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FACTOR MODELS ON LOCALLY TREE-LIKE GRAPHS

By AMIR DEMBO!, ANDREA MONTANARI™? AND NIKE SUND3

Stanford University

We consider homogeneous factor models on uniformly sparse graph
sequences converging locally to a (unimodular) random tree 7', and
study the existence of the free energy density ¢, the limit of the log-
partition function divided by the number of vertices n as n tends to
infinity. We provide a new interpolation scheme and use it to prove
existence of, and to explicitly compute, the quantity ¢ subject to
uniqueness of a relevant Gibbs measure for the factor model on 7.
By way of example we compute ¢ for the independent set (or hard-
core) model at low fugacity, for the ferromagnetic Ising model at all
parameter values, and for the ferromagnetic Potts model with both
weak enough and strong enough interactions. Even beyond unique-
ness regimes our interpolation provides useful explicit bounds on ¢.

In the regimes in which we establish existence of the limit, we show
that it coincides with the Bethe free energy functional evaluated at
a suitable fixed point of the belief propagation (Bethe) recursions
on 7. In the special case that T" has a Galton—Watson law, this for-
mula coincides with the nonrigorous “Bethe prediction” obtained by
statistical physicists using the “replica” or “cavity” methods. Thus
our work is a rigorous generalization of these heuristic calculations
to the broader class of sparse graph sequences converging locally to
trees. We also provide a variational characterization for the Bethe
prediction in this general setting, which is of independent interest.

1. Introduction. Let G = (V,FE) be a finite undirected graph, and 2" a
finite alphabet of spins. A factor model on G is a probability measure on
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the space of (spin) conﬁgumtions oge 2V of form

(1.1) VG (o) = Zol ﬁ H (i 05) [[ 97 (00),

(3 )JEE eV

where ¢ = ¢ is a symmetric function 22 — R>o parametrized by 8 €
R, 1 =P is a positive function 2~ — Rs( parametrized by B € R and
ZG,w (8, B) is the normalizing constant, called the partition function (with its

logarithm called the free energy). The pair ¢ = (1, 1)) is called a specification
for the factor model (1.1). N

In this paper we study the asymptotics of the free energy for sequences
of (random) graphs G,, = (V,, = [n], E,) in the thermodynamic limit n — co.
More precisely, with Z, (8, B) = Zg, (8, B) and E, denoting expectation
with respect to the law of G,,, we seek to establish the existence of the free
energy density

(12) 6(8,B)=lm 6u(8,B),  where 6,(5, B) = ~E,[log Z,(3, B

and to determine its value. [In the literature, ¢(3, B) is also referred to as
the “free entropy density” or “pressure.”]

The primary example we consider is the Potts model for a system of
interacting spins on a graph. Formally, the ¢-Potts model on G with inverse
temperature 3 and magnetic field B is the probability measure on 27V =

[q]V (with [¢]={1,...,q}) given by

(1.3) v5"(2) = _ exp{ﬁ Y Yoi=o;}+BY o= 1}}.

ZG (/Bu B) - :

(ij)eF eV

For 8 > 0 the system favors monochromatic edges and is said to be ferro-
magnetic, while for 8 < 0 the system favors edge disagreements and is said
to be anti-ferromagnetic; the magnetic field B biases vertices toward the
distinguished spin 1. The ¢-Potts model generalizes the Ising model which
corresponds to the case ¢ = 2. In analogy with the Potts model, in the gen-
eral factor model setting we continue to refer to 8 as the interaction or
temperature parameter and to B as the magnetic field.

Potts models have been intensively studied in statistical mechanics be-
cause of their key role in the theory of phase transitions [45], critical phe-
nomena [48] and conformally invariant scaling limits [37]. As demonstrated,
for instance, in [34] for the Ising model, determining the limit (1.2) plays a
key role in characterizing the asymptotic structure of the measures ug’f in
the thermodynamic limit. Potts models are also of great interest in combi-
natorics: recall in fact that the partition function admits a random-cluster
representation ([16, 24]; see also Section 4.2), which at B =0 reads

Za(8,0) =3 (f — 1)/Flght),

FCE
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with k(F') denoting the number of connected components induced by the
subset of edges F' C E; cf. (4.2). Up to a multiplicative constant this coincides
with the Tutte polynomial T (z,y) of G evaluated at o =1+ g(e® — 1)71,
y = eP; see, for example, [42].

Mathematical statistical mechanics has focused so far on specific graph
sequences G, for example, on finite exhaustions of the rectangular grid or
other regular lattices in d dimensions with d fixed. Under mild conditions
on the sequence, existence of the free energy density is a consequence of the
following well-known argument (see, e.g., [38], Proposition 2.3.2): each graph
Gy, can be decomposed into smaller blocks by deleting a collection of edges
whose number is negligible in comparison with the volume. Consequently
the sequence log Z,, is approximately sub-additive in n, implying existence
of the limit; see [26].

In this paper we consider sparse graphs with a locally tree-like structure—
formally, graph sequences G,, converging locally weakly to (random) trees;
see Definition 1.1 below; see also [1, 6]. Although the study of statistical
mechanics “beyond Z%” is not directly motivated by physics considerations,
physicists have been interested in models on alternative graph structures
for a long time (an early example being [14]). Moreover, the study of factor
models on sparse graphs has many motivations coming from computer sci-
ence and statistical inference; see [9, 33]. Indeed, another example we will
consider is the hard-core model for random independent sets on a graph. In
this model the configuration space is 2™V = {0,1}", where 0 means unoccu-
pied, and 1 means occupied, and the only configurations receiving positive
measure are those for which no two neighboring vertices are occupied, that
is, so that the occupied vertices form an independent set in the graph. For-
mally, the independent set or hard-core model on G with fugacity A > 0 is
the probability measure on {0,1}V given by

(1.4) vie) = ——— [ o £ 13 [
Za(A) - :
(ij)eE eV

so that as A increases the measure becomes more biased toward the larger
independent sets (and we write B =log\ for the magnetic field). Due to
the hard constraint preventing neighboring 1s, this system always has anti-
ferromagnetic interactions and is of significant interest in computer science.
The independent set decision problem is NP-complete (via the clique deci-
sion problem [8, 28]). As ) increases the measure v} becomes increasingly
concentrated on the maximal independent sets; the optimization problem of
finding such sets is NP-hard [30] and hard to approximate ([49] and refer-
ences therein). The problem of counting independent sets [i.e., computing
Z¢(1)] for graphs of maximum degree A is #P-complete for A > 3 ([22] and
references therein). Although there exists a PTAS (polynomial-time approx-
imation scheme) for Zg(\) for A below a certain “uniqueness threshold”
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[44], a series of previous works (see [20, 35, 40] and references therein) gave
strong evidence that computation is hard for any A above this threshold.
This question was resolved simultaneously in the subsequent works [19, 41],
with [41] building on methods from this paper.

Since infinite trees are nonamenable, G, cannot be decomposed by remov-
ing a vanishing fraction of edges, so the preceding argument no longer ap-
plies: in physics terms, surface effects are nonnegligible even in the thermody-
namic limit. Despite this, statistical physicists expect the free energy density
(1.2) to exist on a large class of locally tree-like graphs. Even more surpris-
ingly, employing nonrigorous but mathematically sophisticated heuristics
such as the “replica” or “cavity” methods, they derive exact formulas for
this limit for a number of statistical mechanics models on locally tree-like
graphs; see, for example, [33] and the references therein. The primary exam-
ple considered in these works is the graph chosen uniformly at random from
those with n vertices and m = m(n) edges, with m/n — v € R; such graphs
converge locally to the Galton—Watson tree with Pois(2y) offspring distri-
bution. The Galton—Watson tree with general offspring distribution can be
obtained as the local weak limit of random graphs with specified degree pro-
file corresponding to the offspring distribution; the physics heuristics extend
to this and even more general settings.

There is no good argument for why the limit (1.2) exists; the heuristic
replica or cavity methods compute this limit starting from the postulate
that it exists. A significant breakthrough was achieved by the interpolation
method first developed by Guerra and Toninelli [25] for the Sherrington—
Kirkpatrick model from spin-glass theory, and then generalized to a number
of statistical physics models on sparse graphs [17, 18, 36] and related con-
straint satisfaction problems [5]. This method establishes super-additivity
of log Z¢, which implies existence of the limit (1.2). Unfortunately, this
approach appears limited to models with repulsive interactions, that is, in
which higher weight is given to configurations in which neighboring vertices
take different values. In particular, it does not apply to the ferromagnetic
Potts model. This is especially puzzling because the heuristic physics pre-
dictions do not distinguish between the two cases, and there is no funda-
mental reason why the limit should be computable in one case and not in
the other. Further, this interpolation method only applies to very restricted
classes of graph sequences (typically, uniformly random given the degree se-
quence); notably, existence of the limit is not proved for deterministic graph
sequences. Finally, the method gives no way to actually compute the limit,
although interpolation has been used to prove upper bounds [17, 18, 36].

In this paper we follow a different approach relying only on local weak
convergence of the graph sequence (Gy,),>1 to some limiting (random) tree.
The general idea is that the corresponding factor models (1.1) must converge
(passing to a subsequence as needed), to a Gibbs measure on the limiting
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tree; the task then “reduces” to the one of identifying the correct limit.
This is still a substantial challenge because, in general, there is an uncount-
able number of “candidate” Gibbs measures for the limit. Nevertheless, this
program was carried through in [10] for Ising models on graphs converging
locally to a Galton—Watson tree, under a “uniform sparsity” assumption
(Definition 1.3), on the degree distribution. (It is further assumed in [10]
that the distribution has finite second moment; this condition was relaxed
in [13], thereby handling the case of power law graphs.) The result of [10, 13]
provides also a fairly explicit expression ®(3, B) for the free energy density,
defined solely in terms of the limiting tree. This expression coincides with
the so-called “Bethe prediction” of statistical physics, derived earlier for ran-
dom graphs with given degree distribution using the “replica” or “cavity”
methods.

We develop this approach here in more generality. Rather than considering
a specific model such as the Ising, we establish results for general abstract
factor models satisfying mild regularity conditions [see (H1) below], covering
in particular the Potts and independent set models. We also make no distri-
butional assumptions on the graphs G, or the limiting random tree, other
than some integrability conditions [see Definition 1.3 and (H2) below]. In this
setting we develop a general interpolation scheme (Theorem 1.15) which, un-
der appropriate assumptions, bounds differences ¢, (8, B) — ¢, (50, Bo) in the
limit n — oo by differences ®(3, B) — ®(Bo, Bo) for ® a functional defined
solely in terms of the limiting tree; see (1.12). We refer the reader to [2] for
a discussion of the computation of limits of finite large random structures
through optimization procedures on the limiting infinite structure. Although
we continue to refer to this ®(3, B) as the “Bethe prediction,” we remark
that it is a considerable generalization of earlier formulas obtained in the
special case of Galton—Watson trees by statistical physics methods. It is
defined as the evaluation of the “Bethe free energy functional” (1.9) at a
specific Gibbs measure on the limiting tree, and corresponds to what physi-
cists call the “replica symmetric solution”: whereas it is expected to hold in
the high-temperature regime (i.e., with small enough interactions), for many
factor models it is incorrect at low temperature. However, we will show that
in “uniqueness regimes,” where the set of Gibbs measures on the limiting
tree corresponding to the factor model specification v is a singleton, the
upper and lower bounds of Theorem 1.15 match to completely verify the
Bethe prediction (Theorem 1.16).

We then apply our interpolation scheme to compute the free energy den-
sity in specific models. We verify the Bethe prediction for the independent set
model with low fugacity (Theorem 1.12) as a consequence of Theorem 1.16.
Further, by using monotonicity properties to restrict the set of relevant
Gibbs measures, we obtain results for the Potts model going beyond the im-
plications of Theorem 1.16: for ¢ =2 (Ising), we verify the Bethe prediction
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for all >0, B €R (Theorem 1.9), extending the results of [10, 13] to gen-
eral locally tree-like graph sequences. For general ¢, we verify the prediction
in regimes of nonnegative (3, B) in which two specific Gibbs measures on
the limiting tree coincide, namely, the Gibbs measures arising from free and
1 boundary conditions coincide, see Definition 1.8 below. This condition is
satisfied throughout the range {8 > 0,B > 0} for ¢ = 2; when ¢ > 3 there
are regimes of nonuniqueness in which it fails, but we will show that it is
satisfied both at § sufficiently small and sufficiently large, that is, at high
and low temperatures.

Theorem 1.15 can give useful bounds even beyond uniqueness regimes.
As an illustration, we study the Potts model in the case that G,, converges
locally to the d-regular tree T;. In Theorem 1.11 we explicitly character-
ize the nonuniqueness regime of this model and use Theorem 1.15 to give
bounds for ¢, (8, B) within this regime. In a subsequent work [11] we prove
that in this setting, ¢(8, B) exists and matches the lower bound of Theo-
rem 1.11. We also compute there the asymptotic free energy ¢(\) (all A > 0)
for the independent set model on d-regular bipartite graphs. In contrast, for
generic nonbipartite G, the consensus in physics is for a full replica symme-
try breaking for large enough A, and consequently there does not exist even
a heuristic prediction for the free energy density in this regime.

As mentioned above, the Bethe prediction ®(/3, B) is the evaluation of
the Bethe free energy functional at a specific Gibbs measure on the limit-
ing tree. This Gibbs measure has a characterization in terms of “messages”
ha—y = h(T z—,) defined on the directed edges x — y of each tree T', such
that the entire collection of messages is a fixed point of a certain “belief
propagation” or “Bethe recursion” (1.10). Motivated by the finite-graph op-
timization of [46], we provide a variational characterization of the Bethe
prediction (Theorem 1.18) which is of independent interest. In particular,
this formulation suggests nontrivial connections with large deviation princi-
ples.

