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Cutoff for random walk on random graphs with a

community structure

Jonathan Hermon ∗ Anđela Šarković † Perla Sousi ‡

Abstract

We consider a variant of the configuration model with an embedded community structure
and study the mixing properties of a simple random walk on it. Every vertex has an internal
degint ≥ 3 and an outgoing degout number of half-edges. Given a stochastic matrix Q, we
pick a random perfect matching of the half-edges subject to the constraint that each vertex v
has degint(v) neighbours inside its community and the proportion of outgoing half-edges from
community i matched to a half-edge from community j is Q(i, j). Assuming the number of
communities is constant and they all have comparable sizes, we prove the following dichotomy:
simple random walk on the resulting graph exhibits cutoff if and only if the product of the
Cheeger constant of Q times logn (where n is the number of vertices) diverges.

In [4], Ben-Hamou established a dichotomy for cutoff for a non-backtracking random walk
on a similar random graph model with 2 communities. We prove the same characterisation of
cutoff holds for simple random walk.

Keywords and phrases. Configuration model, mixing time, cutoff, entropy,
MSC 2010 subject classifications. Primary 60F05, 60G50.

1 Introduction

In this paper we study the mixing time of a simple random walk on two different random graph
models which are generalisations of the configuration model incorporating a community structure.

We first define the two random graph models that we will consider. The first one was defined by
Anna Ben-Hamou in [4].

Definition 1.1. (2 communities model) Let V be a set of vertices which is a disjoint union of sets
V1 and V2 representing the two communities. Let d : V → N \ {0, 1} be a degree sequence specified
in advance, such that ∑

v∈Vi

d(v) = Ni, for i ∈ {0, 1},

where N1 and N2 are both even. Let N = N1 + N2, and let p be a fixed even integer between 2
and min{N1, N2}. We construct the model by first, for all v ∈ V , assigning d(v) half-edges to the
vertex v. We then choose uniformly at random p half-edges in each community and label them
outgoing. We label the rest of the half-edges internal. Finally, the random graph is obtained by
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matching the outgoing half-edges in community 1 with the outgoing half-edges in community 2
uniformly at random and for i ∈ {1, 2} taking a uniform random perfect matching of the internal
half-edges in community i (half-edges at vertices v and u which are matched form an edge between
vertices v and u). We write for i ∈ {1, 2}, αi = p

Ni
and ni = |Vi| and set α = α1 + α2 and

n = n1 + n2 = |V |.

Definition 1.2 (m-communities model). We define a random graph Gn consisting of m ∈ N

communities as follows. For i ∈ {1, 2 . . . ,m} let ni ∈ N and let Vi be a set of vertices belonging
to community i with |Vi| = ni. Denote n =

∑m
i=1 ni and V =

⋃m
i=1 Vi. We are given a symmetric

m×m matrix E with non-negative integer entries and with all diagonal elements being even.

Let degint,degout : V → N0 be two fixed sequences satisfying
∑

j 6=iEi,j =
∑

v∈Vi
degout(v) and

Ei,i =
∑

v∈Vi
degint(v) for all i. For every i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} to each v ∈ Vi, we assign degint(v) internal

half-edges and degout(v) outgoing half-edges. We write d(v) = deg(v) = degint(v) + degout(v).

For i ≤ m we connect the internal half edges coming from vertices in community i uniformly at
random to each other. For every community i, out of

∑
j 6=iEi,j outgoing half-edges we pick Ei,j

half edges to connect to community j 6= i uniformly at random (without replacement). We call the
chosen edges j-half-edges. For i 6= j we match the j-half-edges coming from community i to the
i-half-edges coming from community j uniformly at random.

We now recall the definition of mixing time for a Markov chain with transition matrix P and
invariant distribution π. The ε mixing time is defined to be

tmix(ε) = min{t ≥ 0 : max
x

‖P t(x, ·) − π‖TV ≤ ε},

where ‖µ − ν‖TV = 1
2

∑
x |µ(x)− ν(x)| for µ and ν two probability measures.

A sequence of Markov chains with mixing times (t
(n)
mix(ε)) exhibits cutoff if for all ε ∈ (0, 1)

t
(n)
mix(ε)

t
(n)
mix(1− ε)

→ 1 as n → ∞. (1.1)

We say that a sequence of graphs exhibits cutoff if the corresponding sequence of simple random
walks exhibits cutoff. Let Gn be a sequence of random graphs as in Definitions 1.1 and 1.2. We
say that an event A happens with high probability and abbreviate it w.h.p., if P(A) = 1 − o(1)
as n → ∞. We say that the sequence of random graphs Gn exhibits cutoff with high probability
if (1.1) holds in distribution.

Notation: Let f, g : N → R be two functions. We write f(n) . g(n) if there is a constant c > 0
such that for all n, f(n) ≤ cg(n). We write f(n) ≍ g(n), if f(n) . g(n) and g(n) . f(n).

We first state our result for the 2-communities model under the following assumptions as in [4]:

α ≤ 1 (there is a community structure) (1.2)

N1 ≍ N2 ≍ N (communities have comparable sizes) (1.3)

min
v∈V

d(v) ≥ 3 (branching degree) (1.4)

∆ = max
v∈V

d(v) = O(1) (sparse regime). (1.5)

Theorem 1.3. Let Gk = (Vk, Ek) be a sequence of the two communities random graphs on nk

vertices, with nk → ∞ as k → ∞, which satisfies the assumptions (1.2)-(1.5). For a simple random
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walk on Gk the following holds. Let tmix (Gk, ε) be ε mixing time of the walk and let αk be α from
Definition 1.1 corresponding to the graph Gk. For αk ≫ 1

log |Vk| we have that with high probability

the random walk on Gk exhibits cutoff and tmix

(
Gk,

1
4

)
≍ log |Vk|.

Moreover, in this case for all ε ∈ (0, 12) there exists a constant C(∆, ε) such that with high probability

tmix (Gk, ε)− tmix (Gk, 1− ε) ≤ C(∆, ε)

√
log |Vk|
αk

.

Finally, for αk . 1
log |Vk| we have that tmix

(
Gk,

1
4

)
≍ 1

αk
and there is no cutoff.

Ben-Hamou in [4] established the same dichotomy for cutoff for the non-backtracking random walk
on the 2-communities random graph. The result above answers her open question regarding the
mixing of the simple random walk. In Section 6.1 we establish that under certain assumptions the
non-backtracking random walk mixes faster than the simple random walk in the cutoff regime.

We now move on to the m-communities model. We first define a matrix Q indexed by {1, . . . ,m}2
via

Q(i, j) =
Ei,j∑
ℓEi,ℓ

.

In words, Q is the transition matrix of a random walk on the graph obtained from Gn by gluing
together all vertices from the same community into a single vertex and keeping all edges.

For the m-communities model we make the following assumptions:

Q is an irreducible matrix (connected graph) (1.6)

∀ i ∈ {1, . . . m}, ni ≍ n (communities have comparable size) (1.7)

min
i∈{1,...m},v∈Vi

degi(v) ≥ 3 (branching degree inside the community) (1.8)

∆ = max
v∈V

d(v) = O(1) (sparse regime) (1.9)

We recall that the Cheeger constant of a transition matrix P with invariant distribution π is defined
to be

Φ∗ = min
A:π(A)≤ 1

2

∑
x∈A,y∈Ac π(x)P (x, y)

π(A)
.

Since we assume that Q is an irreducible matrix, it follows that it has a unique invariant distribution
that we denote by πQ.

We can now state our main result for the m-communities random graph model.

Theorem 1.4. Let Gk = (Vk, Ek) be a sequence of the m-communities random graphs on nk vertices,
with nk → ∞ as k → ∞, which satisfies the assumptions (1.6)-(1.9). Let tmix (Gk, ε) be the ε-mixing
time of the simple random walk on Gk and let αk be the Cheeger constant of the Markov chain Q
corresponding to the graph Gk. For αk ≫ 1

log |Vk| we have that with high probability the simple random

walk on Gk exhibits cutoff and tmix

(
Gk,

1
4

)
≍ log |Vk|.

Moreover, in this case for all ε ∈ (0, 12) there exists a constant C(∆, ε) such that with high probability

tmix (Gk, ε)− tmix (Gk, 1− ε) ≤ C(∆, ε)

√
log |Vk|
αk

.

Finally, for αk . 1
log |Vk| , we have that with high probability tmix

(
Gk,

1
4

)
≍ 1

αk
and there is no cutoff.
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For an irreducible reversible Markov chain on a finite state space with transition matrix P the
absolute spectral gap γ is defined as

γ∗ = 1−max {|λ| : λ is an eigenvalue of P withλ 6= 1}

and the absolute relaxation time is t∗rel =
1
γ∗
. The spectral gap is defined to be

γ = 1−max {λ : λ is an eigenvalue of P withλ 6= 1}

and the relaxation time is trel =
1
γ .

Proposition 1.5. In the setup of Theorems 1.3 and 1.4, it holds that trel ≍ t∗rel ≍ 1
α .

1.1 Related work

In this paper we establish cutoff at an entropic time, which has been a recurring theme in a lot of
recent works on random walks and non-backtracking random walks on random graphs. For more
related work and references we refer the reader to [18]. Some notable works include [7, 5, 18, 17,
10, 11, 9, 8, 13].

1.2 Organisation

In Section 2 we give a detailed overview of the proof ideas and direct the reader to the relevant
sections where the rigorous proofs are presented. We first prove the statements of Theorems 1.3
and 1.4 in the case of a lazy simple random walk, so we work with a lazy walk in Sections 3 to 5. In
Section 6 we deduce the simple random walk case from the lazy one. In Section 3 we define a multi
type random tree and prove concentration results on the speed and entropy of a lazy simple random
walk on it. In Section 4 we prove bounds on the spectral profile (defined there) of Gn and prove the
bounds on trel from Proposition 1.5 for certain values of α. In Section 5 we describe a coupling of
the walk on the random tree with the walk on the random graph Gn using similar ideas as in [18],
and then we prove Theorems 1.3 and 1.4. In Section 6.1 we establish a comparison result between
the mixing times of the simple and the non-backtracking random walk on the 2-communities model.
Finally, in the Appendix we present the proofs of some combinatorial statements.

2 Overview

We give an overview of the proof ideas in the case when α ≫ 1/ log n. In this regime, we establish
cutoff at an entropic time. There have been many examples of random walks on random graphs
exhibiting cutoff at an entropic time. In this work we follow the general outline of [7], [18] and [5],
where the idea is to first bound the L2 distance at the entropic time and then use the Poincaré
inequality to bring it down to o(1). The main obstacles we have to overcome are the estimation of
the relaxation time and the entropic concentration on the Benjamini-Schramm limit of our random
graphs. We explain how we bound the relaxation time for the 2-communities model in Section 2.2
and the entropic concentration for the m-communities model in Section 2.1.

We now give a short overview of how the rest of proof is organised. We first establish the quantitative
entropic concentration as in [7], [18] and [5] for the Benjamini-Schramm limit of Gn which is a multi
type random tree (see Definitions 3.1 and 3.2). Loosely speaking, we prove that if h is the Avez
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entropy of the random tree T (which exists a.s. and is a constant) and µT
t is the distribution of Xt

given T , then1

E

[(
E[− log µT

t (Xt) | T ]− ht
)2]

.
t

α
. (2.1)

We explain how to do this in the case of the m-communities model in Section 2.1.

The obtained quantitative entropic concentration is sufficiently strong in order to establish cutoff
with high probability starting from a fixed sequence of starting points (by this we mean that in the
definition of “cutoff with high probability” we do not consider the worst case starting points, but
rather we consider the sequence of the ratios of the ε and the 1 − ε mixing times corresponding
to this particular sequence of starting points, and require it to converge in distribution to 1 for all
fixed ε ∈ (0, 1)). Namely, consider the time t0 at which the annealed entropy of the random walk
on the random tree equals log n− Cε

√
log n/α. By the entropic concentration (2.1), one can show

that with probability at least 1− ε (jointly over T and (Xt)t≥0)

µT
t0(Xt0) · n ∈

[
exp

(
1

2
Cε

√
log n

α

)
, exp

(
3

2
Cε

√
log n

α

)]
.

In particular, on an event holding with probability at least 1− o(1) the random walk is supported
on a set of cardinality o(n). As in [7] (as well as [5] and [18] which followed) we construct a coupling
of the random graph rooted at the starting point of the walk, together with the random walk on
this graph until time t0, and the rooted random tree together with the walk on it until time t0. The
coupling contains in particular a common “good” subtree which, loosely speaking, is contained in
the set of vertices x of the tree satisfying that

maxt≤t0µ
T
t (x) ≤ exp

(
3

2
Cε

√
log n

α

)
(2.2)

such that with probability at least 1 − 2ε (w.r.t. the aforementioned coupling, jointly over the
tree, finite rooted random graph and the walks on both graphs) the walks on both graphs stay
in this “good” subtree and are equal to one another until time t0. On this event the support of
the walk on the finite random graph is of size o(n) and hence it has total variation distance at
least 1 − o(1) from the stationary distribution. By the triangle inequality, this easily implies that
the 1− 2ε− o(1) mixing time for this starting point is w.h.p. at least t0. Conversely, (2.2) together
with the Poincaré inequality (i.e. exponential decay of the ℓ2 distance), the bound on the relaxation
time (which we explain how to obtain in Section 2.2) and the spectral profile technique (which is a
more refined version of the Poincaré inequality, see [14]) allow us to show that with high probability
the random walk on the finite graph starting from the considered starting point is well-mixed at

time t0+O(Cε

√
logn
α ) = t0+o(t0). Here we are using the fact that we are considering a lazy simple

random walk as that is required in order to use the spectral profile technique. Finally to upgrade
this result on cutoff from a typical starting point into one about worst-case starting point we follow
the approach of [5] by considering K-roots as we define in Section 5.

2.1 Entropic concentration

In Section 3 we establish the existence of the speed and the Avez entropy, as well as prove a
quantitative entropic concentration for the random walk on the limiting multi type random tree.

1we do not prove this statement exactly, but instead we prove it for the loop erasure of the random walk and it

ends up being sufficient for completing the proof
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Following [7] it is natural to define a regeneration time to be a time at which the random walk on the
random tree crosses an edge for the first and last time. Let σi be the time of the i-th regeneration
time. In the setup of [18] the regeneration times give rise to an i.i.d. decomposition of the pair
(TXσ1

, (Xt)
∞
t=σ1

) into pairs (TXσi
\ TXσi+1

, (Xt)
σi+1−1
t=σi

)i∈N, where Ta \ Tb is the subtree obtained by
removing the induced subtree rooted at b from the induced subtree rooted at a. In our setup we
call the i-th regeneration time “type j ∈ [m]” if the label of Xσi is j. The above i.i.d. decomposition
from [18] can now be replaced with a “Markov chain decomposition”. Namely, the distribution of
(TXσi

\ TXσi+1
, (Xt)

σi+1−1
t=σi

) depends on (TXσi−1
\ TXσi

, (Xt)
σi−1
t=σi−1

) only through the label of Xσi−1

and Xσi . We note here that it can easily be seen by considering for instance the case in which there
are three consecutive regeneration times, during which the label of the position of the walk changes
twice, that in the case of the m communities model, the decomposition cannot be made by only
considering the labels of Xσi , but we also need the label of its parent, Xσi−1.

In order to establish the quantitative entropic concentration from (2.1) we exploit the aforementioned
Markov chain decomposition and apply a certain general result about concentration for averages for
stationary Markov chains which is also valid in the non-reversible setup (we do this in Lemma 3.27)
involving the mixing time of the chain. In our setup we apply this to the non-reversible Markov
chain with transition matrix Σ, which loosely speaking represents the transitions of types of the
regeneration edges (Xσi−1,Xσi), where σi only correspond to certain “special” regeneration times
(see Definition 3.3). Writing tmix(Σ) = tmix(Σ, 1/4) for the total variation mixing time of Σ and h

for the Avez entropy of the random tree T , we essentially obtain

E

[(
E[− log µT

t (Xt) | T ]− ht
)2]

. t · tmix(Σ).

Therefore, by (2.1) it is enough to show that mixing time of Σ can be bounded from above (up to
constants) by the inverse of α. This is easy to establish in the case of the two communities model
and in the rest of this section we explain how we bound it in the m-communities model by the
inverse of the Cheeger constant of Q.

The lack of reversibility of Σ, together with the fact that some of its transition probabilities may
tend to zero poses several challenges, when attempting to show that the product of the mixing time
of Σ with its Poincaré constant (or with its Cheeger constant) is bounded as well as when trying
to compare its Poincaré or Cheeger constant to those of a different Markov chain (such as Q or
Q2 described below, or see Definition 3.11). Another difficulty is posed by the fact that Σ and
Q are defined on different state spaces, hence it is not possible to directly compare their Cheeger
or Poincaré constants, not to mention their mixing times. These are generally harder to compare
between two Markov chains, even when they are defined on the same probability space, are both
reversible and one is obtained from the other by a bounded perturbation of the edge weights (see
[cite Ding-Pers and some of my papers] for constructions showing that the mixing times can be of
completely different order).

In order to relate Σ and Q we consider a third chain with matrix Q2 which we then compare with
Q and with Σ separately. Let Z := (Zi)i≥0 be a realisation of the Markov chain with transition
matrix Q. Let Q2 be the transition matrix of (Ẑi)

∞
i=0 given by Ẑi := (Zi, Zi+1), i.e., by taking two

consecutive steps of Z. We first show that the product of the Cheeger constant and the mixing time
of Q is bounded (this would have followed in an obvious manner from the fact that mini πQ(i) ≍ 1
only had we known that the easy direction of Cheeger’s inequality is sharp up to a constant factor,
i.e. that the spectral-gap of Q is comparable to its Cheeger constant). The mixing time of Q is
clearly the same as that of Q2. This will give us that it is enough to show that the Cheeger constant
of Q2 and the Poincaré constant of Q2 (which is the spectral gap of additive symmetrisation) are
of the same order and that we can bound the Poincaré constant of Σ by the one of Q2.
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A major difficulty in relating the Poincaré constants of Q2 and of Σ is that Σ has positive probability
of some transitions which are impossible in Q2 (notice that Q2((a, b)(c, d)) > 0 can only hold if
b = c). Another difficulty is that while we have a simple expression for the transition probabilities of
Q2 as well as for its stationary distribution πQ2 , this is not the case for the transitions of Σ. In order
to overcome some of aforementioned difficulties we will consider yet another chain W , where loosely
speaking we consider more types of regeneration edges than in the definition of Σ. We can view Σ
as the induced chain of W when it visits a certain set, and hence by standard comparison results
we can compare their Poincaré constants. We are then left with comparing the Poincaré constants
of W and Q2. Denoting the state space of Q2 by Ω2 and writing Ω̂2 := {(x, y) ∈ Ω2

2 : Q2(x, y) > 0},
we are able to show that

minx∈Ω2

πW (x)

πQ2(x)
≍ 1 ≍ maxx∈Ω2

πW (x)

πQ2(x)

and that

min(x,y)∈Ω̂2

W (x, y)

Q2(x, y)
≍ 1.

This finally allows us to directly compare the Poincaré constants of W and Q2.

2.2 Bounding trel

We explain how to bound the spectral gap in the 2-communities model. It is easy to see that
the bottleneck-ratio of a community of stationary probability at most 1/2 is ≍ α, and hence this
immediately implies that the spectral gap is & α. We are unaware of any general criterion which
allows one to deduce that the relaxation-time is comparable to the inverse of the Cheeger constant.
This is often achieved by a comparison to another Markov chain which is better understood or
by showing that both of them are comparable to the mixing time, which fails in our case when
α ≫ 1/ log n.

It is tempting to apply the decomposition technique (which we can use for the m-communities
model as the minimal internal degree is 3, see [23, Theorem 1.1] i.e. Theorem 4.7). According to
this technique, we can bound the relaxation-time from above by the maximum of the relaxation
times of the induced graphs on the two communities (this general technique involves taking the
maximum also with the two state Markov chain obtained by contracting each community to a
single state, but this is easily seen to be of order 1/α). We now explain why this technique fails in
our case. Since the in-degree can be 2 or 1 it is not true that the restriction of the graph to each
community is an expander. In fact, similarly to the giant component of a supercritical Erdös-Rényi
graph (or a supercritical configuration model which has either a constant fraction of its vertices
having degrees 1 or 2, or that the fraction of such vertices is taken to vanish arbitrarily slowly)
when α ≍ 1 (resp., when α vanishes slowly), one can show that the restriction to each community
contains paths of length Θ(log n) of degree 2 vertices (resp. contains such paths of length o(log n)
but whose order can be made to be arbitrarily close to log n), and so the relaxation-time of the
restriction is Ω

(
(log n)2

)
(resp. of order which is arbitrarily close to this).

In order to circumvent the aforementioned difficulty in applying the usual decomposition theorem,
we bound instead the Dirichlet eigenvalue of all sets of size at most 1/2. In fact it is enough to
bound it for sets D containing community 1 and a small proportion of community 2 (or the other
way around). We achieve this by bounding the tail of the time it takes to leave the set D by the
Dirichlet eigenvalue of the second community and the probability that the chain starting from the
first community spends smaller than δ proportion of time in community 2 in the first t steps, for
some small constant δ and all large t. In order to bound the last probability, we construct a coupling
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between the random walk on the random graph and the random walk on the random tree, in which
new vertices of the random graph are revealed only when the random walk crosses an edge leading
to them for the first time.

3 Limiting Multi Type random Tree

In this section we only consider the lazy random walk. We start by defining a multi-type random
tree, which will be used to approximate the random graph Gn consisting of m communities.

Definition 3.1. Let ν be a probability distribution on {1, . . . ,m}. We define a multi-type random
tree T with m types, 1, 2 . . . m, and the distribution of the type of the root given by ν, to be the
infinite tree constructed as follows. The root ρ is first chosen to be of type i ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m} with
probability ν(i). The root is then assigned the internal and outgoing degree corresponding to the
vertex v ∈ Vi with probability deg(v)∑

u∈Vi
deg(u) . Each internal edge has an offspring of type i and each

outgoing edge connects to an offspring of type j, for j 6= i, independently with probability Ei,j∑
k 6=i Ei,k

.

We now define the tree inductively.

Suppose T has been constructed up to level ℓ and we know the degree vectors of all nodes up to
level ℓ− 1 as well as the types of all nodes of level ℓ. To each node of level ℓ of type i which is an
offspring of a type j 6= i node from level ℓ− 1, we assign the degree vector of vertex v in community
i of Gn with probability degout(v)∑

j 6=i Ej,i
. The number of offspring of type i of this node is then degint(v),

while the number of outgoing offspring is degout(v)− 1 and each of the outgoing offspring is of type
s 6= i with probability Ei,s∑

k 6=i Ei,k
. For a node of level ℓ of type i which is an offspring of a type i

node from level ℓ−1, we assign the degree vector of vertex v in community i of Gn with probability
degint(v)∑

k 6=i Ei,i
. The number of offspring of type i of this node is then degint(v)− 1, while the number of

outgoing offspring is degout(v) and each of the outgoing offspring is of type s 6= i with probability
Ei,s∑

k 6=i Ei,k
.

We let T be the topological space of all rooted bounded degree infinite trees and with vertices of
types {1, . . . ,m}. The multi-type random tree is then a random variable taking values in T . We
denote by MGWν the law of this random variable. We also let Θ : T → {1, 2, . . . ,m} be the function
which maps each node of the tree to its type.

In the case of the random graph model on two communities from Definition 1.1 the limiting tree is
defined as follows.

Definition 3.2. We define a two-type random tree T , with vertices of types 1 and 2 to be the
infinite tree constructed as follows. The root ρ is first chosen to be of type 1 with probability n1

n
and of type 2, otherwise (so with probability n2

n ). Each vertex of type i is then assigned a random
number of offspring by sampling its degree from a degree biased distribution of all degrees of vertices

of type i in Gn, in particular the degree is taken to be d with probability
d
∑

v∈Vi
1(deg(v)=d)∑

v∈Vi
deg(v) (degrees

are between 3 and ∆). Each offspring vertex is then, independently of everything else, taken to be
of the opposite type with probability αi =

p
Ni

and of the same type i, otherwise. We let T be the
topological space of all rooted bounded degree infinite trees and with vertices of types 1 and 2. The
two type random tree is then a random variable taking values in T . We also let Θ : T → {1, 2} be
the function which maps each vertex to its type.
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We let d (x, y) be the graph distance between vertices x and y. For a tree T we denote by T (v)
the subtree of T rooted at v, i.e. T (v) = {y ∈ T : d (ρ, y) = d (ρ, v) + d (v, y)}, and all y ∈ T (v)
are called offspring or descendants of v. We write {x, y} and (x, y) for the undirected and directed
edge in T , respectively. Let p (x) be the parent of x, i.e. p (x) is a vertex such that d (x, p (x)) = 1
and d (ρ, p (x)) + 1 = d (ρ, x).
For a discrete time Markov Chain X we define the hitting time of vertex x by τx = min {t ≥ 0 : Xt = x}
and the first return time to x as τ+x = min {t ≥ 1 : Xt = x}.
Definition 3.3. Let X be a lazy simple random walk on an infinite tree T with vertices of
types 1, . . . ,m starting from the root. A random time σ is called a regeneration time if the ran-
dom walk crosses the edge {Xσ−1,Xσ} for the first and last time at time σ and if the nodes
p(Xσ−1),Xσ−1,Xσ all have the same type. We say that the regeneration time σ is of type (i, i) for
i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, if Θ(Xσ) = i.

