also that the spectral gap of
the labeled two-particle system equals gap.

PROPOSITION 5.4. Under Assumption 1, there exist C,c > 0, independent of n, such
that

PP (2, y), (2.w))

< ce_Ttel, t > Chp.
m(z)m(w) - =

(5.18) max
z,y,2,weV

-1

Therefore, as a consequence of the inequalities in (5.4)—(5.8), we have

2 _t
(5.19) sugEg“g [H% _ 1H2] <ce . t> Oty
ne

PROOF. By [SC97, Theorem 2.3.4], Assumption 1 implies

Bin(1)

(520) max w <e dtNash 2 <
wyeV  w(y) T\ 2t ) =4

and an analogous inequality for the product chain Bin(1) ® Bin(1): letting d’ := 2d,

/

Bin(1)®Bin(1) , &
(521) max Py ((x,y),(z,w)) §€2 dtNash 7 tST,
z,y,2,weV m(z)m(w) t
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where p? in(@Bin() is defined in analogy to Eq. (5.9). Because of reversibility of Bin(1) ®
Bin(1), the converse to Nash’s argument due to [CKS87] (see also [SC97, Theorem 2.3.7])
ensures that

2(142 1 4
(5.22) ”¢H2( ¢ ) < C(/tNash <5Bin(1)®Bin(1) (1/}) + ﬁ |’¢H§> Hw”f ) NAURS H®27

for some constant C’ > 0 depending only on d. By combining Eq. (5.22) with the first in-
equality in Lemma 5.2, we further obtain the following integral version of Nash inequality
for Bin(2):

2(14+ 2 1 4
623wl <20t (sBm@)<¢> + 7 ||wu§) eli, Ve ens?,
which, again by [SC97, Theorem 2.3.4], implies

Bin(2) ' v z
(5.24) max P (@Y Ew) o (EC T
z,y,z,weV 7T(Z)7T('w) t

By Chapman-Kolmogorov equation, as well as Cauchy-Schwarz and Poincaré inequalities,
we obtain, forall ¢t > s >0,

. 2
Bin(2) me(2) z,y),-
max Py (z,9), (z,w)) — 1| < max M -1
z,y,2,wEV m(z)m(w) z,yeV TRT
He?
i PP (), ) |
(5.25) < exp {— } max Te2 IR ,
rel z,yeV TR

He2

where the last inequality follows by Remark 5.3. Setting s := 87 = ©(tnasn) in the last dis-
placement, Eq. (5.24) yields, for all £ > 87" > 0 and some constant ¢ > 0,

Bin(2)
t
(5.26) max |2t (@y),(zw)) 1| <cexp{—— ¢,
z,y,z2,weV 7T(Z)7T('w) trel
where we used the fact that 7" = O(t,.) thanks to Assumption 1. O

5.3. Upper bound for longer times. The next proposition provides the upper bound
which will turn out to be central for the proof of Theorem 2.9.

PROPOSITION 5.5.  Under Assumptions 1 and 2, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that
for all t > Cty, with C as in Proposition 5.4, and n € A,

2 2
(5.27) Egvg [H@ - 1H ] < <1exp{—i} +exp{—ﬁ}> Hﬁ - 1” .
e 2 n ZL/rel trel 7T 2

PROOF. We start by rewriting the left-hand side of Eq. (5.27) as

([ - ] - rom | 365

zeV

= n(a) ((Eﬁvg [%DQ : 1)

eV
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Av ¢(z) 2 Av () 2
"o <E (57 |- (= 55)) )
(5.28) = n) =1 + Z ( gBin(2) SPin(1)®Bin(1)> <Q 2 Q) (,2),

T s
zeV

where we used the duality in Eq. (3.12) with £ =1 and k& = 2 and the definition in Eq. (5.1).
The rest of the proof is devoted to estimating Eq. (5.28): while the bound for the first term is
straightforward (see Eq. (5.29)), as for the second term, first we rewrite it in Eq. (5.30) below,
then we split it into two parts in Eq. (5.37), and conclude bounding these two expressions in
Egs. (5.37) and (5.40).