1.1. Local weak convergence and the Bethe prediction. We study factor
models on graphs which are “locally tree-like” in a sense which we now
formalize, starting with a few notation and conventions. All graphs are taken
to be undirected and locally finite. In a graph G = (V, E), let d denote graph
distance, and for v € V write B;(v) for the sub-graph of G induced by {w €
Vid(v,w) <t}. Write v ~w if v,w are neighbors in G, and write dv for the
set of neighbors of v and D,, = |0v|. Let G, denote the space of isomorphism
classes of (finite or infinite) rooted, connected graphs (G, 0). A metric on this
space is given by defining the distance between (G1,01) and (G2,02) in G,
to be 1/(1+ R) where R is the maximal r € Z>o U {oo} such that Br(o1) =
Bpgr(02); with this definition G, is a complete separable metric space; see,
for example, [1]. Let 7o C Go denote the closed subspace of (rooted) trees
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T = (T,0), the acyclic elements of G,. We write T for B;(o) in T, and in
particular we use 7 to denote the single-vertex tree. We now define the
precise notion of graph limits considered throughout this paper.

DEFINITION 1.1. Let G, = (V,,, E,) (n>1) be a sequence of random
graphs, and let I, be a vertex chosen uniformly at random from V;,. We say
Gy, converges locally (weakly) to the random tree T if for each t > 0, By(I,,)
converges in law to 7% in the space G,. We say in this case that the G,, are
locally tree-like.

We will make repeated use of the fact that any local weak limit of graph
sequences satisfies the “unimodularity” or “mass-transport” property whose
definition we recall here; for a detailed account, see [1]. Let Gee denote
the space of isomorphism classes of bi-rooted, connected graphs with a dis-
tinguished ordered pair, denoted (G,i,j) (we do not require i ~ j); Gee iS
metrizable in a similar manner as G,.

DEFINITION 1.2. A Borel probability measure g on G, is said to be
unimodular if it obeys the mass-transport principle,

EM[ > )f(G,o,x)] :EM[ > )f(G,x,o)]

z€V (G z€V (G
(1.5)
Vf:Gee — R>(o Borel.

We say that p is involution invariant if (1.5) holds when restricted to f
supported only on those (G, z,y) with z ~ y.

A measure p on G is involution invariant if and only if it is unimodular
([1], Proposition 2.2). Unimodularity corresponds to “indistinguishability of
the root;” the concept first appeared in [6] where it was observed that local
weak limits of graph sequences must be unimodular ([6], Section 3.2). The
converse of this implication remains a well-known open question; see [1].

DEFINITION 1.3. The graph sequence G, is uniformly sparse if the Dy,
are uniformly integrable, that is, if

lim (limsupEn[DInl{DIn > L}]) =0

L—oo\ nooo

(where E,, denotes expectation over the law of G,, and I,).

We assume throughout that G,, (n > 1) is a uniformly sparse graph se-
quence converging locally weakly to the random tree T' of (unimodular) law
w1 such that the root degree D, is nonzero with positive p-probability; this
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entire setting is hereafter denoted G,, — ¢ - In this setting we will describe
general conditions under which the asymptotic free energy ¢(8, B) for the
factor model (1.1) exists and agrees with the “Bethe energy prediction,”
which we now describe. [If the sequence of random graphs G,, is such that
Gy, —we 1 for almost every realization of the sequence—as is the case for
Erdos—Rényi random graphs or random graphs with given degree distribu-
tion (see, e.g., [9], Propositions 2.5 and 2.6)—then our results apply instead
to the a.s. limit of n=!log Z,,(3, B).]

Let A o~ denote the (] 2| — 1)-dimensional simplex of probability measures
on the finite alphabet of spins 2". Let T,© denote 7, without the single-
vertex tree T, and let T, C Gee be the space of isomorphism classes of trees
T € T, rooted at a directed edge x — y, written (T, x — y) or simply z — y
for short. If T has law p for p a unimodular measure on T,, we let ! and
pt denote the laws of (T,J — o) and (T,0 — J), respectively, for J chosen
uniformly at random from do conditioned on the event {T' € T, }. Involution
invariance of p is then equivalent to

Eu[Zjeao f(T,0—j)] EM[Zjeao f(T,j—o)]

E (Do f(T,z —y)] = (D, > 0) - w(Dy > 0)

=E+[Dyf(T, 2 — y)]

(where o corresponds to x on the left-hand side and to y on the right-hand
side), so in particular x4 and gt are mutually absolutely continuous.

DEFINITION 1.4. The message space is the space H = H,, of measurable
functions

h:%XRZ%AE&W ((Tvx%y)vaB)H(hgfy(o-))aea@"

taken up to u'-equivalence.

REMARK 1.5. For (T,z —y) € T¢ let T,_,, denote the component sub-
tree rooted at x which results from deleting edge (z,y) from T. The inter-
pretation of h,_,, is that it is a message from x to y on the tree T', giving
the distribution of o, for the factor model (1.1) on T;,_,,. Indeed, although
we do not require it in general, in our concrete examples h,_,, depends only
on this component sub-tree.

For T '€ Ty and h € H, let
®7 (8, B,h) =93 (8,B,h) — %5(5, B, h)
1

= 0¥ (B,B,h) — B Z @%’ﬁ(ﬁ)B,h),
j€do

(1.6)
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h\, ’U */h
heso-U oo h

h

b
e Sh
(a) Star graph T (b) Edge graph

Fic. 1. ®F and 29% are log-partition functions of star and edge graphs.

where “vx” and “e” indicate vertex and edge terms, respectively:
(1.7)  ®¥(B,B,h) zlog{2¢(a) 11 <Z¢(a,aj)hj%(aj)) }
o jEDO  0j

the log-partition function of the star graph 7' with boundary conditions A
[see Figure 1(a)] and

255, B.h) = 5 37 ®(5, B.1)

j€do
(1.8) :
=52 log{wa, oj>hjﬁo<oj>hwj<a>},
j€do 0,0

half the log-partition function on D, disjoint edges with boundary conditions
h; see Figure 1(b). (See Definition 1.8 below for a detailed discussion of
boundary conditions.)

We take the usual convention that the empty sum is zero, and the empty
product is one, so 1 =log(>", 1(0)) in case T =T°. Although we suppress
it from the notation, in the above equations 1 and h are taken to be evalu-
ated at (8, B). The Bethe free energy functional on H for the factor model
(1.1) on Gy, —>pye 1 is defined by

(1.9) ®,(8,B,h) =E,[®r (B, B, h)],
provided the expectation exists; see Lemma 2.2.
DEFINITION 1.6. The belief propagation or Bethe recursion is the map-
ping BP =BP#B . H — H,
(BP?Ph),_, (o)

=0 I (S oo,

oz
Y ( veEdx\y  Tv

(1.10)

with 2z, (8, B) normalizing constants. For p a measure on 7, and fixed
(B, B), let H};(B, B) denote the space of measurable functions h:7c — Ay,
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again taken up to u'-equivalence, which are fixed points of the Bethe recur-
sion: that is, satisfying

(1.11) h=BP*Bh,  ul-as.

The Bethe prediction is that the asymptotic free energy ¢(3, B) of (1.2)
exists and equals

(1.12) Dt (3, B) = (8, B, h*)

for h* a certain element of Hj, (3, B). We often drop the subscript 4 when
it is clear from context.

REMARK 1.7. In the case that the recursion (1.11) has multiple solutions
(|} (B, B)| > 1), the Bethe prediction is defined to be the supremum of
®(B, B,h*) over admissible fixed points h*. While in the abstract factor
model setting all fixed points are admissible, in specific models typically
there are “natural” criteria restricting the set of admissible fixed points. We
will demonstrate this in the Ising and Potts models where restrictions are
imposed by monotonicity and symmetry considerations.

The rationale behind the Bethe recursions and Bethe prediction is ex-
plained in detail in [9], Section 3; see also [33]. In brief, solutions to the
Bethe recursions correspond to consistent “boundary laws” for the factor
model on tree-like graphs; for further details, see Remark 1.13 below. When
G is a finite tree, and pg is the law of (G,I) for I a uniform element of
V' (here ug is a measure on 7T, but not necessarily unimodular), the Bethe
recursions have a unique solution, given by the so-called “standard message
set;” see [9], Remark 3.5. In this setting it holds exactly (see [9], Proposi-
tion 3.7) that

VI og Za =@y = VI D @6
veG
where @ ) is as defined by (1.6) with T'= (G, v). The heuristic then is that
for Gy, locally like the random tree T' ~ p, the (normalized) free energy ¢, is
approximated by ®, =E,[®7] for n large. We emphasize that no averaging
over the vertices of the tree T' takes place in the definition of ®7; indeed for
T € T, the sub-trees T? typically do not converge locally weakly to T'. For
example, when T is the d-regular tree T4, the subtrees T converge locally
weakly to the so-called d-canopy tree; see, for example, [9], Lemma 2.8.
Instead the averaging of ® (¢, over the vertices v € G in the evaluation of
®,,., corresponds to the averaging with respect to the law y in the evaluation
of the Bethe prediction ®,,.
The following is a terminology which we adopt throughout the paper:

DerFINITION 1.8. If G is any graph and U a sub-graph, the ezternal
boundary OU of U is the set of vertices of G\ U adjacent to U. Let U™
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denote the sub-graph of G induced by the vertices in Viy UJU. For U finite
(so U* is finite, since G is locally finite), and ¥ a measure on 2%V, the
factor model on U with v* boundary conditions is the probability measure
on configurations o, € 27VV given by

(1.13) v 0(ov) / [T ¢loiop) [ ¥(0i) dvi (o).

(19)EE;+ €U

(Throughout, 2 indicates equivalence up to a positive normalizing constant.)
The case in which v# gives probability one to the identically-oq spin configu-
ration on U (og € Z) is referred to as og boundary conditions and denoted
vt =17 while the case in which v* is uniform measure on 29V is referred
to as free boundary conditions and denoted v+ = v/f.

1.2. Application to Ising, Potts and independent set. Before formally
stating our main theorem for general factor models, we mention its con-
sequences in some models of interest: we verify the Bethe prediction for
the ferromagnetic Ising model at all temperatures, the ferromagnetic Potts
model with field B > 0 in uniqueness regimes, and the independent set model
with low fugacity A.

1.2.1. Ising model. The Ising model is the Potts model (1.3) with ¢ = 2.
For convenience we use the equivalent formulation which takes 2" = {+1}
and defines the probability measure on 2V

(1.14) Vg’ (0)= ZG(ﬁ, exp{ﬁ Z UZUJ—i-BZUZ}

(ij)eE eV

For T € T4 let ht = ht 758 denote the root marginal for the Ising model
of parameters (5, B) on Tlt with + boundary conditions (i.e., with o, condi-
tioned to be +1 for all v at level t+ 1), and similarly define BfT corresponding
to free boundary conditions. For I € {f,+} let Bi = Bi A8 =lim,_, Bt HA,B

(Existence of the limits th, hJr for the Ising model is an easy consequence of
Griffiths’s inequality; see Lemma 4.1.) We then define messages ht € H, by

1
h:j;‘:—>y - hTIHy
for T,_,, as defined in Remark 1.5. For G, —y. pt, the Bethe free energy

prediction for the Ising model with >0, B> 0is ¢(3,B) = ®,(8, B, h").
This prediction was verified in [10], Theorem 2.4, for uniformly sparse graph
sequences converging locally weakly to Galton—Watson trees subject to the
second-moment condition E,[D?] < oo, which was relaxed in [13] to a (1+¢)-
moment condition. We have the following generalization of this result to an
arbitrary limiting law.
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THEOREM 1.9.  For the Ising model (1.14) on Gy — e 1,
$(8, B) = ®,(8, B,h') = ®,.(8, B,h™)
for >0, B>0. Also ¢(B,B) = ¢(8,—B) and ¢(5,0) =limp_0 (3, B).

Note that in the Ising model we are able to characterize the free energy
density for all > 0. The underlying reason is that for B > 0, all boundary
conditions dominating the free boundary condition give rise to the same
Gibbs measure on the limiting tree, that is, hf = A*. This phenomenon
appears to be in line with physicists’ intuition that the Ising model always
undergoes a second-order phase transition. The physics argument suggests
therefore that the zero-magnetization phase becomes unstable below the
critical temperature. In other words, even with free boundary conditions, an
arbitrarily small external field B > 0 is sufficient to drive the system into
the “plus” phase.

1.2.2. Potts model. Throughout the remainder let (8y, By) < (p1, B1),
where < means coordinate-wise less than or equal to. An interpolation path
is a piecewise linear path, with each piece parallel to a coordinate axis,
increasing from (g, By) to (51, B1) with respect to the partial order <.

We restrict our attention to the Potts model with 3, B > 0. In this regime
we are able to use a random-cluster representation to extract important
monotonicity properties. For T' € T, and { € {f,1} let BtT’i = BtT’i’ﬂ B de-
note the root marginal for the Potts model on 7% with § boundary con-
ditions. Let BiT = B%ﬂ B — limy_ oo BtT’i’B B (existence of the limits BfT,leT
for the Potts model follows from monotonicity properties of the random-
cluster representation; see Corollary 4.4). We then define messages ht € H,

by hi ., = hiTHy, and let
R.=1{(8,B) hf=nt pleas ).
We also define
Roo = ({0} x Rx0) U (R0 x {00}) U ({00} x Rxp).
THEOREM 1.10. For the Potts model (1.3) with ¢ >2 and $,B >0 on
G = e b, the following hold (with ®=®,, R=R,):

(a) If there exists an interpolation path contained in R joining (5, B) and
Roo, then

¢(8,B) = ®(B, B,h") = (3, B,h').

(b) If there exists an interpolation path from (8o, Bo) to (61,B1) along
which ht is continuous (in the interpolation parameter), then

lim inf[¢n (1, Br) = én (B0, Bo)] = (81, B, h') — (B, Bo, h')-
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If b is replaced with h', then we have instead
lim sup(¢n (81, B1) — ¢n (B0, Bo)] < ®(B1, B1, h') — (B, By, h').

n—oo

We obtain more explicit results when the limiting tree is the d-regular
tree Ty.

THEOREM 1.11.  For the Potts model (1.3) with ¢ >2 and $,B >0 on
Gn — e Ta, the following hold (with ® = 1, R=RT, and R ={p3,B >
0}\R):

(a) If d=2, Ry =0. If d>2 and q =2, there exists 0 < f_ < oo such
that Ry ={B =0,8>p_}. If d>2 and q > 2, there exists 0 < By < o0
and smooth curves B¢(B) < 54+ (B) defined on [0, By] with ff(B+) = f+(By)
such that

Ry ={B=0,8>6(0)}U{0< B < By,B € [5(B), 6 (B)]}.