We start by stating the following well known result that a tree with vertex degrees lower bounded
by 3 is uniformly transient. In particular, this implies that the multi-type tree T constructed as in
Definition 3.1 or 3.2 is uniformly transient.

Lemma 3.4. There exist positive constants c, c1 and c2 so that the following holds. Let T be an
infinite tree with root ρ and deg(v) ≥ 3 for all v ∈ T . Suppose that X is a lazy simple random walk
on T and let Px be the law of X when it starts from x. Then for all x ∈ T and all times t we have

Px

(
τp(x) ∧ τ+x = ∞

)
≥ c and Pρ(d (ρ,Xt) ≤ c1t) ≤ e−c2t.

Remark 3.5. Let T be a multi-type random tree as in Definition 3.1 and let X be a lazy simple
random walk on T started from the root. Then using the lemma above, it is easy to see that the
probability that X visits a vertex of type i for the first time, then jumps to an offspring of type i,
makes one more jump to an offspring of type i and afterwards escapes forever is bounded from below
by c′, where c′ is a positive constant. Therefore, almost surely there exists an infinite sequence of
regeneration times that we denote by (σk)k∈N.

The proof of the following lemma follows analogously to [18, Lemma 3.6] with the only difference
being that here we need to condition on the type of the regeneration edge being crossed.

Lemma 3.6. Let T be a multi-type random tree with root ρ and m types as in Definition 3.1 or 3.2.
Fix K ≥ 0 and let T0 be a realisation of the first K levels of T . Let X be a lazy simple random walk
on T started from ρ. Let σ0 be the first time that X reaches ∂BK (ρ) and let (σi)

∞
i=1 be the almost

surely infinite sequence of regeneration times occurring after σ0, where σi is the i-th regeneration time
for which φi = d (ρ,Xσi) > K. Then, for θ ∈ {1, . . . ,m}2, conditional on (Θ (Xσi−1) ,Θ(Xσi)) = θ

and B (ρ,K) = T0,
(
T
(
Xσi−1

)
\T (Xσi) , (Xt)σi−1≤t≤σi

)
and

(
T (Xσi) \T

(
Xσi+1

)
, (Xt)σi≤t≤σi+1

)

are independent. Moreover, (σi − σi−1)i≥1 and (φi − φi−1)i≥1 have exponential tails. Let T a be the
graph obtained by taking T (v) ∪ ρ, for a random offspring v of ρ. Then, for all i ≥ 1 and θ ∈
{1 . . . ,m}2 conditional on (Θ (Xσi−1) ,Θ(Xσi)) = (Θ (ρ) ,Θ(v)) = θ, the pair

(
T (Xσi) , (Xt)t≥σi

)

has the law of
(
T, X̃

)
, where X̃ is a lazy simple random walk on T a started from v conditional to

never visit ρ.

From now on, slightly abusing notation, for an edge e = (x, y) we will write Θ(e) = (Θ(x),Θ(y)).
Also for a regeneration time σ we will write Θ(Xσ) = Θ(Xσ−1,Xσ).

The above independence and stationarity conditional on the type of the regeneration edge gives
that we can define the Markov chain corresponding to the types of regeneration edges as follows.
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Definition 3.7. Let θ1, θ2 ∈ {1, . . . ,m}2 represent the types of the regeneration edges and let (σk)
be the regeneration times as in Lemma 3.6. We define the Markov chain Σ on the state space of
types of edges, i.e. on S = {1, . . . ,m}2, which, for θ1, θ2 ∈ S, has the transition probabilities

Σ(θ1, θ2) = P(Θ (Xσ2) = θ2 | Θ(Xσ1) = θ1) .

By the assumption on Q being irreducible, it follows that Σ is an irreducible Markov chain, and
since it takes values in a finite state space, it has a unique invariant distribution that we denote
by πΣ. We call Σ the types Markov chain.

We can further define Zθ1,θ2 to be the law of the pair (T (Xσ2) \ T (Xσ3), (Xt)σ2≤t≤σ3) conditional
on the types of the edges (Xσ2−1,Xσ2) and (Xσ3−1,Xσ3) being θ1 and θ2 respectively.

The Markov chain Σ defined above represents the types of the regeneration edges. Given the
sequence of types of the regeneration edges, which we sample from this Markov chain, we can
subsequently generate the tree and the walk between the two regeneration times, by sampling them
from the distributions ZΘ(Xσi),Θ(Xσi+1)

. In the next section we will analyse the mixing time of the
Markov chain Σ.

3.1 Mixing time of the types Markov chain

In this section we estimate the mixing time of the Markov chain Σ. We start with the case of two
communities, where it is easy to estimate the mixing time. The rest of the section is then devoted
to the multi community setting.

Lemma 3.8. There exists a constant C depending only on the maximal degree ∆ and n1
n2

such that

tTV,Σ
mix ≤ C

α
.

Proof. As the tree has only two types of vertices, the Markov chain Σ has state space {(1, 1), (2, 2)},
of size two. We claim that it suffices to show that the transition probabilities of Σ are all bounded
from below by cα, for some constant c. Indeed, then the hitting time of any state will be stochas-
tically dominated by a geometric random variable of parameter & α, which implies the bound on
the mixing time. The probability to cross from a new vertex of type i to the offspring of type j and
then make two steps to two new offsprings of type j and then escape to infinity is bounded from
below by & α if i 6= j and by & 1 if i = j.

The main result of this section is the following proposition which bounds the mixing time of Σ in
terms of the Cheeger constant ΦQ

∗ of the matrix Q.

Proposition 3.9. There exists a constant C depending only on the number of communities m, the
maximal degree ∆ and mini,j≤m

ni
nj

such that

tTV,Σ
mix ≤ C

ΦQ
∗
.

Before we give an overview of the proof of this proposition, we recall the definition of the Poincaré
constant γ of a Markov chain with transition matrix P , state space S and invariant distribution π
as

γ = inf
φ non-constant

EP (φ)
Varπ(φ)

,
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where for any function f on S, we define the Dirichlet form of f , EP (f) as

EP (f) = 〈(I − P )f, f〉π =
∑

x

((I − P )f(x))f(x)π(x).

Definition 3.10. We define a sequence of times (σ̃k)k∈N to be the times when the walk crosses the
edge {Xσ̃k−1,Xσ̃k

} for the first and last time at time σ̃k and if the type of Xσ̃k−1 and its parent in
the tree are the same. Lemma 3.6 also holds for this sequence of times and therefore we can define
the Markov chain W to be the chain on the state space {1, . . . ,m}2 which has transitions

W (θ1, θ2) = P(Θ (Xσ̃2
) = θ2 | Θ(Xσ̃1

) = θ1) ,

where θ1, θ2 ∈ {1, . . . ,m}2. We denote the invariant distribution of W (which clearly exists by
irreducibility of Q) by πW .

Definition 3.11. We let Q2 be the transition matrix given by

Q2((i, j), (j, k)) = Q(j, k) =
Ej,k∑
ℓEj,ℓ

.

We write πQ2 for the invariant distribution of Q2 given by πQ2(i, j) = πQ(i)Q(i, j) for all i, j ∈
{1, . . . ,m}.

In order to control the mixing time of Σ, we need to bound the Poincaré constant of Σ by ΦQ
∗ and

also show that the invariant distribution of Σ has entries bounded away from 0 uniformly. The
chain Σ can be viewed as the induced chain of W when it visits the set {(i, i) : i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, and
hence we can bound its Poincaré constant by the one of W . We then bound the Poincaré constant
of W by the one of Q2 by showing that the transition probabilities of W are lower bounded by the
corresponding ones for Q2, and that W and Q2 have comparable invariant distributions. Finally,
we need to bound the Poincaré constant of Q2 by ΦQ

∗ .

We start by stating the following result on the comparison between the Poincaré constants of a
chain Z and the induced chain of Z observed when it visits a set A.

Lemma 3.12. Let Z be a Markov chain on the state space S and let A ⊂ S. Let Z̃ be a Markov
chain on the state space A with transition probabilities PA given by

PA(x, y) = Px

(
Zτ+A

= y
)

for x, y ∈ A,

where τ+A is the first return time to A. Let γ and γA be the Poincaré constants of Z and Z̃,
respectively. We have that

γA ≥ γ.

Proof. The proof of this lemma in the reversible case is given in [20, Theorem 13.20] and is due to
Aldous. The only place where reversibility is being used is to show that the invariant distribution
of Z̃ is π|A given by π|A(x) = π(x)/π(A) for x ∈ A. This is also true in the non-reversible case, by
considering the limit of the time each chain spends in any state x ∈ A, rather than using the detailed
balance equations. The rest of the proof goes through verbatim in the non-reversible case.

Corollary 3.13. Let γΣ and γW be the Poincaré constants of the chains Σ and W respectively.
Then

γΣ ≥ γW .
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Proof. From the definition, as the regeneration times (σk)k∈N given by Lemma 3.6 are a subsequence
of (σ̃k)k∈N, it is clear that we can construct the chain Σ by running the chain W and only keeping
the steps of it which are in the set {(i, i) : i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}}. Therefore, the chain Σ is the induced
chain of W on the set {(i, i) : i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}}, and hence the statement of the corollary follows from
Lemma 3.12.

Lemma 3.14. There exists a positive constant c depending on m,∆,mini,j ni/nj so that

γQ2 ≤ c · γW .

To prove this we first need to compare the invariant distributions and the non-zero transition
probabilities of W and Q2.

Lemma 3.15. There exist positive constants c, c1 and c2 depending on m,∆,mini,j ni/nj so that
the following holds. For all i1, i2, j1, j2 ∈ {1, . . . ,m}

cQ2((i1, j1), (i2, j2)) ≤ W ((i1, j1), (i2, j2)) and c1πW ((i1, j1)) ≤ πQ2((i1, j1)) ≤ c2πW ((i1, j1)).

We prove this lemma by first establishing that the expected proportion of times the walk visits a
vertex of type i, for i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, for the first time is strictly positive. In order to do this, we
will need the following result whose proof is given in Appendix A and closely follows the proof from
[22].

Theorem 3.16. Let pSRW be the transition probability on T which moves the rooted tree T to the
rooted tree T ′, obtained by picking a random neighbour of the root of T and setting it to be the root
of T ′. The Markov chain on T with transition probabilities pSRW and initial distribution MGWπQ

is stationary and reversible.

Lemma 3.17. There exists a constant c > 0 depending on m,∆,mini,j ni/nj so that the following
holds. Suppose the type of the root of T is sampled according to πQ. Then for all types i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}
and all times ℓ ∈ N we have

E[| {t ≤ ℓ : Θ(Xt) = i and Xt 6= Xs,∀ s < t} |] ≥ cℓ.

Proof. Let C be the expected number of visits to the root of a random walk starting from the root
on the 3-regular infinite tree. Then, since every vertex of T has degree at least 3, it follows that the
expected number of visits to any vertex v of T by X is at most C. Writing τv = inf{t ≥ 0 : Xt = v}
and using that the expected number of visits to any vertex is at most C, we have that

P(Xt = v | T ) ≤ C · P(τv = t | T ) .

This now implies that

E[|{t ≤ ℓ : Θ(Xt) = i,∀s ≤ t, Xt 6= Xs} | | T ] =
∑

v∈T :Θ(v)=i

P(τv ≤ ℓ | T )

=
∑

v∈T :Θ(v)=i

ℓ∑

t=0

P(τv = t | T ) ≥ 1

C
·

∑

v∈T :Θ(v)=i

ℓ∑

t=0

P(Xt = v | T )

=
1

C
· E[|{t ≤ ℓ : Θ(Xt) = i}| | T ] ,
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and hence averaging over the randomness of T we get

E[|{t ≤ ℓ : Θ(Xt) = i,∀s ≤ t, Xt 6= Xs} |] ≥
1

C
E[|{t ≤ ℓ : Θ(Xt) = i}|] .

Therefore, it suffices to prove that there exists a positive constant c so that

E[|{t ≤ ℓ : Θ(Xt) = i}|] ≥ cℓ.

From Theorem 3.16 we have that (Θ(Xt)) is a stationary process. Therefore

E[|{t ≤ ℓ : Θ(Xt) = i}|] = ℓπQ(i).

Since the number of communities m is of order 1, there exists a positive constant c depending on
m,∆,mini,j ni/nj so that πQ(i) ≥ c. This now concludes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.15. We first observe that Q2((i1, j1), (i2, j2)) > 0 only if j1 = i2. Let p be the
probability that a simple random walk on the binary tree never returns to the parent of the starting
vertex. We now claim that

W ((i1, j1), (j1, j2)) ≥
p

∆5
Q(j1, j2) =

p

∆5
Q2((i1, j1)(j1, j2)).

Indeed, a transition from (i1, j1) to (j1, j2) can happen for the chain W , if after a regeneration of
the form (i1, j1), the walk makes a step to a child u of type j1, then it backtracks to the parent of
u, jumps immediately back to u, then makes a jump to a child of type j2 of u and finally escapes
to infinity without backtracking. We note that by the definition of the tree, the probability that
a child of type j2 of u is generated in the tree from an edge of type (j1, j1) is lower bounded by
Q(j1, j2)/∆.

We now turn to prove the comparison of the invariant distributions. To do this, we first sample the
root of T according to πQ. Using Lemma 3.17 and that the probability that after X visits a vertex
of type i for the first time, then it jumps to a child of type i, and then to a child of type j and
escapes is at least pQ(i, j)/∆3, we obtain

E

[
ℓ∑

t=1

1 {∃ k : σ̃k = t and (Θ(Xt−1),Θ(Xt)) = (i, j)}
]
≥ pQ(i, j)

∆3
· cℓ.

By the ergodic theorem we have that almost surely
∑L

s=1 1 {Θ(Xσ̃s
) = (i, j)}

L
→ πW (i, j) as L → ∞.

Setting Nℓ = max{k : σ̃k ≤ ℓ}, we have that

E

[∑ℓ
t=1 1 {∃ k : σ̃k = t and (Θ(Xt−1),Θ(Xt)) = (i, j)}

Nℓ

]
≥ pQ(i, j)

∆3
· c.

Since Nℓ → ∞ as ℓ → ∞, we therefore obtain that

πW (i, j) ≥ pQ(i, j)

∆3
· c.

Using that πQ(i) ≥ c1 for a constant c1 depending on m,∆,mini,j ni/nj , we get that

πW (i, j) ≥ c2πQ2(i, j)
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for a positive constant c2.

To get the upper bound it is enough to show that W ((i1, j1), (i2, j2)) . Q(i2, j2), for any i1, i2, j1, j2.
This clearly holds as if we condition on the first regeneration vertex being of type i2, then the
probability that the second one is of type j2 is bounded by . Q(i2, j2).

Proof of Lemma 3.14. Using Lemma 3.15 immediately gives that for all f : {1, . . . ,m}2 → R

EQ2(f) . EW (f) and VarπW
(f) ≍ VarπQ2

(f).

The statement of the lemma then follows from the definition of the Poincaré constant.

Our next goal is to prove that ΦQ
∗ . γQ2 . For the proof we will use the following theorem [25].

Theorem 3.18. For a reversible transition matrix P , let tTV,PL
mix

be a mixing time of the lazy version
of P , i.e. of the Markov chain with transitions P+I

2 and TA be the first time this Markov chain hits
a set A. It holds that

tTV,PL
mix

≍ max
(i,j),πP (A)≥ 1

4

E(i,j)[TA].

Moreover, if the chain P is such that P (x, x) ≥ δ for some δ ∈ (0, 1) then for the mixing time of
the chain with transitions according to P we have

tTV,P
mix

. max

{
1

δ(1− δ)
, tTV,PL

mix

}
.

We will show that we can upper bound the hitting times of large sets of the chain Q by the inverse
of its Cheeger constant. This in turn will yield an upper bound on the mixing time. Since the
mixing times of the chains Q2 and Q are essentially the same, and the total variation mixing time
is always larger than the inverse of the Cheeger constant, this will give the comparison of ΦQ

∗ and
ΦQ2
∗ . Furthermore, using similar method as for Q, we will bound the hitting times of large sets by

the additive symmetrisation of Q2 by 1

Φ
Q2
∗

which will again by the above theorem give the bound

on the mixing time (of the lazy version). As the mixing time of a reversible Markov chain is always
larger than the inverse of the Poincaré constant, and given that the Poincaré constant is the same
for any chain and its additive symmetrisation, this will complete the proof.

If P is a transition matrix on the state space S with invariant distribution π, we denote by P ∗ the
time-reversal of P defined as

P ∗(x, y) =
π(y)P (y, x)

π(x)
.

Also, for the subset A ⊆ S we let

ΦP (A) =

∑
x∈A,y∈Ac π(x)P (x, y)

π(A)
.

Lemma 3.19. There exists a positive constant C depending on m,∆,mini,j ni/nj so that if TA

stands for the hitting time of the set A by the chain with transition matrix P ∈
{
Q,

Q2+Q∗
2

2

}
, then

we have that for any x in the state space of P

max
A:πP (A)≥ 1

4

Ex[TA] ≤
C

ΦP∗
.
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Proof. Fix an element of the state space x0 and a set A with πP (A) ≥ 1
4 and let A0 = {x0}. Let x1

be the maximiser of P (x0, z) over all z 6= x0 and A1 = {x0, x1}. Define the sets Aℓ recursively by
letting Aℓ+1 = Aℓ ∪ {xℓ+1}, where xℓ+1 is not in Aℓ and is the maximiser of maxx∈Aℓ

πP (x)P (x, z)
over all z /∈ Aℓ. Let k be minimal such that xk ∈ A. Let xℓ0 = x0, xℓ1 , . . . xℓr = xk be a path from
x0 to xk consisting of states in Ak, such that ℓt is increasing and satisfies that

πP (xℓt)P (xℓt , xℓt+1) = max
x∈Aℓt+1−1,

y∈Ak\Aℓt+1−1

πP (x)P (x, y).

We can construct such a sequence recursively backwards as follows: let f : {1, . . . , k} → {0, . . . , k}
defined by

f(s) = inf{u < s : πP (xu)P (xu, xs) = max
z∈As−1

πP (z)P (z, xs)},

i.e. f(s) is the first index of the element in As−1 with maximal transition to xs. We apply f
repeatedly to k until reaching 0, which will happen at some finite time r as f(s) < s. The sequence
x0 = xfr(k), xfr−1(k), . . . , xf1(k), xk then has the required property. This is because xs was chosen
to maximise the transition maxz∈As−1 πP (z)P (z, xs) and therefore

πP (xf(s))P (xf(s), xs) = max
x∈As−1,y∈Ak\As−1

πP (x)P (x, y).

Using that Ex[Ty] ≤ 1/(πP (x)P (x, y)) for x and y neighbours and as r is bounded by m2 which is
of order 1, we get that

Ex0 [TA] ≤
r∑

s=1

Exℓs−1
[Txℓs

] ≍ max
1≤s≤r

Exℓs−1
[Txℓs

] ≤ max
1≤s≤r

1

πP (xℓs−1)P (xℓs−1 , xℓs)
. (3.1)

As the size of the state space of P is at most m2 which is of order 1, we have that for any non-empty
set B

ΦP (B) ≍ max
x∈B

πP (x)P (x,Bc)

πP (B)
≍ max

x∈B,y∈Bc

πP (x)P (x, y)

πP (B)
.

By the definition of the sequence (ℓs) and the sets (Aℓs) we have

max
x∈Aℓs−1

max
z∈Ac

ℓs−1

πP (x)P (x, z) = πP (xℓs−1)P (xℓs−1 , xℓs),

and hence
1

πP (xℓs−1)P (xℓs−1 , xℓs)
≍ 1

πP (Aℓs−1)ΦP (Aℓs−1)
.

Plugging this into (3.1) yields

Ex0 [TA] . max
1≤s≤r

1

πP (Aℓs−1)ΦP (Aℓs−1)
.

As A ∩ Aℓs−1 = ∅ and πP (A) ≥ 1
4 , then πP (Aℓs−1) ≤ 3

4 . Using this together with the fact that for
any set B we have ΦP (B) = πP (Bc)

πP (B) ΦP (B
c), we get

max
1≤s≤r

1

ΦP (Aℓs−1)
.

1

ΦP∗
.

In the case of P = Q, the proof of the lemma follows easily using that πQ(i) ≍ 1 for any i ∈
{1, . . . ,m} and that πQ(Aℓs−1) ≍ 1, since Aℓs−1 6= ∅ for any s > 0. To conclude the proof when
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P =
Q2+Q∗

2
2 , notice that if x0 = (i, i) for some i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, then πP (Aℓs−1) ≍ 1 and therefore

E(i,i)[TA] .
1
ΦP

∗
. Further, if we let τ be the hitting time of the set {(x, x) : x ∈ {1, . . . m}} by the

Markov chain with transition matrix P then for any i, j ∈ {1, . . . m}

E(i,j)[TA] ≤ E(i,j)[τ ] +
∑

x∈{1,...,m}
E(x,x)[TA] . E(i,j)[τ ] +

1

ΦP∗
.

As the probability of jumping along an edge of the form (x, x) for x ∈ {1, . . . ,m} is at least 3
2∆ , we

get that E[τ ] ≤ 2∆
3 , which concludes the proof.

Corollary 3.20. There exists a constant c depending on m,∆,mini,j ni/nj such that

cΦQ
∗ ≤ γQ.

Proof. Lemma 3.19 and Theorem 3.18 give that tTV,Q
mix . 1

ΦQ
∗
, as the chain Q is reversible and also

has diagonal entries bounded away from 0. As Q is reversible we also know that tTV,Q
mix & 1

γQ
, which

completes the proof.

Lemma 3.21. There exists a positive constant C depending on m,∆,mini,j ni/nj so that

1

ΦQ2∗
≤ C

ΦQ
∗
.

Proof. Lemma 3.19 and Theorem 3.18 give that tTV,Q
mix . 1

ΦQ
∗
, as the chain Q is reversible and also

has diagonal entries bounded away from 0. In general, for any Markov chain it holds that the
inverse of the Cheeger constant is bounded by the mixing time (see for instance [20, Theorem 7.4])
and therefore 1

Φ
Q2
∗

. tTV,Q2

mix . We will complete the proof by showing that tTV,Q
mix = tTV,Q2

mix − 1. It is

elementary to check that for all x = (x1, x2)

‖Qt
2(x, ·) − πQ2(·)‖TV = ‖Qt−1(x2, ·)− πQ(·)‖TV.

Maximising over all x completes the proof.

We will now use the following general fact about the Poincaré constant in the reversible case.

Lemma 3.22 ([20, Theorem 12.5]). There exists a universal constant c so that if P is an aperiodic
reversible Markov chain with Poincaré constant γP , then

c

γP
≤ tTV,P

mix .

We now bound the Poincaré constant of Q by its Cheeger constant from below.

Lemma 3.23. There exists a positive constant c1 depending on m,∆,mini,j ni/nj so that

ΦQ
∗ ≤ c1γQ2 .

Proof. Using Theorem 3.18, Lemmas 3.19 and 3.21 we have for the mixing time of the lazy version PL

of P =
Q2+Q∗

2
2 that

tTV,PL
mix .

1

ΦQ
∗
.
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Further, since PL is a reversible chain, we have from Lemma 3.22 that

1

γPL

. tTV,PL
mix .

It is easy to check that EQ2(f) = EP (f) = 2EPL
(f) and, since P , Q2 and PL have the same invariant

distributions, it follows that γQ2 = γP = 2γPL
, which completes the proof.

We are now ready to bound the mixing time of Σ by the inverse of the Cheeger constant of Q.