The first term in Eq. (5.28), by Poincaré inequality, can be bounded from above by

(5.29) Ilh"—le<eXP{__}H H

rel

As for the second term in Eq. (5.28), noting that SBm(l)®Bm(1) (2 ® 1) =h{®hj, by the
integration by parts formula (see, e.g., [Lig05, Proposition VIII.1.7]) we obtain

Nt(n) o Zﬂ(z) <SPin(2) _ SPin(l)@Bin(l)) (Q 2 Q) (z,2)

s T
zeV

_ / 52312 LBln 2) LBin(l)@Bin(l)) SBin()@Bin(1) (Q ® ﬂ) (,2)ds
s

7'('
zEV
=2 () / PP (2,2), (v,w)) (L5 — LEROOERW) (11 6 1) (0, w) ds.
zeV 0 v,weV

Hence, by the explicit computation in Eq. (5.13) and the duality relation in Eq. (3.12) with
k=1,2 we have

530 Nl = [ X e ) < 1) 0o 0,

o V(@) ()
where
_ _m@)m(y) v
(5.31) ¢ps®40=—ww)+w@)&vw@ﬂEégkD@gmﬂ)—IX%nFQf]
—77T($)7Ty) m(2) (g% (2, 2 Y (z,2) — g% (2, 2) — g1 (2,2
- 7T(£)+7T(y) = ( )(gt—s( ’ )_‘_gg_ys( ) ) gt—ys( ) ) gi/—s( ) )) ’

with

(5.32) 9% (2, 2) =

P (,9). (52)) gt (=2 .

(2)m(2) s TR
Concerning the function ¢ — ®,(z,y), it is easy to check that
(5.33) Oo(z,y)=1, 2,y € Vsuchthatzy € E .

Further, Assumption 2 yields
(5.34) rs(z,y)| <2¢an,  t—520.
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Indeed, since Zzevp?lr;@)((a, b),(z,2)) €0,1] fora,beV,
m(z)(y)
S )
P ((2,2),(2,2) = P (1, 9),(2,2) = Pe@((2,1), (2,2))
X ama {ZV () 2 E DY () } ’

and Eq. (5.34) follows at once estimating the above maximum by (min,cy 7(z))7 %,

m(x)
@)+ <1, and Assumption 2.

We now split, for some r € (0,¢) to be fixed later, the integral in Eq. (5.30) as

/zxy

(hl(2) = h(y))* ®4—s(,y) ds

zyel y)
(5.35) »
[ e ) - )P (o) s
" oyl ™Y
The second term on the rlght—hand side in Eq. (5.35), thanks to Eq. (5.34), is bounded by
[ 3 e ) — )P 0
(5.36) wyer

t
< Cell/ 2Epin(1) (hY) ds < cen [|B] — 1|3
T

Hence, by an application of Poincaré inequality we obtain

/ Z oy ey (h2(z) — h(y))? @4—s(z,y) ds

. (@) +7(y)
SCeueXP{ } H H
trel

(5.37) 2yl
Recalling that t > C't,j, we can choose r =t — C't, so that, by Proposition 5.4, for all
s €0,r],

4co t—
(5.38) | —s(x,y)| < C”Cexp{— S},
n 75rel

where the constant ¢ is the same as in Proposition 5.4. Therefore, the first term on the right-
hand side in Eq. (5.35) can be bounded by

|3 e ) — ) 01
(5.39) wyeE my
2¢caic " _tos
< . n tre .
>~ n /0 25B1n(1)(hs)e 1 ds

By an integration by parts and Poincaré inequality, we obtain
r t—s
| 28y r)e 5 ds
0

26

_"'
’——1H trel

1" ==
=1+ = [ e - 1 as
0

rel
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_t 2 _t 2 M1 _s
<e e Hﬁ—lH + et Hﬁ—l / — e te ds
2

__t
S 26 trel

so that Eq. (5.39) is bounded above by

S o ) — 130 ()
<2

Collecting Egs. (5.37) and (5.40) and recalling that r =t — C't,e; we conclude that