(b) For (B, B) ¢ R, (B, B) = ®(B, B, h') = ®(8, B, h'). If (B, B) € IR
with = Br(B), then $(3, B) = (8, B, hY). If (8, B) € 0R. with § > B+ (B),
then ¢(8, B) = ®(B, B, h'). For (8, B) in the interior RZ of Ry,

max{® (8, B,h'), (8, B,h')} <liminf ¢, (5, B)

< limsup ¢, (8, B) < min{®'(8, B), #'(8, B)},

n—oo

where
51(5’3) = (I)(/Bf(B)?B?hf) + [(I)(ﬁ?B’hl) - (I)(ﬁf(B)?B?hl)]’
(8, B) = ®(B4(B), B, h") — [®(8+(B), B, 1Y) — ®(8, B,h)].

Figures 24 highlight the difficulty in analyzing the Potts model (¢ > 2)
as opposed to the Ising model. Figure 2(a) shows the Ising Bethe recursion

(b) Potts

Fic. 2. Ising and Potts Bethe recursions.
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10 - 124 .
B =30
8t =30 rl( 4 1.0 qd=4 4
d=4 B=0
6f B=0 1 08f p
4r 1 osl ]
N
2t S _ g 0.4} g
0 rf(ﬁ) =~ 3 020 ]
L ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ = 0.0L ‘ ; ‘ A,
1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 35
(a) BP fixed points (b) Regime R (shaded)

FiGc. 3. Potts Bethe fized points and the intermediate regime R.

parametrized in terms of the log-likelihood ratio r = log h(+) —log h(—). For
sufficiently large 8 the recursion has three fixed points, but in this case the
r = 0 fixed point is unstable, and we will see in the proof of Theorem 1.9 that
adding a small magnetic field resolves the nonuniqueness. The remaining
plots were computed for the Potts model with ¢ =30 and d = 4. Figure 2(b)
shows the Potts Bethe recursion at B = 0 restricted to those h which are

6.0 T T T T T T i

5.5

5.0

45

4.0

3.5

3.0
1.6 1.8 2.0 22 2.4 2.6 2.8 3.0

F1Ga. 4. Potts Bethe interpolation: the heavy (light) shaded regions are the asymptotic
lower (upper) bounds on ¢n given by Theorem 1.11; the bounds fail to match when
(B8,B) € Rx. The Bethe prediction is the upper envelope of the thick lines. In the fig-
ure, a shaded region marked “Ibd h'” (resp., “ubd Rt ) means an asymptotic bound on ¢n
obtained from interpolation using the asymptotic lower (resp., upper) bound on a5, (8, B)
by ae(,B,B,hT), in the notation of Theorem 1.15. For example, the shaded region labeled
“ubd h'” is an asymptotic (lower) bound on ¢ obtained by interpolating from B = co
using the asymptotic upper bound limsup a$ (3, B) < a®(3, B, h)".
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symmetric among the spins # 1, and parametrized by r =log h(1) —log h(2).
The fixed point at =0 corresponds to hf while the uppermost fixed point
corresponds to h'; Figure 3(a) shows how the fixed points vary with 3. In an
intermediate regime of S-values [shaded in Figure 3(a)] both fixed points are
stable, and perturbing by a magnetic field does not resolve the nonunique-
ness: indeed, Figure 3(b) shows that there is a two-dimensional region R of
(B, B) values for which hf # h!, making the exact Bethe prediction inacces-
sible via our current interpolation scheme. Figure 4 shows the discrepancy
between the upper and lower bounds of Theorem 1.11(b) inside R.

1.2.3. Independent set model. We consider the independent set model
(1.4) in the regime of low fugacity. For € {0,1} let BtT’i = ﬁéli’)‘ denote
the root marginal on T with § boundary conditions on OT*: that is, htT’1
(resp., BtT’O) is calculated conditional on the event of being fully occupied

(unoccupied) at level ¢t + 1 of T'. Let BiT = limy 00 7L2Tt_1’i (existence of the

limits BOT, BlT for the independent set model follows from anti-monotonicity;
see Section 2.4). We then define messages ht € H, by hiﬁy = ﬁ% , and let
T—Y

Ae =Aep =Inf{A > O:MT(hg’iy =hyh,) <1}

T—Y

denote the uniqueness threshold. For T € T, we write

brT = inf{y >0: l‘iminfz y~dlow) — 0}

II|—
| OOUGH

=su > 0:liminf —d(ov) — oo}

(where the limit is taken over cutsets II of T with distance |II| from the root
tending to infinity) for the branching number of T'; see [32], Section 2.

(1.15)

THEOREM 1.12.  Consider the independent set model (1.4) on G — e
W, and write Ao = A¢ ;.

(a) If A < Ae and the function X — h% = h1A has total variation bounded
by a deterministic constant on [0,log\], then

(1.16) p(\) = @, (\,h°) =@, (N, ),

which converges to ¢(Ae) as AT Ac.

(b) IfbrTy, <A—1 ul-as. for A a deterministic constant, then (1.16)
holds for A < \. with A\(A —2) < 1.

(c) If p=07,, then (1.16) holds for A < A..
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For the d-regular tree T4, the uniqueness threshold \.(d) is (d—1)%1/(d—
2)¢ (see [29], Section 2), and [44], Theorem 2.3, shows that T4 has the lowest
value of A, among trees with maximum degree at most d. The identity
(1.16) has been proved in the case that the G,, are random d-regular graphs
[3, 4]. Tt is also suggested by Weitz’s PTAS for Zg(A) on a finite graph G
of maximum degree A and with A < A.(A) ([44], Corollary 2.8). For p a
unimodular measure on 7, giving a local tree approximation to G' (in the
sense of Definition 1.1), A., is often an improvement over \.(A), making it
possible to compute ¢()\) above A.(A) provided (H3%) can be verified. In
[41] the interpolation scheme of Theorem 1.12 is refined to give a verification
of the Bethe prediction on locally tree-like d-regular bipartite graphs for all
A > 0; this result is then leveraged to show inapproximability of the hard-
core partition function on d-regular graphs above \.(d).

1.3. Results for general factor models. We now state our results for
the factor model (1.1). With the convention log0 = —o0, let logy = ¢ and
logy =&, and impose the following regularity condition:

(H1) The specification is permissive, that is, ¥)(c) > 0 for all ¢ € 2", and
there exists a “permitted state” oP € 2" such that min, (o, oP) > 0.

For any o € 27, £B(0) is continuously differentiable in B. For any 0,0’ €
X, €8(0,0') is either identically —oco over all 3, or finite and continuously
differentiable in 5.

Recalling Definition 1.4 of the message space H =H,,, for h € H, we can
define h:Tq — A4 up to p-equivalence by

(1.17) hr(o)=¢(0) | (Z Y(o, aj)hj%o(aj)).

jEDo ~ 0j

In particular, if b € 7 (3, B) and T' € T,*, then comparing (1.17) with (1.10)
gives

(1.18) hr(0) 2> 9(0,0))ho(0)hj—0(0))

independently of the choice of j € do. From now on, for h € H,, we will
write h € H* to indicate that h%B #H;, (8, B) for (8, B) in the range being
considered.

REMARK 1.13. The elements of H* are consistent with the recursion
structure of the tree in the following precise sense: for T' € 7, and U a finite
connected sub-graph of T', consider the factor model u{l,’T on U with bound-

ary conditions o, ~ h,_,,(,) independently for v € U, where p(v) denotes
the (necessarily unique) neighbor of v inside U. Then the marginal of Véit T
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h h
} ~
h
h
"o -, ~ <
~ }
h,/ h h
(a) U=T? (b) U=T"

Fic. 5. A Bethe fized point defines a consistent family of f.d.d. I/[}}’T (Remark 1.13).

on T ! is exactly the factor model vBP% . on T'~! with boundary condi-

Tt=1T
tions oy, ~ (BPh)y_,p(u) independently for u € OT' !, including any « which
are leaves of T". This statement remains valid if 9T or even 0T~ ! is empty,
since if 0T = @ then Z/%ij is simply vp as defined by (1.1). Continuing the
recursion up the tree, we see that h € H* implies that the marginal law of o,
will be A7 as defined by (1.17). From this it is easy to see that the measures
ul’}j form a consistent family of finite-dimensional marginals (see Figure 5),
so by the Kolmogorov consistency theorem they uniquely determine a prob-
ability measure vp = v belonging to %r, the set of Gibbs measures (or
Markov random fields) associated to the specification ¥ = (1,1) on T.* (In
fact this mapping is one-to-one, e.g., by Remark 2.3 below.) Each v be-
longs to a special class of measures in ¢p which are called Markov chains or
splitting Gibbs measures in the literature, and the entire collection (v7)reT,
arising from h € HJ, has a consistency property which leads us to term them
“unimodular Markov chains” or “Bethe Gibbs measures;” see Section 2.3.

In this general setting, the Bethe prediction is the supremum of ®,,(5, B, h)
over H; (8, B); cf. Remark 1.7. (It will be shown in Lemma 2.2 that ®, is
uniformly bounded on #j,(3, B) subject to E,[D?] < oc; if further ¢ > 0,
then ®, is in fact uniformly bounded on H subject only to E,[D,] < c0.)
We define the following integrability condition for unimodular measures p
on 7T, (not necessarily arising from a graph sequence):

(H2) The probability measure ;o on 7, satisfies E,[D,] < oo. If 9 is not
everywhere positive, then furthermore E,[eP°] < oo for all ¢ € R.

Note that if G, = 1 and ¢ > 0, then (H2) holds trivially by the assump-
tion of uniform sparsity. We will in fact justify our interpolation scheme

4Strictly speaking the term “Gibbs measures” refers to the case ¥ > 0, but we will
follow common practice and say Gibbs measures also for the general case. For the general
theory of Gibbs measures see, for example, [21].
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under a weaker assumption than (H2); for the exact condition see (H2%),
(H2B) in Section 2.2.

1.3.1. Bethe interpolation. We will deduce the results of Section 1.2 from
the abstract interpolation method given by Theorem 1.15 below, which
bounds differences of ¢(3,B) by differences of ®(3,B,h) (h € H*) when
the limiting expectation of a certain edge or vertex functional in the finite
graph (capturing resp. dg¢, or dp¢y,) is bounded by the expectation of an
analogous functional on the infinite tree.

To be more precise, recall that I,, denotes a uniformly random vertex of
V.. Let ('>Q’B denote expectation with respect to vg,, ., conditioned on G/,.

For h € H},(B,B) and T €T, let [[]]%’ﬁ’B denote expectation with respect to
vl (as defined in Remark 1.13), conditioned on T, and define

A(58) = 38| 3 @sslor,0 ",

j€0y

ae('B’B’h) = %EN [Z [[856(0'070']') }%’ﬂ’B:| ,

jE€Do
ay*(8, B) = E,[(9p&(01,)) 2P,
a"™ (8, B, h) = E,[[0pE(0,)]3"").

The left-hand side expressions are the derivatives dg¢y,, Op¢rn (Lemma 2.1).
The right-hand side expressions are the infinite-tree analogues, which, as we
will show in Proposition 2.4, may be thought of as derivatives in 8 and B
of ®,.

EXAMPLE 1.14. For example in the Potts model (1.3) we have dgé(0) =
1{o =1}, so ay*(B,B) is the expected density of 1s in the graph while
ay (B,B) is 1/n times the expected number of edge agreements, both with
respect to the Potts measure on G),. The infinite tree analogues of a;* and
ay, are

(5,5 =B, | (¢ TL 1 = Dyl + 1)

j€do

/(e TT = Dty 1

j€do

3 TTIe —1>hﬁo<o—>+u)],

o#£1 j€Qo
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the V%—probability (averaged over T ~ pu) that the root spin takes value 1
and

ZU e’Bho_U'(J)hj_m(U)
1+ 357 = Dhoosj(0)hjs0(0) |

ae(/Bvah‘) = %EH |:Z

jE€Do

the vi-expectation (averaged over T ~ p) of half the number of edge agree-
ments incident to the root.

For interpolation in # on a compact interval [fy, 51] using some particular
h € H*, we require the following regularity condition on h:

(H3%) On [By, B1], for all o € Z it holds p'-a.s. that the function 8+
hg_w(o) is continuous with total variation in § bounded by a deterministic
constant depending only on [y, (1.

Likewise for interpolation in B on a compact interval [By, B1] using h € H*
we require

(H3B) On [By, By], for all 0 € 2" it holds pu'-a.s. that the function B+
hB ", (0) is continuous with total variation in B bounded by a deterministic
constant depending only on By, Bj.

The condition of boundedness in total variation is implied for example when-
ever the functions h are (anti-)monotone in the interpolation parameter.
THEOREM 1.15.  Let ) = (,2)) specify a factor model (1.1) on Gy — e
w such that (H1) and (H2) are satisfied.
(a) If on [Bo, B1] we have h € H* satisfying (H3%), and

(1.19) limsup a, (8, B) < a°(8, B, h),

n—oo

then hmsupn—)oo[(bn(ﬁlu B) - ¢n(ﬁ07 B)] S @(ﬁlu B7 h) - (I)(/B07 B7 h)
(b) If on [Bo, B1], we have h € H* satisfying (H3B), and

(1.20) limsupa,*(8, B) < a"™ (8, B,h),
n—o0

then hmsupn—)oo[(bn(ﬁyBl) - @bn(ﬁyBO)] < (I)(/BvBlvh) - @(ﬁ7307h)'

The same results hold if all inequalities are reversed, replacing limit superior
with inferior.

Conditions (1.19), (1.20) (and their reverses) are automatically verified in
the following special case, where we recall that ¢ denotes the set of Gibbs
measures associated to the specification ¢ on T’ cf. Remark 1.13:
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THEOREM 1.16. Let ¢ = (,2)) specify a factor model (1.1) on Gy — e
w satisfying (H1) and (H2). We say that uniqueness holds if 9r at (5, B)
consists of a single measure vr, p-a.s. In this case, H;(ﬁ, B) is a singleton.

(a) If on [Bo, 1] x {B} uniqueness holds and the unique element h € H*
satisfies (H3P), then

lim [60,(81, B) — 6u(Bo, B)) = ®(81, B, h) — ®(5o, B, ).

