arXiv:2502.10795v1 [cs.DS] 15 Feb 2025

LOCAL GIBBS SAMPLING BEYOND LOCAL UNIFORMITY

HONGYANG LIU, CHUNYANG WANG, YITONG YIN

Abstract. Local samplers are algorithms that generate random samples based on local queries to highdimensional distributions, ensuring the samples follow the correct induced distributions while maintaining time complexity that scales locally with the query size. These samplers have broad applications, including deterministic approximate counting [HWY23, FGW^+23], sampling from infinite or highdimensional Gibbs distributions [AJ22, HWY22], and providing local access to large random objects [BRY20].

In this work, we present a local sampler for Gibbs distributions of spin systems whose efficiency does not rely on the “local uniformity” property, which imposes unconditional marginal lower bounds — a key assumption required by all prior local samplers. For fundamental models such as the Ising model, our algorithm achieves local efficiency in near-critical regimes, providing an exponential improvement over existing methods. Additionally, our approach is applicable to spin systems on graphs with unbounded degrees and supports dynamic sampling within the same near-critical regime.

1. Introduction

Spin systems, which originated in statistical physics, are stochastic models characterized by local interactions. These models have not only advanced our understanding of physical phenomena, such as phase transitions and criticality, but have also become central to machine learning and theoretical computer science, particularly in the study of sampling and inference problems in complex distributions.

Let 𝑞 ≥ 2 be an integer. A 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀 = (𝜆_𝑣)_{𝑣∈𝑉} , 𝑨 = ( 𝐴_𝑒)_{𝑒∈𝐸} ) is defined on a finite graph 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), where each vertex is associated with an external field 𝜆_𝑣 ∈ R^𝑞_{≥0}, and each edge 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸 is associated with an interaction matrix 𝐴_𝑒 ∈ R^{𝑞×𝑞}_{≥0} . A configuration 𝜎 ∈ [𝑞]^𝑉 assigns a spin state from [𝑞] to each vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉.

The Gibbs distribution 𝜇 = 𝜇^S over all configurations 𝜎 ∈ [𝑞]^𝑉 is given by:

𝜇(𝜎) ≜ 𝑤(𝜎) 𝑍 , 𝑤(𝜎) ≜ � 𝑣∈𝑉 𝜆_𝑣 (𝜎(𝑣)) � 𝑒=(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸

𝐴_𝑒 (𝜎(𝑢), 𝜎(𝑣)),

where the the normalizing factor 𝑍 =

�_{𝜎∈ [𝑞]𝑉}

𝑤(𝜎) is the partition function.

A central question in the study of spin systems is sampling from their associated Gibbs distributions. For well-known models such as the hardcore model and the Ising model, a critical threshold determined by the system’s parameters has been identified, beyond which sampling from the Gibbs distribution becomes NP-hard [SS14, GŠV16]. Recent breakthroughs have shown that the Glauber dynamics, a widelyused Markov chain, mixes rapidly up to these critical thresholds for specific spin systems, including the hardcore model and the Ising model [ALO20, CLV20, CLV21, CFYZ21, AJK^+22, CE22, CFYZ22]. These results provide a comprehensive characterization of the computational phase transition inherent in sampling from the Gibbs distributions of such spin systems.

1.1. Local sampling and local uniformity. Recent research has increasingly focused on local sampling techniques for high-dimensional Gibbs distributions [AJ22, AGPP23, FGW^+23]. In these algorithms, rather than directly drawing a global sample from the Gibbs distribution 𝜇, a local sample is drawn according to the marginal distribution 𝜇_Λ of 𝜇 on a subset Λ of queried vertices, ideally using a computational cost that scales near-linearly with the size of Λ. The marginal distribution 𝜇_Λ is defined

State Key Laboratory for Novel Software Technology, New Cornerstone Science Laboratory, Nanjing University, 163 Xianlin Avenue, Nanjing, Jiangsu Province, 210023, China. E-mail: liuhongyang@nju.edu.cn,

wcysai@smail.nju.edu.cn, yinyt@nju.edu.cn

1

as: ∀𝜏 ∈ [𝑞]^Λ, 𝜇_Λ (𝜏) ≜ � 𝜎∈ [𝑞]^𝑣:𝜎_Λ=𝜏

𝜇(𝜎).