(5.41) Ni(n) < cen <% exp {—é} + e exp{ to }> H H

By combining Egs. (5.29) and (5.41) we finally obtain

(542) EDe [Hm 1H } < cur <@exp{ tfel}+(1+ezc)exp{ 1}) H ‘

and defining properly the constant C’ in the statement, we obtain the desired result. O

(5.40) ® syes

40011 C —t

trel

5.4. Proofs of Proposition 2.8 and Theorem 2.9.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.8. The lower bound in Eq. (2.36) follows immediately by
Lemma 5.1. Concerning the upper bound, recall the estimate in Eq. (5.19) in Proposition 5.4.
Then, by setting ¢ = bt for large enough b and applying Jensen inequality, we conclude the
proof of Eq. (2.36) for p = 2. The corresponding result for p € [1,2) follows again by Jensen
inequality. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.9. As in the proof of Proposition 2.8, the lower bound is an im-
mediate consequence of Lemma 5.1. For the upper bound we will exploit Proposition 5.5.
Take t = t7(C) as in Eq. (2.24) for some sufficiently large C to be fixed later. Fixing
now s = %trel, k — oo ensures that ¢t — s > ('t for large enough n; hence, we can apply
Proposition 5.5 in the time window [s, t], namely,

al

2 2
e[ ] - e |2
" [ 7r 2 g K T 2

1 t— 2 (t— 2
<O | —exp{ — 5 + exp —M RAve E—1H ,
n Lrel Lrel K 77 2

where we used the Markov property and the estimate in Eq. (5.27) for the process starting
from 7, and evolving for a time ¢ — s. Now, if C' is large enough, we can use Proposition 5.4
to bound the expectation in the right-hand side of Eq. (5.43), i.e.,

2 _
(5.44) BN [H@ —1” } <cC' <1exp{—i}+exp{—2t S})
™ 2 n trel trel

Multiplying both sides in Eq. (5.44) by k, and substituting the values of t = t;x + Ctye and
s = %trel, we obtain

(5.45) kEA [(‘%—1“2] <cC’ (%Ee_c—i—e_%C).

(5.43)
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The upper bound in Eq. (2.37) follows for all p € [1,2] by applications of Jensen inequality.
O

We conclude this section by showing that when the assumption k£ = O(n?) in Eq. (2.25) is
dropped, the arguments used so far show that a weaker version of Theorem 2.3 still holds.

PROPOSITION 5.6 (Pre-cutoff). Consider a sequence of graphs and site-weights such
that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then, if k/n? — oo, for all § € (0,1),

(5.46)
- 1
lim sup v'& SUPEg\Vg [HW; - 1” } <4, liminf vk supEg\Vg [HE — 1” } T
n—00 neA 7T P n—00 neA ™ P d
forall p € [1,2], where
tre — tre
(5.47) T =a 71 log(k) + Cty,  T7 = 71 log(k) — Cty,
(5.48) ML /L)

log(k)
and some C = C(6) > 0.

PROOF. The upper bound (for p = 2) follows directly by Eq. (5.44). The lower bound (for
p=1) follows by Lemma 5.1. O

Notice that, as soon as k = Q(n?*¢) for some ¢ > 0, then T+ — T~ = O(t,log(k)),
namely, their first order terms do not coincide. On the other hand, Proposition 5.6 implies a
cutoff also for all those k = n>t°(1) but with a larger window having size w(t).

6. Proofs from Section 2.4. In this section, we provide the proofs of the results from
Section 2.4. More specifically, in Sections 6.1-6.3 below we derive some intermediate re-
sults needed for such proofs, which are then presented in Section 6.4 below. In particular, in
Section 6.1 we provide an upper bound for the TV-distance of the Binomial Splitting pro-
cess when the initial distribution of particles is Multinomial in terms of the L?-distance of
the Averaging process. The crucial ingredient in this step is the Multinomial intertwining
in Proposition 3.1. In Section 6.2 we extend this bound to all possible initial distribution by
means of “multi-colored” auxiliary processes defined therein. Finally, in Section 6.3 we use
Wilson’s method, originally introduced in [W04], to show a matching lower bound.