(b) If on {B} x [Bo, B1] uniqueness holds and the unique element h € H*

satisfies (H3B), then
nh_{rolo[QSn(/Ba Bl) - ¢n(ﬁ) BO)] = (I)(/Bv Bla h) - (P(ﬁ) Bo, h)

Uniqueness for ¢r corresponds to the vanishing effect of boundary con-
ditions on 9T as t — oo ([21], Chapter 7). Dobrushin’s uniqueness theorem
(see, e.g., [39]) gives a sufficient condition for uniqueness to hold, together
with a bound on the rate of convergence of the root marginal in 7% to the
limit as t — co. Note that if the convergence rate is uniform in £, B then the
continuity required in (H3%) and (H3?) immediately follows. We will obtain
continuity in uniqueness regimes via a different route, making use of certain
monotonicity properties; see the proof of Theorem 1.9.

1.3.2. Variational principle. 'We further develop the theory by providing
a variational principle for the Bethe prediction: we express ®,(3,B) as an
optimum of a function ®,,(3, B,h) defined for h in a larger space Hjo. which,
unlike H}, (8, B), is independent of 3, B. This alternative characterization of
®,, is the infinite-tree analogue of the finite-graph optimization problem that
is considered in [46]. Recall from Section 1.1 that 7. denotes the space of
trees rooted at a directed edge.

DEFINITION 1.17.  The local polytope Hioe = Hioc,y is the space of mea-
surable functions
h:7.— Ay, (T2 = y) = hp gy =hyy,
taken up to u'-equivalence, such that:

(i) hyy(o,0') =hy,(o',0) for all 0,0’ € 27, and
(ii) for T € 7.*, the one-point marginal r,(0) = h(r2)(0) = 3=, hay(0,0y)
is well-defined, that is, does not depend on the choice of y € dx.

We also define
Hioe[V] = {h € Hioe: ' (supph C suppy)) = 1},
Hiye[V] = {h € Hige: ' (supph = suppy)) = 1}.
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In accordance with (1.17), we set

(1.21) hr(o)=24(o) i T=T".

For fized (3, B), by symmetry of ¥® and (1.18), the space H;, (8, B) has
a natural mapping into Hj,. given by

(1.22) h+ h, h,,(0,0") 2 (0,0 ) hysy(0) hy—u(0’).

With 1 permissive this is in fact an embedding; see Remark 2.3. We define
the Bethe free energy functional on Hioe by

3,(h) =E, [@(ao»ho (D, VH(R,)

(1.23) 1
+ B Z“f(amaj»hoj +H(hoj)},

j€do

where H(p) denotes the Shannon entropy — ), prlogps for p a proba-
bility measure on a finite space. This is an infinite-tree analogue of the
definition of [46], (37)—(38), for finite graphs. With the usual conventions
log0 = —o0, 0log0 =0 and 0log(0/0) =0, ®, is bounded above on Hiq
whenever E,[D,] < co, and we show in Lemma 3.1 that for ¢ unimodular,
this @, extends the previous definition (1.9) on H* [under the embedding
(1.22)], provided the latter is finite. Furthermore, writing H(q||p) for the
relative entropy >, qilog(qr/pr) between ¢ and p (well defined for any non-
negative reference measure p), for 1 unimodular we can alternatively express

(120) B,(0) = ~E,[H(a9)] - 35| 3 Hts|0)] ~ B, D H o)
~j€do
— B, H(hal10)] - 5B, | 3 (s 0) + H o) + H )]
-j€do
(125) =Bl - 3| 3 Hlslo <o)
~j€do

where (ho Xy 7j)(00,05) = ho(00)(00,05)h;(0;), and unimodularity is used
in the second identity.

This extended definition of ®, provides the following variational principle
for the Bethe free energy:

THEOREM 1.18. Let ¢ = (,2)) specify a factor model (1.1) satisfying
(H1), and let pu be a unimodular measure on T with E,[D,] < co.

(a) :IV)M(ﬁ,B) = SUPhey,,, Pu(B; B,h) is continuous in (3, B).
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(b) Any local mazimizer of ®,(B,B) belongs to Hy [¢]. Any stationary
point of ®,(3,B) belonging to My, [¢] is the image under (1.22) of an ele-
ment of ’H;(ﬁ,B). In particular, if ®,, attains its supremum on Hiec, then

®,(8,B) = ®,(8,B,h) =05 (3, B
M(ﬁa ) he%f%g,B) ;L(/Bv ) ) 1 (57 )7

so that the Bethe free energy is also continuous in (3, B).

Although we do not pursue this point, we mention that even in specific
models where the abstract definition of ®B°th® is supplanted by ®(3, B, h)
for some “naturally” distinguished h, an adaptation of Theorem 1.18 [in-
volving a restricted subspace of Hjo. which is independent of (3, B)], may
be relevant.

REMARK 1.19. In case G, — . T4 the d-regular tree, Hj. is parame-
trized by a single measure h,, on 2 2 whose one-point marginals are re-
quired to agree, and the formula (1.25) simplifies to

(1.26) — @) = H(ho[9) + S H (hou [y P,

Forg € 2V let LY*=n"! Zievn 8, and LS = (2|E,]) ! E(ij)eEn [5(0i70j) +
(5(0].,51.)] denote the induced empirical and pair empirical measures, respec-
tively. If G, is d-regular, then the one-point marginals of L{ coincide with
LY*, and

60 = 10812+ 2, [log s, exp{ @z + 5 s},
where the law of ¢ is the uniform measure @, on 2 (] and Eg, denotes
expectation with respect to u, (with G,, fixed).
If (G,) is an independent sequence of uniformly random d-regular graphs
and o, ~ Uy, one might guess that for a.e. (G,) the induced sequence L¢,
satisfies a large deviation principle (LDP) with good rate function

_ d L
(127) I(h01):H(hOHﬂ)'i_iH(hOl”hO X hl),

where @ = 2. If this were the case, it would be an immediate consequence of
Varadhan’s lemma (see [12], Section 4.3.1) that ¢, — ®,(53, B) (as defined
in Theorem 1.18) for any factor model satisfying (H1). However, for many of
these models the Bethe prediction is known to fail at low temperature for d >
3. So, while Theorem 1.18 suggests a potential connection to large deviations
theory, such a connection would be highly nontrivial and applicable only in
certain regimes of (5, B).

One special case in which everything trivializes is the (rooted) infinite line
T, the local weak limit of the simple path G,, on n vertices. In this case u,,
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may be viewed as the law of a stationary reversible Markov chain on 2~ with
transitions ¢(o,0’) = u(c’) and reversing measure @, and it is well-known
(see, e.g., [12], Theorem 3.1.13) that the associated pair empirical measure
L¢ satisfies an LDP with good rate function I(hg;) = H (hgy (o, 0")|/ho(co)q(0,
0’)) which matches (1.27). The implication of Varadhan’s lemma is also
easy to see: a factor model on the simple path G, with general positive
specification ¢ corresponds in the limit n — oo to a reversible Markov chain
with transition kernel p and positive reversing measure 7 given by

m(o’)
m(o)’
where p and m are the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue and eigenvector of the
symmetric positive | Z"|-dimensional matrix with entries ¥ (o, 0’) = ¢ (0,0") x
¥(0)/?¢(0")/2. The Bethe free energy functional (1.26) is then maximized
at ho(0,0") =1 (0,0 )m(c)m(c’)/p, where it takes the value ®,(h) =logp
which coincides with ¢ by the Perron—Frobenius theorem; see, for example,
[12], Theorem 3.1.1.

p(o,0') = %«Ra, o)

Qutline of the paper.

e In Section 2 we prove the abstract interpolation results. Section 2.1 presents
some preliminary lemmas which will be useful in our proofs. Our main re-
sult for abstract factor models, Theorem 1.15, is proved in Section 2.2.
Section 2.3 contains the specialization of this theorem to the uniqueness
case (Theorem 1.16) and also contains discussion on unimodular Markov
chains (or Bethe Gibbs measures). Section 2.4 shows how to deduce our
result for independent set (Theorem 1.12) from Theorem 1.15.

e In Section 3 we prove the variational characterization Theorem 1.18 for the
Bethe free energy prediction, establishing in particular the correspondence
between interior stationary points h € Hy [] of ®, and fixed points h €
H* of the Bethe recursion. We further provide in Proposition 3.4 a simple
criterion for such stationary points to be local maximizers.

e Section 4 contains applications of our abstract results to the Ising and
Potts models. In Section 4.1 we prove Theorem 1.9, generalizing the results
of [10, 13]. In Section 4.2 we prove Theorem 1.10 by appealing to a random-
cluster representation. Finally, Section 4.3 analyzes the d-regular case and
proves Theorem 1.11.

2. Bethe interpolation for general factor models.

2.1. Preliminaries. We begin with some straightforward observations on
the boundedness of the free energy ¢, and the Bethe free energy ®, as
defined on H, and we prove that the mapping (1.22) of H* into Hj is in
fact an embedding for permissive specifications.
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LEMMA 2.1.  For the factor model (1.1) satisfying (H1) on G, — e i,
the functions ¢n (B, B) are uniformly bounded and equicontinuous on com-
pact regions of (B, B), with

0360(5, B) = ~ B0 [0 log 7, (5, B))

(2.1)
1
aB¢n(/37 B) = EEn[aB log Zn(ﬁaB)]

Further,

1 1 B

~03log Zu(B. B) = 5 > (Ost(o1,, 01",

JEOIn

1 _

~0plog Z,(8, B) = (9501, )",
with the convention 03€(o,0’) =0 in case £(o,0") = —o0.

PROOF. The expressions for n~'9zlog Z,(3, B) and n~'9plog Z, (8, B)
are obtained by a straightforward computation. Now note that if G,, — ¢ 1,
then the uniform sparsity assumption gives

1 1 1
(2.2) ~Eq[|Enl) = 5En[Dr,] = SE,[Do] < oo.

Let (8, B) vary within a given compact region. By (H1) we have £ L€ < Emax
as well as £(oP,-),& > Emin. Therefore,

(14 |En|/n)émin < 0™ " log Zu(8, B) <log | 2| + (1 + |En| /n)max

s0 ¢, =n"'E,[log Z,(3, B)] is uniformly bounded by uniform sparsity. The
exchange of differentiation and integration in (2.1) is justified by Vitali’s
convergence theorem, in view of the boundedness of 93¢, 0p€ and the uni-
form integrability of |E,|/n. It follows furthermore that O0g¢,(5,B) and
Op¢dn (8, B) are bounded uniformly in n, from which equicontinuity follows.
O

LEMMA 2.2.  Let = (,2)) specify a factor model (1.1) satisfying (H1),
and let p be a unimodular measure on To. For any compact region of (3, B)
there exists a deterministic constant C' < oo such that:

(a) |®7(8,B,h)| <C(D%+1) for any h € H*, and
(b) if further ¢ >0, then |®7(8,B,h)| < C(D,+ 1) for any h € H.

Hence, on any compact region of (8,B), ®, is uniformly bounded on H;,

provided E,, [D2] < oo, and if ¥ > 0, uniformly bounded on H,, subject only
to E,[D,] < oo.
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PRrROOF. Let &min, Emax be as in the proof of Lemma 2.1. Then, for any
heH,

log | 27| 4 (Do + 1)émax = PF(h) > (Do + 1)&min-
If ¢» > 0, then we also have
Dogmax > 2(1)%(}1) Z Dogminy

so |7 (8,B,h)| < C(D,+1) on H, which proves (b). For general permissive
1, the preceding lower bound on ®%.(h) may fail, but (1.11) implies that for
h € H*,

(2.3) log ho—sj(07) > Do (Emin — Emax) — log | 2| Vi € do.
Therefore,
Dofmax > 2(1)%(}0 > Z (gmin + log ho%j(ap))
j€do

2 Do(fmin - 10g ‘%D + Dg(gmin - gmax)a

which proves (a). O

REMARK 2.3. It is now easy to see that the mapping (1.22) of H}(, B)
into Hiec is injective: if h,h’ € H give rise to the same h, then

hasy(0)hy—a(0) = Zayhip sy (O)hy s (07) Vo € X

for 2, , a positive scaling factor. If h,h' € H},(3, B), then (2.3) implies that
ul-a.s. both hy—s, and h; _.» give positive measure to oP. Therefore, pu'-a.s.
the |27|-dimensional vectors h;, and hj_,, are equivalent up to scaling,
and since both are probability measures on 2, we must have h = A’ pu'-a.s.

as claimed.

2.2. Bethe interpolation. We now prove Theorem 1.15(a). The result
is for fixed B, so we suppress it from the notation. The proof of Theo-
rem 1.15(b) is very similar and will be given in brief at the end of this
section.

Our interpolation procedure relies on the proposition below which ex-
presses ®, as the integral of its partial derivative with respect to S only,
ignoring the dependence on g through the function h. Recall that although
it is suppressed from the notation, ¢ and h depend on (3, and are taken to
be evaluated at § in expressions such as ®7(3, B). We will prove our result
under the following integrability condition, which by (2.3) is a relaxation
of (H2):
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(H27) The probability measure p on T, satisfies E,[D,] < oo. If 1 is not
everywhere positive, then furthermore,

1
E“[Z sup hﬁi < 00.

je&oﬂewo’ﬁﬂ j-)o(ap)

We define the analogous condition (H2?) on an interval [By, By].

PROPOSITION 2.4.  Let 1) = (¥,1)) be a specification satisfying (H1), and

 a unimodular measure on To. If on [Bo, f1] we have h € H* satisfying (H2)
and (H3?), then

B1
B (1, h) — B (Bo,h) = / a°(8,h) dp.

Proor. For fixed T € T, we shall regard @7 simply as a function of a
vector (B, he—sy)zyert in (14 2[27|D,)-dimensional euclidean space (with
h depending on ). We begin by computing the partial derivatives of this
function with respect to 5 and h. We abbreviate ?Lfﬁj(a) = (BP?h),;(0)
for the belief propagation mapping of (1.10), which for fixed 7" and each
j € Do is a well-defined function on the same euclidean space as ®p. Making

use of (H1) we find
DD Yoo, 0E(0,03)0(0,05)hjso(0)hL_ (o)
(2.4) T (B,h) = 273 - !
B je%) Zg,g]- Y(o, Uj)thO(Uj)hf—m'(U)

03 200, 988(0,05)1(0,05)hjs0(05) hosj(0)
o} EU,U]- V(0,05)hjso(0j)hosj(0)

If h € H*, then h® = h, therefore (recalling the notation [[]];6 from Sec-
tion 1.3.1) we re-express the above as

(2.5)

(B,h) =

OPYX 8(1)(0j)
5 (B = 205800 0ply”, 5L (8 ) = [0s€ 00, )"

j€do
and combining gives

OO (5,1) = 3 3 [95E(o0,0,) 1 = (3, ).