Local sampling can, of course, solve global sampling by simply querying all vertices or using the autoregressive sampler for self-reducible problems, as in [AJ22, HWY22]. Beyond this, these local samplers offer the ability to “scale down” the sampling process, addressing the challenge of providing local access to large random objects [BRY20], where sublinear computational costs are required for sublinear-size queries. They also have led to the derandomization of Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) methods [HWY23, FGW^+23, AFF^+24].

All current local samplers for the Gibbs distributions of the spin systems [AJ22, AGPP23, FGW^+23] rely on the assumption of unconditional marginal lower bounds, also known as the “local uniformity” property. This assumption requires that the marginal distribution of each vertex remains nearly identical across all neighboring configurations. For Gibbs distributions with hard constraints, such as the hardcore model (i.e., graph independent sets) or solutions to constraint satisfaction problems, the local uniformity property holds in near-critical regimes, thus enabling the existence of local samplers [AJ22, HWY22]. However, for general spin systems under soft constraints, the condition of local uniformity may be excessively restrictive.

Consider, for example, the Ising model with edge activity 𝛽 > 0 and an arbitrary external field. The Ising model, introduced by Ising and Lenz [Isi25], has been extensively studied in various fields.

Formally, it is a 2-spin system with 𝐴_𝑒 = � � 𝛽 1 1 𝛽 � � � at each edge 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸 and arbitrary 𝜆_𝑣 at each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉.

Sampling from its Gibbs distribution can be achieved through Glauber dynamics, which mixes rapidly under the well-known “uniqueness condition”:

(1) 𝛽 ∈ � Δ − 2 Δ , Δ Δ − 2 � , where Δ is the maximum degree of the underlying graph. Beyond this, either Glauber dynamics becomes torpidly mixing, or the sampling problem itself becomes intractable. In contrast, the requirement of unconditional marginal lower bounds for such models imposes a significantly stricter condition: 𝛽 ∈ � Δ − 1 Δ + 1

�_{1/Δ} , � Δ + 1 Δ − 1

�_{1/Δ}� , (2) which is exponentially narrower compared to the uniqueness condition in (1).

This stark discrepancy raises a fundamental question: Do local samplers exist for such models in near-critical regimes? Or does local sampling inherently require a significantly more stringent critical condition compared to global sampling?

1.2. Our results. In this paper, we address the aforementioned open question by designing a novel local sampler for spin systems under soft constraints, showing that for these systems, local sampling is generally not significantly harder than global sampling. Notably, our sampler is the first to achieve a near-critical regime for the important Ising model. Furthermore, our new local samplers imply efficient dynamic sampling for spin systems within improved regimes.

We make the following assumption regarding the normalization and access model for spin systems.

Assumption 1 (access model). Let S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨) be a 𝑞-spin system. We assume:

• For each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉, each neighbor 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣) can be accessed in 𝑂(1) time. • Each entry in every 𝜆_𝑣 and 𝐴_𝑒 can be accessed in 𝑂(1) time.

These can be achieved by storing 𝐺 as an adjacency list and representing 𝜆_𝑣 and 𝐴_𝑒 as arrays.

1.2.1. Local samplers for spin systems with bounded degrees. Our fist general result provides a fast local sampler for 𝑞-spin systems that satisfy the following sufficient condition.

Condition 1.1 (tractable regime for local sampler). Let 𝛿 > 0 be a parameter, and S = (𝐺, 𝝀, 𝑨) be a 𝑞-spin system on a graph 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸) with maximum degree Δ. The following condition holds: 2

• (Normalized) All 𝜆_𝑣 and 𝐴_𝑒 are normalized, i.e.,

∀𝑣 ∈ 𝑉, � 𝑐∈ [𝑞]

𝜆_𝑣 (𝑐) = 1 and ∀𝑒 ∈ 𝐸, max_{𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ [𝑞]} 𝐴_𝑒 (𝑖, 𝑗) = 1.