6.1. Upper bound for Multinomial initial distributions.

LEMMA 6.1. Forall k € N and n € A, recall the definition of i, ,, as the Multinomial
distribution with parameters (k,n). Then,

. 2
(6.1) 1t SE™ = e v < \/ek Ey" [H% B 1H2}’ t=0.

We defer its proof after the following preliminary result, in which we derive an upper
bound on the TV distance between two Multinomial distributions with the same sample size.

LEMMA 6.2. Forall ke Nandn,me A,

HEn 1
Kk,

6.2) e — ftxllry < 1 A‘ < Vek H%—l“z.
)

L2(kaﬂk,7r
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PROOF. Jensen inequality yields the first inequality. As for the second one, by simple
manipulations with Multinomial distributions, we have

2 2
— /‘k,n(é) .
L @ginn) %;k (&) ((Mk,n(§)> 1)
B M 2¢() -

(6.3) = (Z m(x)(D(x, 77))2> -1

xeVE

20K

= (Z W(:E)(D(ﬂ:,n))2> k ~1

zeV

n 2\
:<1+H——1H> —1.
s 2

(Note that for the third step, we just used that, for any labeled configuration x € V* and

its corresponding unlabeled one & € Qy, D(x,7) = [[,cv %S(I) holds for all n € A.) The
inequality 1 A [(1 + a)k - 1] < eka, a > 0, yields the desired result. O

PROOF OF LEMMA 6.1. By using the intertwining relation in Proposition 3.1, we have

‘ NkmStBin(k) — Phkx|| = max RSP () — AklA(ﬂ')‘

TV ACQy,

(6.4)

SMNEALLA() — Ayl A(w)( .

= max
By moving the maximum within the expectation, the right-hand side above is further bounded
by

6.5) | SE ) = e

Finally, applying Lemma 6.2 and Jensen inequality concludes the proof. O

A
v S Envg [ Hlu’k?ﬂ% - lu’k?JTHTV]'

6.2. Multicolored processes and upper bound for general initial conditions. The upper
bound in Lemma 6.1 in the previous section was derived only for particle systems initialized
according to multinomial distributions; as a particular case, setting n = d,, € A, Lemma 6.1
holds true for ji, ,, = p s, , i.€., the Dirac measure on the configuration with all £ particles
piled at z € V. Of course, the same upper bound carries over to arbitrary convex combinations
of multinomial distributions: for all probability measures v on A,

(6.6) H/ v(dn) ey SP™Y — | < Vek A [H@ — 1H } . t>0.
A v T 2

However, while De Finetti’s theorem ensures that such convex combinations would exhaust
the space of probability measures on €, if V' were infinite, this is far from being true when
V' is finite (see, e.g., [DF80, Ald85]). In fact, it is simple to check that there exists a constant
v € (0,1) such that

T

(6.7) supinf
n oV

>
v

‘u—/ v(dn) pe,y
A
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holds for all n and k € N large enough, where the above supremum runs over all probability
measures on {2;. Hence, multinomial initial distributions do not suffice to approximate via
convex combinations all initial conditions.

In order to bypass this obstacle and derive an upper bound for all initial conditions, we
introduce below what we call multicolored Averaging and Binomial Splitting processes, and
prove a corresponding intertwining relation between them.

Let us start by assigning to each site z € V' a different color. For each z € V, consider a
probability measure 7(*) € A on V equipped with the corresponding color. We now construct

the multicolored Averaging (7;),>q = ((ngz))zev)tzo C AV started from 7= (n(*)).cy by

means of the following grand coupling: at time ¢ = 0, each z-coordinate n(()z) is set equal

to n(*) € A; then, at independent exponential times of rates (Cay)zycE, let all coordinates
(ngz))tzo, z € V, thermalize simultaneously their values at the same edge. In other words,
each colored coordinate evolves as the Averaging process, with the constraint that all share
the same random sequence of edge updates. More precisely, recalling the definition in

Eq. (2.28), the generator of this colored process writes as

(6.8) LV =" ey (@ev (PRE-1)) £,
rycel
forall f € C(AY) = ®,cv C(A).