Proof of Proposition 3.9. Combining the results from Lemmas 3.23 and 3.14 and Corollary 3.13
gives that

ΦQ
∗ . γQ2 . γW ≤ γΣ.

As for all types i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, we have that πQ2((i, i)) ≍ 1, it follows from Lemma 3.15 that
πW ((i, i)) ≍ 1, and therefore also πΣ((i, i)) ≍ 1, as Σ is the induced chain. This now implies that
for any θ in the state space of Σ

‖Σ(θ, ·)− πΣ(·)‖2 ≍ 1.

Since for all i, we have

1 ≍ Q((i, i), (i, i)) . W ((i, i), (i, i)) ≤ Σ((i, i), (i, i)),

it follows that Σ((i, i), (i, i)) ≥ c for all i, for some positive constant c. Using [24, eq. (2.11) and
Remark 2.16], we get

‖Σt(θ, ·)− πΣ(·)‖TV ≤ ‖Σ(θ, ·)− πΣ(·)‖2 · e−2c·t·γΣ . e−c′tΦQ
∗ ,

where c′ is another positive constant and this now completes the proof.

3.2 Speed and entropy of (lazy) simple random walk on multi-type random tree

From now on we will let α = ΦQ
∗ in the case of a multi-type random tree from Definition 3.1,

while in the case of the two-type tree, α is as defined in Definition 3.2. In both cases we have that
tTV,Σ
mix . 1

α .

Definition 3.24. For any graph G = (V,E), vertex x ∈ V and K > 0, we define a ball of radius
K around x as BK(x) = BG

K(x) = {y ∈ V : d(x, y) ≤ K} where for x, y ∈ V, d(x, y) is the graph
distance of x and y. We also define boundary of the ball as ∂BK(x) = BK(x) \ BK−1(x).

Definition 3.25. Define, as in Lemma 3.6, for a tree T with root ρ as in Definition 3.1 or Definition
3.2 and for K ≥ 0, σ0 to be the first time that a simple random walk X on T started from ρ, reaches
∂BK (ρ) and (σi)

∞
i=1 to be the almost surely infinite sequence of regeneration times occurring after σ0,

where σi is the i-th regeneration time such that φi = d (ρ,Xσi) > K.

Definition 3.26. Let T be as in Definition 3.1 or 3.2. Let ξ be a loop erased random walk on T
which is obtained by erasing loops from a simple random walk started from ρ in the chronological
order in which they were created. (This procedure is possible, since T is uniformly transient by
Lemma 3.4.) We call ξi the i-th edge crossed by ξ. Unless otherwise specified, the loop erased
random walk always starts from ρ.

In this section the goal is to prove results on the speed and entropy of the lazy simple random walk
on T . We start by stating and proving a decorrelation result for a general Markov chain.
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Lemma 3.27. Let Σ be a Markov chain on the state space S with invariant distribution π and let tmix

be its total variation mixing time. Let f, g : S → R be bounded functions satisfying Eπ[g] = 0. Then
there exists a positive constant C (depending on the bound on f and g) so that for all i ≤ j and θ ∈ S

Eθ[f(Σi)g(Σj)] ≤ C · 2−
j−i

2tmix .

Proof. Let P be the transition matrix of Σ. Then we have

Eθ[f(Σi)g(Σj)] =
∑

η∈S
P i(θ, η)f(η)Eη[g(Σj−i)] .

Let (Zη,Σj−i) be the optimal coupling of π and P j−i(η, ·) and define A to be the event that the
coupling fails, i.e. A = {Zη 6= Σj−i} . Given that by assumption E[g(Zη)] = 0, we get

∑

η∈S
P i(θ, η)f(η)Eη [g(Σj−i)] =

∑

η∈S
P i(θ, η)f(η)Eη[(g (Σj−i)− g (Zη))]

=
∑

η∈S
P i(θ, η)f(η)Eη [(g (Σj−i)− g (Zη))1(A)]

≤
∑

η∈S
P i(θ, η)|f(η)|

√
Eη

[
(g (Σj−i)− g (Zη))

2
]
Pη(A) .

∑

η∈S
P i(θ, η)

√
Pη(A),

where the inequality follows by Cauchy-Schwartz and the implied constants come from the bounds
on f and g. Using [20, eq. (4.34)] we immediately deduce

Pη(A) = ‖π(·) − P j−i(η, ·)‖TV ≤ 2
− j−i

tmix

and this concludes the proof.

Before giving the next result we define PT0(·) = P(· | BK (ρ) = T0) to be the probability measure
conditional on the first K levels of T being equal to T0 and ET0 and VarT0 be the corresponding
expectation and variance.

We next give a concentration result on the number of regeneration times which occur before some
fixed level. This will allow us to show the convergence of the speed of a simple random walk on T .

Lemma 3.28. Let T be a tree with root ρ as in Definitions 3.1 or 3.2 and let σi and φi be as in
Definition 3.25. Fix K > 0 and let T0 be realisation of the first K levels of T . For each ℓ ∈ N let

Nℓ = max {i ≥ 0 : φi ≤ ℓ+K}

be the number of regeneration times occurring before level ℓ+K +1. Then for all ε > 0 there exists
a sufficiently large constant C such that for all k ≥ K2

P

(∣∣∣∣Nk −
k

EπΣ
[φ2 − φ1]

∣∣∣∣ > C

(√
k

α
+

1

α

) ∣∣∣∣∣ BK (ρ) = T0

)
≤ ε,

where πΣ is the stationary distribution from Definition 3.7 and where EπΣ
[·] is the expectation

when Xσ1 ∼ πΣ.
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Proof. Set ζi = φi − φi−1 for i ≥ 2 and ζ1 = φ1. We will first show that

ET0



(

k∑

i=1

ζi − kEπΣ
[ζ2]

)2

 .

k

α
.

In fact the left hand side above is equal to
∑

i≤k

ET0

[
(ζi − EπΣ

[ζ2])
2
]
+ 2

∑

i<j≤k

ET0 [(ζj − EπΣ
[ζ2]) (ζi − EπΣ

[ζ2])] ,

and as the ζi’s have exponential tails by Lemma 3.6, we get that the first term above is . k. To
bound the second term notice that for i < j

ET0 [(ζj − EπΣ
[ζ2]) (ζi − EπΣ

[ζ2])] = ET0 [ET0 [(ζj − EπΣ
[ζ2]) (ζi − EπΣ

[ζ2]) | Σi,Σj−1]]

= ET0 [ET0 [(ζj − EπΣ
[ζ2]) | Σj−1]ET0 [(ζi − EπΣ

[ζ2]) | Σi]] ,

where the last equality holds by Lemma 3.6. We define the functions

f(θ) = ET0 [(ζi − EπΣ
[ζ2]) | Σi = θ] and g(θ) = ET0 [(ζj − EπΣ

[ζ2]) | Σj−1 = θ] .

Notice that f and g are bounded, since ζi have exponential tails, and hence we can now apply
Lemma 3.27 to deduce for a positive constant c

ET0 [ET0 [(ζj − EπΣ
[ζ2]) | Σj−1]ET0 [(ζi − EπΣ

[ζ2]) | Σi]] = ET0 [f(Σi)g(Σj−1)] . 2−cα(j−i).

Therefore,

ET0



(

k∑

i=1

ζi − kEπΣ
[ζ2]

)2

 . k +

∑

i<j≤k

2−cα(j−i) . k + k
∑

s≤k

2−cαs .
k

α
. (3.2)

We now let

ℓ =

⌊
k

EπΣ
[φ2 − φ1]

+ C

(√
k

α
+

1

α

)⌋
.

We have by definition of Nk and ℓ, taking C large enough and using the assumption on K we obtain

PT0(Nk > ℓ) = PT0

(
ℓ∑

i=1

ζi < k +K

)
≤ PT0

(
ℓ∑

i=1

ζi − ℓEπΣ
[ζ2] < −CEπΣ

[ζ2]

(√
k

α
+

1

α

)
+K

)

≤ PT0

(∣∣∣∣∣

ℓ∑

i=1

ζi − ℓEπΣ
[ζ2]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥
CEπΣ

[ζ2]

2

(√
k

α
+

1

α

))
≤ ε,

where for the last inequality we used Markov’s inequality together with (3.2). The other case follows
in the same way and this completes the proof.

Lemma 3.29. Let X be a simple random walk on T . Then for ν =
EπΣ

[φ2−φ1]

EπΣ
[σ2−σ1]

almost surely

d (ρ,Xt)

t
→ ν as t → ∞.

Moreover, for all ε > 0 there is a positive constant C so that for all t sufficiently large

P

(
|d (ρ,Xt)− νt| ≥ C

(√
t

α
+

1

α

))
≤ ε and P

(
sup
s:s≤t

d (ρ,Xs) > νt+ 2C

(√
t

α
+

1

α

))
≤ ε.
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Proof. The first two claims follow easily from Lemma 3.28. For the last claim, let C be such that
the first probability bound holds. Then

P

(
sup
s:s≤t

d (ρ,Xs) > νt+ 2C

(√
t

α
+

1

α

))

≤ P

(
d (ρ,Xt) < νt+ C

(√
t

α
+

1

α

)
, sup
s:s≤t

d (ρ,Xs) > νt+ 2C

(√
t

α
+

1

α

))
+ ε

≤
∑

s:s≤t

P

(
d (ρ,Xt) < νt+ C

(√
t

α
+

1

α

)
, d (ρ,Xs) > νt+ 2C

(√
t

α
+

1

α

))
+ ε

≤ t · e−c
(√

t
α
+ 1

α

)

+ ε,

for a positive constant c, where for the last bound we used Lemma 3.4.

We now prove a lemma which provides a crucial bound for studying the fluctuations of the entropy
of loop erased random walk. The proof of the bound on the moments of Yk follows in the same way
as in [18, Lemma 3.14], but the proof of the variance bound is substantially different, as in our case
we need to condition on the types of the regeneration vertices. To do this, we use the results of
Section 3.1.

Lemma 3.30. There exist positive constants (Cℓ)ℓ≥1 and C ′ so that the following hold: let T be a
multi-type random tree with root ρ as in Definition 3.1 or 3.2. Fix K ≥ 0 and let T0 be a realisation
of the first K levels of T . Let X be a simple random walk on T started from ρ and let ξ̃ be an
independent loop erased random walk on T . For k ≥ 1 define

Yk = − logP
(
(Xσk−1,Xσk

) ∈ ξ̃
∣∣∣ X,T

)
+ logP

((
Xσk−1−1,Xσk−1

)
∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ X,T
)
.

Then, for θ ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, the distribution of Yi conditioned on Θ(Xσi−1) = θ is same as the
distribution of Yj conditioned on Θ(Xσj−1) = θ. The sequence (Yk)k≥2 is also independent of BK (ρ)
conditional on the type of the vertex Xσ1 . Moreover, for all l ≥ 1

E

[(
− log P

(
(Xσ0−1,Xσ0) ∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ X,T
))ℓ ∣∣∣∣ BK (ρ) = T0

]
≤ CℓK

ℓ (3.3)

and for all k ≥ 1

E

[
(Yk)

ℓ
∣∣∣ BK (ρ) = T0

]
≤ Cℓ. (3.4)

In addition, there exists a positive constant C ′ so that for all k ≥ 1 we have

E



(

k∑

i=1

(Yi − EπΣ
[Y2])

)2
∣∣∣∣∣∣
BK (ρ) = T0


 ≤ C ′k

α
, (3.5)

where EπΣ
[·] is the expectation when Xσ1 ∼ πΣ.

Proof. The bounds (3.3) and (3.4) follow in exactly the same was as the bounds on the moments
of (Yi) in [18, Lemma 3.14] with the only difference being that we need to condition on the type.
More precisely, in our setting we have that for θ ∈ {0, 1}, Yk conditioned on Θ

(
Xσk−1

)
= θ and

Yℓ conditioned on Θ
(
Xσℓ−1

)
= θ, have the same distribution. Also Yk is independent of BK (ρ)

conditioned on the type of the vertex Xσ1 .
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We only need to prove the variance bound (3.5). We will show that there is a positive constant c
such that for i < j < k

E[(Yi − EπΣ
[Y2]) (Yj − EπΣ

[Y2]) | BK(ρ) = T0] . 2−cα(j−i) + e−c(j−i) (3.6)

The result then follows, as given that all moments of Yi are bounded

E



(

k∑

i=1

(Yi − EπΣ
[Y2])

)2
∣∣∣∣∣∣
BK (ρ) = T0


 . k +

∑

i 6=j≤k

E[(Yi − EπΣ
[Y2]) (Yj − EπΣ

[Y2]) | BK (ρ) = T0]

. k +
∑

i<j≤k

(
2−cα(j−i) + e−c(j−i)

)
.

k

α
.

We now turn to proving (3.6). We first recall some definitions from [18, Lemma 3.14]. For each i
we let ξ (i) be a loop erased random walk on T

(
Xσi−1

)
started from the root Xσi−1 and we take it

to be independent from X. For each i let Xi be the walk that generates the loop erased path ξ (i).
Now for i < j, let ξ (i, j) be the loop erased path obtained from the path Xi when we run it until
the first time that Xi reaches the level of Xσ

⌊
i+j
2 ⌋

. Set

Zi = P
(
Xσi ∈ ξ (i)

∣∣ T
(
Xσi−1

)
,X
)
, Zi,j = P

(
Xσi ∈ ξ (i, j)

∣∣ T
(
Xσi−1

)
,X
)

and Yi,j = − logZi,j.

Let A (i, j) be the event that Xi returns to Xσi after reaching the level of Xσ
⌊
i+j
2 ⌋

for the first time.

Then as in [18]
|Zi − Zi,j| ≤ P

(
A (i, j)

∣∣ T
(
Xσi−1

)
,X
)
.

Using Lemma 3.4 gives that there exists a constant c so that

P
(
A (i, j)

∣∣ T
(
Xσi−1

)
,X
)
≤ e−c(j−i).

Using that | log x− log y| ≤ |x−y|
x∧y gives

|Yi,j − Yi| = | logZi,j − logZi| ≤
|Zi,j − Zi|
|Zi,j ∧ Zi|

.

Let B (i, j) =
{
d
(
Xσi ,Xσi−1

)
≤ ⌊ j−i

C ⌋
}

for some large positive constant C. On B (i, j) lower

bounding the probability that Xi visits Xσi for the first time without backtracking and then escapes
we get

Zi,j ∧ Zi ≥ c (2∆)−
(j−i)
C ,

where c is the positive constant from Lemma 3.4 and ∆ is the maximum degree. So for C sufficiently
large and some positive constant c′′

|Yi,j − Yi|1 (B (i, j)) ≤ e−c′′(j−i).

Using the exponential tails of φi − φi−1 from Lemma 3.6, we get that for a positive constant c1

PT0(B (i, j)c) ≤ e−c1⌊ j−i
C

⌋.

Using Cauchy-Schwartz, (3.4) and the bound above we get that for j > i

ET0 [(Yi − EπΣ
[Y2]) (Yj − EπΣ

[Y2])]

. ET0 [(Yi − EπΣ
[Y2]) (Yj − EπΣ

[Y2])1 (B (i, j))] + e−c1· j−i
2C .
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We can write the last expectation appearing above as

ET0 [(Yi − Yi,j)Yj1 (B (i, j))]− ET0 [(Yi − Yi,j)1 (B (i, j))]EπΣ
[Y2]

+ ET0 [(Yi,j − EπΣ
[Y2]) (Yj − EπΣ

[Y2])1 (B (i, j))] .

The first and second terms are bounded by e−c′′(j−i), as EπΣ
[Y2] is bounded by a constant. We note

that given the type of Xσ
⌊
i+j
2 ⌋

, Yi,j is independent of Yj. Using this independence and the tower

property we get that the last term appearing above is equal to

ET0

[
ET0

[
(Yi,j − EπΣ

[Y2]) (Yj − EπΣ
[Y2])1 (B (i, j))

∣∣∣∣ Θ
(
Xσ

⌊
i+j
2 ⌋

)
,Θ
(
Xσj−1

)]]

= ET0

[
ET0

[
(Yi,j − EπΣ

[Y2])1 (B (i, j))

∣∣∣∣ Θ
(
Xσ

⌊
i+j
2 ⌋

)]
ET0

[
Yj − EπΣ

[Y2]
∣∣ Θ
(
Xσj−1

)]]

For θ ∈ S define f, g : {1, . . . ,m} → R by

f (θ) = ET0

[
(Yi,j − EπΣ

[Y2])1 (B (i, j))

∣∣∣∣ Θ
(
Xσ

⌊
i+j
2 ⌋

)
= θ

]
and

g (θ) = ET0

[
Yj − EπΣ

[Y2]
∣∣ Θ
(
Xσj−1

)
= θ
]
.

It is enough to bound for θ′ ∈ S

ET0

[
f

(
Θ

(
Xσ⌊ i+j

2 ⌋

))
g
(
Θ
(
Xσj−1

)) ∣∣∣∣ Θ(Xσ1) = θ′
]
.

We need to show that the conditions from Lemma 3.27 for f and g are satisfied and then as direct
consequence we get that this is bounded by

. 2−cα(j−i),

for some constant c, where we also use Lemma 3.8 and Proposition 3.9 to bound the mixing time.
This will then complete the proof.
Since Yj has bounded moments, it follows that g is a bounded function and we also have that its
mean under πΣ is 0. It remains to prove that f is also a bounded function. By Cauchy-Schwartz,
it is enough to bound the second moment of Yi,j. This can be done in the same way as for Yi

in [18]. In fact, the same approach as for the Yi’s gives that Yi,j conditioned on Θ(Xσi−1) = θ and
Y2,j−i+2 conditioned on Θ(Xσ1) = θ have the same distribution. Therefore, it is enough to bound
the moments of Y2,j and this follows as the proof of bounded moments of the Yi’s in [18].

We conclude this section by obtaining the entropy result for the loop erased random walk. The
proof follows similarly as in [18, Lemma 3.15], but we include it here for the sake of completeness.

Proposition 3.31. Let T be a multi-type random tree and let ξ and ξ̃ be two independent loop
erased random walks on T both started from the root. Then there exists a positive constant h so that
almost surely

− logP
(
ξk ∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ T, ξ
)

k
→ h as k → ∞.

Fix K > 0 and let T0 be a realisation of the first K levels of T . For all ε > 0, there exists a positive
constant C so that for all k ≥ K2

P

(∣∣∣− logP
(
ξk ∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ T, ξ
)
− hk

∣∣∣ > C

(√
k

α
+

1

α

) ∣∣∣∣∣ BK (ρ) = T0

)
≤ ε.
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Proof. Let σi and φi, i ≥ 0 be as in Definition 3.25 and Yi, i ≥ 1, as defined in Lemma 3.30. Let X
be a simple random walk on T generating the loop erasure ξ. We have that

− log P
(
(Xσk−1,Xσk

) ∈ ξ̃
∣∣∣ X,T

)
=

k∑

i=1

Yi − log P
(
(Xσ0−1,Xσ0) ∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ X,T
)
.

By Lemma 3.30 we have that the variables Yi have all moments bounded by constants and in [18,
Lemma 3.14] it was also shown that Yk is a measurable function of

(
T
(
Xσk−1

)
, (Xt)t≥σk−1

)
. If

Θ(Xσk
) ∼ πΣ then the sequence

(
T
(
Xσk−1

)
, (Xt)t≥σk−1

)
is stationary, and so is Yk as well. Letting

θ ∼ πΣ and τθ = inf {t : Θ(Xσt) = θ} , then Birkhoff’s ergodic theorem gives that for a constant
γ = EπΣ

[Y2], almost surely as k → ∞
∑k

i=τθ
Yi

k − τθ
→ γ.

Since τθ is finite almost surely, we obtain that as k → ∞ almost surely

− logP
(
(Xσk−1,Xσk

) ∈ ξ̃
∣∣∣ X,T

)

k
→ γ.

Notice that ξφk
=
(
Xσk−1

,Xσk

)
, so almost surely as k → ∞

−
logP

(
ξφk

∈ ξ̃
∣∣∣ X,T

)

k
→ γ.

Lemma 3.6 and the ergodic theorem give that φk
k → EπΣ

[φ2 − φ1], as k → ∞ and EπΣ
[φ2 − φ1] < ∞.

Therefore,

−
logP

(
ξk ∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ ξ, T
)

k
→ γ

EπΣ
[φ2 − φ1]

=: h

In order to prove the bound on the fluctuations, we use Lemma 3.30. Using the bound from (3.5) and

the bound on the second moment of − logP
((

Xσ0−1,Xσ0 ∈ ξ̃
) ∣∣∣ X,T

)
from (3.3) with Markov’s

inequality give that for all ε > 0 there is a constant C such that for all k ≥ K2

PT0

(∣∣∣∣∣

k∑

i=1

Yi − γk

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥
C

2

(√
k

α
+

1

α

))
≤ 4C ′ k

α

C2

(√
k
α + 1

α

)2 ≤ ε

2
and

PT0

(∣∣∣− log P
((

Xσ0−1,Xσ0 ∈ ξ̃
) ∣∣∣ X,T

)∣∣∣ ≥ C

2

√
k

)
≤ 4C2K

2

C2k
≤ ε

2
,

where C1, C2 and C ′ are the constants from Lemma 3.30. It now follows that

PT0

(∣∣∣− logP
(
ξφk

∈ ξ̃
∣∣∣ ξ, T

)
− γk

∣∣∣ ≥ C

(√
k

α
+

1

α

))
≤ ε.

As in Lemma 3.28 we let for each k ∈ N

Nk = max {i ≥ 0 : φi ≤ k} .
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Then

PT0

(∣∣∣− logP
(
ξk ∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ ξ, T
)
− hk

∣∣∣ ≥ C

(√
k

α
+

1

α

))

≤ PT0

(
− logP

(
ξφNk+1

∈ ξ̃
∣∣∣ ξ, T

)
> hk + C

(√
k

α
+

1

α

))

+ PT0

(
− logP

(
ξφNk

∈ ξ̃
∣∣∣ ξ, T

)
< hk −C

(√
k

α
+

1

α

))
.

The concentration of Nk from Lemma 3.28 finishes the proof.

3.3 Truncation

Following [18] we define in this section the truncation event which will be used to define the coupling
needed for the proof of the main result in case α ≫ 1

logn .

Definition 3.32. Let e be an edge of T and ξ a loop erased random walk started from the root of
T as in Definition 3.26. Define

WT (e) = − log P(e ∈ ξ | T ) .
For an edge e = (x, y) with d (ρ, x) ≤ d (ρ, y) write ℓ (e) = d (ρ, y) . Define

W̃T (e) = − logP
((
Xτℓ(e)−1Xτℓ(e)

)
= e

∣∣ T
)
,

where X is a simple random walk on T started from the root and τ ℓ(e) = inf {t ≥ 0 : d (ρ,Xt) = ℓ (e)} .

The proof of the following lemma follows in exactly the same way as [18, Lemma 4.3] and therefore
we omit it.

Lemma 3.33. There exists a positive constant c, such that for all realisations of T and all edges e
of T we have

WT (e) ≥ W̃T (e)− c.

Definition 3.34. Let A > 0 and K = ⌈C2 log log n⌉ for a constant C2 to be determined later.
For e ∈ T we define the truncation event Tr (e,A) to be

Tr (e,A) =

{
W̃T (e) > log n−A

√
log n

α

}
∩ {ℓ (e) ≥ K} ,

where ℓ (e) again stands for the level of e.

The following lemma will be useful in Section 5 as it shows that with high probability the walk on
the tree will not visit truncated edges by the mixing time.

Lemma 3.35. Let K ≤ (log log n)2 and let T0 be a realisation of first K levels of T . Let X be a

simple random walk on T started from its root and set t = logn
νh − B

√
logn
α , where ν and h are as

in Lemma 3.29 and Proposition 3.31. If α ≫ 1
logn , for all ε ∈ (0, 1) there exist sufficiently large

constants B and A (depending on both ε and B) such that

P


⋃

k≤t

Tr ((Xk−1,Xk) , A)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
BK (ρ) = T0


 ≤ ε.
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Proof. The proof of this lemma follows in exactly the same way as the proof of [18, Lemma 4.5]. Note
that when using Lemma 3.29 and Proposition 3.31 we only keep the term

√
t/α by our assumption

on t and α.

4 Controlling the spectral profile

In this section we prove Proposition 1.5 for trel, so for this section we take X to be a lazy simple
random walk. We also obtain bounds on the spectral profile of Gn that will be used in Section 5 in
the proof of Theorems 1.4 and 1.3. We start by recalling the definition of the Dirichlet eigenvalue
and the spectral profile.