This normalization can be enforced without altering the Gibbs distribution. • (Permissive) For every edge 𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸 and every pair of spin values 𝑐_1, 𝑐_2 ∈ [𝑞],

𝐴_𝑒 (𝑐_1, 𝑐_2) ≥ 𝐶 (Δ, 𝛿) ≜ 1 −

1 − 𝛿 2Δ . The following theorem presents our local sampler for spin systems with bounded degrees.

Theorem 1.2 (local sampler for spin systems with bounded degrees). Assume Assumption 1 and Condition 1.1 hold for the input 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺, 𝝀, 𝑨). There exists an algorithm that, given any query subset Λ ⊆ 𝑉, outputs a perfect sample 𝑋 ∼ 𝜇^S_Λ in expected time 𝑂 (|Λ|Δ log 𝑞).

Next, we apply Theorem 1.2 to one of the most important spin systems with soft constraints: the Ising model. Recall the definition of the Ising model, which is a 2-spin system with an interaction matrix

𝐴_𝑒 = � � 𝛽 1 1 𝛽 � � at each edge 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸 and an arbitrary external field 𝜆_𝑣 at each vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉. Note that this standard definition of the Ising model does not satisfy the normalization condition in Condition 1.1 when 𝛽 > 1. However, we can transform such a (ferromagnetic) Ising model to satisfy this normalization condition, by using 𝐴_𝑒/𝛽 as the interaction matrix, without altering its Gibbs distribution.

Applying Theorem 1.2 then gives the following corollary.

Corollary 1.3 (local Ising sampler). There exists an algorithm that, for any Ising model on a graph 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸) with maximum degree Δ, arbitrary external field 𝜆_𝑣 at each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉, and edge activity 𝛽 satisfying

(3) 𝛽 ∈ � Δ − 0.5 Δ , Δ Δ − 0.5 � , outputs a perfect sample 𝑋 ∼ 𝜇_Λ in expected time 𝑂 (|Λ|Δ), given any query subset Λ ⊆ 𝑉.

The condition in (3) falls within the same regime of � 1 − Θ

�_1 Δ � , 1 + Θ

�_1 Δ � as the uniqueness condition in (1) and achieves an exponential improvement upon the local uniformity condition in (2).

1.2.2. Local samplers for spin systems with unbounded degrees. For the algorithms in Theorem 1.2 and Corollary 1.3, the cost of answering each query is linear in the maximum degree Δ. This remains locally efficient for graphs where the maximum degree Δ is bounded by a constant.

For general graphs with potentially unbounded degrees, designing a local sampler that generates a sample 𝑋 ∼ 𝜇_Λ within a cost of 𝑂̃(|Λ|) seems impossible: sampling from the marginal distribution 𝜇_𝑣 requires access to the 𝐴_𝑒 for all edges 𝑒 incident to 𝑣, which alone incurs a time cost of Ω(Δ).

Nevertheless, efficient local sampling can be achieved on graphs with unbounded degrees through suitable preprocessing.

Assumption 2 (preprocessing model). Let 𝛿 > 0 be a parameter. Define 𝐶 ≜ 1−^{1− 𝛿}_{2Δ} as in Condition 1.1. We assume that the following values are precomputed and can be retrieved in 𝑂(1) time:

• 1 − 𝐶^𝑖 and^{1−𝐶 ⌊𝑖/2⌋}_{1−𝐶𝑖} for each 0 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ Δ.

These values can be precomputed in 𝑂(Δ) in the unit-cost random-access machine (RAM) model.

The following theorem presents our local sampler for general graphs with unbounded degrees.