(2.6)
8'6 j€do

Likewise we compute that for T'€ T,
OPT (B, h)

—_Lr
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o tloy )by (o)
PO R AR CATINCY

OPL(B,h) 1 4 )
Ohoss(0) g 900 73 1),

0T (B,h) _ 5
8h]*>0(0"7) gU] (] o )

0®5(8,h) 1
Ohjo(oj) 2

)

where gg is the same as §§ but with A in place of h. Note that for permissive
1 and any o € 2,

>y (0", )by a(0”) - Vimax
ZU/ Y(a’,0P)h x—>y(0p)hy—>:c(0,) B ¢fﬁnhx—>y(0p)
If further v > 0 everywhere, then gy (ac — y;h) < wﬁax /@bfﬁn is uniformly
bounded on [y, 31].
Consider now a small sub-interval 3,8 + 6] of [5y, 51]. Writing Ag sh =

hP+9 — b8 and applying the mean value theorem to the differentiable function
t— @ (B +t0,h+tAgsh) for t € [0,1] gives

(I)T(ﬁ + (57 h) - (I)T(/th‘)

0%
=35

for some t =tg 5 € [0,1], where

)=> > { 8h6<I>T B,h)Ag shj (o)

(2.7) Go(xz—yh) <

(2.8)
——(B+1t0,h° + 1A 5h)5 +T7(B,5) + E(8,0)

o jedo j—>o
0dr

m(@ )Aﬂ,5ho~>j(0')}7
* 0P

Er(3,0)=3 3 {me“ 1 4 A sh)

o Ty
0dr
m(ﬁ h)}A,B,zshaHy(U),

and > _,, indicates the sum over the 2D, directed edges « — y within T L

Setting 6 = 0y, = (1 — Bo)/m, we now sum (8 + 6y, h) — P(B,h) over
B €1l ={Bo+ kdm :0 < k <m} and analyze separately the contribution of
each term on the right-hand side of (2.8):

(a) First we show that E,[I'r(8,0)] =0 for any 3,8+ 6] C [Bo, f1]. In-
deed, since h € H* we have h? = h? and §® = ¢°. Therefore,

0) = % DD A5G = 0ih)Agshjse(a) = 95 (0= jsh)Ap shos (o)}

o j€Edo
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The result then follows from unimodularity of u, subject to p-integrability
of

DY 195G = 0sh)Ap shio(0))-
o jeEdo
Clearly |Ag shy—sy(0)| <2 so integrability certainly holds when 1 > 0, since

E,[D,| < oo and g3 is deterministically uniformly bounded on [Bo, 1] as

noted above. More generally, for permissive ¢ the required pu-integrability
follows from (2.7) and (H2%).
(b) The total contribution of the first term on the right-hand side of (2.8)
is
Ay =0E, Z —(ﬁ—i—tg 50, h” +tgsAg sh)|.
Benm 85 ) ) )

Observe that A, = [V, d(\ x ) where X is Lebesgue measure on [y, 1]
and

Ym(ﬂ/,T) = Z 1{,3 < ﬁ/ < B+ (5}85%(,3 + t/g,(;é, n? + t@(gAgﬁh).
BEIL,

For (A x p)-a.e. (', T), this sum has at most one nonzero term, in which the
argument of ds®7 converges by (H37) to (B',h7") as m — oco. From (H1),
(1.10) and the computation of dg®r in (2.4)—(2.5), we see that g®r(8,h)
is continuous in (8,h). Therefore, Y,,(8',T) — a5.(6', k), (A x p)-a.e. Fur-
thermore, (H1) implies that |05¢| < C uniformly on [y, 81] for some deter-
ministic constant C, so |Y;,| <2CD, for all m, (A x p)-a.e. see (2.4) and
(2.5). Dominated convergence then gives

m—o0

B
lim A, — /aeT(ﬁ/,h) (A % 1) :/ (B, h)dp'.

0
(c) The contribution of the final term in (2.8) is E,[Er,,] where
ET,m = Z ET(ﬁ75)7

BelLny

and we conclude the proof by showing that lim,, o E,[E7,,] = 0.

Indeed, it is not hard to see that lim,, oo E7 ., =0 p-a.s.: by the uniform
bound on total variation assumed in (H3%), there exists deterministic C' such
that

0P

|ETm| < C’Z*max sup  sup (B +t5m, h® +tAg s, h)

5, 7 selbosieo)| Oha—y(0)
o7

_-8h$%y(a)(ﬁ’h)
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p-a.s., uniformly in m. It also follows from (H3%) that p-a.e. h” is uni-
formly continuous on [y, 51]. Using (H1), the partials 0y, 7 computed above
(oP) uniformly

are uniformly continuous in (8, h) for 5 € [Bo, 51] and hfﬁo

bounded away from zero. By (2.3) there exists deterministic ¢ such that
inf K2, (oP) > e cDitD) Vj € Do, u-a.s.
BE(Bo.p1] 50l7") 2 ’ :
Combining these observations gives lim,, oo E7m =0 p-a.s.
To take the limit in p-expectation, we argue similarly as in part (a): by
(2.7) and (H1) there exists deterministic C’ such that

!

0T (54 15,18 1t p5h)]| < - ¢

Ohy—sy(0) hz—y(0P) +tAg shy—y(oP)
c!

< sup —m———
B'€[Bo,B1] hf_w(op)

for all B € [By, 1 — 6], x =y €T, 0 € 2 and t €[0,1], hence
* 1
|Erm| <CC” sup ——.
:;y 6€lB0,61] hy—y(oP)

This is integrable by (H2”) and unimodularity of y, so dominated conver-
gence implies that lim, oo E,[E7,,] =0 as claimed.

Combining (a)—(c) gives the result of the proposition. [

PROOF OF THEOREM 1.15(A). Recalling Lemma 2.1,

n—oo n—00

B1
fimsuup{0, (51) — 6 (o)) = limsup [ a5(5, 5) 3

B1 B1
</ limsupa%(ﬁ,B)dﬁ</ a®(B,h)dB,

n—oo

where the first inequality follows by (the reversed) Fatou’s lemma and the
second one by the hypothesis (1.19). By Proposition 2.4 the right-most ex-
pression equals to ®(S31,h) — ®(Sy, h), so the theorem is proved. [J

The justification for interpolation in B is entirely similar:

PROOF OF THEOREM 1.15(B). Now S is fixed, so we suppress it from
the notation. For h € H and T € 7,t, then

001 (B,h) _ 0PF(B,h) _ 2o, OpE(0)¥(0,05)hj—0(05) o5 (0)

—~

0B 0B 200, ¥(0,05)hj—0(04)ho—i(0)
Vi € Do,
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while if 7= T, then 9P =Y, dpl(o)(0)/>., ¥(o). If h € H*, then
hB =hEB so

E,[0p®1 (B, h)] = E,[[088(00))7 7] = a™ (B, ).

The result now follows by adapting the proofs of Proposition 2.4 and The-
orem 1.15(a). O

2.3. Discussion and first consequences. We now prove Theorem 1.16 by
considering an extended notion of local weak convergence. As discussed in
[1], a graph G = (V, E) together with a spin configuration o € 2™V on the
graph can be regarded as a graph with marks in 2. Let GZ and GZ denote
the spaces of marked isomorphism classes of connected, rooted and bi-rooted
graphs, respectively, with marks in 2. These spaces are metrizable by the
obvious generalizations of the metrics on G, Gee defined in Section 2.1, giving
rise to the notion of local weak convergence for pairs (G, g,,) of graphs with
spin configurations. Definition 1.2 generalizes naturally to this setting, and
we show next that if g, is a random configuration on G,, with law vg,
[as defined in (1.1)], then a local weak limit of (G, a,,), if it exists, must be
unimodular.

LEMMA 2.5. If G = e pb and o, ~ vg, 4, then the laws of (Gy,a,,)
have subsequential local weak limits belonging to the space % of unimodular
measures on G .

PROOF. For each fixed ¢, the laws of By(I,,) are weakly convergent, hence
by Prohorov’s theorem form a uniformly tight sequence. Consequently, for
each € > 0 there exists K. C G, compact with sup, P, (B(I,,) ¢ K.) <e.
Further, K. may be taken to contain only graphs of depth at most ¢, whereby
the minimal distance between any two graphs in K. is uniformly bounded
below [by 1/(1+t)], hence the compactness of K. implies that it must be a
finite set. The collection of all marked graphs in G whose underlying graph
is in K. must therefore be finite, hence compact as well. Thus, by yet another
application of Prohorov’s theorem, the joint laws of (Bi(I,),0p,(1,)) are

uniformly tight in G and consequently have subsequential weak limits. By
extracting successive subsequences for increasing ¢ and taking the diagonal
subsequence, it follows that the sequence (G, 0,,) admits subsequential local
weak limits pe %. O

For i € %, the marginal u of i1 is a unimodular measure on G,. If it is
supported on a single tree T' as in the d-regular case, then clearly i may
be represented as dr x v where v € 9p, the space of Gibbs measures on 7'
corresponding to specification . To make such a statement in the general
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setting, note that there is a continuous mapping m from G, to the space N,
of graphs on Zx( rooted at 0, taking an isomorphism class to its canonical
representative ([1], page 1461). Thus & may be regarded as a measure on
the product space Ny x 2 %20 and consequently [i has a representation as
the measure p ® v on pairs (T, 0) where T has law p and ¢ given T has law
vr € 9p. In particular, if |47 =1 p-a.s., then p® v is uniquely determined.

Let u be a unimodular measure on 7,. It was noted in Remark 1.13 that

there is a mapping from #H}, (3, B) to collections (vr € 9r)reT, . For such v,

1@ v belongs to % : if f is a nonnegative Borel function on G2 , it follows

from the To-measurability of elements of Hjo. that

By | 3 £((7.2).0.0)| =B, T 1T.00)]|

j€do j€do

where f is a nonnegative Borel function on Gee. The unimodularity of the
underlying measure p then gives

Byee| ¥ 1T 200.9)| =Busu | T H(T.2).0.0) |,

j€do j€do

and therefore p®@v e % .

REMARK 2.6. An element v € 9r is called a Markov chain (or splitting
Gibbs measure) if for any finite connected sub-graph U C T', the marginal
of v on U is a Markov random field [47]; see also [21], Chapter 12, and
[43]. A collection A = (M) (;j)em, of probability measures on 2" is called
an entrance law (or boundary law) for the specification ¢ = (1,4) on T if it
satisfies the consistency requirement ([47], (3.4)) N

Ne)= 1] (Z ¢ik(0i70k))\§;(0k)>7

kedi\j ~ ok

where ¢;;(0,0;) = () Pirp(a,0')1(0")/Pi| the pairwise interaction po-
tential corresponding to 1. It is shown in [47], Theorem 3.2, that there is a

one-to-one correspondence between Markov chains v and entrance laws A,
given by

viep)= [ éisloio) ] <Z¢ip(i)(ai>Up(i))A€(i)(Ui))

(ij)eEy €U ~ oy

for U any finite connected sub-graph of 7', with p(i) denoting the unique
neighbor of ¢ inside U for ¢ € OU. In particular, we see that the Gibbs mea-
sure v arising from h € H;(ﬁ,B) is precisely the Markov chain with en-

~

trance law A;- (o) 2 hji(0)p(0)"/Pi. Extremal elements of %7 are Markov
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chains ([47], Theorem 2.1), but the converse is false; for example, the free-
boundary Ising Gibbs measure is nonextremal at low temperature; see [15,
27]. The measures 1 @ v arising from elements of 7} (3, B) might naturally
be termed “unimodular Markov chains” or “Bethe Gibbs measures,” in the
sense that the entrance laws for the entire collection (v7)re7, are specified
by a single measurable function h: 7. — A 9 which is a Bethe fixed point. In
the case u= 5-|-d these correspond precisely to the completely homogeneous
Markov chains studied in [47], Section 4.

PROOF OF THEOREM 1.16. Suppose uniqueness holds at (3, B), that
is, 9r = {vr} p-a.s. Then Hj (8, B) has size at most one by Remark 2.3. For
p-a.e. T, the measure v is extremal, and so specifies a Markov chain on T'
with entrance law Ar; see Remark 2.6. If we define hy .y, (0) = (1 5oy (0) =
M(0)p (o) Pz then h e H;,(B, B), which proves that H}, (3, B) is a single-
ton.

Now consider interpolation in 8 or B. All the conditions of Theorem 1.15
are satisfied by assumption except (1.19) and (1.20). If uniqueness holds
at (B, B), it follows from the preceding discussion that there is a unique
p®v €% corresponding to the specification (¢7,4?). Any local weak limit
of (Gp,0,) must be such a measure, so (Gp,0,) —we i @ v; likewise, any
element of H} (3, B) gives rise to u @ v. Therefore,

lim a5,(6, B) = &

n—oo 2

Euon [Z agaao,oj)} — a(8.B.h),

j€do

where the limit in expectation is justified by the boundedness of 93¢ on
compacts and uniform sparsity (as in the proof of Lemma 2.1). This verifies
(1.19), and the verification of (1.20) is entirely similar. The result therefore
follows from Theorem 1.15. [J

REMARK 2.7. If uniqueness of Gibbs measures does not hold, one may
consider extremal decomposition of the subsequential local weak limits z
of (Gp,a,), either in the spaces ¥r (possibly losing unimodularity in the
decomposition), or in the space % . Extremal decomposition in % is dis-
cussed in [1], Section 4, but it is unclear whether extremal elements would
be unimodular Markov chains in the sense described here. A decomposition
of i = p ® v into unimodular Markov chains p ® v/ would obviously yield a
substantial generalization of Theorem 1.16.