Let P be a transition matrix on a finite state space S which is reversible with respect to the
invariant distribution π. For A ⊂ S, we let PA be the restriction of P to A. As the matrix

(
√

π(x)
π(y)P (x, y))x,y∈A is symmetric, it is also diagonalisable, and therefore PA is diagonalisable so we

can define the Dirichlet eigenvalue and the spectral profile as follows.

Definition 4.1. The Dirichlet eigenvalue of A denoted by λ(A) = λP (A) is defined as

λ (A) = 1−max{λ : λ eigenvalue of PA}.

Writing π∗ = minx π(x), we define the spectral profile ΛP : [π∗,∞) → R of P as

ΛP (r) = inf
π∗≤π(A)≤r

λ(A).

The following lemma relating the Dirichlet eigenvalue of a set A to the tail of the hitting probability
of A is a standard result and can be obtained using the spectral theorem. It will be very useful to
us as in our setting it is easier to control hitting times rather than eigenvalues.

The following lemma follows directly from the spectral theorem for PA.

Lemma 4.2. Let A ⊆ S and write πA for the measure π conditional on A, i.e. πA(x) = π(x)/π(A)
for x ∈ A. We have

log PπA
(TAc > t)

t
→ log (1− λ (A)) as t → ∞.

In the following lemma we obtain a lower bound on the spectral profile for small subsets of Gn.

Lemma 4.3. There exist constants ĉ, c̃ > 0 such that the graph Gn satisfies with high probability
that for every r ≤ ĉ it holds that Λ(r) ≥ c̃.

Remark 4.4. In fact for all δ > 0, the lemma above holds by taking ĉ = (1 − δ)mini≤2 π(Vi) and
some constant c̃ = c̃(δ) > 0.

Definition 4.5. For a graph G = (V,E) and A ⊂ V, the edge boundary of A, labeled by ∂A is a
set of edges between A and Ac. For constant ε > 0 we say that G is an ε−expander if

min
A⊂V,π(A)≤ 1

2

|∂A|
|A| > ε,

where π is the invariant distribution of simple random walk on G. We say that the collection of
graphs Gn is an expander family if there is ε > 0 such that each Gn is an ε−expander.
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Lemma 4.6. Let Gn be a 2-community model. There exist constants ĉ, δ > 0 such that the graph Gn

satisfies with high probability that for every subset of vertices D with πGn(D) ≤ ĉ it holds that
|∂D| ≥ δ|D|.

Proof. The proof of this lemma is given in Appendix B.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Recall that the conductance profile, (Φ(r))r, is defined to be

Φ(r) = min

{ |∂A|
|A| : π(A) ≤ r

}
.

By [14, Lemma 2.4.] we have
Φ2 (r)

2
≤ Λ (r) .

Therefore, it is enough to bound the conductance profile. In the case of two communities this is the
content of Lemma 4.6. In the case of more communities this follows as restricted to one community
the random graph is a configuration model with degree at each vertex at least three, which implies
that it is an expander with high probability [12]. Therefore if ĉ is small enough and D is a set with
πGn(D) ≤ ĉ, then |D ∩ Vi| ≤ ni/2, and hence, the expander property gives us that the size of the
boundary in community i is bounded by a constant proportion of |D∩Vi|. This gives that Φ(r) & 1
for r ≤ ĉ and completes the proof.

Theorem 4.7 ([23, Theorem 1.1]). Let X be a reversible Markov chain with transition matrix P ,
invariant distribution π and spectral gap γ. Let V1, . . . , VM be a partition of V and let Pi be the
transition matrix on Vi with off-diagonal transitions Pi(x, y) = P (x, y) for all x 6= y ∈ Vi and
Pi(x, x) = 1−∑z∈Vi\{x} P (x, z). Denote its spectral gap by γ(Pi) and let γ∗ := mini∈[M ] γ(Pi). Let

P̂ be a Markov chain on [M ] with transition probabilities given by

P̂ (i, j) = Pπ(X1 ∈ Vj | X0 ∈ Vi) =
∑

x∈Vi

π(x)

π(Vi)
P (x, Vj). (4.1)

and spectral gap given by γ̂. Then
γ ≥ γ̂γ∗. (4.2)

Proof of Proposition 1.5. (trel for m-communities model) We apply the previous theorem to the
partition of V corresponding to the communities. As the internal degree of each vertex is at least
3 it follows that each community without considering outgoing edges is an expander with high
probability [12]. Using the notation from the previous theorem and the bounded degree assumption
implies that γ(Pi) & 1, for all i and so γ∗ & 1. Corollary 3.20 gives that γ̂ & ΦQ

∗ = α, as the
chain P̂ from the previous theorem is exactly the chain Q from Corollary 3.20. This completes the
proof.

Proposition 4.8. There exists a positive constant c so that for all n, if Gn is a two-community
graph and α & 1/ log n, then with high probability

Λ(1/2) ≥ c · α.

Proof of Proposition 1.5. (trel for 2-communities model when α & 1/ log n)

It is proved in [14, Lemma 2.2.] that 2 1
trel

≥ Λ
(
1
2

)
so Proposition 4.8 gives that trel .

1
α with

high probability. From [20, Theorem 13.10] it follows that trel &
1

Φ(A,Ac) , for any set A, where
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Φ(A,Ac) =
∑

x∈A,y∈Ac π(x)P (x,y)

π(A) . The proof of the lower bound then follows by choosing A to be the
first community, as the proportion of edges between the two communities is α.

The rest of the section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 4.8 for the graph with two communities.
In the next section we bound the Dirichlet eigenvalue of each community and in Section 4.2 we bound
the Dirichlet eigenvalue of sets containing one community.

4.1 Dirichlet eigenvalue of one community

Lemma 4.9. There exists a positive constant c so that for the 2-community model for all n with
high probability

λ (V1) ≥ cα and λ(V2) ≥ cα.

Proof. By Lemma 4.2 it is enough to find a positive constant c such that with high probability for
all t larger than some constant, we have PπV1

(TV2 > t | Gn) ≤ e−cαt.
Let D be the subset of V1 consisting of those vertices connected to community 2. Then we have

PπV1
(TV2 > t | Gn) =PπV1

(
t∑

i=1

1 (Xi ∈ D) <
tπV1 (D)

2
, TV2 > t

∣∣∣∣∣ Gn

)

+ PπV1

(
t∑

i=1

1 (Xi ∈ D) ≥ tπV1 (D)

2
, TV2 > t

∣∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
.

Once the chain is in D the probability to hit V2 in the next move is at least 1
2∆ , as there is at least

one edge going to V2 from every vertex in D. Setting k = ⌊ tπV1
(D)

2 ⌋ − 1 and writing R1, . . . , Rk to
be the times of the first k visits to the set D, we get for any realisation G of Gn

PπV1

(
t∑

i=1

1 (Xi ∈ D) ≥ tπV1 (D)

2
, TV2 > t

∣∣∣∣∣ Gn = G

)
≤ PπV1

(TV2 > Rk + 1 | Gn = G)

= PπV1
(TV2 > Rk + 1 | TV2 > Rk−1 + 1, Gn = G)PπV1

(TV2 > Rk−1 + 1 | Gn = G)

≤
(
1− 1

2∆

)
PπV1

(TV2 > Rk−1 + 1 | Gn = G) ≤
(
1− 1

2∆

)k

≤ exp (−c1αt) ,

for large t and a positive constant c1, where the penultimate inequality follows by induction and
the last inequality follows since πV1(D) ≍ α.
It suffices to prove that for a positive constant c2 with high probability for all large t

PπV1

(
t∑

i=1

1 (Xi ∈ D) <
tπV1 (D)

2
, TV2 > t

∣∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤ exp (−c2πV1 (D) t) , (4.3)

In order to bound this probability we are going to consider a new graph Ĝn and a walk X̂ on
Ĝn which is coupled with X in a natural way. For i ∈ {1, 2} let Ei =

{
ei1, e

i
2, . . . , e

i
Ni

}
be all of

the half-edges in community i and let τi be permutations chosen uniformly at random among all
permutations of {1, . . . , Ni} . Then Gn can be generating by choosing the outgoing half-edges in

community i ∈ {1, 2} to be exactly the edges EO
i =

{
eiτi(1), e

i
τi(2)

. . . , eiτi(p)

}
. The half-edges are

further paired by matching the edge e1τ1(j) with the edge e2τ2(j) for j ≤ p and for j > p
2 and i ∈ {1, 2}

matching eiτi(2j−1) with eiτi(2j). We now define the graph Ĝn by instead for i ∈ {1, 2} and j ≤ Ni
2
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matching the half-edge eiτi(2j−1) with the half-edge eiτi(2j). Note that Ĝn has two disconnected
components corresponding to each community. Moreover, all the internal half-edges of Gn are
matched in exactly the same way in Ĝn and the outgoing half-edges in Ĝn in each community are
matched uniformly at random inside the community.

Further we couple the walks X on Gn and X̂ on Ĝn, by first starting both walks from the same
vertex chosen according to πV1 , which is also the invariant distribution of the graph Ĝn restricted to
the first community. At time t−1, if the walks are in the same vertex, with probability 1

2 they both
move at time t along the same uniformly chosen half-edge which we label by e(t), otherwise they
both stay at the same vertex. The coupling fails the first time the walks are in different vertices.
As half-edges in E1 \EO

1 are matched with the same half-edges in Gn and in G̃n, the coupling fails
at time

TEO
1
= inf

{
t ≥ 1 : Xt 6= X̂t

}
= inf

{
t : e(t) ∈ EO

1

}
= inf {t : Xt ∈ V2} = TV2 .

Therefore, since the randomness on Ĝn only comes from the permutation τ1, we get

PπV1

(
t∑

i=1

1 (Xi ∈ D) <
tπV1 (D)

2
, TV2 > t

∣∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤ PπV1

(
t∑

i=1

1

(
X̂i ∈ D

)
<

tπV1 (D)

2

∣∣∣∣∣ τ1
)
.

As τ1 is chosen uniformly at random from all permutations of {1, . . . N1} the graph Ĝn restricted
to the first community is exactly the configuration model. It is well known that the configuration
model with minimum degree at least 3 is with high probability an expander [12]. Therefore the
relaxation time, t̂rel, of the lazy simple random walk X̂ on Ĝn, is with high probability of order 1.

We now use Theorem 1.1 from Lezaud [21] for the function f (x) = πV1 (D) − 1 (x ∈ D), γ =
πV1 (D) /2 and b2 = πV1 (D) (1− πV1 (D)). Notice that the conditions πV1f = 0, ‖f‖∞ ≤ 1 and
‖f‖22 ≤ b2 are satisfied and that Nq and ε (P ) = 1

t̂rel
from the theorem, are both of order 1. Therefore,

with high probability

PπV1

(
t−1

t∑

i=1

(
πV1 (D)− 1

(
X̂i ∈ D

))
>

πV1 (D)

2

∣∣∣∣∣ τ1
)

≤ C̃ exp


− t (πV1 (D))2

16πV1 (D) (1− πV1 (D))

(
1 + h

(
5πV1

(D)

2πV1
(D)(1−πV1

(D))

))




for h (x) = 1
2

(√
1 + x−

(
1− x

2

))
and a positive constant C̃. We can rewrite this as

PπV1

(
t∑

i=1

1

(
X̂i ∈ D

)
<

tπV1 (D)

2

∣∣∣∣∣ τ1
)

≤ C̃ exp


− tπV1 (D)

16 (1− πV1 (D))
(
1 + h

(
5

2(1−πV1
(D))

))


 ≤ C̃ exp (−c̃πV1 (D) t) ,

with high probability for a suitable positive constant c̃, which completes the proof.

4.2 Dirichlet eigenvalue for sets containing one community

The following lemma gives a bound on the Dirichlet eigenvalue of sets containing all vertices from
the first community and some from the second. Because of the symmetry of the problem, the
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analogous result holds for sets containing all vertices in the second community and some from the
first one.

Lemma 4.10. Let Gn be the 2-community model and let α & 1/ log n. Let D be the set containing
the first community and some vertices from the second community which we label by D2. Let π(D2) ≤
ĉn2

n for some constant ĉ < 1. Then there is a positive constant c̃ such that with high probability

λ (D) ≥ c̃α.

In order to prove the above lemma we first bound the probability that the proportion of time spent
in the second community by some time t, when starting from a K−root (vertex around which the
graph looks like a tree for K levels–see Definition 5.1) in the first community, is smaller than some
constant δ.

Definition 4.11. We call a vertex x a K−root of Gn if BK(x) = BGn
K (x) from Definition 3.24 is a

possible realisation of the first K levels of the 2-type random tree T (corresponding to Gn). If x is
a K−root and i ≤ K, we denote by ∂Bi(x) the collection of vertices at distance i from x.

Lemma 4.12. For u > 0 define T2(u) to be the total time spent in the second community by time u
and let x be a vertex in Gn. There exist positive constants C1, ε0 = ε(∆) and δ < 1 so that for all
ε < ε0 there exists c′ = c′(ε) so that the following holds. If α = o(1), for every c > 0 there exists
C > 0, so that taking t = C log n and K = ⌊ε log n⌋, then with high probability on the event that x
is a K−root in Gn we have

Px(T2(t) < δt | Gn) ≤
C1

ncα
.

If α = Θ(1), then there exist positive constants c′ and C so that with t and K as above with high
probability on the event that x is a K−root in Gn we have

Px(T2(t) < δt | Gn) ≤
C1

nc′εα
.

Corollary 4.13. The same statement as Lemma 4.12 holds for every x ∈ Gn which is not necessarily
a K-root.

Proof. We already established above for a K-root x in Lemma 4.12. The result now follows from the
fact that the probability that a K−root is not reached by time of order log n is bounded by 1

nc with
high probability. Indeed, the ball B5K(x) can be generated by revealing the type of the half-edge

and its pair one at a time until we reach level 5K. As at most k =
∆((∆−1)5K−1)

∆−2 pairs are formed

and at each step we have probability at most maxi∈{1,2}
(
∆(∆−1)5K−1

Ni−2k

)
to create a cycle, we get

that B5K(x) contains at least two cycles with probability O
(
∆4·5K

N2

)
= O

(
N20ε−2

)
. A union bound

then gives that with probability O( 1
N20ε−1 ) the graph has no vertices x whose K ball contains two

cycles. Taking ε < 1
20 , the proof now directly follows from Lemma 2.3 in [6].

Before proving the above lemma, we define the following coupling and exploration process.

Definition 4.14. For a K−root x in Gn and a tree T0 with P(BK(x) = T0) > 0, we define the
exploration process of the graph Gn conditional on BK(x) = T0 (this includes conditioning on the
types and degree of vertices in ∂BK(x) but not on the value of their internal and outgoing degree,
which will be chosen later at random), by coupling Gn with the multi-type random tree T with
root x and BK (x) = T0 in the following way. We first label all vertices of ∂B⌊K

2
⌋(x) by z1, . . . , zL
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and define Vzi to be all descendants of zi in ∂BK(x). For i = 1, . . . , L and for all z ∈ Vzi we define the
exploration process of Gn corresponding to z by coupling a simple random walk X on Gn started
from z, and X̃ on T started from z. For any t ≥ 1 the coupling is performed as follows: If the
coupling has succeeded so far and the walk has moved to a vertex which was not seen before but
whose total degree is revealed, we proceed by performing the optimal couplings for the distributions
for each of the following steps:

(1) for each half-edge going from vertex X̃t of type i in T , we choose it to have probability p
Ni

to

be outgoing, while for the corresponding vertex Xt in Gn we choose this with probability p−p(t)
Ni−Ni(t)

where p(t) is the number of outgoing half-edges revealed in community i by time t and Ni(t) is the
number of half-edges in community i revealed by time t.

(2) In T we match each of these half-edges from X̃t to a uniformly chosen half-edge of the ni

vertices in the appropriate community, while in Gn we match each half-edge from Xt to the half-
edges (corresponding to the vertices of the appropriate type) which had not already been matched
previously.

If the two optimal couplings above succeed, then we move both walks from X̃t and Xt to the same
uniformly chosen neighbour.

After we have revealed the matchings of all the half-edges from we perform the optimal coupling of
the next step of these two random walks.

The coupling fails if one of the following happens: the optimal couplings of steps 1) or 2) fail (i.e. if
we either do not choose the same types for half-edges or do not connect them to the same vertex),
if we created a cycle in Gn, or if the walk X̃ reaches level K

2 in T0. The exploration process from z
ends when the coupling fails or after C log n steps for a constant C to be determined later.

We define Fi to be the σ-algebra generated by the exploration processes corresponding to vertices
z ∈ ∪i

j=1Vzj . We call zi ∈ ∂BK
2
(x) good if none of its descendants in ∂T0 have been explored in the

exploration processes of Vz1 , . . . Vzi−1 . Otherwise z is called bad.

We first prove the following lemma, where we recall T2(u) is the total time spent in the second
community by time u.

Lemma 4.15. There exist a positive constant C1, ε0 = ε(∆) and δ < 1 so that the following holds
for all ε < ε0. For every c > 0 there exists C > 0, so that if t = C log n and K = ⌊ε log n⌋, then on
the event {x is a K-root in Gn} ∩ {zi is good}, for z ∈ Vzi, we have

Pz

(
T2

(
t

2

)
< δt

∣∣∣∣ Fi−1

)
≤ C1

ncα

for all n sufficiently large.

Proof. We use the coupling from Definition 4.14 for C log n steps. If it has succeeded, then we
explore all the unexplored parts of the tree T and we continue running the walk X̃ forever as this
will not affect the events of interest for X up to time t.

On the event {zi is good}, we can bound

Pz

(
T2

(
t

2

)
< δt

∣∣∣∣ Fi−1

)
≤ Pz(coupling failed | Fi−1)

+ Pz

(
X̃ has less than δt regeneration times in community 2 by

t

2

∣∣∣∣ Fi−1

)
.

(4.4)
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We first bound the probability that the coupling with the tree failed as follows. Firstly, the prob-
ability that the walk backtracked to level K

2 is by Lemma 3.4 bounded by n−c1ε for a suitable
constant c1. The probability of failure in step (1) of the coupling is the probability that at some
step an edge in the tree was assigned a different type to the one in the graph. The probability of
this happening at time s when the two walks are in community i is equal to the total variation
distance between two Bernoulli random variables with parameters p

Ni
and p−p(s)

Ni−Ni(s)
which is equal

to ∣∣∣∣
p

Ni
− p− p(s)

Ni −Ni(s)

∣∣∣∣ .

As the number of half-edges in T0 is of order nlog(∆)ε, and for each vertex in ∂T0 we reveal at most
O(log (n)) half edges during the exploration process, we have that the total number of explored
half-edges is O(nε log(∆) log (n)). Therefore,

∣∣∣∣
p

Ni
− p− p(s)

Ni −Ni(s)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ O

(
nε log(∆) log (n)

n

)
.

Taking a union bound over all C log n steps of the exploration process we get that the probability of
the coupling failing in step (1) is bounded by O

(
nlog(∆)ε(log (n))2/n

)
≤ n−c1, for a suitable positive

constant c1 and n large enough.

The probability that step (2) of the coupling fails can be upper bounded similarly. The probability
that step (2) fails at time s when both walks are in community i is equal to the total variation
distance between two uniform random variables on {1, . . . , Ni} and {1, . . . , Ni −Ni(s)}. This total
variation distance is equal to Ni(s)/Ni. Using the bound from above and taking a union bound
over all time steps gives that the probability that step (2) of the coupling fails is upper bounded by
O
(
nlog(∆)ε(log (n))2/n

)
≤ n−c1.

The last possibility for the coupling to fail is if we created a cycle. As above this is bounded
by the probability that we chose to connect to an already revealed vertex or one of its neigh-
bour. Using the bounded degree assumption we thus obtain the same bound as in step (2), i.e.
O
(
nlog(∆)ε(log (n))2/n

)
≤ n−c1.

Therefore, we conclude that for a suitable constant c̃ > 0 we have that

Pz(coupling failed | Fi−1) ≤ n−c̃.

It is left to bound the second probability appearing on the right hand side of (4.4), i.e. the probability
that the random walk on the random tree had less than δt regeneration times in community 2 by
time t/2. As in Lemma 3.6 we take σ1, σ2, . . . to be the regeneration times of X̃ that occur after
level K. We first note that if X̃σ1 is among the descendants of zi (which happens with probability
at least 1− e−cK for a positive c), then the conditioning on Fi−1 is irrelevant, since it concerns the
part of the tree the walk will never visit. So using Chernoff’s bound we get that for any δ1 > 0

Pz

(
σδ1t >

t

2

∣∣∣∣ Fi−1

)
≤ e−cK+e−θ t

2 max
a∈{1,2}2

Ez

[
eθσ1

∣∣∣ Θ
(
X̃σ1

)
= a

]

·
(

max
a,b∈{1,2}2

Ez

[
eθ(σ2−σ1)

∣∣∣ Θ
(
X̃σ1

)
= a,Θ

(
X̃σ2

)
= b
])δ1t

.

(4.5)

Here we have also used that after conditioning on the types of all of the first δ1t regeneration times
we have by Lemma 3.6 that σs − σs−1 for s ∈ {1, . . . , δ1t} are independent. Using that (σ2 − σ1)
has exponential tails it is standard to find θ and δ1 sufficiently small so that the second term on
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the right hand side of (4.5) becomes smaller than e−c1t for a positive constant c1, and hence for a
positive constant c2 we get

Pz

(
σδ1t >

t

2

∣∣∣∣ Fi−1

)
≤ n−c2 . (4.6)

Let µ be the invariant distribution of the types Markov chain as in Definition 3.7. Then

Pz

(
X̃ has less than δt regeneration times in community 2 by

t

2

∣∣∣∣ Fi−1

)
≤ Pz

(
σδ1t >

t

2

∣∣∣∣ Fi−1

)

+Pz

(
δ1t∑

i=1

(
µ(2, 2) − 1

(
Θ(X̃σi) = (2, 2)

))
>

(
µ(2, 2) − δ

δ1

)
δ1t

)
.

Using that µ(2, 2) ≍ 1/2, Lemma 3.8, which implies an upper bound on the relaxation time of the
types Markov chain, and [21, Theorem 1.1] we obtain that there is a constant c′ > 0 such that for
δ > 0 sufficiently small we have

Pz

(
δ1t∑

i=1

(
µ(2, 2) − 1

(
Θ(X̃σi) = (2, 2)

))
>

(
µ(2, 2) − δ

δ1

)
δ1t

)
. exp

(
−c′δ1tα

)
.

Taking C in the definition of t sufficiently large we can make the exponential above less than n−cα.
This together with (4.6) concludes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 4.12. We first set h (z) = Px

(
Xτ∂BK (x)

= z
∣∣∣ Gn

)
and we work on the event that x

is a K-root. Then we have

Px(T2(t) < δt | Gn) ≤ Px

(
T2(t)− T2(τ∂BK(x)) < δt

∣∣ Gn

)

≤
∑

z∈∂BK(x)

h (z)Pz

(
T2

(
t

2

)
< δt

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
+ Px

(
τ∂BK(x) ≥

t

2

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
.

By Lemma 3.4 we get that for ε (in the definition of K) sufficiently small

Px(T2(t) < δt | Gn) ≤
∑

z∈∂BK(x)

h (z)Pz

(
T2

(
t

2

)
< δt

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
+ n−c1 , (4.7)

where c1 is a positive constant. We turn to bounding the first term on the right hand side above.
For β to be determined later we define the set

V =

{
z ∈ ∂BK (x) : Pz

(
T2

(
t

2

)
< δt

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
> n−βα

}
.

We then have ∑

z∈∂BK(x)

h (z)Pz

(
T2

(
t

2

)
< δt

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤
∑

z∈V
h (z) + n−βα. (4.8)

Let T0 be a tree with P(BK(x) = T0) > 0. We now work on the event {BK(x) = T0}. Using the
definition of good and bad vertices from Definition 4.14 and writing h (U) =

∑
z∈U h (z) for any

set U , we obtain

∑

z∈V
h (z) =

L∑

i=1

(h (V ∩ Vzi)1 (zi is good) + h (V ∩ Vzi)1 (zi is bad)) .
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We first bound the number of bad vertices as follows. Notice that the exploration process continues
for time of order log (n) and the number of leaves in the tree T0 is of order nε log(∆) giving that we
explore at most order log(n)nlog(∆)ε ≤ nc′ε vertices, for suitable c′ and large n. The probability of

connecting to a vertex in ∂T0 at any step is also bounded by O(nlog(∆)ε)
n ≤ nc′′ε

n , for suitable c′′ and
large n. This gives that for R > 4, taking ε sufficiently small we obtain

P

(∣∣∣
{
zi ∈ ∂BK

2
(x) : zi is bad

}∣∣∣ ≥ R
∣∣∣ BK (x) = T0

)
≤
(
nc′ε

R

)(
nc′′ε

n

)R

≤ 1

n2
. (4.9)

We now claim that for a positive constant c2

h (Vzi) ≤ n−εc2. (4.10)

Indeed, this follows from the observation that if ξ is the loop erasure of (Xt)t≤τK , then h (Vzi) =

P

(
ξ⌊K

2
⌋ = zi

∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤ e−c′ K

2 , for some constant c′, where the last inequality follows from the as-
sumption that all vertices on the tree have degree at least 3 and the definition of the loop erasure
(see also [18, Lemma 3.13]).