An entirely analogous construction carries over for the multicolored Binomial Splitting
started from the configuration £ € Q: at time ¢ = 0, for all sites z € V, the £(z) parti-
cles at z € V are given the color assigned to z € V'; then, following the same edge up-
dates, each colored particle system performs the Binomial Splitting dynamics. Hence, we

write (&)i>0 = ((flgz))zev)tzo C [L.cv Q2 (z) to indicate the vector of such colored Bino-
mial Splitting process started from £ € {2, with generator given by

6.9) EBin(f)f — xyzE:E Cay (®Z€V (p?yin(f(z)) _ ]1>> f

forall f:]],cy Q¢(2) — R. Notice that choosing £ € €2, with

k ifw=z
6.10 w— E(w) =
( ) §(w) {O otherwise
as initial configuration, the projection of (é)tzo on its z-coordinate corresponds to the
Bin(k) system started with all & particles at z € V.
Having introduced such multicolored processes, the following intertwining relation gen-
eralizes Proposition 3.1 to such processes.

PROPOSITION 6.3 (Intertwining for the multicolored processes). Forall k € N, £ € Q)
andt >0,

©.11) SMeAef=ASPOp fi [ Qe R
zeV

where

(6.12) /Tgf(ﬁ) = E(®z€V /”’E(z),n(z)) [f] ’

and

(6.13) S;AVg — ethVg and ‘S‘.;Bin(g) — etEBin(ﬁ) t>0.

I
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PROOF. As in the proof of Proposition 3.1, checking identity Eq. (6.11) for the corre-
sponding bounded generators, by linearity, it suffices to verify that

6.14) (@sev (PAE—1)) Aef = A (@Zev (PE;H@(Z)) - ]1)) f

holds for all zy € E, £ € O and f : [[, ¢y Q¢(z) — R. The rest of the argument goes on as
in the proof of Proposition 3.1 due to the product structure of the operators involved. O

In view of the above intertwining, we are now ready to extend the upper bound in
Lemma 6.1 to all initial conditions.

LEMMA 6.4. Forallk € Nandt> 0,

\/ek supIEAvg [Hnt - 1H }
v neA

where the supremum on the left-hand side runs over all probability measures on ).

(6.15) sup HuStB w0y
m

PROOF. First observe that, since all measures g write as convex combinations of Dirac
measures (0¢)ecq,

6.16) sup H p Sk k| 5 SPm k)
I

< sup
£eQy,

- Mk,m

v
Then, since (&), started from & € €2, can be obtained as a projection of the multicolored

process (é)tzo also started from & € €y, we have

6.17) Hég spnk) _ k|

< H XzeV He(2),6 )gBm( ) (®zev ug(z),w)

Arguing as in the proof of Lemma 6.1, by means of the intertwining relation in Proposition 6.3,
it follows that

a

” (®=ev pe(e6.) SO = (@2ev pie(e) m) v
< ﬁselg)vm [H <®26V e () S ) — (®zev tig(2).x) ’TV}
- e 2 3
(6.18) < sup B¢ (1AZ - ) ,
TeEAY €V ’uf(z)“ L2(95<z)7us<z),w)

where in the last inequality we employed [LS14, Proposition 7] to bound from above the
TV distance between two product measures. (Here, Egvg denotes expectation with respect to

the law of the multicolored Averaging started from 77 € A"".) By Jensen inequality and the
observation that each colored marginal of (7;);>0 C AV evolves like the Averaging process,
Lemma 6.2 further yields
2 >
. )
L2 (Qe () (2) )

sup EAVg (1 A Z
2 2
6.19) <sup, |3 e&(z)ENE [H@ . 1H } = sup { | ek E® [H@ . 1” }
77€A o s 2 neA Vs 2

TeAY zeV
Combining the inequalities in (6.16)—(6.19) concludes the proof. ]

He(z)mf™
He(z),m
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6.3. Lower bound. The lower bound proof is based on Wilson’s method (see, e.g., [LP17,
Theorem 13.28]). Roughly speaking, the method amounts in exhibiting a distinguishing
statistics, F', whose knowledge of means and variances in and out of equilibrium suffices
to obtain a lower bound for the TV-distance to equilibrium. Further, as we will now explain,
such a distinguishing statistics is built from an eigenfunction of the Markov generator of the
single-particle system.