2.4. Application to independent set. We now prove Theorem 1.12; our
result for the independent set model (1.4), by verifying the conditions of
Theorem 1.16 for the interpolation parameter B =logA. In this setting a
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convenient parametrization for the messages h € H is u = h(0), so that the
BP mapping (1.10) becomes

1
x~>y 1 + A Hveax\y u’U—):B

A single BP iteration is anti-monotone in the messages u, ., so a double
iteration is monotone. Since the root marginal for an independent set model
in T2~ is obtained by an even number of BP iterations starting from level

t (see Remark 1.13), it is monotone in the boundary conditions. Recalling
from Section 1.2.3 the definition of BtT’i = BtT’i’A for 1 € {0,1} and writing

ﬂtT’i = Bff’i(O), the above implies that for 1 < s <t¢,

(2.9) (BP )

—_

_25—1,0 « —2t—1,0  -2t—1,1  —2s—1,1
U > Up > Up > Uy

~1,1
T >uT =

1+A
r(1)>1/(1+

14
Thus the t — oo limits h%, k). are well-defined with h%(1) > hl
= BiT . The next

\), and using these we define messages ht € H, h;j;';_w
lemma gives the boundary values for the interpolation.

LEMMA 2.8.  For the independent set model on G, —> e 14,
limlimsuplg, (\)] =0 =Lm®(\, ), {01}

n—oo

PRrOOF. The left limit follows from the trivial bounds 1 < Z,, < (14 X)™.
Next, for any h € H,

DY\, h) = log{l +2 ][ hﬁo(O)},
j€do
so ®7(A,h) — 0 both p-a.s. and in p-expectation as A | 0, by bounded
convergence. The same holds for @%(A,hi), 1 € {0,1}, using the bound

B, (0)>1/(1+)). O

PrROOF OF THEOREM 1.12. The independent set model (1.4) is of form
(1.1) with 2" ={0,1}, ¥(0,0") = 1{oo’ # 1}, and 9(c) = \° =P, so (H1)
is clearly satisfied with oP = 0 the permitted state. By definition of A,
if A <\, then h® = h' = h in H, and it then follows from the recursive
structure of the tree that h € Hj()\). Since hi_w(O) >1/(1+ X) as noted

above, (H2P) is satisfied on any compact interval of .
For T € T,, as noted above the root occupation probability on T° for

s > 2t — 1 with any boundary conditions is sandwiched between h2t b 0(1)
and hZTt 11(1), with the former increasing to h9.(1) and the latter decreasing
to hX.(1). Since the ﬁé’} are clearly continuous in ), it follows that h%(1) and
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BlT(l) are, respectively, lower and upper semi-continuous in A, so if they
coincide, then their common value hp(1) is continuous in A\. Applying this
with T'=T,_,, gives the p'-a.s. continuity of hxﬁy on (0, ).

For T' € 7, h:'L for 1 € {0,1} is a function of (h]HO)
have that h% = hT, p-a.s. It then follows from the preceding observations
and Remark 1.13 that the boundary effect vanishes and |4p| =1 p-a.s. Thus,
we are in the setting of Theorem 1.16(b), and it remains only to complete
the verification of (H3%), that is, the boundedness in total variation of the
messages Ny

jedo, S0 for A <\, we

(a) No verification is needed since boundedness in total variation is simply
assumed.

(b) For T €T, u _ti = hgﬁi(O) satisfies

241 1
log w7 10g<1 + A H 2 i>

jevo L+ Mrcojo Uy,

Differentiating with respect to A, we find that r b= (1+X)0ylog iy LY satisfies

2t+1,1 A 2t—1,1
(2.10)  |r7 |<1+1+)\D0+<1+)\> DI 7,

j€Ookedj\o

Since ﬂ;l =1/(1+\) for any T € 7T, we find that

Sup|7”2t 11‘<1+Z< ) a é 1|

>1

If \i/(14+ A1) <1/brT, then this is finite and uniformly bounded on [Ag, A1]

(see (1.15) or [32], Section 2), and consequently %} = lim;_q u?rt U1 has de-

terministically bounded total variation on [Ag, A1]. If Ay < A¢ , then hgg; 1

hysy on [Ag, A1), so if b7y, <A —1 pl-as. and A\1/(1+ X)) <1/(A-1)
[i.e., A\1(A —2) < 1], then h has deterministically bounded total variation on
(Ao, A1l

(c) Since the limiting measure is supported on Ty, only h = h(wa ) is

of relevance, and (2.9) reduces to BP*u = (1 + Aud"1)~1. For A < A, = \.(d)
there is a unique fixed point (see [29], Section 2), which is then easily seen
to be monotone in A.

Thus (H3P) is verified in parts (a)—(c). Also, ¢(A.) = limypa, ¢(A) as an
immediate consequence of Lemma 2.1. The rest of the theorem follows by
applying Theorem 1.16 and then taking By = log A\g — —o0, relying on the
boundary value given by Lemma 2.8. [J
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3. Bethe prediction as optimization over local polytope. Throughout
this section we assume that 1 = (1,7)) satisfying (H1) specifies a factor
model (1.1), and that p is a unimodular measure on 7, with E,[D,] < oo.
We study the Bethe prediction as the optimization of the Bethe free energy
functional ®, on Hi,. as defined by (1.23). We first verify that this agrees
with the previous definition (1.9) of @, on H}(8, B), which we always regard
as being embedded into Hjo. via (1.22). Recall from Definition 1.17 that for
h € Hjoc, the one-point marginals of h,, are denoted h, and ﬁy, and are
measurable functions 7o — A g.

LEMMA 3.1.  The functional ®,, on Hisc given by (1.25) agrees with the
previous definition (1.9) on H}(B, B), subject to finiteness of E,[®F].

PrOOF. If h corresponds to h € Hj,(3, B), then (1.22) and (1.11) imply
that

by (0,0") exp{®Y) (h)} = (0, 0" gy (0) 1y 0 (),

hulo)exp @70} = 5(0) [T (3 000030050l

jEDo ~ 0j

Letting ®®(h) (1 <i < 3) denote the three terms on the right-hand side of
(1.24), it follows from the above that

oM (h) = E,[®¥(h) [Z > holo log<2w 7,05) ﬁo(o—g)ﬂ

jcdo @
& () = B, 8 [zajzh 0,03 108(h5(0)10(0)
— E,[®5 [%;h )log hysj(o )}
50 [2; S o) (Zw 0o (0 5l5) )|
R, [0 (1),

where unimodularity was used in the simplification of ®2. Adding these
three identities gives ®,(h) =E,[®7(h) — ®5.(h)], as claimed. [

As mentioned in Section 1.3.2, our definition ®,, of the Bethe free energy
functional on Hj,e is an infinite-tree analogue of the definition of [46] for
finite graphs. It is proved in [46], Proposition 6, that when ¢ > 0, all local
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maxima of the Bethe free energy lie in the interior of the local polytope.
We now prove an analogous result for infinite unimodular trees, assuming
only permissivity of 1.

PROPOSITION 3.2.  For permissive v, if h is a local mazimizer of ®,
over Hioe, then h € Hy [4].

PROOF. Assume without loss that h € H..[¢)], since otherwise clearly
P, (h) = —oo. If u € Hyoc[¢)], then it follows by convexity of Hio. that h” =
h + n(u —h) =h + nd belongs to Hjoc[¢] for any n € (0, 1]. Letting

2 ~ R(&)
SR, @], R8) = o

our claim will follow upon showing that if h ¢ H;, _[¢/], then there exists such
u for which

R(8)

lim R"(8) = R°(8) > 0.

nd0
To this end, note that by an easy computation [H(h") — H(h)|/n =
—(logh™s — (f7(6/h))n, where f7(r) =n"'log(l + nr) and (6/h)(c,0’)
is defined to be d(o,0’)/h(o,0’) if h(o,0’) > 0, zero otherwise; note that
u=h+ 9 >0 implies §/h > —1. Thus from (1.23) we obtain R"(J) =
R}(8) + R](8) where

R!(8)=E, [2(@50 +2(Do = 1){f"(80/ho))5,

(3.) I SCHIE AT NI
j€do
R(6) =, 2D, - 1og iy, — 3 lloghl, |
j€do

Since for 7 > —1 and n € (0,1), we have n~tlog(1 —n) < f7(r) < r, it fol-
lows from dominated convergence (and the boundedness of ¢ on suppd)
that R}(8) converges to a finite limit as 1| 0, and so converges to zero
upon rescaling by |logn|. Again by dominated convergence, Ra(8)/|logn|
converges as 1] 0 to

RY(8)=E, [(2 —2D,)iio({o: ho(c) = 0})
(3.2)
+ ) uy({o,0"hyj(0,07) = 0})|.

j€do
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Let Ay = A7) ={0 € 2 :ho(0) = 0}. Since hyy(o,0’) =0 whenever either
o€ A, or o’ € A, we have by unimodularity of p that

700) 2 5,2~ 20,)5,(40) + 3 (50(A0) +5(45) ~ s (4, % 4]
j€do

:Eu{Quo o) = Y gi(A, x Aj) } [Z Ro—)]:|7

j€do jE€do

where ]TZOH]- =1{D, > 0}[D, 'u,(A,) +D;111j(Aj) —u,j(A,x A;)] [by (1.21),
necessarily A, =@ when D, = 0].

Noting that A¢ +# @, consider the measurable function @:7,;" — Ay de-
fined (up to p-equivalence) by

Uo(0) = Ur,0)(0)
1{oc =0P}, A5 ={o},
¢ p
o),

A5\ {o?}]

Among those u € Hj,. with support contained in {(o,0”): 0P € {0,0"}}, there

is a unique one with marginals (3.3). On the event {D, > 0}, we have the
following:

~ IfoP € A, N Aj, then

- %(1{0:01’} -

{o' € A7\ {o"}} 1{o € A7\ {UP}})

N _ 1 _ =
uoj(ma ) = §<I{U—Jp} |A§\{0p}| +1{U _Jp} |Ag\{gp}|

0 Ry = (2Dy) "1 + (2D;) 1.
— If oP € A, N Af, then uy(A,) > 1/2 while u;(A; )—O—uO](A X Aj ),
EO_)J (2D,)~ i Symmetrlcally if oP € AN A;, then Ro_,] (2D;)~!
— If oP ¢ A, U A;, then Roﬁj =0.

Thus R(8) > 0, with strict inequality unless oP ¢ Ao UA; pl-as., in which
case we take AO,A in place of Ag, A in (3.3). Then

Royj = (2Dy) '1{A, # @} + (2D;) ' 1{A; # &},

so RY(8) > 0 unless u(A, = @) = 1. But in this case taking u € Hyo. identi-
cally equal to the uniform measure on supp gives

RY(6) = \suppw\ [Z\ supp ) \ (supphy;)]|.

j€do

If h ¢ Hp  [1], then this is positive, completing the proof of our claim. [J
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Our main result in this section is the following infinite-tree analogue of
[46], Theorem 2, characterizing the interior stationary points of ®,, as fixed
points of the Bethe recursion.

PROPOSITION 3.3.  For v permissive, any stationary point of ®,, inside
Hy (Y] belongs to H*.

PROOF. Let ’Hic [¢)] denote the space of measurable functions 6: 7. —
RZ™ (defined up to u'-equivalence) such that supp d,,, C supp ¥, 8, (0,0”) =
8,.(0’,0), the one-point marginals 6, () =3, 8,4(0,0’) do not depend on
the choice of y € 9z, and ) d(0)=>_, , 6(0,0") =0.

Step 1. We first show that if h € H} _[¢] is a stationary point of ®,, then
there exists \: 7. — R? measurable such that

(34)  hyy(o,0") =4¢(0,0") exp{Aamsy(0) + A\yssz(0’) } pl-as.
Since h € H ], if & € HE_[¢)] with [§] <h pl-a.s., then h” =h +nd be-

loc

longs to Hiec[t)] for all |n| < 1. Taking n — 0 in (3.1) gives (by stationarity
of &, at h)

0= 19(6) =B, [2(sL)5, + 3 ).
j€do
where &, =& 4 (D — 1) log hy, Kl = (€ — log hay ) Lsupp -
Consider now § with one-point marginals 6 = 0, so that the value of &’ be-

comes irrelevant: in this case the value of R%(8) is unchanged upon replacing
k' by

Kf:vy(av U/) = 1supp1/1(07 U/)[Ii;y(a, U/) + )‘a:—>y(a) + )\y—m(UI)]'

We claim it is possible to choose A such that x has one-point marginals
k=0, p-a.s. This amounts to solving the linear system

Ay—s . I Q )\x—> _ )\a:—>
(3'5) <ay—>z>_<Q I) <)\y—>z>:Q<)‘y—>z>’
where, writing (o) = |{o’ :¢(0,0") > 0},

_— Za’ K’;Ey(0'7 OJ) o.0') = lsuppw(@ J/)
a$_>y(a) = ’I”(O') ’ Q( ) ) = T(U) .

For 1 permissive, the Markov kernel @) is irreducible and aperiodic, with
stationary distribution r = (r(c)), (by symmetry of v). By the Perron-
Frobenius theorem, @, @? both have unique left eigenvector r corresponding
to eigenvalue 1. Therefore dimker(/ — Q?) =1, from which it is easy to
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see that ker Q' = (im Q)™ is the linear span of (r,—r). Since the assumed
symmetry properties of 1¥» and h imply that

((f, _f)a (a“ﬁ*):lﬁ ay%x» = Z(_Hlxy((f, 0'/) + KZ;I(U, O'/)) = 0, /,LT—a.s.,

o,0’

there is a unique solution (A, Ay—z) to the system (3.5) giving the re-
quired solution to (3.4).

For this choice of k, d = ck belongs to ’Hfgc [¢] for any measurable c¢: T, —
R>o with ¢zy = ¢yp. We can choose ¢ small enough so that |6 < |h| on
supp®) u'-a.s. With this choice, 0 = R(8) becomes the u-expectation of a
(weighted) sum of squares, so k =0, and rearranging gives (3.4).

Step 2. Returning now to general § € Hic[l/)] with |6] < h pl-as., we
obtain from (3.4) the simplification

0= B(8) =B |20}, — 3 (Do, + (o))

i
j€do
_9E, KR; S )\0_>j> ]
j€do do
using unimodularity of u for the last identity. We claim that
_ 1
() =) = 3 Aarnf0) = T 3 (40 = 3 ()
yEdx o’ yEdx
(3.7)
=0, ,uT—a.s.
Indeed, for any 0': 7, — R? measurable with >, 0/ (c) =0 p-a.s.,
8, (0,0")=0,(0)1{c" = 0P} + 0, (c")1{oc = 0P}
defines an element of H:_[¢]. By considering (3.6) with & = cd’ where c;,, =

¢y is small enough so that |cd’| < |h|, we obtain the claim (3.7).
Step 3. Rearranging (3.7) we find that h satisfies u'-a.s.