Combining (4.9) and (4.10) we deduce for R > 4 that

P

(
L∑

i=1

h (V ∩ Vzi)1 (zi is bad) ≤ Rn−εc2

∣∣∣∣∣ BK (x) = T0

)
≥ 1− 1

n2
. (4.11)

We next bound the sum over the good vertices and we get

E[h (V ∩ Vzi)1 (zi is good) | Fi−1]

=
∑

z∈Vzi

h (z)P

(
Pz

(
T2

(
t

2

)
< δt

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
> n−βα

∣∣∣∣ Fi−1

)
1 (zi is good)

≤
∑

z∈Vzi

h (z)
E
[
Pz

(
T2

(
t
2

)
< δt

∣∣ Gn

) ∣∣ Fi−1

]

n−βα
1 (zi is good)

=
∑

z∈Vzi

h (z)
Pz

(
T2

(
t
2

)
< δt

∣∣ Fi−1

)

n−βα
1 (zi is good) .

Taking c = 2β in Lemma 4.15 and taking C (in the definition of t) sufficiently large we get for n
sufficiently large

E[h (V ∩ Vzi)1 (zi is good) | Fi−1] ≤ C1h (Vzi)1 (zi is good)n−βα.

Writing Ri = h (V ∩ Vzi)1 (zi is good), we consider the Doob martingale defined conditional on
BK (x) = T0 as M0 = 0 and for 1 ≤ k ≤ L (recall L = |∂BK/2(x)| from Definition 4.14)

Mk =

k∑

i=1

(Ri − E[Ri | Fi−1]) .

Using that |Mk −Mk−1| ≤ 2h (Vzi), we can apply Azuma-Hoeffding’s inequality to this martingale
to get

P

(
L∑

i=1

h (V ∩ Vzi)1 (zi is good) ≥ (C1 + 1)n−βα

∣∣∣∣∣ BK (x) = T0

)

≤ P

(
ML ≥ n−βα

∣∣∣ BK (x) = T0

)
≤ exp

(
− n−βα

2
∑L

i=1 (2h (Vzi))
2

)
≤ exp

(
−nc2ε−βα

8

)
.
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The last inequality above follows from the fact that using (4.10)

L∑

i=1

(h (Vzi))
2 ≤ n−c2ε

L∑

i=1

h (Vzi) = n−c2ε.

If α = o(1), then for all n sufficiently large the exponential above can be made smaller than 1/n2.
Otherwise, we take β = c2ε/2 so that the exponential is smaller than 1/n2.

Using the above together with (4.7), (4.8) and (4.11) gives that for n sufficiently large

P

(
Px(T2 (t) ≤ δt | Gn) ≤ (C1 + 2)n−βα +Rn−εc2 + n−c1

∣∣∣ BK (x) = T0

)
≥ 1− 2

n2
.

If α = o(1), then we can take any β by changing C in the definition of t. Otherwise, we take
β = c2ε/2. Taking a union bound over all x ∈ Gn completes the proof.

Lemma 4.16. Let P be the transition matrix of a finite reversible lazy Markov chain with invariant
distribution π, relaxation time trel and let A be a non-empty subset of the state space. Then for
every distribution η and all times t we have

Pη(TA > t) ≤
∥∥∥ η
π

∥∥∥
2,π

· exp
(
− tπ(A)

trel

)
.

Proof. Applying the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we obtain

(Pη(TA > t))2 =

(
∑

x

η(x)

π(x)
Px(TA > t)π(x)

)2

≤
∥∥∥ η
π

∥∥∥
2

2,π
·
∑

x∈Ac

(Px(TA > t))2 π(x).

Writing PAc for the restriction of the transition matrix P to the set Ac, i.e. for all x, y ∈ Ac we have
PAc(x, y) = P (x, y), we have
∑

x∈Ac

(Px(TA > t))2 π(x) =
∑

x∈Ac

∑

y,z∈Ac

P t
Ac(x, y)P t

Ac(x, z)π(x) =
∑

x∈Ac

∑

y,z∈Ac

P t
Ac(x, y)P t

Ac(z, x)π(z)

=
∑

y,z∈Ac

P 2t
Ac(z, y)π(z) = Pπ(TA > 2t) ≤ exp

(
−2tπ(A)

trel

)
,

where for the second equality we used reversibility and for the last inequality we used [3, Lemma 3.5].
This now concludes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 4.10. By Lemma 4.2 it is enough to show that with high probability, for all large
enough t,

PπD
(TDc > t | Gn) . n exp (−c̃tα) ,

for a positive constant c̃. Let X̃ be the induced chain in community 2, i.e. it is the Markov chain X
viewed at the times when it visits the second community. We write T̃A for the first hitting time of
the set A by X̃. Recalling that T2(t) is the total time spent in community 2 by time t, we have that
for any starting point y ∈ D

Py(TDc > t | Gn) ≤ Py(T2(t) ≤ δt | Gn) + Py

(
T̃Dc

2
> δt

∣∣∣ Gn

)
. (4.12)
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We start by bounding the second probability on the right hand side above. Let t̃rel and π̃ be the
relaxation time and invariant distribution respectively of the chain X̃. Then for any distribution η
on D2 using Lemma 4.16 we get

Pη

(
T̃Dc

2
> δt

∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤
∥∥∥η
π̃

∥∥∥
2,π̃

· exp
(
−δtπ̃ (Dc

2)

t̃rel

)
.

Let f be an eigenvector corresponding to the second largest eigenvalue λ̃2 of X̃ . Then

1

t̃rel
= 1− λ̃2 =

Ẽ(f, f)
‖f‖2,π̃

,

where Ẽ is the Dirichlet form corresponding to X̃ .

It is easy to check that for g = f1 {f ≥ 0} ,
Ẽ(f, f) ≥ Ẽ(g, g).

By replacing f with −f if necessary, we can assume that

‖f‖2,π̃ ≤ 2‖g‖2,π̃ .
Putting the last two inequalities together, we get that

1− λ̃2 =
Ẽ(f, f)
‖f‖2,π̃

&
Ẽ(g, g)
‖g‖2,π̃

&
E(g, g)
‖g‖2,π

,

where for the last inequality we used that π̃ ≍ π. As g is non-negative (supported inside the
second community), using the variational characterisation of the Dirichlet eigenvalue of the second
community (see for instance [1][Section 3.6.2]) and Lemma 4.9 we get that with high probability

α .
1

t̃rel
.

This together with the fact that π̃(Dc
2) is at least a positive constant and that ‖η‖2 ≤ n gives that

with high probability over Gn for a positive constant c1

Pη

(
T̃Dc

2
> δt

∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤ n · exp(−c1δαt).

We proceed to bound the first term on the right hand side of (4.12). By Corollary 4.13 we have
that with high probability over the graph Gn for all x ∈ Gn

Px(T2(C log n) < 2δC log n | Gn) ≤ C1n
−cα.

In case α = Θ(1/ log n), we can take c as large as we like by increasing C. In particular, we take c
so that nαc/(2C1) > 1. Since the bound above holds uniformly over all x ∈ Gn, using the Markov
property we can perform independent experiments and obtain for any k ∈ N
Px(T2(Ck log n) < δkC log n | Gn)

≤ Px

(
k∑

i=1

1(T2(iC log n)− T2((i− 1)C log n) < 2δC log n) >
k

2

∣∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤ P

(
Bin(k,C1n

−cα) >
k

2

)
.

Using large deviations for a binomial distribution and that nαc/(2C1) > 1 we deduce for a positive
constant c2

P

(
Bin(k,C1n

−cα) >
k

2

)
. exp(−c2αk log n)

and this completes the proof.
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Proof of Proposition 4.8. For all sets D ⊂ V , with π(D) ≤ 1
2 there exists a set D′ with D ⊂ D′

and such that D′ contains one full community i and less than half of the other community, i.e.
π(D′ ∩ V3−i) ≤ 1

2π(V3−i). Then Lemma 4.10 gives that λ(D′) ≥ cα for a positive constant c. By
monotonicity we have that λ(D) & α, which completes the proof.

5 Coupling

In this section we prove Theorems 1.3 and 1.4 for the lazy simple random walk. So in this section X
is again taken to be a lazy simple random walk on Gn.

We denote by d(x, y) the graph distance from x to y in Gn and write BK(x) for the ball of radius K
and centre x in this metric. As in Lemma 3.35 let

t =
log n

νh
−B

√
log n

α

for a constant B to be determined and also let A be as in Lemma 3.35.

Definition 5.1. We call a vertex x a K−root of Gn if BK(x) is a possible realisation of the first
K levels of the random tree T (corresponding to Gn). If x is a K−root and i ≤ K, we denote by
∂Bi(x) the collection of vertices at distance i from x.

We next define an exploration process of Gn and a coupling between the walk X on Gn and a
walk X̃ on the random tree T corresponding to Gn. The coupling below for the 2 community case
is similar to the one used in Section 4, however here we are not exploring only the parts of the
graph that the walk visits and we truncate more edges than in Section 4. Both the coupling and
the exploration process are very similar to the ones used in [18, Definition 5.3].

Definition 5.2. Let K = ⌈C2 log log n⌉ for a constant C2 to be determined and suppose we work
conditional on the event that x0 is a K−root and BK (x0) = T0, where T0 is a realisation of the first
K levels of a random tree. By this we mean that we know which vertices in Vn are part of BK(x0)
but we have not yet revealed the full degree vector of vertices at distance K from x0, meaning that
in the case of the two community model we do not know which of the half edges coming out of
∂BK(x0) are internal and which are outgoing, and in the case of multiple communities we do not
know which communities outgoing edges lead to. Let L =

∣∣∂BK/2 (x0)
∣∣ and {z1, . . . , zL} be some

ordering of the set ∂BK/2 (x0) . For each z ∈ ∂BK/2 (x0) we denote by Vz the set of offspring of z
which are also in ∂BK (x0) . Fix z ∈ ∂BK/2 (x0) . We now describe the exploration process of Gn

corresponding to the set Vz by constructing a coupling of a subset of Gn with a subset of a random
tree T , conditioned on its first levels K being exactly T0. We first reveal all edges of T with one
endpoint in ∂T0, including the ones which are not descendants of z. For the edges originating in Vz

we couple them with the edges of Gn by using the optimal coupling between the two distributions
at every step.

Choosing half-edge types differs in the cases of the two models we consider. For the two communities
model we write p(s) for the number of outgoing half-edges in community i which were revealed so
far and Ni(s) for number of half-edges in community i whose types were revealed by time s. At
step s of the exploration process for every half-edge corresponding to the vertex in Vz we assign it
an outgoing type with probability p−p(s)

Ni−Ni(s)
and otherwise we assign it an internal type. For the m

communities model, if the current vertex is in community i we choose the community to which
an outgoing edge from it leads to be j 6= i with probability Ei,j−Ei,j(s)∑

k 6=i(Ei,k−Ei,k(s))
, where Ei,j(s) is the

number of outgoing edges between i and j which have already been revealed.
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In both cases, for each half-edge we choose a half-edge to connect it to uniformly at random from
all of the half-edges in the appropriate community, which were not chosen yet (and in m community
case we take care that the type of the edge is appropriate).

If at some point one of these couplings fails, which meant that either the corresponding types of the
edges or just the corresponding vertices in T and Gn differ, then we truncate the edge where this
happened and stop the exploration for this edge in Gn but we continue it in T . We also truncate
an edge and stop the exploration in Gn if we create a cycle. Once all edges joining levels K and
K + 1 of T have been revealed, we examine which of those satisfy the truncation criterion Tr(e,A)
(which is defined w.r.t. T, not Gn). We then stop the exploration at these edges for the graph Gn,
but we continue the exploration of their offspring for the tree T . Suppose we have explored all k
level edges of the tree T and also the corresponding ones in Gn that were coming from Vz and have
not been truncated. Then for the edges of level k + 1 we explore all of them in T , (including the
ones which are not descendants of z) and we use the optimal coupling to reveal the corresponding
ones that come from non-truncated descendants of z in Gn in the same way as when revealing level
K + 1. We truncate an edge and stop the exploration process at this edge if the optimal coupling
between the two distributions fails for the type or at the endpoint of the edge or if we created a
cycle. We again truncate edges in Gn corresponding to the ones in T which satisfy the truncation
criterion. We continue the exploration process for t levels.
We now describe a coupling of the walk X on Gn starting from x ∈ Vz with a walk X̃ on T starting
from x as follows: we move X and X̃ together for time t and we say the coupling is successful as
long as none of the following happen:
(i) X̃ crosses a truncated edge;
(ii) X̃ visits a vertex w ∈ ∂BK/2 (x0) for some w 6= z.
We write Fi for the σ -algebra generated by T0 and the exploration processes starting from all the
vertices of Vz1 , . . . , Vzi . We call zi ∈ ∂BK/2 (x0) good if none of its descendants in ∂T0 (i.e. those
vertices y ∈ ∂T0 such that d (x0, y) = d (x0, zi) + d (zi, y)) has been explored during the exploration
processes corresponding to the sets Vz1 , . . . , Vzi−1 . Otherwise, zi is called bad. Note that the event
{zi is bad} is Fi−1 measurable. Finally, we denote by Di the collection of vertices of Gn explored in
the exploration process of the set Vzi .

Remark 5.3. We note that if the coupling between X and X̃ starting from x ∈ Vzi , for zi ∈ ∂BK/2 (x0),

succeeds for t steps, then X̃s ∈ Di for all s ≤ t.

Lemma 5.4. Let α ≫ 1/ log n, in the setup of Definition 5.2, |Di| ≤ n exp

(
−A
√

logn
α /3

)
for all

i ∈ L deterministically. Moreover, there exists a positive constant C (independent of T0 ) so that
the number Bad of bad vertices z satisfies

P

(
Bad ≥ C

√
log n

∣∣∣ BK (x0) = T0

)
≤ 1

n2
.

Proof. This proof follows along the lines of the proof of [18, Lemma 5.5]. We include the details only
where they differ. Exactly as in the proof of [18, Lemma 5.5] using the definition of the truncation
criterion and that the exploration process continues for t ≍ log n steps, the total number of explored
vertices is at most

n exp

(
−A

3
·
√

log n

α

)
,

where A is as in Lemma 3.35. At every step of the exploration process the probability of intersecting
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a vertex of ∂T0 is upper bounded by

∆K

c1αn−∆n exp

(
−A
√

logn
α /3

) .
∆C′ log logn

n

where c1 and C ′ are positive constants. This is clear in the case of a two communities model, as
there are order n edges from vertices of each type and therefore the above bounds the probability
to match the current half-edge with one of at most ∆K from the boundary of T0. In the case of
multiple communities, as there are at least order αn outgoing edges from vertices of each type (as
the Cheeger constant would otherwise be smaller), and at least order n internal ones, once the
community and type of an edge we are currently matching to is known, the probability to match
it with one of at most ∆K half edges in the boundary of T0 is again bounded by the above. We
therefore obtain

P

(
Bad > C

√
log n

∣∣∣ BK (x0) = T0

)
≤
(n exp

(
−A
√

logn
α /3

)

C
√
log n

)(
∆C′ log logn

n

)C
√
logn

≤
(
n exp

(
−A

√
log n

α
/3

))C
√
logn(

∆C′ log logn

n

)C
√
logn

≤
(
1

n

)AC/6

for large enough n. Taking C large enough completes the proof.

Lemma 5.5. In the same setup as in Definition 5.2, for all ε > 0, there exist B (in the definition
of t) and A (in the definition of the truncation criterion, depending on ε and B) sufficiently large so
that for all n large enough on the event {BK (x0) = T0} , for all i and all descendants x ∈ ∂BK (x0)
of zi, the coupling of Definition 5.2 satisfies

Px

(
the coupling of X and X̃ succeeds

∣∣∣ Fi−1

)
≥ 1 (zi is good) · (1− ε)

Proof. This proof is identical to the proof of [18, Lemma 5.6] with the only difference being that
the probability that the optimal couplings fail at any given step or that a cycle is created is upper
bounded by

c

n exp

(
−A
√

logn
α /3

)

nα

for a positive constant c using arguments similar to the proof of Lemma 5.4.

Proposition 5.6. In the same setup as in Definition 5.2, for all ε > 0, there exist B (in the
definition of t), A (in the definition of the truncation criterion) depending on ε and B and a
positive constant Γ sufficiently large such that for all n sufficiently large the following holds. For
all M > 0 on the event {BK (x0) = T0} , for all i and all x ∈ ∂BK (x0) which are descendants of
zi ∈ ∂BK/2 (x0) , we have for r > 0 and

s (Gn) =

∫ 4
M2

4

∆
(1−ε)2

exp

(
2Γ

√
logn
α

)

dδ

δΛGn (δ)
,
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with ΛGn being the spectral profile for random walk on the graph Gn, that

P

(
dx(t+ s(Gn) + r) < e

− r
trel(Gn) ·M + ε

∣∣∣ Fi−1

)
≥ (1− 2ε)1 (zi is good)

where dx(s) = ‖Px(Xs ∈ · | Gn)− π‖
TV

for every s ∈ N.

Proof. This proof follows in exactly the same way as the proof of [18, Proposition 5.7] with the only
difference being that here we bound the L2 distance using not only the Poincaré inequality, but
also the spectral profile technique. Using the same notation as in [18] we only point out the places
where the two proofs differ.

We set ℓ = logn
h

− 2νB
√

logn
α and recall that t = logn

νh − B
√

logn
α . In [18] a class of graphs G is

defined so that
P(Gn ∈ G | Fi−1) ≥ 1− ε,

which implies for all u ∈ N

P(‖Px(Xu ∈ · | Gn)− π‖TV = 1 (Gn ∈ G) ‖Px(Xu ∈ · | Gn)− π‖TV | Fi−1) ≥ 1− ε. (5.1)

(Note that in the definition of the sets A1 and B̂ here we need to take
√
log n/α instead of

√
log n.)

For the event S as defined in [18] we get for any u ∈ N

‖Px(Xu ∈ · | Gn = G)− π‖TV ≤ ‖Px(Xu ∈ · | S,Gn = G)− π‖TV + ε. (5.2)

In exactly the same way as in [18] we get for G ∈ G

‖Px(Xt ∈ · | Gn = G,S)− π‖2 ≤
√
∆

1− ε
exp

(
Γ

√
log n

α

)
(5.3)

By the Poincaré inequality and the fact that conditional on Xt, the event S is independent of
(Xu)u≥t we have

∥∥Px

(
Xt+s(G)+r ∈ ·

∣∣ S,Gn = G
)
− π

∥∥
TV

≤
∥∥Px

(
Xt+s(G)+r ∈ ·

∣∣ S,Gn = G
)
− π

∥∥
2

≤ e
− r

trel(G)
∥∥Px

(
Xt+s(G) ∈ ·

∣∣ S,Gn = G
)
− π

∥∥
2
,

where s(G) is defined as in the statement of the proposition. Using (5.3) and [14, Theorem 1.1] (see
also [19, Proposition 5.2] for the form we use here) we get

∥∥Px

(
Xt+s(G) ∈ ·

∣∣ S,Gn = G
)
− π

∥∥
2
≤ M.

This together with (5.2) and (5.1) finishes the proof.

Lemma 5.7. There exists a positive constant β, so that starting from any vertex the random walk
will hit a K−root by time βK with probability 1− o(1) as n → ∞.

Proof. The proof of this follows directly from Lemma 2.3 from [6] (in the same way as discussed
in the proof of Corollary 4.13) and could also be derived analogously to the proof of Lemma 5.9
in [18].
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Proof of Theorem 1.3 for α & 1
logn and Theorem 1.4. (lazy walk case) We first prove cutoff for both

models when α ≫ 1/ log n. Recall that t = logn
νh − B

√
logn
α , where B is a positive constant to be

chosen later. We first prove the upper bound on the mixing time. From Lemma 4.3 we know that
for M larger than a certain constant we have that with high probability Λ (δ) ≥ c̃ for δ ≤ 4

M2 and
so with high probability

s (Gn) =

∫ 4
M2

4

∆
(1−ε)2

exp

(
2Γ

√
logn
α

)

dδ

δΛGn (δ)
≤
∫ 4

M2

4

∆
(1−ε)2

exp

(
2Γ

√
logn
α

)

dδ

c̃δ
. Γ

√
log n

α
.

Let r = trel (Gn) log
(
M
ε

)
, where Γ is as in Proposition 5.6 so that

e
− r

trel(Gn) ·M = ε

We now claim that it suffices to prove that with high probability

tmix (Gn, 5ε) ≤ t+ s(Gn) + r + (β + c)K (5.4)

where β is as in Lemma 5.7 and c is a positive constant to be determined later. Indeed, once this is
established, the proof then follows from the bound on s(Gn) above together with the fact that with
high probability trel (Gn) ≍ 1

α by Proposition 1.5.

It remains to prove (5.4). This now follows in exactly the same way as the proof of (5.9) in [18]
with the only difference being that the set V we need to consider here is

V = {x ∈ ∂BK (x0) : dx(t+ s(Gn) + r) ≥ 2ε}

for x0 a K-root and use Proposition 5.6 in place of Proposition 5.7 in [18]. This completes the proof
of the upper bound on the mixing time. The lower bound follows identically to [18]. This completes
the proof in the case of α ≫ 1

logn .

For α . 1
logn in the case of the m-communities model and for α ≍ 1

logn in the case of the 2-
communities model, we will show using the spectral profile technique that with high probability
tmix . 1

α and then Proposition 1.5 completes the proof in this case, as by [20, Theorem 12.5]
tmix(ε) ≥ (trel − 1) log

(
1
2ε

)
and as there can be no cutoff when tmix ≍ trel [20, Proposition 18.4]. We

will condition on the graph Gn and similarly as before define

s (Gn) =

∫ 4
M

4π∗

2dδ

δΛGn (δ)
, (5.5)

where M > 0 will be determined later and π∗ = minx∈Gn π(x). Notice that for any starting state x
using first the Poincaré inequality and the spectral profile bounds [14, Theorem 1.1] we have

‖Px

(
Xs(Gn)+log(M

ε
)trel(Gn)

∈ ·
∣∣∣ Gn

)
− π(·)‖TV ≤ ‖Px

(
Xs(Gn)+log(M

ε )trel(Gn)
∈ ·
∣∣∣ Gn

)
− π(·)‖2

≤ ε

M
‖Px

(
Xs(Gn) ∈ ·

∣∣ Gn

)
− π(·)‖2 ≤ ε.

By Proposition 1.5 with high probability trel(Gn) . 1
α . Also using Lemma 4.3 there exists a

constant ĉ so that with high probability ΛGn(δ) . 1 for δ ≤ ĉ, and hence s(Gn) . log(n) holds for
M ≥ 4

ĉ . Choosing any constant M ≥ 4
ĉ gives that with high probability tmix(ε) .

1
α + log(n) which

completes the proof of the upper bound in both cases.
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Before giving the proof of Theorem 1.3 in the case when α ≪ 1
logn , we give a short argument that

shows that in this regime there is no cutoff with high probability. Indeed, by Proposition 1.5 the
relaxation time is lower bounded by 1/α with high probability. Moreover, in exactly the same way
as in the proof above in the case when α ≍ 1/ log n we get that with high probability

tmix(ε) . trel +
1

log n
.

Thus using also that tmix(ε) & trel, the assumption that α ≪ 1/ log n and that trel & 1/α ,we
conclude that tmix(ε) ≍ trel. This implies that there is no cutoff with high probability, but since it
does not determine the order of tmix(ε) we do this in the proof below.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. (α ≪ 1
logn and lazy walk case)

We now prove an upper bound on the mixing time for the two community model and α ≪ 1/ log n.