Theorem 1.4 (local sampler for spin systems with unbounded degrees). Assume Assumption 1, Assumption 2, and Condition 1.1 hold for the input 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺, 𝝀, 𝑨). There exists an algorithm that, given any query subset Λ ⊆ 𝑉, outputs a perfect sample 𝑋 ∼ 𝜇^S_Λ in expected time 𝑂 (|Λ| log Δ log 𝑞). 3

1.2.3. Fast dynamic samplers with improved regimes. Our local sampler also has a direct application to the problem of dynamic sampling in 𝑞-spin systems under the same condition (Condition 1.1). In this setting, we aim to efficiently sample from a spin system that evolves dynamically over time, ensuring that each update incurs only a small incremental cost.

Formally, given a spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), (𝝀, 𝑨)), we maintain a query set Λ ⊆ 𝑉, initially set to ∅. Over time, we consider the following types of updates to both the query set and the spin system:

Definition 1.5 (supported updates in the dynamic sampler). We consider types of updates as follows:

• Modifying the query set, in one of two ways:

– Adding query vertices: Select Λ^′ ⊆ 𝑉 such that Λ ∩ Λ^′ = ∅, and update Λ ← Λ ∪ Λ^′. – Removing query vertices: Select Λ^′ ⊆ Λ and update Λ ← Λ \ Λ^′;

• Modifying the parameters of the spin system S, in one of two ways:

– Updating external fields: Modify 𝜆_𝑣 for some 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉; – Updating interaction matrices: Modify 𝐴_𝑒 for some 𝑒 ∈ 𝐸.

These updates provide significant generality: adding or removing vertices and edges in the spin system can be realized through appropriate modifications to external fields and interaction matrices.

Our result for dynamic sampling in spin systems is then presented as follows.

Theorem 1.6 (dynamic sampling for spin systems). Assume Assumption 1 and Condition 1.1 hold for both the current 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺, 𝝀, 𝑨) and the updated system S^′ (if the spin system is updated), and that an update, independent of the current sample, as defined in Definition 1.5, is performed.

Then, there exists a dynamic sampling algorithm that maintains a sample correctly distributed as 𝑋 ∼ 𝜇_Λ for the current Gibbs distribution 𝜇 and the query set Λ ⊆ 𝑉, with incremental time cost for each update:

(1) Adding query vertices: Expected 𝑂(|Λ^′|Δ log 𝑞) time where Λ^′ is the set of added vertices; (2) Removing query vertices: Expected 𝑂(|Λ^′|Δ log 𝑞) time where Λ^′ is the set of removed vertices; (3) Updating external fields: Expected 𝑂(𝑞Δ) time; (4) Updating interaction matrices: Expected 𝑂(𝑞^2 + 𝑞Δ) time.

Note that Items 3 and 4 of Theorem 1.6 already have input sizes of Ω(𝑞) and Ω(𝑞^2), respectively. A prior related work is [FVY19], which considers the problem of dynamic sampling in general graphical models and can be applied to spin systems. Compared to their dynamic sampling algorithm, ours has the following advantages:

• Our algorithm can maintain local samples and handle local queries at a local cost, whereas the algorithm in [FVY19] needs to maintain global samples.

• Our algorithm has an improved regime for the Ising and Potts models. The dynamic sampler in [FVY19] works under the regime 𝛽 ∈

�_{Δ−1/𝛼} Δ ,^Δ_{Δ−1/𝛼} � , where 𝛼 ≈ 2.221 . . . , while ours works

under 𝛽 ∈

�_{Δ−0.5} Δ ,^Δ_{Δ−0.5} � . 1.3. Techniques and related work. Previous works on local sampling algorithms include [AJ22] and [FGW^+23], both of which rely on unconditional marginal lower bounds, i.e., the local uniformity property. The work of [AJ22] introduced a novel local sampling algorithm called “lazy depth-first search” (a.k.a. the A-J algorithm). To sample the spin of a vertex according to its correct marginal distribution, the algorithm first draws a random spin according to the unconditional marginal lower bounds, and with remaining probability, it recursively samples the spins of all neighboring vertices. The algorithm in [FGW^+23] takes a different approach, employing a backward deduction framework for Markov chains, referred to as “coupling towards the past” (CTTP). Their method uses systematic Glauber dynamics combined with a grand coupling based on unconditional marginal lower bounds, allowing the spin of a vertex to be inferred via a convergent information-percolation process. Despite their differences, the recursion style and sufficient conditions in [AJ22] and [FGW^+23] share similarities. For a more in-depth comparison of the two algorithms, we refer the reader to Section 1.2 of [FGW^+23].