(38) hoj(av U,) = 1/}(07 U,) exp{)\oﬁj(a) + )\jﬁo(o-/)}u
_ coo No—j(0) — (o
(3.9) ho(o) = eXp{ Ljcto D, _( 1) $@) }

If we then re-parametrize

(3.10) Noosj =&+ Y logiyse,  pl-as.
kedo\j
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(well defined, for each T" and o € 27, by invertibility of the D,-dimensional
matrix 11* — I), then formula (3.9) for h, becomes

Bo(a) = '&(U) H mk%o(a)v #T'a's'

k€do

On the other hand, h, is the first marginal of h,;, and setting the above
equal to the sum of (3.8) over o’ gives [making use of (3.10)]

joso(@) = Y00 )=o) plas,
0—/

Thus, if we define m: T — Ay, my, (o) = ere=v(@ then (3.10) can be
written in terms of m as

mosi(@)=8(0) ] (Zzp(a,ak)mj%(ok)), ut-as,

k€do\j * ok

that is, m € H*. Then (3.8) is precisely the statement that m maps to h via
(1.22), which completes the proof. [

PROOF OF THEOREM 1.18. By (H1) the set Hfgé of h € Hjo for which
®(B8,B,h) > —oo is nonempty and does not depend on (3, B), so without
loss we will restrict to h € HE)I}?

Again by (H1), the functions (8, B) — ®,(3, B,h) indexed by h € Hi»
are uniformly equicontinuous on compact regions of (5, B): for any £ >0
there exists ¢ > 0 sufficiently small so that if (8, B) and (', B") are within
distance d, then |®,,(8, B,h) —®,(8', B',h)| < ¢ for all h € HIl. Let h € HIn

loc
such that ®,(8,B,h) > ®,(3,B) —e. Then
(,flt(/BlvB/) > ‘I)“(,B/,B/,h) > ‘5“(5,3) — 2

for all (f’,B’) within distance § of (3, B). Reversing the roles of (3, B)
and (', B") completes the proof of part (a). The statement of part (b) is a
summary of the results of Lemma 3.1, Propositions 3.2 and 3.3. [

We supplement Proposition 3.3 by computing the second derivatives
8%<I>u(h + nd) at interior stationary points h, giving a criterion to verify
that such points are local maximizers.

PROPOSITION 3.4.  For permissive v, let h € Hy, [¢] be a stationary
point of ®,,, and let § € HE_[¢] with || < |h|. Then h is a local mazimizer

loc

of ® on the one-dimensional space Hioe N {h +nd:n € R} if and only if

102,00+ 1)l = B, (2000~ D6/, — 3 (o, |

j€do
(3.11)
<0

)
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or equivalently

(6o,
> S8 S (b, + (G, — (B,

j
j€do

(3.12)
).

It is a strict local mazimizer if (3.11) and (3.12) hold with strict inequality.
PrOOF. For h e H{ [)] and § € HiF,
proof of Proposition 3.3 gives
20y @ (h 4 16) =0
= lim R"(8) = R°(6)
n—0

[¢] with |8] < |h|, arguing as in the

=E, {2<§>50+2(D —1)(logho)s, + Y ({£)s,, — (loghy)s,,) |-
j€do

If h is further a stationary point of ®,, then, for n <1,

T7(6) = %Rw) - %[R’?(é) ~ RY(@)]
_om, [2(00 Do/ Be))s, — S0 B0y /),

j€do

2D, = DU ol — 10 i/ lis)h |
j€do
where ¢"(r) = [f"(r) — r]/n, with lim,_,0 ¢"(r) = —r?/2. Since |§/h| <1, it
follows by dominated convergence that

2 T _ 70
1020, (b + 18 0 = lim T7(8) = 7°(5)

=, 200, ~ Do/, — 3 (050, |

j€do

The stationary point h is a local maximizer on Hjo. N {h +nd:n € R} if
and only if 92®,(h + nd)|,—o < 0, which gives (3.11). Condition (3.12) is
equivalent by an application of unimodularity. [J

4. Application to Ising and Potts models. In this section we apply The-
orem 1.15 to prove our results for the ferromagnetic Ising and Potts models,
Theorems 1.9-1.11. Although both models have regimes of multiple fixed
points, monotonicity arguments allow us to restrict the space of fixed points.
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In the Ising model we can restrict to a unique fixed point and give a complete
verification of the Bethe free energy prediction; in the Potts model with ¢ > 2
there remain regimes of nonuniqueness where we can only provide bounds.

4.1. Ising model. We first prove Theorem 1.9. Recall definition (1.14)
for the Ising measure Z/G’B for a finite graph G = (V, E), and more gener-
ally (from Definition 1.8) the Ising measures I/[f]’%B and VJ’@’B for a finite
sub-graph U of a (possibly infinite) graph G with free and + boundary con-
ditions. We will make use of the following direct consequence of the classical

Griffiths’s inequality; see, for example, [31], Theorem IV.1.21.

LEMMA 4.1.  For the Ising model with parameters 5,8 >0 on U a fi-
nite sub-graph of a graph G with boundary conditions { € {f,+}, the mag-
netization (oyﬁ}%B at vertex v € U is nonnegative, nondecreasing in 3, B,

nondecreasing in U for 1 =f and nonincreasing in U for 1 = +.

Recall from Section 1.2.1 the definitions of ﬁtT’i for { € {f,+}; the measure

Bgii is parametrized by the corresponding magnetization mf’lli = Bg&i(—i—) —
BtT’i(—). By Lemma 4.1, mé’f is nondecreasing in ¢ while mtT’+ is nonincreas-
ing, so there exist well-defined limits mk (3, B) = limy_,o 4 (3, B). The
following result from [13], an extension of [10], Lemma 4.3, shows that these

limits agree on any T € 7.

LEMMA 4.2 ([13], Lemma 3.1).  For the Ising model (1.14) on an infinite
tree T with B, B >0, there exists a constant C = C(8, B) such that

mbt—mbi<c ve>1.

By this result we can define h € H by hy—yy = BfT = B; , and we now
Ty Ty
proceed to verify the Bethe prediction ¢(5,B) = ®,(8, B, h).

PrOOF OF THEOREM 1.9. The Ising model (1.14) is of form (1.1) with
2 ={+1}, &(0,0") = poo’ and £(0) = Bo, so (H1) and (H2) are clearly
satisfied (with no additional moment conditions on D,, since ¢ > 0). It
follows directly from the recursive structure of the tree that h € H*. It will
be shown in Lemma 4.5 that for 5> 0 fixed,

lim limsup|¢, (3, B) — ®,(8,B,h)| =0,

B—0oo n—oo
so to prove the theorem we will interpolate from (3, B) to (8, By ), then take
By — 0.
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It follows from Lemmas 4.1 and 4.2 that for T € Ts, m.(3, B) = m}(3, B) =
mr(8,B) is the increasing limit of mtT’f(ﬁ,B) and the decreasing limit of
mtT’+ (B, B). The m>*(B, B) are continuous and nondecreasing in 3, B, so m
inherits these properties by the same argument as in the proof of Theo-
rem 1.12, and so (since it takes values in [—1,1]) is of uniformly bounded
total variation. This verifies both (H3%) and (H3”) (though we will use only
the latter).

We conclude by showing [cf. (1.20)] that

Tim E,[(0€(01,))0") = a™ (8, B) = E,[[088(00)]7™ 7).

Here 0pé(0) = o, and it follows from Lemma 4.1, our assumption of G, — .
1 and Fatou’s lemma that
f . . . .
Eyllooly ™F] < liminf E,[(00) 77 ] < liminf Eq[(o7,) "]

n—oo

<limsupE,[(07,)2P] < limsupE,, (7o) 57
n—o0 =00 7

<Eu[lol7 77
The left-most and right-most expressions coincide by Lemma 4.2 so equality
holds throughout.

By Theorem 1.15(b), ¢(8, B) = ®(8, B,hT) = ®(8, B, hf) for 3> 0, B > 0.
Since ¢, is symmetric in B and continuous at B =0 (uniformly in n), we

have ¢(8, B) = ¢(B, ~B) and ¢(8,0) = limp_0 $(6, B). O

4.2. Potts model. We now apply Theorem 1.15 to deduce our result (The-
orem 1.10) for the Potts model (1.3) with 8, B > 0. From now on we let
2 =|q| with ¢ > 2. It will be convenient to generalize (1.3) to the inhomo-
geneous Potts model

I/%Q(g) = exp{ Z Bij - Hoi=0;}+ ZBZ- -1{o; = 1}}, ce V.
(ij)eE eV

We now introduce the coupling of the Potts model with a random-cluster
model which we use to obtain monotonicity properties. The following repre-
sentation is as in [23]; see also [7]. If G = (V, E) is a finite graph, let G* be
the graph formed by adding an edge from every v € V to a “ghost vertex” v*,
that is, G* = (V*,E*) where V* =V U{v*} and E* = EU {(v,v*):v € V}.
Writing o for elements of 2" and 7 for elements of {0,1}*" (bond config-
urations), consider the probability measure on pairs (o, 7) defined by

B.B
wa (o,
(41) ¢ (@n)
o 1{01,* — 1} H {(eﬁij'l{Ui:U]'} o 1)} H {(eBi.l{cri:UU*} _ 1)}

nij =1 ni=1
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. . . B .
The marginal on oy, is the inhomogeneous Potts measure l/g , while the
marginal on 7 is the (inhomogeneous) random-cluster measure

(4.2) w2 I v —po) " J] ©(C),

ecE* Cen

where p;; =1— e Pis for (i,7) € F and pj» =1 —e B for i € V, and the last
product is taken over connected components C' of 7, with ©(C') = ¢ unless
v* € C in which case ©(C) = 1. Given a configuration 7, a realization of
the conditional law wg’B(g = -|n) is obtained by choosing a constant spin
on each connected component C' of 7 independently and uniformly over [q],
except for C' containing v* which is given spin 1.

For a detailed account the random-cluster model, see [24]; we will use only
the following basic properties:

75 . .
PROPOSITION 4.3. The random-cluster measure Wg is FKG. It is also
increasing, in the sense of stochastic domination, in (3,5).

Proor. The FKG property follows by a straightforward modification of
the proof of [7], Theorem IIL.1(i). Monotonicity in (3, B) follows by modi-
fying the proof of [24], Theorem 3.21. [

Recalling Definition 1.8, for U, a finite sub-graph of a graph G and i €
{f} U[q] (with f= free), let V[i]’%B denote the Potts model on U with I
boundary conditions.

COROLLARY 4.4. For the Potts model with parameters 3,B >0 on U
a finite sub-graph of a graph G with boundary conditions I € {f,1}, and for
any vertices v,w € U, the quantities

B B
V@% (0p=1), V@% (o0p =0w)

are nondecreasing in 8 and B, nonincreasing in U for 1 =1 and nondecreas-
ing in U for I =1.

f7ﬁvB 4 3 E’B

PrOOF. Note that v;j " is the marginal on gy of the measure wg
with
B; =B VieV, Be=0-1{e€ Ey}.

. . . "B .
Similarly, I/é’%B is the marginal on g7y of the measure wg with

B.=B  Ve€E, B/=B-1{ieVy}+oo-1{i¢ Vy}.
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Clearly, (8, B) is nondecreasing in U while (', B) is nonincreasing, and both
are nondecreasing in 3, B. The result therefore follows from Proposition 4.3

by showing that for any (3, B), the conditional probabilities wg’ﬁ(% =1in)

B . . B
and wg (0y = ow|n) are monotone functions of 7. Indeed, letting w = wg

and writing v e~ w to indicate that v,w belong to the same connected
component of 7, we have

1-1 *
w(%:1|n):1{vwv*}+w,
- q
1-1{veww
w(O—U:O—U‘ﬂ):l{vww}++}'

These are increasing functions of 1 so the proof is complete. [J

Under the measures with I € {f,1}, any one-vertex marginal must be
uniform on the spins # 1, and so is characterized by the probability given
to spin 1. In particular, recall from Section 1.2.2 the definitions of htT’:'L for

I € {f,1}; existence of the t — oo limits BiT is now justified by Corollary 4.4,
so we can define h* € H by hi—w = BiT . The following lemma gives the
Ty

boundary values for the interpolation in (3, B) using h':
LEMMA 4.5. For the Potts model on Gy, — e 4, let
®,,(8, B) = B + BE,[Do)/2 + E,[(|T)),
p(n)=¢"(n)=n""log(1 + (¢ — 1) "").
(a) For all BER and any h € H, ¢(0, B) =log(e® +q—1) =®,(0, B,h).
(b) For >0 and h € H*,

m hmsup‘qbn(/@vB) _(iﬂ(/ng” :OZBILI)%OZ‘(DM(ﬂ)Bah) - ;I;N(ﬁ)B)‘

li
B—oco n—oo

(c) For B>0, limg_,o limsup,, . [¢n (8, B) — ‘T’u(ﬁ’NB)‘ =0.

(d) For B>0 and t € {f,1}, limp_,o0 |®,(8, B, ht) — ®,(8, B)| = 0.

PROOF. (a) At =0, v =1 so the spins are independent. Thus, for all
n>1,heH and T € 7T,,

$n(0, B) =log(e? + q — 1) = ®¥(0, B, h) = &7(0, B, h),

since @(Toj) =0 for all j € do.
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(b) The value of Z,(83,B) is bounded below by considering only the
ground state ¢ = 1, and bounded above by decomposing 27V according
to the subset of k vertices where the spin is not 1. For 5> 0 this gives

1< Z,(8, B)e™BrblEul < ; (Z) (q—DFe PP = (14 (g —1)e P)",

so if we define ¢,(8,B) = ¢,(8,B) — B — BE,[|E,|]/n, then
limp o limsup,,_, o |#n (3, B)| = 0. Recalling (2.2), this proves the left iden-
tity in (b).