Let 1) : V — R be an eigenfunction of —LB™(1) associated to the spectral gap and such
that ||4||2 = 1; in particular, we have

(6.20) d w(@)p@)=0 and ) w(x) (W(z)’=1.
zeV zeV
Wilson’s method will be applied to the observable F': 2, — R defined as
(6.21) F(&) = (x)&().
eV

To the purpose of analyzing F’, recall that the mean and covariance of a Multinomial distri-
bution are given by

Eﬂk,n [g(!l?)] = kn($)>

Cov,uk,n (5(3:)7 é(y)) = _kn(gj)n(y)l{x;éy} + kﬁ(iﬂ)(l - n($))1{x:y}
Recall that (-, -) denotes the inner product in H = L?(V, ).

(6.22)

LEMMA 6.5 (Mean and variance at equilibrium).  For every sequence k = ky,
(6.23) E,... [F]=0, and  Var, (F)=k.

PROOF. The proof of Lemma 6.5 follows by the definition of F" in Eq. (6.21), as well as
the identities in Eqgs. (6.20) and (6.22). O

LEMMA 6.6 (Mean and variance out of equilibrium).  For every sequence k = k,, n € A
and t > C'ty, where C'is as in Proposition 5.4,

(6.24) E,, spee [F]=ke ™ (4, D(-n)),
and
k2 2% t
. / —_— [ — . 2 ——
(625) Varukynszam(k) (F) <C |:k‘ + o (eXp { tl } ||D( 777)”00 + exp { trel }>:| ’

for some absolute constant C' > 1.

PROOF. To prove the identity in Eq. (6.24) we use the self-duality in Proposition 3.2 with

k = 1,2, the first identity in Eq. (6.22), self-adjointness of SE (1) and the fact that 1 is an
eigenfunction:

By, spe 1F]= 3 wla) v B [ 1)

eV 7'('((5)

=" 1(2) ¥ () E,,, [SF“(” <%> () }
(6.26) e .
=k w(@) () 7 (D) ()
zeV

= ke ™ Y m(z) d(x) D(z.n).

zeV
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For what concerns the proof of Eq. (6.25), we have

Var, seint ( Z Y(z EBm(k [§e(x)] +
zeV
+ 3 U@ly) {EE [ (@) (6(y) — Lomy)] - B0 () EE Ol ()]}
z,yeV

As already noticed in Eq. (6.26), we have, forall x € V,

- B
(6.27) Ep® e (@) = k() 5" (D(m) (@);
analogously, it follows that, for all z,y € V,

(6.28) EB®) (¢, ()|EB® [¢,(y)] = K2 m(2)m(y) SPIEERO (D)) (2, y),

(6.29)  EB0 [¢,(2) (&(y) — Loy)] = k(k — 1) m(2)n(y) S, (D () (2, y).
Therefore

(6.30)
Varukms?in(k) (F) =

2
=k > w(@) (@) 5P (D m) (@) — k (Z (@) () s?i““’w(-,n))(w))

zeV

Fh(k=1) Y 7@y @) (57 - sPrOERO) (D) (@)

z,yeV

= kVarn gBin() (¢) +

Fh(k—1) Y m@)n(y) e(@)) (570 - sPrOTEO) (D) (),
z,yeV

By Assumption 1, the choice of ¢ > C't and |[1/]|3 = 1, recalling Eq. (2.11), we obtain
gBin(1)
(6.31) Varnstginu) (¥) < <¢2 in( D('777)> — <1/12,h;7> <e,

for some constant ¢ > 1 independent of n. On the other hand, by the integration by parts
formula, we rewrite