Our local sampler builds upon the coupling towards the past (CTTP) framework for Markov chains. Unlike the original CTTP algorithm in [FGW^+23], which relies on a default grand coupling based 4

on unconditional marginal lower bounds, our approach introduces a new grand coupling for CTTP that eliminates this requirement. This marks the first efficient local sampler that does not depend on unconditional marginal lower bounds.

We achieve this by first generalizing the CTTP framework through abstract “marginal sampling oracles”, which are procedures that sample from conditional marginal distributions, given oracle access to the neighborhood configuration. With this abstraction, each implementation of a marginal sampling oracle may lead to a specific simulation of Glauber dynamics, or more precisely, to a specific grand coupling of the chain. We then design a novel implementation of the marginal sampling oracle using rejection sampling, leveraging the permissiveness of local constraints instead of relying on unconditional marginal lower bounds. This gives us fast local samplers beyond the regime of local uniformity.

Our local sampling algorithm also falls into the category of providing local access to large random objects [BRY20, BPR22, MSW22]. Given a 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨) and public random bits, our algorithm can generate consistent samples 𝑋_Λ such that 𝑋 ∼ 𝜇 = 𝜇^S upon multiple queries of any subset of vertices Λ ⊆ 𝑉, using only a local number of probes for public random bits.

The design of our local sampler is based on the backward deduction of Glauber dynamics. We also show that local sampling algorithms can be achieved even for unbounded-degree graphs, assuming some precomputation with respect to the spin system. A related work of this is [AJK^+22], where they perform each update of the forward Glauber dynamics for the hardcore model and the Ising model in sublinear time, with precomputation assumed. However, their application and techniques differ from ours: They use separate algorithms for the hardcore and Ising models, while we propose a unified algorithm for all spin systems. Additionally, they employ Bernoulli factory algorithms to accelerate updates for the Ising model, which contrasts with our approach.

1.4. Organization. The paper is organized as follows:

In Section 2, we introduce the necessary preliminaries.

In Section 3, we present a generalized framework for backward deduction of Markov chains, showing how “marginal sampling oracles” with certain conditions can be transformed into fast local sampling algorithms.

In Section 4, we design a new marginal sampling oracle and apply it to obtain our local sampler, proving Theorems 1.2 and 1.4.

In Section 5, we apply our local sampler to the dynamic sampling problem, proving Theorem 1.6. In Section 6, we summarize the contributions of the paper and outline potential future directions.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Markov chain basics. Let Ω be a (finite) state space. Let (𝑋_𝑡 )^∞_{𝑡=1} be a Markov chain over the state space Ω with transition matrix 𝑃. A distribution 𝜋 over Ω is a stationary distribution of 𝑃 if 𝜋 = 𝜋𝑃. The Markov chain 𝑃 is irreducible if for any 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ Ω, there exists a timestamp 𝑡 such that 𝑃^𝑡 (𝑥, 𝑦) > 0. The Markov chain 𝑃 is aperiodic if for any 𝑥 ∈ Ω, gcd{𝑡 | 𝑃^𝑡 (𝑥, 𝑥) > 0} = 1. If the Markov chain 𝑃 is both irreducible and aperiodic, then it has a unique stationary distribution. The Markov chain 𝑃 is reversible with respect to the distribution 𝜋 if the following detailed balance equation holds.