We next define

PV = OF — B — BD,, DS = 05 — 3D, /2, O = O — B5,)
@MEEM@T,

so that to prove the right identity in (b) it suffices to show limp_,oc ®, (5,
B,h) =0 for any h € H*. Indeed, (1.11) gives that p-a.s., limp_,~ nB (0)=

0—J
1{o =1} for all j € Do, hence also limp_,~ nB (0)=1{oc =1} for all j € do

J]—0

by equivalence of " and p*. Thus
Bli_r)nooti)}x(ﬂ,B,h) :O:Blgnoo@eT(ﬁ,B,h), p-a.s.
It is easily verified that
(4.3) —BD, <7 (B,B,h) <logq,  —BD,/2<®7(B,B,h) <0,

so ®,(8, B,h) — 0 by dominated convergence.

(c) Suppose first that G,, is connected. Then Z, (3, B) is bounded below
by considering only the ¢ constant-spin configurations, and bounded above
by decomposing 2V according to the subset of ¢ edges across which the
spins disagree. Since G,, is connected, removing ¢ edges leaves at most £+ 1
connected components, of sizes kg, ...,k; summing to n. Therefore, with
o(n) = P(n) =n@?(n), we have

|En ] ¢
_Bn— E _
650(71) < Zn(ﬁ,B)e Bn—B|En| < Z <| £n|> e 5€k£??‘?](€[{exp{z QO(:ICT)}},
/=0 r=0
where the maximum is taken over ky,...,k; € Z>¢ summing to n. By con-

vexity of ¢ this maximum is achieved with k, =n for some r, so

f54))

= p(n) + En[| By log(1 + ge7?).

o(n) <nén(B,B) < p(n) +E,

(4.4)
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If G,, has connected components C7 = (V7 E7), j > 1, with |V7| =n’, then
Clea‘rly Zn(/Bu B) = H] ZCj (ﬁ7 B)7 SO

(45)  0=6,(6,8) - 1B, )| < Tl Tlog(1 + 4,

With j(i) denoting the index of the connected component of G, containing
vertex i, we have n_lEn[Zj ©(n?)] = E,[@(n?"))]. Then, since @ (n) <0,

Enl@(|Bi(1n)]) - H{Bi(In) = C7)}] < Epfp(n? )] < B [(| Bi(La)])].

Since Gy, = e 1, letting n — oo followed by t — oo in the above inequalities
gives E,,[p(n?U"))] — E,[¢(|T])], and so (c) follows from (4.5) by taking first
n — oo and then g — oo.

(d) Clearly ht. = hi. for any finite T' € Ty (as 9T = @ for large enough t).
In the f — oo limit only the constant-spin configurations contribute, so

3 ,8,B - —-B —1{o=
(4.6) /Blggoh;ﬁ (0)=e (I T)—BIT|(1-1{o=1}) Fe{f 1),
For T infinite, recall from Corollary 4.4 that hi,(1) < hb.(1) <hl(1), so if
B >0, then
1= lim lim ht’f’ﬂ’B(l) < lim hf’B’B(l) < lim hl’ﬁ’B(l),

t—o0 B—00 B—r00 B—00

so that (4.6) again holds for T infinite. We then compute

ﬁli_{roloé%x(ﬂ,B,hi)z—Z e(ITj00) +(IT1),

j€do
e 1 D,
Jim B350 = —3 3 (1T - 5 3 (1T )+ D),
j€do j€do
p-a.s., where the first identity uses |T| =1+ 2]680‘ T;_,,| and the second

uses |T'| =T, ;| + |T};_,,|. Convergence also holds in p-expectation, using
the upper bounds in (4.3) together with

®F(8,B,ht) = > logh %7 (1),

j€do
f 5 f )
&5.(8, B, ht) Zlogh]go Zlogh()iJ ),
3680 3680

and the fact that hfx’g’f(l) >1/q for 8, B >0 (by Corollary 4.4). Thus, using
unimodularity of p, we have

Jin (8, B, 1) =Eu[(1 — Do/2)¢(IT])),
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and we conclude by showing that this coincides with E,[¢(|T|)]. The case
|T'| = oo is trivial; otherwise, another application of unimodularity gives

;E[ oo(|T])] [ oY@ |T\} EN[ZDQ:@(\TI)]

z€eT zeT
=Eulp(ITDIE7[] = Eule(IT] = Eule(IT])]-
Therefore, limg_,oo (8, B,h) =E,[¢(|T|)] which concludes the proof. [

PROOF OF THEOREM 1.10. The Potts model (1.3) is of form (1.1) with
X =q], £(o,0") =B -1{oc =0'}, and £(0) = B-1{o =1}, so (H1) and (H2)
are clearly satisfied. It follows from the recursive structure of the tree that
ht € H* for 1 € {f,1}. For part (a), along any interpolation path contained
in R, both (H3%) and (H3%) are satisfied by Corollary 4.4 and the same
argument used in the proof of Theorem 1.12. For part (b), (H3%) and (H35)
are satisfied by the additional hypothesis of continuity.

The inequalities in part (b) then follow from Theorem 1.15 once we verify
[cf. (1.19), (1.20)]

a"(8,B,hf) < lirginfaxx(ﬁ,B) <limsupa’*(B3, B) < a"(53, B,h"),

n—oo

ae(ﬁ,B,h ) < hmlnfa o (8,B) <limsupa,,(5,B) < a®(3,B,ht),
where aj*(8, B) = E,[(1{o7, = 1})n""] and a$,(8, B) = $E[Ycor, ({01, =

O']}> B] Indeed, by Vitali’s convergence theorem, the assumption G,, — e
and Corollary 4.4 [with U = By(1,,) C G|, we have

1
e £Y i & _ f 5, < T inf o
a®(B,B,h") htrggolf QE“ [Z (Hoo=0j}) i | < hnrggfan(ﬁ,B),
j€do
and the other inequalities are proved similarly. Together these inequalities
imply that

lim [6(8, B") = ¢n (8, B)] = (8", B', h*) — (8, B, 1Y)

for any (8, B) and (4, B’) joined by an interpolation path contained in R,,.
The result of part (a) then follows by letting (5’, B’) approach R and
applying Lemma 4.5. [J

4.3. Potts model with d-reqular limiting tree. In this section we prove
Theorem 1.11, which amounts to determining the shape of R.. and estab-
lishing continuity of Af and Al in certain regimes.
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Since the limiting measure is supported on T4, only h = h(Td 25y) is of

relevance. Further, k¥ is symmetric among the spins # 1 for 1 € {f,1}, so
determination of h* reduces to solving a univariate recursion for h¥(1),

. eB[eﬁh +(1- h)]d*1
eBlefh+ (1 —h)"1+(g—D[h+ (1 -h)/(g—1))( +q-2)]"1
Our result follows from analysis of the fixed points of this mapping; similar
computations have appeared, for example, in [43, 47] so some overlap among
the analyses may occur.

A convenient parametrization is given by the log likelihood ratio r =
logh —log[(1 — h)/(q — 1)], in terms of which the recursion becomes

P 4g—1
er+el+q—2)

er(r):f(r;B,B):B—F(d—1)log<

With f® the t-fold iteration of f, let rf denote the increasing limit of f®)(0)
and 7! the decreasing limit of f*)(c0), as t — co. The region R+ corresponds
to those 3, B > 0 for which rf #r!.

LEMMA 4.6. There exists — >0 such that for 8 < [S_ the map f has
exactly one fized point for any B € R. For B > B_ there exist real-valued
B_(B) < BL(B) (smooth in B) such that f has one, two or three fized points
depending on whether B is in [B_, B1]¢, {B_, By} or (B_, By). The curves
extend continuously to B_(f—) = By(B-).

Proor. We have
d—1)e" (e’ —1)(qg+e —1)
4.7 "(r)= (
(4.7) Fr) (g+e +ef —2)(g+e P —1)
so f is increasing in r with f/(r) — 0 as r — +o00. Since f(r; 8, B) = f(58;r, B),

it easily follows from (4.7) that 0g f (r) has the same sign as r while dg[f'(r)] >
0. Further

( )__(d—1)€T+5(66—1)(q+66—1)(62r—a)
VT e P 22(gretP 1)

a=(g—1)(1+(g—2)e?),

with o > 0 since ¢ > 1. Notice that f”(r) > 0 for r sufficiently negative and
f"(r) <0 for r sufficiently positive, with a single sign change occurring at
(log &) /2 which is zero for ¢ =2 and strictly positive for ¢ > 2. This proves
that f has between one and three fixed points. When B =0, one fixed point
is always given by rf(3,0) = 0. Further f(r;0,0) =0, so (by monotonicity of
f"in B) there exists oo > S_ > 0 such that f’ <1 everywhere for § < f_,
and f’ exceeds 1 somewhere for > _.
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Solving the equation f’(r) =1 in terms of t =e¢" yields solutions

d
tx(B)=—7E£V7*—q, 'VEeﬁJrq—Q—5(1—6_ﬂ)(65+q—1)'

Since e > 0, t4 () are not positive if v > —/a, equal to y/a > 0if v = —/«,
and positive but not equal if v < —/a. If d > 2, it is easy to check that both «
and 7 decrease smoothly in 3, starting at y|s—o = ¢—1 and a|g—¢ = (¢ —1)?,
so there is a unique value = (_ >0 at which v = —/a: if d =2, then
B_ =00, and if d > 2, then §_ is the logarithm of the unique finite positive
root b_ of

(4.8) (d—2)%" + (d—2)*(q —2)b—d*(g—1) =0.

Hence, the equation f’(r) =1 has no solutions for § < f_, and it has so-

lutions p(8) = log£4(8) for §> B, with p_(5-) = py () and p_(8) <
p+(B) for B> B_. The values of B_(), B4(f) are then given explicitly by

(4.9) B+ (B) = p=(8) — f(p£(8); 8,0),
which clearly meet at = _ and are smooth for § > _. [

Considering hereafter only d > 2 (so that 5_ < o0), suppose > _, so
that the functions p4 are defined. Since dg[f'(r)] >0, p— and p; must be,
respectively, decreasing and increasing in . Further, since f has a unique
inflection point at (loga)/2, we must have p_(3) < (loga)/2 < p4(B), with
strict inequalities unless p_(3) = p4 (). For ¢ =2 (Ising), this implies p_ <
0 < p, from which it is easy to see that whenever B > 0 we have (8, B) =
r1(B3, B), which is then continuous in (3, B) by the same argument as in the
proof of Theorem 1.12. When B = 0, 7f(3,0) is zero for all 8, while r!(3, B)
is zero for 8 < _ and strictly positive for g > 3_.

For ¢ > 2 (Potts), this implies that p4 (5, B) > 0 while p_ (5, B) > 0 if and
only if f/(0;5,B) < 1. From the calculations above, f'(0) is zero at =0
and increases in 5. We therefore define

Be=inf{B >0: f(r;3,0) =r for some r > 0},
(410) B, =inf{F>0:p_(8) <O} =inf{B>0: £/(0:5,0) > 1}

q
=1 14+ —
og( +d—2>

[where the formula for 81 comes from (4.7)]. Clearly f_ < ¢ < B4, and in
fact these inequalities are strict: at (B¢, f/ must exceed one between zero
and the positive fixed point, so f_ < 3.° Likewise, if f/(0) >1 at 8 = f,
the concavity of f(r) at r =0 would imply the existence of a positive fixed
point at some [ below (B¢ which is a contradiction, so ff < 5. We refer

5Note that rl(ﬂf, 0) > 0, that is, the 1-biased fixed point “arises discontinuously.”
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again to Figure 2 which shows the maps f(r; 3, B) for the Ising and Potts
models at several values of 8 while holding B = 0. Figure 3(b) shows the
regime of (3, B) values delineated by the curves B4 (f).

Proor oF THEOREM 1.11. (a) We found above that R = @ for d =2
and R = (fB—,00) for ¢ =2, so suppose d,q > 2. If B >0, rf =r! holds
for all g >0 with g ¢ (B—,54+). For g€ (B_,5+) there is a closed interval
[B_(B) vV 0,B.(B)] of B values for which r! < r!: this interval is strictly
positive for 3 < ¢ and includes zero for 3> . If B=0, rf =rl for 0< g <
Br and rf < 7! for B> 3. Recalling (4.9),

05B+(B) = 9slp=(B) — f(p=(8))] = [1 = f'(p=(8)]0spx(8) — (9s.f)(p=(8))

= —(9f)(p+(B))-

This has the same sign as —p+(), which are both negative for 0 < g <
B+, so the curves Bi(f) are decreasing. Inverting them gives the curves
B¢(B), B+(B) which delineate the region R as described in the theorem
statement, with 5¢(0) = B¢ and B4 (0) = B4.

(b) Away from the boundary of R, hf and k' correspond to isolated zeros
of a smooth function, and so are continuous by the implicit function theorem.
From part (a), any point of R is connected to R by an interpolation path
contained in R, so applying Theorem 1.10(a) verifies the Bethe prediction
for (8,B) ¢ R+.

Since changing B only translates f(r; 3, B), it is not difficult to see that
when 3 € (3_, B4 ), the function hf (B, B) is continuous in B for B € [0, B, ()]
while h'(3, B) is continuous for B € [B_()V 0, 0). It follows by Lemma 2.1
that for (8, B) € OR.. with 8 = 3(B), ¢(8, B) = ®(3, B, ht), while for (8, B) €

Recall our convention that [y < 1, By < Bi: by Theorem 1.10(b) we
may interpolate in B from (3, By) € RZ to (8,B1) € R using the mes-

sage h', yielding liminf,, o ¢, (5, B) > ®(8, B, h') for (8, B) € R%. Like-
wise, we may interpolate in B from (3,By) € R to (8,B1) € R+ using hf
(and once inside R we may also interpolate in (3 using hf), which gives
liminf,, 00 o0 (8, B) > (I)(,B,B,hf) for (3,B) € R;é'

Next, since hf (3, B) and h'(j3, B) are lower and upper semi-continuous,
respectively, in £, and both are nondecreasing in 3, for 0 < B < By we

have that b (3, B) 1 A (3, (B), B) as 31 B, (B) and hi(8, B) | h'(5(B), B)
as 0] Bg(B). Again by Theorem 1.10(b), we may interpolate in § from

(Bo, B) = (B¢(B), B) € 0R to (81, B) € RS using h', and from (g, B) € RS
to (81, B) = (B+(B), B) € IR using h!, giving

limsup ¢, (6, B) < min{®'(8, B), ®"(8,B)},  (8,B) € R,

which completes the proof. [
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