We will prove that there exist constants δ, C > 0 such that with high probability Gn satisfies that
for any subset A with π(A) ≥ 1/2 and any x0 ∈ Gn we have for the lazy simple random walk X
started from x0 that

Px0

(
TA ≤ C

α

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≥ δ, (5.6)

where TA = min {t : Xt ∈ A} is the hitting time of set A. By performing repeated experiments of
length C/α this will imply that with high probability for all sets A ⊂ Gn and x ∈ Gn

Ex[TA | Gn] ≤
C

α(1 − δ)

which gives by [25, Theorem 1.1] and [15, Theorem 1.3] that tmix(1/4) . 1/α. This also implies an
upper bound for trel and completes the proof of Proposition 1.5 and also gives us the desired bounds
on tmix(ε) for any ε.

We are left with proving (5.6). For x ∈ Gn we write θ(x) ∈ {1, 2} for the community x belongs to.
We also write τi for i ∈ {1, 2} for the first hitting time of community i by X. We now define the
random set D = D(Gn) which depends on the sampling of the random graph G by

D =
{
x ∈ Gn : Px

(
τ3−θ(x) < u

∣∣ Gn

)
≤ √

uα
}
,

where u = C ′ log(n), for a constant C ′ to be determined. Notice that for θ ∈ {1, 2},

E[Px(τ3−θ < u | Gn)] . uα ≪ 1

for any x ∈ Vθ, as when we generate the graph and the walk together, probability of revealing an
outgoing edge at any step of the simple random walk is 1/α. Therefore we get

uα & E

[
∑

x∈Gn

π(x)Px

(
τ3−θ(X0) < u

∣∣ Gn

)
]

≥ E

[
∑

x∈Dc

π(x)Px

(
τ3−θ(x) < u

∣∣ Gn

)
]
≥ √

uαE[π(Dc)] .

This gives that by Markov’s inequality

P

(
π(Dc) > (uα)1/4

)
. (uα)1/4.
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Recall the definition of s(Gn) from (5.5) and that with high probability s(Gn) . log n. We now set
s = C log n where C is a sufficiently large positive constant. Then with high probability we have
that

‖Px0(Xs ∈ · | Gn)− π‖∞ ≤ M.

This means that for large enough n

Px0(Xs ∈ Dc | Gn) ≤ Mπ(Dc) . (uα)1/4 (5.7)

with high probability over the graph Gn.

For θ ∈ {1, 2} we now let Gθ
n be the graph obtained from Gn by a uniform rewiring of the outgoing

edges in community θ (this is the same as the definition of the graph Ĝn in the proof of Lemma 4.9).
We write πθ for the corresponding invariant distribution. Then with high probability (over the
randomness of Gθ

n) for every δ > 0 there exists n sufficiently large so that for x ∈ D and C ′ (in the
definition of u) sufficiently large we have

‖Px(Xu ∈ · | Gn)− πθ(·)‖TV ≤
∥∥∥Px

(
Xu ∈ ·

∣∣∣ Gθ
n

)
− πθ(·)

∥∥∥
TV

+ Px(τ3−θ < u | Gn) ≤ δ, (5.8)

where we used that a lazy simple random walk on the configuration model exhibits cutoff at time
of order log n with high probability, see for instance [7].

Since π(A) = π1(A)π(V1) + π2(A)π(V2) and π(A) ≥ 1/2, we can assume without loss of gener-
ality that π1(A) ≥ 1/2. Let C be a positive constant to be determined later. Writing νx0(·) =
Px0(Xs ∈ · | Gn) we now get

Px0

(
TA >

C

α
+ s

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤ νx0(D

c) +
∑

x∈D∩V1

νx0(x)Px

(
XC

α
∈ Ac

∣∣∣ Gn

)

+
∑

x∈D∩V2

νx0(x)Px

(
TA >

C

α

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
.

From (5.8) we see that for x ∈ D ∩ V1

Px

(
XC

α
∈ Ac

∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤
∥∥∥Px

(
XC

α
∈ ·
∣∣∣ Gn

)
− π1

∥∥∥
TV

+ π1(A
c) ≤ δ +

1

2
,

and hence plugging this above we deduce

Px0

(
TA >

C

α
+ s

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤ νx0(D

c) +

(
1

2
+ δ

)
νx0(D ∩ V1) +

∑

x∈D∩V2

νx0(x)Px

(
TA >

C

α

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
.

Now for x ∈ D ∩ V2 using the Markov property we have that with high probability

Px

(
TA >

C

α

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤
∑

y∈Gn

Px(Xu = y | Gn)Py

(
TA >

C

α
− u

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)

≤ 2 ‖Px(Xu ∈ · | Gn)− π2(·)‖TV +
∑

y∈Gn

π2(y)Py

(
TA >

C

α
− u

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)

≤ 2δ + Pπ2

(
TA >

C

2α

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
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where the last inequality holds as for all large enough n we have that C/2α > u using the assumption
on α. Therefore, it is enough to show that

Pπ2

(
TA >

C

2α

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤ 1− 4δ (5.9)

as plugging this above would imply that with high probability for all large enough n

Px0

(
TA >

C

α
+ s

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤ νx0(D

c) +

(
1

2
+ δ

)
νx0(D ∩ V1) + (1− 2δ) νx0(D ∩ V2) ≤ 1− δ,

since we have from (5.7) that νx0(D
c) ≤ δ for large enough n.

So now we focus on proving (5.9). Recall that s = C log n. For (x, y) ∈ V1×V2 and time t we define
the event

A(x, y, t) = {∃ i ∈ {t, . . . , t+ s} : θ(Xi) = 2, (Xi−1,Xi) 6= (x, y),∀j ∈ {t, . . . , i− 1} θ(Xj) = 1} ,

which is the event that the walk which is in community 1 at time t exits this community by time t+s
through an edge different to (x, y). We now consider a random set U1 = U1(Gn) of edges in V1 ×V2

defined by
U1 =

{
(x, y) ∈ V1 × V2 : Px(A(x, y, 0) | Gn) ≤

√
αs
}
.

We also define a random set U2 = U2(Gn) of edges in V1 × V2 as

U2 =
{
(x, y) ∈ V1 × V2 : B̂K(x) is a tree

}
,

where B̂K(x) is the connected component of BK(x) ∩ V1 containing x with K = C2 log log n for a
large constant C2 to be determined.

Lemma 5.8. Let U = U1 ∩ U2. For an edge (x, y) ∈ U we will show that

Px(Xs ∈ V2 | Gn) ≤ 1− c

2

where c is the constant from Lemma 3.4.

Lemma 5.9. Let τ be the hitting time of community 1. We will show that there is a small constant
β < 1 such that with high probability the random graph Gn is such that

Pπ2((Xτ−1,Xτ ) ∈ U c | Gn) ≤ β.

We defer the proof of the two lemmas above until the end of the proof of the theorem.

We now set η(z) = Pπ2(Xτ+s = z | Gn) and see that from Lemmas 5.8 and 5.9 and (5.7) we have
for n sufficiently large

η(V1 ∩D) ≥
∑

w∈U
Pπ2((Xτ−1,Xτ ) = w | Gn)Pw(Xs ∈ V1 ∩D | Gn) ≥

c

4
(1− β). (5.10)

The proof of Lemma 4.9 shows that for positive constants c1 and c2 with high probability by
choosing C sufficiently large

Pπθ

(
τV3−θ

>
C

4α

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤ c1e

−c2αC/(4α) ≤ δ.
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Using this we now get for n sufficiently large

Pπ2

(
TA >

C

2α

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤ Pπ2

(
τ >

C

4α

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
+
∑

z∈Gn

Pπ2

(
Xτ+s = z,

C

4α
> τ

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
Pz(Xu ∈ Ac | Gn)

≤ δ +
∑

z∈V2∪Dc

η(z) +
∑

z∈V1∩D
η(z) (‖Pz(Xu ∈ · | Gn)− π1(·)‖TV + π1(A

c))

≤ δ +
∑

z∈Gn

η(z)−
∑

z∈V1∩D
η(z)

(
1

2
− δ

)
≤ δ + 1− c

4
(1− β)

(
1

2
− δ

)
,

where the third inequality holds using (5.8) and the assumption that π1(A) ≥ 1/2 and the last one
uses (5.10). This gives (5.9) and completes the proof as we can take δ as small as we wish.

Proof of Lemma 5.8. Recall τ2 is the hitting time of community 2. Then we have

Px(Xs ∈ V2 | Gn) ≤ Px(τ2 ≤ s, (Xτ2−1,Xτ2) = (x, y) | Gn) + Px(τ2 ≤ s, (Xτ2−1,Xτ2) 6= (x, y) | Gn) .

As (x, y) ∈ U ⊂ U1 we have that the second probability is at most
√
αs. It thus remains to control

the first probability appearing above.

As z ∈ U2 we know that the K = C2 log log n neighbourhood of x which can be reached without
crossing to community 2 is a tree. From Lemma 3.4, we have that the probability to cross (x, y)
before otherwise leaving V1 and before reaching the boundary ∂B̂K(x) is ≤ 1− c < 1.

From Lemma 3.4 we have that the probability that a simple random walk on a tree which has

degrees at least 3 backtracks for C2 log log n levels is at most e−c′C2 log logn ≤
(

1
logn

)c′C2

, where

c′ > 0. Writing τ+
∂B̂K(x)

for the first return time to the set ∂B̂K(x) and τx for the first hitting time

of x, we therefore get that for z ∈ ∂B̂K(x)

Pz

(
τx < τ+

∂B̂K(x)
, τx ≤ τ2

∣∣∣ Gn

)
≤
(

1

log n

)c′C2

,

and therefore for any time t

Pz(τx < (t+ 1) ∧ τ2 | Gn) ≤ Pz

(
τx < τ+

∂B̂K(x)
∧ τ2

∣∣∣ Gn

)

+ Pz

(
τx > τ+

∂B̂K(x)
, τx < (τ+

∂B̂K(x)
+ t) ∧ τ2

∣∣∣ Gn

)

= Pz

(
τx < τ+

∂B̂K(x)
∧ τ2

∣∣∣ Gn

)
+
∑

z̃

Pz

(
Xτ+

∂B̂K (x)

= z̃

∣∣∣∣ Gn

)
Pz̃(τx < t ∧ τ2 | Gn)

≤ (t+ 1)

(
1

log n

)c′C2

,

where the last line follows by induction. Taking t = s and C2 in the definition of K sufficiently
large such that c′C2 > 1 this gives that

Px(τ2 ≤ s, (Xτ2−1,Xτ2) = (x, y) | Gn) ≤ 1− c+ (s+ 1)

(
1

log n

)c′C2

≤ 1− c+ c/4

with high probability over Gn as s = C log n.
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Proof of Lemma 5.9. We will bound Pπ2((Xτ−1,Xτ ) ∈ U c
1 | Gn) and Pπ2((Xτ−1,Xτ ) ∈ U c

2 | Gn) by
a constant β1 < 1/2 which then implies the statement of the Lemma by union bound. We let
H1,H2 and H be the matchings of internal half edges of community 1 and 2 and the matching of
the outgoing half edges, respectively.

Let (x, y) ∈ V1 × V2. First of all by considering a walk starting from x which is killed if it visits
(x, y) we have that

Px(A(0, x, y) | x ∼ y) . sα.

Indeed, this holds as the probability to generate a new outgoing edge at each step is . α and we can
use the union bound up to time s. It is not hard to see by conditioning on the matchings on each
community and since the event A(0, x, y) only depends on H1 and (τ,Xτ−1) only depends on H2,
that

Pπ2(A(τ,Xτ−1,Xτ )) =
∑

x,y

Px(A(0, x, y) | x ∼ y)Pπ2(Xτ = x,Xτ−1 = y, x ∼ y) .

This implies that

αs & Pπ2(A(τ,Xτ−1,Xτ )) = E[Pπ2(A(τ,Xτ ,Xτ−1) | Gn)]

≥ E


 ∑

(x,y)∈Uc
1

Pπ2((Xτ−1,Xτ ) = (y, x) | Gn)Px(A(x, y, 0) | Gn)




≥ √
αs E[Pπ2((Xτ−1,Xτ ) ∈ U c

1 | Gn)] .

Therefore by Markov’s inequality

P

(
Pπ2((Xτ−1,Xτ ) ∈ U c

1 | Gn) > (αs)1/4
)
≤ (αs)1/4 → 0 as n → ∞,

which gives that for any constant β1 < 1/2 for large enough n we have that with high probability
Pπ2((Xτ−1,Xτ ) ∈ U c

1 | Gn) ≤ β1.

To control the probability of Pπ2((Xτ−1,Xτ ) ∈ U c
2 | Gn) we use that for any vertex in community 1

if we start generating its C2 log log n descendants in community 1 the probability of creating a cycle
with each new edge we reveal is at most ∆C2 log logn/n (as ∆C2 log logn is the maximal total number
of vertices we reveal in community 1). As we reveal at most ∆C2 log logn edges by the union bound
the probability that a cycle is created is . ∆2C2 log logn/n. As we again have that Yτ−1 does not
depend on the matching in community 1 and on the matching across the communities, this gives
that

∆2C2 log logn/n ≥ E[Pπ2((Xτ−1,Xτ ) ∈ U c
2 | Gn)] .

The proof now follows by Markov’s inequality.

Proof of Proposition 1.5. (trel for 2 communities model when α ≪ 1
logn) The lower bound follows in

exactly the same way as for the larger values of α. As we have shown in Theorem 1.3 that tmix . 1
α

with high probability and as the mixing time is always an upper bound on the relaxation time, this
completes the proof.
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6 Back to simple random walk

We now turn to proving cutoff for simple random walk. First recall that absolute relaxation time is
defined to be the inverse of the absolute spectral gap. We will use the following lemma.

Lemma 6.1. Let P be a transition matrix with ε-mixing time t(ε). Let tL(ε) be the ε-mixing time
of I+P

2 , i.e. of the lazy version of P . If the lazy version exhibits cutoff and the absolute relaxation
time of P, denoted by t∗rel, satisfies t∗rel ≪ tL(

1
4 ), then there is cutoff for the matrix P . Moreover, if

the cutoff window W satisfies that W ≫ t∗rel and W &
√

tL(
1
4) then we have |t(ε) − 1

2tL(ε)| ≤ W.

On the other hand, if the lazy chain does not exhibit cutoff and tL(
1
4 ) ≍ t∗rel, this implies that for

all ε we have t(ε) ≍ t∗rel, and hence there is no cutoff for P .

Proof. Let X be a Markov chain with transition matrix P . Define px(α, t) = maxA⊂V,π(A)>α Px(τA > t),
where τA = inf{t : Xt ∈ A} is the first hitting time of the set A. We define

hitα(ε) = min{t : max
x

px(α, t) ≤ ε}.

Let hitLα(ε) and pL be defined as above with respect to the lazy chain. From [3, Proposition 1.8]
and [3, Remark 1.9] we have that for ε ∈ (0, 1/4)

hit 1
2
(3ε/2) − ⌈2t∗rel| log ε|⌉ ≤ t(ε) ≤ hit 1

2
(ε/2) + ⌈t∗rel| log(ε/4)|⌉, and

hit 1
2
(1− ε/2) − ⌈2t∗rel| log ε|⌉ ≤ t(1− ε) ≤ hit 1

2
(1− 2ε) + ⌈1

2
t∗rel| log(8)|⌉.

(6.1)

The same statements also hold for tL(ε) and hitL1/2(ε). First in the case when there is cutoff, as
t∗rel ≪ W ≪ tL(

1
4), the inequalities above for the lazy chain give us that for all ε ∈ (0, 1/8)

hitL1
2

(ε) = tL(
1

4
) +O(W) and hitL1

2

(1− ε) = tL(
1

4
) +O(W). (6.2)

If τSA and τLA are the hitting times of A by X and the lazy version of X respectively, we see that

Px

(
τLA > t

)
=
∑

u≤t

(
1

2

)t(t

u

)
Px

(
τSA > u

)
.

Using large deviations for the binomial distribution by taking C a sufficiently large constant, we get

P

(
Bin

(
t,
1

2

)
/∈
(
t

2
− C

√
t,
t

2
+ C

√
t

))
≤ ε2.

Hence, we also have

p

(
1

2
,
t

2
+ C

√
t

)
≤ pL

(
1
2 , t
)

1− ε2
and p

(
1

2
,
t

2
− C

√
t

)
≥ pL

(
1

2
, t

)
+ ε2. (6.3)

Using this for t = hitL1
2

(ε) and t = hitL1
2

(1− ε), (6.2) and W2 & tL(1/4) we get for ε < 1/16

hit 1
2
(ε) =

1

2
tL(

1

4
) +O(W) and hit 1

2
(1− ε) =

1

2
tL(

1

4
) +O(W).
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The proof is now complete in the case when there is cutoff using (6.1). Notice that when there is
no cutoff for the lazy walk we have by (6.1) that for all ε ∈

(
0, 14
)

hitL1
2
(3ε/2) . tL(

1

4
) and hitL1

2
(1− ε/2) . tL(

1

4
),

since trel . tL(1/4). Now this together with (6.3) gives that hit 1
2
(ε) . tL(

1
4 ) and hit 1

2
(1−ε) . tL(

1
4 )

and the proof of an upper bound on t(ε) by t∗rel follows from (6.1) and the assumption tL(1/4) ≍ t∗rel.
Since t∗rel . t(ε) (see for instance [20, Theorem 12.4]), we get t∗rel ≍ t(ε), and hence there is no cutoff
for the chain with matrix P either (see [20, Proposition 18.4]).

Above Lemma together with Theorem 1.4 and 1.3 in the case of a lazy walk gives that in order to
prove Theorem 1.4 and 1.3 for the simple random walk it is enough to bound the absolute spectral
gap by 1

α . To do this we use the following result from [16].

Theorem 6.2 ([16]). Let P be a reversible Markov chain on a state space Ω of size n with stationary
distribution π. Let 1 = λ1 ≥ λ2 ≥ . . . ≥ λn be eigenvalues of P and fi the corresponding unit
eigenfunctions, such that Pfi = λifi and Eπ[fifj] = 1(i = j). Then if 1 + λn ≤ c (1− λ2) for some

absolute constant c ∈ (0, 1) then Varπ |fn| ≤ (1+λn)
1−λ2

. Moreover, if we let

F+ := {x : fn(x) ≥ 0} and F− : {x : fn(x) < 0}

then |π (F+)− 1/2| = |π (F−)− 1/2| . (1+λn)
1−λ2

and the parity breaking time defined by

S := inf
{
i : (Xi−1,Xi) ∈ F 2

+ ∪ F 2
−
}

satisfies for some β > |λn| that for all k

(
1− 2 (1 + λn)

1− λ2

)
(β2k + β2k+1) ≤ Pπ(S > 2k) + Pπ(S > 2k + 1) ≤ (β2k + β2k+1).

We also use following two lemmas which we prove in Appendix B as they contain similar calculations
as the proof that small sets in the two communities model have good expansion.

Lemma 6.3. Let G = (V,E) be a configuration model on n vertices, with minimal degree 3 and
maximal degree ∆. Then there exists a constant δ > 0 such that the graph G with high probability
satisfies the following: for all sets A ⊂ V and B = Ac we have that

|{x ∼ y, (x, y) ∈ A2 ∪B2}|∑
x∈V deg(x)

≥ δ.

Lemma 6.4. Let G = (V,E) be the two communities model on n vertices with α = α1 + α2 ≤ 1.
Then there exists a constant δ > 0 depending on α1/α2, such that the graph G with high probability
satisfies the following: for all sets A ⊂ V and B = Ac we have that

|{x ∼ y, (x, y) ∈ A2 ∪B2}|∑
x∈V deg(x)

≥ δ.

Proof of Proposition 1.5. (t∗rel for both models) The lower bound on t∗rel follows as we always have
that t∗rel ≥ trel and we established Proposition 1.5 for trel. We now upper bound t∗rel for the m-
communities model. We prove the bound by contradiction. We assume that 1 + λn ≤ εα for a
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small ε to be determined. From the bound on trel from Proposition 1.5 we get that 1 − λ2 ≥ cα.
This gives that the time S from Theorem 6.2 satisfies that

Pπ(S > 2 | Gn) ≥
(
1− 2ε

c

)
β3 ≥

(
1− 2ε

c

)
(1− ε)3 . (6.4)

Recalling that Ni is the number of half edges emanating from community i, we claim that using
Lemma 6.3 we get that with high probability

Pπ(S = 1 | Gn) ≥
3

∆
· δ ·min

i≤m

Ni

N
. (6.5)

Indeed, we know that the graph Gn restricted to community i satisfies with high probability that
any partition of its vertices into two sets, has at least δ proportion of edges fully inside one of these
sets. Recalling that the internal degree is at least 3, we get that there are at least 3

∆Ni half edges
which are fully inside community i. Therefore for the partition F− and F+ as in the statement of
Theorem 6.2 we get that with high probability there at least δ 3

∆Ni half-edges fully inside F− or F+.
As the walk started from π at the first step goes through an edge chosen uniformly at random,
we get that with probability at least 3

∆δmini≤m
Ni
N this walk crossed an edge fully in F+ or F−,

so (6.5) holds. This gives that Pπ(S > 2 | Gn) is bounded away from 1 and therefore we obtain a
contradiction with (6.4) by choosing ε small enough and this concludes the proof.

The proof in the case of the two communities model follows in exactly the same way in the case of
the m communities model using Lemma 6.4 instead of Lemma 6.3.

Proof of Theorems 1.4 and 1.3. (simple random walk case) The proof follows directly from Lemma 6.1,
as we have proved Proposition 1.5 and Theorems 1.4 and 1.3 for lazy simple random walk.

We notice that Lemma 6.1 also gives the following.

Remark 6.5. Let t and tL be the 1
4 mixing times of the simple and lazy simple random walk,

respectively. Then there exists a constant C depending on ∆, such that with high probability we have

|tL − 2t| ≤ C
√

log |Vk|
αk

.

6.1 Comparison of the cutoff time for simple and non-backtracking random
walk

For an undirected graph G with edges E the non-backtracking random walk is the walk on directed
edges of G which evolves according to transition matrix P defined as follows. For {x, y} ∈ E

P ((x, y)(z, t)) =
1

deg(x)− 1
1(z = y, {z, t} ∈ E),

where for x, y ∈ G we write (x, y) for a directed edges and {x, y} for undirected and deg x for the
degree of graph. In words, this is the simple random walk conditioned on not moving back to the
vertex it just came from.

In [4] it has been shown that under certain additional assumptions of the degree sequences ε-mixing
time of the non-backtracking random walk tNB(ε) =

logn
1
N

∑
x∈Vk

deg(x) log(deg(x)−1)
+ o(log n). We show

that under certain conditions t(ε) > log n/hX for hX < 1
N

∑
x∈Vk

deg(x) log(deg(x)− 1) which gives
the following proposition.
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Proposition 6.6. Consider the setting of Theorem 1.3 for αk ≫ 1/ log |Vk|. There is a small
constant c(∆) depending on the maximal degree ∆ such that if αk ≤ c(∆) for all large enough k or
if average degree of vertices in the first community equals to the average degree of vertices in the
second community then for all ε ∈ (0, 1) we have

tmix(Gk, ε) > tNB(Gk, ε),

where tNB stands for the mixing time of the non-backtracking random walk.

To establish above proposition we first need the following lemma.

Lemma 6.7. Let X and X̃ be two independent lazy simple random walks on T started from the
root. Let h and ν be constants from Proposition 3.31 and Lemma 3.29, respectively. We have that
almost surely

−1

k
log P

(
Xk = X̃k

∣∣∣ X,T
)
→ νh, as k → ∞.

We prove this lemma in Appendix C.

Proof of Proposition 6.6. From the proof of Theorem 1.3 and Remark 6.5 we know that the mixing
time of the simple random walk on the two community model is up to smaller order terms equal to
logn
2νh , where h and ν are the constants from Proposition 3.31 and Lemma 3.29, respectively. As it is
easy to check that the entropy of the simple random walk is twice the one for the lazy walk, using
Lemma 6.7 we have that almost surely

log n

2νh
=

log n

− limk→∞
1
k logP

(
Xk = X̃k

∣∣∣ X,T
) ,

where X and X̃ are two independent simple random walks on T. Therefore, in order to prove the
statement, it is enough to compare the entropy of the simple random walk on T with

∑

x∈V

1

N
deg(x) log(deg(x)− 1),

which we can easily check that it is equal to the entropy of the non-backtracking random walk on T ,
denoted by hY . We present the calculations comparing hX and hY in Appendix D.

A Proof of Theorem 3.16

Proof. We follow the proof from [22].

For Borel sets A and B of trees we let

p̂SRW(A,B) =

∫

A
pSRW(T,B)dMGWπQ

(T ).