∀𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ Ω, 𝜋(𝑥)𝑃(𝑥, 𝑦) = 𝜋(𝑦)𝑃(𝑦, 𝑥),

which implies 𝜋 is a stationary distribution of 𝑃. The mixing time of the Markov chain 𝑃 is defined by

∀𝜀 > 0, 𝑇 (𝑃, 𝜀) ≜ max_{𝑋0 ∈Ω} max{𝑡 | 𝑑_{TV} � 𝑃^𝑡 (𝑋_0, ·), 𝜇 � ≤ 𝜀},

where the total variation distance is defined by

𝑑_{TV} � 𝑃^𝑡 (𝑋_0, ·), 𝜇 � ≜ 1 2 � 𝑦∈Ω � �𝑃^𝑡 (𝑋_0, 𝑦) − 𝜇(𝑦) � � . 2.2. Systematic scan Glauber dynamics. The systematic scan Glauber dynamics is a generic way to sample from Gibbs distributions defined by spin systems. Given a 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨). Let 𝑛 = |𝑉 | and assume an arbitrary ordering 𝑉 = {𝑣_0, 𝑣_1, . . . , 𝑣_{𝑛−1}}, and let 𝑇 > 0 be some finite integer, the 𝑇-step systematic scan Glauber dynamics P(𝑇) = P^S (𝑇) 5

(1) starts with an arbitrary configuration 𝑋_{−𝑇} ∈ [𝑞]^𝑉 satisfying 𝜇(𝑋_{−𝑇} ) > 0 at time 𝑡 = −𝑇; (2) at each time −𝑇 < 𝑡 ≤ 0,

(a) picks the vertex 𝑣 = 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} where 𝑖(𝑡) ≜ 𝑡 mod 𝑛, let 𝑋_𝑡 (𝑢) = 𝑋_{𝑡 −1} (𝑢) for every 𝑢 ∈ 𝑉 \{𝑣}; (b) resample 𝑋_𝑡 (𝑣) from the marginal distribution 𝜇^{𝑋𝑡−1}_𝑣 on 𝑣 conditioning on 𝑋_{𝑡 −1} where

∀𝑐 ∈ [𝑞], 𝜇^{𝑋𝑡−1}_𝑣 (𝑐) = 𝜇^{𝑋𝑡−1 ( 𝑁 (𝑣) )} 𝑣 (𝑐) ∝ 𝜆_𝑣 (𝑐) � 𝑒=(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸

𝐴_𝑒 (𝜎(𝑢), 𝑐).

Here, the first equality is due to the conditional independence property of Gibbs distributions.

The systematic scan Glauber dynamics is not a time-homogeneous Markov chain. However, by bundling 𝑛 consecutive updates together, we can obtain a time-homogeneous Markov chain, which is aperiodic and reversible, which is sufficient for us to apply the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1 ([LPW17]). Let 𝜇 be a distribution with support Ω ⊆ [𝑞]^𝑉 . Let (𝑋_𝑡 )^∞_{𝑡=0} denote the systematic scan Glauber dynamics on 𝜇. If (𝑋_𝑡 )^∞_{𝑡=0} is irreducible over Ω, it holds that ∀𝑋_0 ∈ Ω, lim_{𝑡→∞} 𝑑_{TV} (𝑋_𝑡 , 𝜇) = 0.

3. Coupling towards the past without marginal lower bounds

Our local sampler is based on the Coupling Towards The Past (CTTP) framework recently introduced in [FGW^+23], which constructs a local sampler by evaluating multiple spin states from stationary Markov chains through backward deduction. Our framework generalizes the CTTP framework by replacing the default grand coupling, which uses unconditional marginal lower bounds, with grand couplings defined by arbitrary “marginal sampling oracles”. This generalization allows us to design a specific marginal sampling oracle that leads to a local sampler beyond the regime of local uniformity.

3.1. Marginal sampling oracles. Before introducing the CTTP framework, we first define marginal sampling oracles. Due to the conditional independence property of Gibbs distributions, to sample from the (conditional) marginal distribution 𝜇^𝜎_𝑣 for a vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 and a configuration 𝜎 ∈ [𝑞]^{𝑉\𝑣}, it suffices to retrieve the spins of all neighbors, 𝜎(𝑁 (𝑣)). A marginal sampling oracle generalizes this concept by producing a marginal sample, given oracle access to the spin 𝜎(𝑢) of each neighbor 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣).