> wl@)m)e(@(y) (s — PO (D) (2,y)
z,yeV

as (L2 — (L) .— [Bin(2) _ Bin(1)®Bin(1)y

/ > waym(y) (S22 (L2 = L) ST (4 @) (z,y) D((, ), ) ds
z,yeV
/ Y wa@r(y)e W (L - L)@ 0 v) () TP D) (e, y)ds
z,yeV

where the last identity is an immediate consequence of self-adjointness of the Bin(2)-
semigroup and the fact that v is eigenfunction for Bin(1). By performing a change of vari-
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ables and using the explicit computation in Eq. (5.13), we further obtain

> @)l @) (57 - sPrOEERO) (D) @)
63y

2s

-2 m(z)m(y) 2 /t 22 m(2)m(y)

=€ ‘el C €x) — e trel 7\1{ ;U, dS ,

xz myﬂ_(x + ﬂ_(y) (¢( ) ¢(y)) 0 W(w) T ﬂ_(y) s( y)
yelE

where, for notational convenience, we write, for all s > 0 and z,y € V,

e M _ ns(y) ?
Vs(z,y) =E,;'"® [( w(z)  w(y) ) ]

m(@)? * ? T @)

[p?“<2’<<z, w), (z,2) | PP ((zw),(1.y) P (z,w), (x, y))]
m(y) '

Let us now provide two upper bounds for W(z,y) depending on the value of s > 0. On
the one hand, for all s > 0 and z,y € V, by (a — b)2 < 2a% 4 2b% and the duality in
Proposition 3.3 (in Eq. (3.12)) with k£ = 2, we have

(6.33) , ) ,

On the other hand, by Holder inequality and n € A, Proposition 5.4 ensures that

ps ) (2,y), (z,w))
m(z)m(w)

U, (x,y) < 2K + 2K,

(6.34)  Uy(z,y) <4 max 1| <dee i, 5> Ctua.

z,y,2,weV

As done in the proof of Proposition 5.5, we split the integral in Eq. (6.32) in two, obtaining

/Otexp{ﬁ}mm(%y)ds

trel 7T(33) + W(y)

_4 G 2 4 !
Cell H DenI2 / exp 25| 4o decan / exp s\ g
0 trel n Ctrel trel

t t
< (20011620\\1)(‘777)”%0 + 4600116“61)

Ntrel 2 %
(6.35) <C™ (IDC ) + e ),

where we absorbed all constants in the quantity C' > 0. Plugging Eq. (6.35) into Eq. (6.32)
and noticing that by our choice of 1) we have Eg;y,(1)(¥) = tl , we obtain

> wl@)m)v(@ly) (57 = 5P (D) (,y)

z,yeV
C 2t t
< —|ex D 2 tex {——})
= (e {-Z ez e {5

Collecting the estimates in Eqgs. (6.31) and (6.36), and going back to Eq. (6.30) we finally
obtain Eq. (6.25). O

(6.36)

The next proposition is a straightforward application of [LP17, Proposition 7.9] using the
estimates in Lemmata 6.5 and 6.6.
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PROPOSITION 6.7. ForallkeN, ne A andt> Cty,

in 8
(6.37) | SP™ = | > L=
where
k(, D(-,n))>
(6.38) ar(k,n) = W, D(,m))

15 (IDCnR +exp { L })

where 1 : V — R is an eigenfunction of —LP™Y) associated to the eigenvalue gap such that

[¥]l2 = 1.