We need to show that p̂SRW(A,B) = p̂SRW(B,A). For two disjoint rooted multi type trees we define
[T1, T2] to be the tree rooted at the root of T1 obtained by joining the roots of T1 and T2 by an
edge. We extend this operation to sets C,D of rooted multi type trees by letting

[C,D] = {[T1, T2] : T1 ∈ C, T2 ∈ D}.
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It is enough to show that p̂SRW(A,B) = p̂SRW(B,A), for sets of form A = [C,D], B = [D,C] where
C,D are disjoint sets of trees with fixed types of root and first level, as such sets generate the
σ-algebra up to sets of measure 0.

For trees T1, . . . , Td we let
∨d

i=1 Ti be the tree rooted at some new vertex v obtained by joining the
roots of the trees T1, . . . , Td to v. We extend these definitions to the sets of trees C1, . . . , Cd by∨d

i=1Ci = {∨d
i=1 Ti : Ti ∈ Ci}.

We let the type of the root of all of the trees in C be θ1 and the type of the root of all of the trees
in D be θ2. We also let dout

1 and dint
1 be the number of outgoing and internal offspring of the root

of all of the trees in C and dout
2 , dint

1 be the number of outgoing and internal offspring of the root of
all of the trees in D. Set d1 = dout

1 + dint
1 and d2 = dout

2 + dint
2 . Then we can further assume that

C =

d1∨

s=1

Cs, D =

d2∨

s=1

Ds,

and that set D is also disjoint from all C1, . . . Cd1 and that C is disjoint from D1, . . . ,Dd2 , and that
for all i the types of roots of all trees in Ci and Di are fixed, as these sets will also generate the
σ-algebra up to sets of measure zero.

We define the conditional multi type random measure CMGWi,j on T , to be the law of the tree
obtained by taking an offspring v of the root of the tree generated according to MGW(i) and all
of its descendants and conditioning on the type of v being j. In other words if we have a vertex of
type i in the multi type random tree, with an offspring of type j, then the tree obtained by taking
this offspring and all of its descendants has the law of CMGWi,j.

Label by θ1 and θ2 types of the roots of trees in A and B respectively, and we also let Θ(Cj) and
Θ(Dj) be the types of the roots of all trees in Cj and Dj respectively. Set V̂ to be the subset of
V of vertices with the same number of outgoing and internal edges as roots of trees in A then if
pi,j =

Ei,j∑
k 6=i Ei,k

and pi,i = 1 we get

MGWπQ
(A) =MGWπQ

([C,D])

=πQ(θ1)

∑
u∈V̂ |deg(u)|∑

u∈V :Θ(u)=θ1
|deg(u)| (d

out
1 + 1(θ1 6= θ2))!(d

int
1 + 1(θ1 = θ2))!

· pθ1,θ2CMGWθ1,θ2(D)

d1∏

s=1

pθ1,Θ(Cs)CMGWθ1,Θ(Cs)(Cs)

=πQ(θ1)
(d1 + 1)|V̂ |∑m

j=1Eθ1,j
(dout

1 + 1(θ1 6= θ2))!(d
int
1 + 1(θ1 = θ2))!

· pθ1,θ2CMGWθ1,θ2(D)

d1∏

s=1

pθ1,Θ(Cs)CMGWθ1,Θ(Cs)(Cs).

The above expression holds as the first two terms represent the probability to choose the root of the
type we want and the first layer of the tree with the wanted number of internal and outgoing edges.
The factorial terms represent the number of ways to reorder the trees from the sets C1, . . . Cd1 ,D
(they are all disjoint) and then these trees as well as the exact type of their roots in the outgoing
case are sampled according to the CMGW law with the appropriate type parameters.

We can now notice that if θ1 6= θ2 (dout
1 + 1)|V̂ | =

∣∣∣
{
u ∈ V̂ , v ∈ V : u ∼ v,Θ(v) 6= θ1

}∣∣∣ , as for each

u ∈ V̂ there are dout
1 + 1 choices for a neighbour v of type which is not θ1. We can now notice
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that
|{u∈V̂ ,v∈V :u∼v,Θ(v)6=θ1}|∑

j 6=θ1
Eθ1,j

gives the probability of the number of offspring in the first level in

CMGWθ2,θ1 which are outgoing and internal being dout
1 and dint

1 , respectively. This gives that

CMGWθ2,θ1(C) =

∣∣∣
{
u ∈ V̂ , v ∈ V : u ∼ v,Θ(v) 6= θ1

}∣∣∣
∑

j 6=θ1
Eθ1,j

dint
1 !dout

1 !

d1∏

s=1

pθ1,Θ(Cs)CMGWθ1,Θ(Cs)(Cs).

Therefore when θ1 6= θ2,

MGWπQ
(A) = πQ(θ1)

(d1 + 1)
∑

j 6=θ1
Eθ1,j

(dout
1 + 1)

∑m
j=1Eθ1,j

(dout
1 + 1)pθ1,θ2CMGWθ1,θ2(D)CMGWθ2,θ1(C)

=

∑m
j=1Eθ1,j∑

u∈V |deg(u)|
(d1 + 1)Eθ1,θ2∑m

j=1Eθ1,j
CMGWθ1,θ2(D)CMGWθ2,θ1(C)

=
Eθ1,θ2∑

u∈V |deg(u)| (d1 + 1)CMGWθ1,θ2(D)CMGWθ2,θ1(C).

Similarly, when θ1 = θ2 we get that

MGWπQ
(A) = πQ(θ1)

(d1 + 1)Eθ1,θ1

(dint
1 + 1)

∑m
j=1Eθ1,j

(dint
1 + 1)CMGWθ1,θ2(D)CMGWθ2,θ1(C)

=
Eθ1,θ2∑

u∈V |deg(u)| (d1 + 1)CMGWθ1,θ2(D)CMGWθ2,θ1(C).

Given that the sets of trees we considered above are disjoint the probability to move from a tree in
A to a tree in B is only possible if the root moves to the root of a tree from the set D rather than
C1, . . . Cd1 and this then has probability 1

d1+1 giving that

p̂SRW(A,B) =
Eθ1,θ2∑

u∈V |deg(u)|CMGWθ1,θ2(D)CMGWθ2,θ1(C).

As this expression is symmetric the result follows.

Remark A.1. The proof of Theorem 3.16 also works (and is simpler) when the tree is generated
according to the two type random tree from Definition 3.2.

B Proofs of Lemmas 4.6, 6.3 and 6.4

Proof of Lemma 4.6. Consider a subset of vertices D and recall that we labelled the two communities
as V1 and V2. Suppose that there are d1 + d2 half-edges in total corresponding to the vertices in
D, where d1 come from the vertices in the first community and d2 from the second. Rewiring the
outgoing edges of each community as explained in the proof of Lemma 4.9 gives a configuration
model of minimum degree at least 3, and therefore it is an expander with high probability [12]. This
gives that there is a constant δ′ such that with high probability all sets with x ≤ Ni

2 half-edges, in
community i, for i ∈ {1, 2}, have boundary whose size is greater then δ′x in the rewired graph. Fix
c ≤ δ′

2 . We first show that with high probability, the graph Gn is such that all sets of vertices D

for which d1 and d2 are such that d1 < cd2 or d2 < cd1 have boundary of size at least δ′

4 (d1 + d2) .
Indeed, without loss of generality, if d1 < cd2, the rewiring can increase the boundary in the second
community by at most d1 ≤ δ′

2 d2, meaning that the size of the boundary before rewiring was already
at least δ′

2 d2 ≥ δ′

4 (d1 + d2).
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Therefore from now on we can consider sets D for which both d1 ≥ cd2 and d2 ≥ cd1 hold. Further,
suppose that out of those d1 half-edges do1 are outgoing (i.e. go to community 2), while di1 = d1− do1
are internal (i.e. go into community 1) and di2 and do2 are corresponding values for the second
community. Suppose that ℓ is the number of edges with one end in D ∩ V1 and the other one in
D∩V2. Suppose ki, for i ∈ {1, 2} is the number of edges with exactly one end in D but also with both
ends in the same community i. The edge boundary of D then has size k1 + k2 + (do1 − l) + (do2 − l)

(therefore the vertex boundary has size at least
k1+k2+(d01−l)+(d02−l)

∆ ). If we have a set D with fixed
d1 and d2 the probability to choose the types of edges and connect Gn in such a way to get the
above described values do1, d

i
1, d

o
2, d

i
2, ℓ, k1 and k2 is:

(d1
do1

)(d2
do2

)(N1−d1
p−do1

)(N2−d2
p−do2

)
(
N1
p

)(
N2
p

) ×
(do1
ℓ

)(do2
ℓ

)
ℓ!
(p−do2
do1−ℓ

)(p−do1
do2−ℓ

)
(do1 − ℓ)! (do2 − ℓ)! (p− do1 − do2 + ℓ)!

p!
(B.1)

×
((

di1
k1

)
k1!

(
N1 − p− di1

k1

)(
di2
k2

)
k2!

(
N2 − p− di2

k2

))
(B.2)

×
(
di1 − k1 − 1

)
!!
(
di2 − k2 − 1

)
!!
(
N1 − p− di1 − k1 − 1

)
!!
(
N2 − p− di2 − k2 − 1

)
!!

(N1 − p− 1)!! (N2 − p− 1)!!
. (B.3)

The first term in the product in (B.1) corresponds to the probability of choosing the internal and
outgoing edges, such that doi is the number of outgoing edges of D in community i. The second
term in (B.1) is the probability of connecting outgoing edges so that exactly ℓ of them have both
ends in D. The product in (B.2) and (B.3) corresponds to the probability of connecting the internal
edges such that the internal boundaries of D are of size k1 and k2. We will further show that the
product of (B.2) and (B.3) can be bounded above by

(
di1
) 1

4



(di1
k1

)(N1−p−di1
k1

)
(N1−p

di1

)




1
2 (

di2
) 1

4



(di2
k2

)(N2−p−di2
k2

)
(N2−p

di2

)




1
2

.

Indeed, by Stirling’s formula, m!! ≍
(√

m!
)
m

1
4 , hence m!! ≍ m

1
2 (m − 1)!! and also using

√
m ≍

√
m− 1 we get

(di1
k1

)
k1!
(N1−p−di1

k1

) (
di1 − k1 − 1

)
!!
(
N1 − p− di1 − k1 − 1

)
!!

(N1 − p− 1)!!

.

(di1
k1

)
k1!
(N1−p−di1

k1

) (
di1 − k1

)− 1
4
(
N1 − p− di1 − k1

)− 1
4

√(
di1 − k1

)
!
(
N1 − p− di1 − k1

)
!

(N1 − p)−
1
4
√

(N1 − p)!

.
(
di1
) 1

4



(di1
k1

)(N1−p−di1
k1

)
(N1−p

di1

)




1
2

,

where the last inequality follows as k1 ≤ di1 implies N1 − p . di1
(
N1 − p− di1 − k1

)
. The product

of (B.1) is equal to (N1−p
di1

)(N2−p
di2

)
p!

(
N1
d1

)(
N2
d2

)
ℓ! (do1 − ℓ)! (do2 − ℓ)! (p− do1 − do2 + ℓ)!

.
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Therefore, for small δ, once we have fixed the vertices that lie in the set D, the probability that the
boundary is smaller than δ (d1 + d2) is

∑

do1≤d1, do2≤d2
ℓ≤min{do1,do2}
k1≤di1,k2≤di2

k1+k2+do1−ℓ+do2−ℓ<δ(d1+d2)

(di1)
1
4

((di1
k1

)(N1−p−di1
k1

)(N1−p
di1

)) 1
2
(di2)

1
4

((di2
k2

)(N2−p−di2
k2

)(N2−p
di2

)) 1
2
p!

(N1

d1

)(N2

d2

)
ℓ! (do1 − ℓ)! (do2 − ℓ)! (p− do1 − do2 + ℓ)!

. (B.4)

As the sizes of the communities are comparable and the degrees are bounded between 3 and ∆, we
can choose the constant ĉ to be small enough, such that all sets D of at most ĉn vertices have at
most Ni

2 half-edges in community i, for i ∈ {1, 2}. We now bound the number of ways to choose the
set of vertices D which have d1 half-edges in the first and d2 in the second community. First, as the
minimum degree is 3, we choose at most d1

3 vertices from at most N1
3 vertices in total in the first

community. Notice that if a certain set of vertices has d1 half-edges then none of its subsets or sets
containing it can have d1 half-edges, so the family of sets of vertices in the first community, with
exactly d1 half-edges is an antichain. By LYM inequality [2, Maximal Antichain], if d1

3 ≤ n1
2 , the

antichain can have size at most
( n1

⌊ d1
3
⌋
)
, where n1 is the number of vertices in the first community.

If d1
3 > n1

2 , then the size is at most
( n1

⌊n1
2
⌋
)
≤
(⌊N1

3
⌋

⌊n1
2
⌋
)
≤
(⌊N1

3
⌋

⌊ d1
3
⌋
)
, as d1 ≤ N1

2 . Therefore the number of

ways to choose the initial set of vertices D which has d1 half-edges in the first and d2 in the second

community is bounded above by
(⌊N1

3
⌋

⌊ d1
3
⌋
)(⌊N2

3
⌋

⌊ d2
3
⌋
)
. So in order to find the bound on the probability

that there is a small set D, with small boundary we need to multiply the above sum (B.4) by
(⌊N1

3
⌋

⌊ d1
3
⌋
)(⌊N2

3
⌋

⌊ d2
3
⌋
)

(to get all sets of d1 half-edges in community 1, d2 in community 2) and also sum

over all values for d1 and d2, which are suitably bounded from above and for which d1 ≥ cd2 and
d2 ≥ cd1.

We now bound from above the following expression

(⌊N1
3 ⌋

⌊d13 ⌋

)(⌊N2
3 ⌋

⌊d23 ⌋

)(di1)
1
4

((di1
k1

)(N1−p−di1
k1

)(N1−p
di1

)) 1
2
(di2)

1
4

((di2
k2

)(N2−p−di2
k2

)(N2−p
di2

)) 1
2
p!

(
N1
d1

)(
N2
d2

)
ℓ! (do1 − ℓ)! (do2 − ℓ)! (p− do1 − do2 + ℓ)!

when k1 + k2 + do1 − ℓ+ do2 − ℓ < δ (d1 + d2) using the approximation
(n
k

)
≍
√

n
k(n−k) exp

(
nH

(
k
n

))

where H (x) = −x log (x)− (1− x) log (1− x). Notice that this function is increasing on
(
0, 12
)

and
also that it is concave on (0, 1). Also notice that

p!

ℓ! (do1 − ℓ)! (do2 − ℓ)! (p− do1 − do2 + ℓ)!
=

√(
p

do1

)(
p

do2

)(
do1
ℓ

)(
do2
ℓ

)(
p− do1
do2 − ℓ

)(
p− do2
do1 − ℓ

)
.

We bound the exponential part which appears after these approximations, which means that for
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k1 + k2 + do1 − ℓ+ do2 − ℓ < δ (d1 + d2) we bound

exp

(
1

2

(
di1H

(
k1
di1

)
+
(
N1 − p− di1

)
H

(
k1

N1 − p− di1

)
+ (N1 − p)H

(
di1

N1 − p

)
+ di2H

(
k2
di2

)

+
(
N2 − p− di2

)
H

(
k2

N2 − p− di2

)
+ (N2 − p)H

(
di2

N2 − p

)

+pH

(
do1
p

)
+ pH

(
do2
p

)
+ do1H

(
ℓ

do1

)
+ do2H

(
ℓ

do2

)
+ (p− do1)H

(
do2 − ℓ

p− do1

)
+ (p− do2)H

(
do1 − ℓ

p− do2

))

+
N1

3
H

(
d1
N1

)
+

N2

3
H

(
d2
N2

)
−N1H

(
d1
N1

)
−N2H

(
d2
N2

))

≤ exp

(
1

2

(
(N1 − p)

(
H

(
2k1

N1 − p

)
+H

(
di1

N1 − p

))
+ (N2 − p)

(
H

(
2k2

N2 − p

)
+H

(
di2

N2 − p

))

+pH

(
do1
p

)
+ pH

(
do2
p

)
+ do1H

(
ℓ

do1

)
+ do2H

(
ℓ

do2

)
+ (p− do1)H

(
do2 − ℓ

p− do1

)
+ (p− do2)H

(
do1 − ℓ

p− do2

))

−2N1

3
H

(
d1
N1

)
− 2N2

3
H

(
d2
N2

))

where the inequality holds as the function H is concave. Again using the fact that H is concave we
get that the above is upper bounded by

exp

(
1

2

(
(N1 − p)H

(
2k1

N1 − p

)
+N1H

(
d1
N1

)
+ (N2 − p)H

(
2k2

N2 − p

)
+N2H

(
d2

N2 − p

)

+do1H

(
ℓ

do1

)
+ do2H

(
ℓ

do2

)
+ (p− do1)H

(
do2 − ℓ

p− do1

)
+ (p− do2)H

(
do1 − ℓ

p− do2

))

−2N1

3
H

(
d1
N1

)
− 2N2

3
H

(
d2
N2

))
.

Using that H(1− x) = H(x) for all x ∈ (0, 1) gives

= exp

(
1

2

(
(N1 − p)H

(
2k1

N1 − p

)
+ (N2 − p)H

(
2k2

N2 − p

)

+do1H

(
do1 − ℓ

do1

)
+ do2H

(
do2 − ℓ

do2

)
+ (p− do1)H

(
do2 − ℓ

p− do1

)
+ (p− do2)H

(
do1 − ℓ

p− do2

))

−N1

6
H

(
d1
N1

)
− N2

6
H

(
d2
N2

))
.

Again using concavity this is bounded by

exp

(
1

2

(
(N1 − p)H

(
2k1

N1 − p

)
+ (N2 − p)H

(
2k2

N2 − p

)
+ 2pH

(
do1 + do2 − 2ℓ

p

))

−N1

6
H

(
d1
N1

)
− N2

6
H

(
d2
N2

))

≤ exp

(
1

2

(
N1H

(
2k1 + do1 − ℓ+ do2 − ℓ

N1

)
+N2H

(
2k2 + do1 − ℓ+ do2 − ℓ

N2

))

−N1

6
H

(
d1
N1

)
− N2

6
H

(
d2
N2

))

As d1 ≥ cd2 and d2 ≥ cd1 then we can choose δ < c
2 (so ≤ δ′

4 ) such that for k1 + k2 + do1 + do2 − 2ℓ ≤
δ (d1 + d2) we have that H

(
2k1+do1−ℓ+do2−ℓ

N1

)
≤ 1

100H
(

d1
N1

)
and H

(
2k2+do1−ℓ+do2−ℓ

N2

)
≤ 1

100H
(

d2
N2

)
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(this follows exactly as in the proof that the configuration model is an expander, as we have that
2k1 + do1 + d02 − 2ℓ ≤ 2δ

(
1 + 1

c

)
d1 and 2k2 + do1 + d02 − 2ℓ ≤ 2δ

(
1 + 1

c

)
d2 and δ can be as small as

we wish) so that our expression is bounded above by

exp

(
−N1

12
H

(
d1
N1

)
− N2

12
H

(
d2
N2

))
≤ exp

(
− 1

12

(
d1 log

(
d1
N1

)
+ d2 log

(
d2
N2

)))
.

Adding the non-exponential parts which we omitted at the start and summing over all suitable

do1, d
o
2, d

i
1, d

i
2, k1, k2 and ℓ, the obtained bound gives that the sum in (B.4) multiplied by

(⌊N1
3
⌋

⌊ d1
3
⌋
)(⌊N2

3
⌋

⌊ d2
3
⌋
)

is bounded above by

d
4+ 1

4
1 d

4+ 1
4

2 exp

(
− 1

12

(
d1 log

(
d1
N1

)
+ d2 log

(
d2
N2

)))
.

Summing over all d1 and d2 up to size of 1
2N1 and 1

2N2 gives the sum which converges to 0 as N1

and N2 converge to infinity. This completes the proof that with high probability Gn is such that all
sets D for which d1 ≥ cd2 and d2 ≥ cd1 have boundary of size at least δ (d1 + d2) , which finishes
the proof of the lemma.

Proof of Lemma 6.3. We need to calculate the probability that the graph G is such that the vertex
set can be split into two sets A and B for which the proportion of edges between them is at least 1−δ.
Let N =

∑
x∈V deg(x) be the total degree of G. First consider a set A such that the total degree of

all vertices in A is d =
∑

x∈A deg(x) ≤ N/2. We have

P

( |{x ∼ y, (x, y) ∈ A2 ∪B2}|
N

> 1− δ

)
=

∑

s>(1−δ)N
2

P(|{x ∼ y, (x, y) ∈ A×B ∪B ×A}| = 2s) .

The terms with s ≤ d in the sum above are the only non-zero terms. For s < d we have that

P(|{x ∼ y, (x, y) ∈ A×B ∪B ×A}| = 2s) =

(d
s

)(N−d
s

)
s!(d− s− 1)!!(N − d− s− 1)!!

(N − 1)!!

.
d!(N − d)!

√
(d− s)!(N − d− s)!(d− s)−1/4(N − d− s)−1/4

s!(d− s)!(N − d− s)!
√
N !N−1/4

=

(
N

(d− s)(N − d− s)

)1/4

√√√√
(d
s

)(N−d
s

)
(N
d

)

Indeed, this holds as by Stirling’s formula, m!! ≍
(√

m!
)
m

1
4 , and m!! ≍ m

1
2 (m− 1)!!. For s = d <

N/2 the probability above is equal to (N−d
d )d!(N−2d−1)!!

(N−1)!! .
(

N
N−2d

)1/4√(N−d
d )

(Nd)
and for s = d = N/2

this is . N1/4
√

1

( N
N/2)

. So for fixed d < N/2, summing over s the desired bound is

(
N

N − 2d

)1/4

√√√√
(N−d

d

)
(N
d

) +
∑

d>s>(1−δ)N
2

(
N

(d− s)(N − d− s)

)1/4

√√√√
(d
s

)(N−d
s

)
(N
d

)

.

(
N

N − 2d

)1/4

δ
N

2

√√√√
(

d
(1−δ)N

2

)( N−d
(1−δ)N

2

)

(N
d

) ,
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as it is easy to check that for small δ the binomial coefficients are maximised when s takes its
minimal allowed value. We can now sum over d and all sets A with d edges (there are at most

(N/3
d/3

)

by LYM’s inequality and the fact that sets of d edges make an anti-chain) we get that we just need
to bound

N
2∑

d=(1−δ)N
2

(N
3
d
3

)
(N)1/4 δ

N

2

√√√√
( d
(1−δ)N

2

)( N−d
(1−δ)N

2

)

(N
d

) ≤
(N

3
N
6

)
(N)1/4 (δ

N

2
)2

√√√√√
( N

2

(1−δ)N
2

)((1+δ)N
2

(1−δ)N
2

)

(N
N
2

) .

Using the approximation
(
n
k

)
≍
√

n
k(n−k) exp

(
nH

(
k
n

))
where H (x) = −x log (x)−(1− x) log (1− x)

we get that the above is bounded by

N4 exp

(
N

3
H

(
1

2

)
+

N

4
H(1− δ) + (1 + δ)

N

4
H

(
1− δ

1 + δ

)
− N

2
H

(
1

2

))

= N4 exp

(
N

3
H

(
1

2

)
+

N

4
H(δ) + (1 + δ)

N

4
H

(
2δ

1 + δ

)
− N

2
H

(
1

2

))

≤ N4 exp

(
−N

6
log(2) +

N

4
· 1

100

)
≤ N4 exp

(
−N

12

)
,

since H(δ) and H( 2δ
1+δ ) can be made as small as we want by picking δ sufficiently small, as H(x) → 0

as x → 0. The above expression tends to 0 when N → ∞, and hence this completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 6.4. Let c be a small constant to be determined. Consider a set A with d1 and d2
half edges in communities 1 and 2, respectively. We first deal with the sets for which cd1 > d2 or
cd2 > d1. Without loss of generality assume that cd1 > d2. As d2/c < d1 ≤ d1+d2 ≤ N/2 ≤ CN2/2,
we get that for every c′ there is a small enough c such that d2 < c′N2/2. This implies that on the
rewired graph in community 2 we have that the boundary of Ac∩V2 is at most c′N2/2 and therefore
there are at least (1− c′)N2 edges with both ends in A or Ac. This implies that after rewiring back
there are still at least (1− c′ −α2)N2 edges inside Ac ∩ V2 or A∩ V2. If 1− c′ −α2 > 0 then we can
choose δ to be small enough such that (1− c′ −α2)N2 ≥ δN and the proof follows for such δ. As c′

is an arbitrary small constant, we only need to show that the condition α ≤ 1 gives us that α2 is
bounded away from 1. Indeed, this follows since 1 ≥ α = α1+α2 =

p
N1

+ p
N2

≥ (1+ 1
C )

p
N2

. Therefore
for a small enough δ we know that there is a small constant c such that with high probability Gn

is such that when cd1 > d2 or cd2 > d1 hold, then there are at least δN edges with both ends in A
or Ac.

We now turn to the case when for some small constant c we know that cd1 ≤ d2 and cd2 ≤ d1. We
will use similar estimates as in the proof of Lemma 4.6. First, we see that here we need to bound
just a slight modification of equation (B.4) which gives the probability that the vertex set A with
d1 half-edges in the first community and d2 half-edges in the second one has a given size of the
boundary (this is the last condition in the sum and only part of the sum which we need to change).
As we want to bound the probability that the boundary is greater than (1 − δ)N/2, recalling the
definition of di1, d

i
2, d

o
1, d

o
2, k1, k2 and ℓ we see that we need to change the last condition in the sum

to k1 + k2 + do1 − ℓ+ do2 − ℓ ≥ (1− δ)N2 . In particular, we need to control

∑

do1≤d1, do2≤d2
ℓ≤min{do1,do2}
k1≤di1,k2≤di2

k1+k2+do1−ℓ+do2−ℓ≥(1−δ)N
2

(di1)
1
4

((di1
k1

)(N1−p−di1
k1

)(N1−p
di1

)) 1
2
(di2)

1
4

((di2
k2

)(N2−p−di2
k2

)(N2−p
di2

)) 1
2
p!

(N1

d1

)(N2

d2

)
ℓ! (do1 − ℓ)! (do2 − ℓ)! (p− do1 − do2 + ℓ)!

. (B.5)
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Further, we need to take the sum of the above expression over all sets which have d1 half-edges in
the first and d2 in the second community satisfying N

2 ≥ d1 + d2 ≥ (1 − δ)N2 . Notice that the sets
of vertices with exactly d1 half-edges in the first and d2 in the second community can be chosen in

at most N2
(⌊N1

3
⌋

⌊ d1
3
⌋
)(⌊N2

3
⌋

⌊ d2
3
⌋
)

ways as it makes an anti-chain and so we can apply LYM’s inequality as

before (the extra factor of N2 comes because if d1 > N1/2 we can count instead the number of ways
of choosing Dc in V1 of size N1 − d1 and then use that

(
a
b

)
=
(

a
a−b

)
and the extra N factor comes

from taking a ceiling instead of a floor). Therefore we need to bound the sum of

N2

(⌊N1
3 ⌋

⌊d13 ⌋

)(⌊N2
3 ⌋

⌊d23 ⌋

)(di1)
1
4

((di1
k1

)(N1−p−di1
k1

)(N1−p
di1

)) 1
2
(di2)

1
4

((di2
k2

)(N2−p−di2
k2

)(N2−p
di2

)) 1
2
p!

(
N1
d1

)(
N2
d2

)
ℓ! (do1 − ℓ)! (do2 − ℓ)! (p− do1 − do2 + ℓ)!

over k1+k2+do1− ℓ+do2− ℓ > (1− δ)N2 . In exactly the same way as in the proof of Lemma 4.6, the
sum above can be bounded by a constant power of N and an exponential part which is bounded by

≤ exp

(
1

2

(
N1H

(
2k1 + do1 − ℓ+ do2 − ℓ

N1

)
+N2H

(
2k2 + do1 − ℓ+ do2 − ℓ

N2

))

−N1

6
H

(
d1
N1

)
− N2

6
H

(
d2
N2

))
.

Since we have that for some constant c, d1 ≥ cd2 and d2 ≥ cd1, we claim that we can choose δ such
that for N

2 − k1 − k2 − do1 − do2 + 2ℓ ≤ δN
2 we have that H

(
N1−(2k1+do1−ℓ+do2−ℓ)

N1

)
≤ 1

100H
(

d1
N1

)
and

H
(
N2−(2k2+do1−ℓ+do2−ℓ)

N2

)
≤ 1

100H
(

d2
N2

)
. Indeed, this would hold if N1 − (2k1 + do1 − ℓ+ do2 − ℓ) ≤

δ′d1 for some small enough δ′ and similarly for the expression involving k2. It is easy to see that
N/2− k1 − k2 = (N1 − 2k1 +N2 − 2k2)/2 and therefore N1 − (2k1 + do1 − ℓ+ do2 − ℓ) ≤ δN . Using
also d1(1+

1
c ) ≥ d1 + d2 > (1− δ)N/2 gives that we can choose small enough δ in terms of c and δ′

such that the required bound holds. Using the symmetry of the problem, the corresponding bound
by δ′d2 also holds.

Using the above and that H(x) = H(1− x), our expression is bounded from above by

exp

(
−N1

12
H

(
d1
N1

)
− N2

12
H

(
d2
N2

))
≤ exp

(
− 1

12

(
d1 log

(
d1
N1

)
+ d2 log

(
d2
N2

)))
.

Adding the non-exponential parts and summing over all suitable do1, d
o
2, d

i
1, d

i
2, k1, k2 and ℓ, the

obtained bound gives that the sum in (B.5) multiplied by N2
(⌊N1

3
⌋

⌊ d1
3
⌋
)(⌊N2

3
⌋

⌊ d2
3
⌋
)

is bounded from above

by

N10+ 1
2 exp

(
− 1

12

(
d1 log

(
d1
N1

)
+ d2 log

(
d2
N2

)))
.

Summing over all possible d1 ∈ (c1N1, c2N1) and d2 ∈ (c1N2, c2N2) for suitable c1 and c2 depending
on c and δ gives that the sum converges to 0 as N1 and N2 converge to infinity. This completes the
proof that with high probability Gn is such that all sets A have boundary of size at most (1−δ)N2 .

C Entropy in terms of the simple random walk on the tree

In the proof of Lemma 6.7 we use ideas from [22].
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Proof of Lemma 6.7. Writing ξ̃ for the loop erasure of X̃ , τ̃e for the first hitting time of e by X̃ ,
τ̃
(2)
e for the first return time to e after time τ̃e and using the uniform drift

P

(
e ∈ X̃

∣∣∣ T
)
= P(τ̃e < ∞ | T ) ≍ P

(
τ̃e < ∞, τ̃ (2)e = ∞

∣∣∣ T
)
= P

(
e ∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ T
)
.

For k ∈ N let τk be the first time walk visits level k and τ+k be the last time walk visits level k. We
know that Xτ+k

= ξk and above then implies using Proposition 3.31 that

−1

k
log P

(
Xτ+k

∈ X̃
∣∣∣ X,T

)
→ h.

As by 3.29 we have that the speed of the walk converges to ν almost surely, which gives that almost
surely k

τ+k
→ ν and therefore almost surely

− 1

τ+k
log P

(
Xτ+k

∈ X̃
∣∣∣ X,T

)
→ νh.

Let ℓ(k) = max{τ+i : τ+i ≤ k}. Notice that k − ℓ(k) ≤ τ+i+1 − τ+i for some i and that we can bound
this difference by a random variable which is the bound on the time it takes on any given tree with
degrees at least 3 for the walk to visit level 1 for the last time, conditional on never returning to
the root. As this random variable has bounded expectation and variance, Chebyshev’s inequality
and the Borel Cantelli lemma give that k − ℓ(k) = o(k) as k → ∞ almost surely.

Therefore, we get that

−1

k
log P

(
Xℓ(k) ∈ X̃

∣∣∣ X,T
)
→ νh.

As we can extend a path which goes through Xℓ(k) to the path visiting Xk, and vice versa, by just
adding the path Xℓ(k),Xℓ(k)+1, . . . Xk or Xk,Xk−1, . . . ,Xℓ(k), respectively, we have that

P

(
Xk ∈ X̃

∣∣∣ X,T
)
≥ P

(
Xℓ(k) ∈ X̃

∣∣∣ X,T
) k∏

j=ℓ(k)

1

deg (Xj)
and

P

(
Xℓ(k) ∈ X̃

∣∣∣ X,T
)
≥ P

(
Xk ∈ X̃

∣∣∣ X,T
) k∏

j=ℓ(k)

1

deg (Xj)
.

As k − ℓ(k) = o(k) and
∏k

j=ℓ(k) deg (Xj) ≤ ∆k−ℓ(k) we have that 1
k log

(∏k
j=ℓ(k) deg (Xj)

)
→ 0,

hence the above gives that

−1

k
log P

(
Xk ∈ X̃

∣∣∣ X,T
)
→ νh. (C.1)

We have that
P

(
X̃k = Xk

∣∣∣ X,T
)
≤ P

(
Xk ∈ X̃

∣∣∣ X,T
)
,

hence by (C.1) we get almost surely as k → ∞

−1

k
logP

(
X̃k = Xk

∣∣∣ X,T
)
≥ νh.

We now notice that

− logP
(
Xk ∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ T,X
)

k
→ νh. (C.2)
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Indeed, this follows from (C.1) as cP
(
Xk ∈ X̃

∣∣∣ T,X
)
≤ P

(
Xk ∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ T,X
)
≤ P

(
Xk ∈ X̃

∣∣∣ T,X
)
,

where c is the constant from Lemma 3.4 and where the lower bound holds as c is the lower bound
for the probability that X̃ never returns to the parent of Xk after it’s first visits to vertex Xk, which
would imply that Xk ∈ ξ̃.

Following further the idea of [22] we let α > νh and ε > 0 such that ε < (α − νh)/2 and we define
a subset of undirected edges of the tree via

Bk =
{
e : ‖e‖ ≤ k,P

(
X̃k = e

∣∣∣ T
)
< e−(α−ε)k and P

(
e ∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ T
)
> e−(νh+ε)k

}
,

where ‖e‖ stands for the distance of this edge from the root. Then we have

k + 1 ≥
∑

‖e‖≤k

P(e ∈ ξ | T ) ≥
∑

e∈Bk

P(Xk = e | T ) e(α−νh−2ε)k = P(Xk ∈ Bk | T ) e(α−νh−2ε)k.

Therefore, using the assumption on ε we deduce that
∑

k

P(Xk ∈ Bk | T ) < ∞,

and hence by the Borel-Cantelli Lemma, almost surely

Xk /∈ Bk eventually in k.

So as (C.2) gives that for all k large enough, P
(
Xk ∈ ξ̃

∣∣∣ T,X
)
> e−(νh+ε)k, which implies that for

all sufficiently large k

P

(
X̃k = Xk

∣∣∣ X,T
)
≥ e−(α−ε)k.

By taking logarithms of both sides and using the assumption on α and ε we finally conclude that
almost surely as k → ∞

−1

k
log P

(
X̃k = Xk

∣∣∣ T,X
)
≤ νh

and this finishes the proof.

D Mixing time comparison for simple and non-backtracking ran-

dom walk on two communities model

Proof of Proposition 6.6. (comparison of hY and hX) Recall that we need to compare

hY =
1

N

∑

x∈Gn

log (deg(x)− 1)

and
hX = lim

t→∞
−1

t
log
(
P

(
Xt = X̃t

∣∣∣ T,X
))

wehre X̃ and X are independent simple random walks on T . By taking expectation over X we have
that

hX = lim
t→∞

−1

t

∑

x∈T
Pρ

(
X̃t = x

∣∣∣ T
)
log
(
Pρ

(
X̃t = x

∣∣∣ T
))

59



is the entropy of the simple random walk on the two type random tree. Following the work of [5]
we show that under the assumptions of Proposition 6.6 we have hX < hY .

For t ∈ N and a simple random walk X on T we let

ht = E

[
−
∑

x∈T
Pρ(Xt = x | T ) log (Pρ(Xt = x | T ))

]
.

We see that hX = limt→∞
ht
t . We now notice that [5, Claim 3.1] holds in our setting as the sta-

tionarity of the environment was established in Remark A.1. Therefore, in exaclty the same way as
in [5], we only need to establish that h3 − h1 ≤ 2hY .

For x, y vertices in our tree notation we write y < x to mean that y is a child of x. With a slight
abuse of notation we will write d(x) for the degree of x and d(x, y) for the graph distance between x
and y. We now calculate h3 by first looking at the sum over the vertices in the third level of the
tree. Let

R3 = −
∑

x∈T,d(x,ρ)=3

Pρ(Xt = x | T ) log(Pρ(Xt = x | T ))

=
∑

y<x<ρ

(d(y)− 1) (log(d(y)) + log(d(x)) + log(d(ρ)))

d(ρ)d(x)d(y)
.

Define for i ∈ {1, 2}

βi = Eπi

[
d(ρ)− 1

d(ρ)
log(d(ρ))

]
and γi = Eπi

[
d(ρ)− 1

d(ρ)

]

where πi means that the root is chosen from π1, i.e. it corresponds to a vertex of type 1 with degree d
with probability d

∑
v∈V1

1(d(v) = d)/N1. We will also abuse notation and write x in the index to
represent the type of x and 3− x for the opposite type. We recall that αi = p/Ni is the ratio of
outgoing edges from community i. We have that

E[R3 | B2(ρ)] =
∑

x<ρ

1

d(ρ)d(x)
E

[
(d(x)− 1)

(d(y)− 1) (log(d(y)) + log(d(x)) + log(d(ρ)))

d(y)

∣∣∣∣ B2(ρ)

]

As a vertex y < x has the same type as x with probability 1 − αx and the opposite type with
probability αx, the above conditional expectation is further equal to
∑

x<ρ

d(x)− 1

d(ρ)d(x)
(αx (β3−x + (log(d(x)) + log(d(ρ)))γ3−x) + (1− αx) (βx + (log(d(x)) + log(d(ρ)))γx)) .

Therefore using the definition of βx and γx it can easily be seen that

E[R3 | θ(ρ), d(ρ)] = E[E[R3 | Bρ(2)] | Θ(ρ), d(ρ)]

= (1− αρ) ((αρβ3−ρ + (1− αρ)βρ) γρ + (αργ3−ρ + (1− αρ)γρ)βρ)

+ αρ ((α3−ρβρ + (1− α3−ρ)β3−ρ) γ3−ρ + (α3−ργρ + (1− α3−ρ)γ3−ρ) β3−ρ)

+ log(d(ρ))(1 − αρ)γρ (αργ3−ρ + (1− αρ)γρ) + log(d(ρ))αργ3−ρ (α3−ργρ + (1− α3−ρ)γ3−ρ) .

We let c1 = π(V1) and c2 = π(V2) and we obtain after plugging in the above, rearranging and using
c1α1 =

c1p
N1

= p
N = α = c2α2 and c1(1− α1) = c1 − α that

E[R3] = 2αβ2γ1 + 2(c1 − α)β1γ1 + 2αγ2β1 + 2(c2 − α)β2γ2

+ c1Eπ1 [log(d(ρ))] ((1− α1)γ1 (α1γ2 + (1− α1)γ1) + α1γ2 (α2γ1 + (1− α2)γ2))

+ c2Eπ2 [log(d(ρ))] ((1− α2)γ2 (α2γ1 + (1− α2)γ2) + α2γ1 (α1γ2 + (1− α1)γ1)) .
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We now calculate E[R1] where

R1 = −
∑

x∈T,d(x,ρ)=1

Pρ(Xt = x | T ) log(Pρ(Xt = x | T ))

=
∑

x<ρ

1

d(ρ)


∑

y<x

1

d(x)d(y)
+
∑

x′<ρ

1

d(x′)d(ρ)




log d(ρ)− log


∑

y<x

1

d(x)d(y)
+
∑

x′<ρ

1

d(x′)d(ρ)




 .

By convexity of x → x log x and Jensen’s inequality we get

E[R1 | d(ρ), θ(ρ)] ≤ −
∑

x<ρ

E[Pρ(X3 = x | T ) | d(ρ), θ(ρ))] log (E[Pρ(X3 = x | T ) | d(ρ), θ(ρ))]) .

We have that

E[Pρ(X3 = x | T ) | B2(ρ)] =
1

d(ρ)


d(x) − 1

d(x)
((1− αx)(1 − γx) + αx(1− γ3−x)) +

∑

x′<ρ

1

d(ρ)d(x′)


 .

Therefore, by the tower property of conditional expectation

E[Pρ(X3 = x | T ) | d(ρ), θ(ρ))] = 1

d(ρ)
((1− αρ)(1− γρ) + αρ(1− γ3−ρ))

+
1

d(ρ)
(1− αρ)γρ((1− αρ)(1− γρ) + αρ(1− γ3−ρ))

+
1

d(ρ)
αργ3−ρ((1− α3−ρ)(1− γ3−ρ) + α3−ρ(1− γρ)).

We label φρ = d(ρ)E[Pρ(X3 = x | T ) | d(ρ), θ(ρ))] and notice that the expression only depends on
the type of ρ. As the sum over all x < ρ cancels with 1/d(ρ) we get

E[R1] ≤ c1φ1(Eπ1 [log(d(ρ))] − log(φ1)) + c2φ2(Eπ2 [log(d(ρ))] − log(φ2)).

We first notice that the terms in E[R1] and E[R3] being multiplied by ciEπi [log(d(ρ))] for i ∈ {1, 2}
add up to 1. Indeed, it can easily be checked that for i ∈ {1, 2}

φi + ((1− αi)γi (αiγ3−i + (1− αi)γi) + αiγ3−i (α3−iγi + (1− α3−i)γ3−i)) = 1.

It is easy to check that
h1 = c1Eπ1 [log(d(ρ))] + c2Eπ2 [log(d(ρ))] ,

and so we get that

h3 − h1 ≤ 2αβ2γ1 + 2(c1 − α)β1γ1 + 2αγ2β1 + 2(c2 − α)β2γ2 − c1φ1 log(φ1)− c2φ2 log(φ2).

We first consider the case when α < c where c will be taken to be a sufficiently small constant. In
this case, we rewrite the above as

h3 − h1 ≤ 2α(β2γ1 − β1γ1 + γ2β1 − β2γ2) + 2c1β1γ1 + 2c2β2γ2 − c1φ1 log(φ1)− c2φ2 log(φ2).

Notice that βi ≤ log ∆ and γi ≤ 1 as well as that φi = 1 − γ2i + αφ̃i ≤ 1 where φ̃i is a function
which is bounded by ±2. Therefore, −φi log(φi) ≤ −2α log(φ1) − (1 − γ2i ) log(1 − γ2i ). We can
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also bound − log(φi) by a constant which only depends on ∆. As hY = c1Eπ1 [log(d(ρ)− 1)] +
c2Eπ2 [log(d(ρ) − 1)] , it would be enough to show that for i ∈ {1, 2} we have

2βiγi − (1− γ2i ) log(1− γ2i )− 2Eπi [log(d(ρ)− 1)] < c′

where c′ < 0 depends on ∆. This is because we would have

h3 − h1 − 2hY ≤ c′ + α(2β2γ1 − 2β1γ1 + 2γ2β1 − 2β2γ2 − log(φi)) ≤ c′ + αC ′

where C ′ is some large constant also depending only on ∆. Therefore, there is a small constant c
such that for α ≤ c the above bound is always negative. The existence of the constant c′ follows
directly from the proof of [5] as their proof gives that h3 − h1 − 2hY can be bounded by a negative
constant when all the degrees of the graph are between 3 and ∆.

We now get back to the case where there is no bound on α but we have an assumption that the
average degree is the same in both communities. By applying Jensen’s inequality again to the
function x → x log x and to the random variable which has probability c1 to be φ1 and c2 = 1− c1
to be φ2 we have that

−c1φ1 log(φ1)− c2φ2 log(φ2) ≤ −(c1φ1 + c2φ2) log(c1φ1 + c2φ2).

Therefore, we have that

h3 − h1 ≤ 2αβ2γ1 + 2(c1 − α)β1γ1 + 2αγ2β1 + 2(c2 − α)β2γ2 − (c1φ1 + c2φ2) log(c1φ1 + c2φ2).

Using that ciαi = α we have that

c1φ1 + c2φ2 = 1− c1γ1(α1γ2 + (1− α1)γ1)− c2γ2(α2γ1 + (1− α2)γ2) = 1− Eπ

[
(d(x) − 1)(d(ρ) − 1)

d(x)d(ρ)

]

where ρ is a root (chosen according to π) and x is a neighbour of it and the last equality holds, since
if the type of ρ is i, which happens with probability ci, then the type of x is i with probability 1−αi

and 3 − i with probability αi, and once the types have been decided the degrees are independent.
Similarly, we have that

α(β1γ2 + β2γ1) + (c1 − α)β1γ1 + (c2 − α)β2γ2 = Eπ

[
(d(ρ) − 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)

]
− Eπ

[
(d(ρ) − 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)d(x)

]

This gives that

h3 − h1 ≤ 2Eπ

[
(d(ρ)− 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)

]
− 2Eπ

[
(d(ρ) − 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)d(x)

]

−
(
1− Eπ

[
(d(x) − 1)(d(ρ) − 1)

d(x)d(ρ)

])
log

(
1− Eπ

[
(d(x)− 1)(d(ρ) − 1)

d(x)d(ρ)

])
.

We also notice that

Eπ

[
(d(x)− 1)(d(ρ) − 1)

d(x)d(ρ)

]
≤ Eπ

[
(d(ρ)− 1)2

d(ρ)2

]
,

since this is equivalent to

c1(1− α1)γ
2
1 + (c1α1 + c2α2)γ1γ2 + c2(1− α2)γ

2
2 ≤ c1Eπ1

[
(d(ρ) − 1)2

d(ρ)2

]
+ c2Eπ2

[
(d(ρ)− 1)2

d(ρ)2

]
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which holds as γ2i ≤ Eπi

[
(d(ρ)−1)2

d(ρ)2

]
and 2αγ1γ2 ≤ αEπ1

[
(d(ρ)−1)2

d(ρ)2

]
+ αEπ2

[
(d(ρ)−1)2

d(ρ)2

]
. Indeed, this

last inequality is true, because if Zi ∼ πi are two independent random variables, then

Eπ1

[
(d(ρ)− 1)2

d(ρ)2

]
− γ1γ2 + Eπ2

[
(d(ρ) − 1)2

d(ρ)2

]
= E

[(
Z1 − 1

Z1
− Z2 − 1

Z2

)2
]
> 0.

This with Jensen’s inequality applied to log(x) gives that

h3 − h1 ≤ 2Eπ

[
(d(ρ) − 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)

]
− 2Eπ

[
(d(ρ) − 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)d(x)

]

−
(
1− Eπ

[
(d(x) − 1)(d(ρ) − 1)

d(x)d(ρ)

])
Eπ

[
log

(
1− (d(ρ)− 1)2

d(ρ)2

)]
.

Using that the distribution of d(x) and d(ρ) is the same when ρ starts from π we have

Eπ

[
(d(x)− 1)(d(ρ) − 1)

d(x)d(ρ)

]
= 1− Eπ

[
2d(ρ)− 1

d(x)d(ρ)

]
.

This implies that

h3 − h1 ≤ 2Eπ

[
(d(ρ)− 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)

]
− 2Eπ

[
(d(ρ)− 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)d(x)

]

− Eπ

[
2d(ρ) − 1

d(x)d(ρ)

]
Eπ

[
log

(
(2d(ρ) − 1)

d(ρ)2

)]
.

We notice that Eπ1

[
1

d(x)

]
=
∑

x∈V1

d(x)
N1

1
d(x) = n1

N1
= n1∑

x∈V1
d(x) = n2∑

x∈V2
d(x) = Eπ2

[
1

d(x)

]
by the

assumption that the average degree is equal. As d(x) and d(ρ) are independent if the types of x
and ρ are given, we now have

h3 − h1 ≤ 2Eπ

[
(d(ρ)− 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)

]
− 2Eπ

[
1

d(x)

]
Eπ

[
(d(ρ) − 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)

]

− Eπ

[
1

d(x)

]
Eπ

[
2d(ρ)− 1

d(ρ)

]
Eπ

[
log

(
(2d(ρ) − 1)

d(ρ)2

)]

= 2Eπ

[
(d(ρ)− 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)

]
− 2Eπ

[
1

d(ρ)

]
Eπ

[
(d(ρ) − 1) log(d(ρ))

d(ρ)

]

− Eπ

[
1

d(ρ)

]
Eπ

[
2d(ρ)− 1

d(ρ)

]
Eπ

[
log

(
(2d(ρ) − 1)

d(ρ)2

)]
,

where the last equality holds, since d(x) and d(ρ) have the same distribution when starting from π.
The proof that the above is smaller than Eπ[log(d(ρ) − 1)] is given in [5] and this completes the
proof of the proposition.
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