6.4. Proofs of Proposition 2.4 and Theorem 2.3.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.4. The upper bound in Proposition 2.4 follows at once from
Lemma 6.4 and the upper bound in Proposition 2.8. Concerning the lower bound, by the in-
jectivity of the operator Jj, in Eq. (4.20) and the relation in Eq. (4.21), a projection argument
ensures that

(6.39) H/‘km Sg_%in(k) — thor Bin(1)

> |InS — H
TV_Hnt T

'
Thus, the second inequality in Eq. (5.3) concludes the proof. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.3. The upper bound in Theorem 2.3 follows by Lemma 6.4
and the upper bound in Theorem 2.9. For what concerns the lower bound, we exploit
Proposition 6.7 by showing that sup,ca a;-(k,7n), with t7 = tyix — tw(C), is increasing
to infinity as C' grows. Notice that, with this choice of ¢ =t~, we have

k<¢7D(777)>2 )
145 (IDC I +e=CVR)

Concerning the numerator in Eq. (6.40) we have

(6.40) ar- (k,n) =

(6.41)
sup | (¥, D(-,n)) > sup  [(¢,D(-,m))| > sup (Y4, )V sup (Y_,¢),
neA neA lloll o <2 loll o <2
ID(m)l|o <2 el =1 lell, =1
where
Vi={zeV ¢, (r)=max{¢(z), 0} >0}
Vo= {2z eV :¢_(r)=max{—9(z), 0} >0},
and
(6.42) lell, = D (@) le()] -

zeVy
Let us define 7(Vy) =) oy, 7(x); then, 7(V_) =1 — (V) and, since (¢, 1) = 0 and by
Assumption 2, 7(Vy) € [ L1 ] C (0,1). Hence, for

Cenn’ Cenn | —

1
(6.43) oo (z) = ﬂv(iv(f)) . zeV,
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we have, by definition, |l¢4 |, 4 = 1; moreover, by the fact that 7(V_) =1 — 7(V.), for all
n € N, we have
(6.44) L< @l AMlo-lloo <2

Hence, for each n € N, at least one between o, and ¢_ satisfies the constraints on the right-
hand side in Eq. (6.41); therefore, since (¢, 1) = (1)_,1) = |4} ,, this yields

1
(645) sup |<71Z)7D(777)>| > sup <71Z)+7(10> V. sup <¢—7(10> >3 ||¢||1 )
neA llell . <2 lell <2
D¢l <2 llell, =1 ol =1

where the first inequality follows from Eq. (6.41) and the second one follows by the lower
bound in Eq. (6.44). As a consequence, we obtain

k (1, D(-,m))? L1op|2
(6.46) sugatf (kym) > sug - D<7/’ (2 ) N > - 24” ”10\/?
(S c k . _ 1 2 _cvk

! i mlze t T (” Comlls +e ) ETnte

In order to conclude, we need to show that the eigenfunction 1) of —1.Bin() gatisfies

(6.47) lim inf [|44[|, >0,

which, by Holder inequality and ||+/||, = 1, holds if we prove that
(6.48) limsup [|¢||,, < oo .
n—oo

The above follows by noting that, forall ¢ >0 and z € V,

(hi, )| < e

A ll2[41l2,

where we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Hence, plugging t = C't,; into Eq. (6.49), using
Assumption 1 and recalling that |[¢||2 = 1, Eq. (6.48) holds and the desired claim follows.
O

(6.49) |v(z)| = eTtel ‘SFin(l)l/J((L')‘ = eTtel

Similarly to what has been done at the end of Section 5, we show how to use our arguments
to get some quantitative bounds on the TV mixing of the particle system in the case in which
k=w(n?).

PROPOSITION 6.8 (Pre-cutoff for the Binomial Splitting). Consider a sequence of

graphs and site-weights such that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then, if k/n? — oo, for all
0€(0,1),

(6.50) limsupd(7T7) <4, lim inf dy (77) > 1 = 4,
n—00 n—oo
where
tre — tre
(6.51) Tt :=a 71 log(k) + Ctg, T =0 71 log (k) — Clrel,
log(k/n) log(n)
6.52 =2 1,2 bi=2 1
( ) a log(k) G [ ) ]7 ].Og(k) G (07 ]7

and some C = C(Cel1, Cratio, 9) > 0.

Let us observe that, compared to Proposition 5.6, the effect of k& = w(n?) alters not only
the first order of TF, but also that of 7.
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PROOF. The lower bound follows directly by Proposition 6.7, while, for the upper bound,
it is enough to combine Lemma 6.4 and the estimate in Eq. (5.44). O
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