Definition 3.1 (marginal sampling oracle). Let 𝜇 be a distribution over [𝑞]^𝑉 . For a variable 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉, we define Evaluate^O (𝑣) as a procedure that makes oracle queries to O(𝑢), which consistently returns a value 𝑐_𝑢 ∈ [𝑞] for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), and outputs a value 𝑐 ∈ [𝑞].

We say that Evaluate^O (𝑣) is a marginal sampling oracle at 𝑣 (with respect to 𝜇) if:

• for each 𝜎 ∈ [𝑞]^{𝑁 (𝑣)} , assuming O(𝑢) consistently returns 𝜎(𝑢) for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), the output of Evaluate^O (𝑣) is distributed exactly as 𝜇^𝜎_𝑣 .

Recall the definition of systematic scan Glauber dynamics P(𝑇) in Section 2.2. Using a marginal sampling oracle, the systematic scan Glauber dynamics can be simulated as follows.

Definition 3.2 (simulation of systematic scan Glauber dynamics via a marginal sampling oracle). The systematic scan Glauber dynamics P(𝑇) with respect to 𝜇 is simulated as:

(1) start with an arbitrary configuration 𝑋_{−𝑇} ∈ [𝑞]^𝑉 satisfying 𝜇(𝑋_{−𝑇} ) > 0 at time 𝑡 = −𝑇; (2) at each time −𝑇 < 𝑡 ≤ 0,

(a) pick the vertex 𝑣 = 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} where 𝑖(𝑡) ≜ 𝑡 mod 𝑛, let 𝑋_𝑡 (𝑢) = 𝑋_{𝑡 −1} (𝑢) for every 𝑢 ∈ 𝑉 \ {𝑣}; (b) let Evaluate^O (𝑣) be a marginal sampling oracle (w.r.t 𝜇) at 𝑣 where the oracle accesses O(𝑢) are replaced with 𝑋_{𝑡 −1} (𝑢) for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), update 𝑋_𝑡 (𝑣) ← Evaluate^O (𝑣).

Remark 3.3 (grand coupling). In Definition 3.2, the only randomness involved is within the subroutine Evaluate^O (𝑣). Notably, for any implementation of a marginal sampling oracle, Definition 3.2 specifies a simulation of systematic scan Glauber dynamics, and implicitly defines a grand coupling that couples the Markov chain across all possible initial configurations. To see this, consider pre-sampling all random variables used within Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) for each 𝑡, thereby defining the grand coupling. 6

3.2. Simulating stationary Markov chains using backward deduction. We present the CTTP framework for constructing the local sampler, which is a backward deduction of the forward simulation described in Definition 3.2 (or equivalently, the grand coupling constructed in Remark 3.3).

Consider the systematic scan Glauber dynamics running from the infinite past toward time 0, which is the limiting process of P(𝑇) as 𝑇 → ∞, denoted by P(∞). By Theorem 2.1, when P(𝑇) is irreducible, the state 𝑋_0 of this process is distributed exactly according to 𝜇. Our local sampler is then constructed by resolving the outcome 𝑋_0 (Λ), where Λ is the queried set of vertices. For any 𝑡 ≤ 0 and 𝑢 ∈ 𝑉, define (4) pred_𝑡 (𝑢) ≜ max{𝑡^′ | 𝑡^′ ≤ 𝑡, 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡}′_) = 𝑢}

as the last time, up to 𝑡, that vertex 𝑢 was updated. The local sampler is presented in Algorithm 1. Algorithm 1: LocalSample(Λ; 𝑀) Input: A 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨), a subset of variables Λ ⊆ 𝑉. Output: A random value 𝑋 ∈ [𝑞]^Λ.

Global variables: A mapping 𝑀 : Z → [𝑞] ∪ {⊥}. 1 𝑋 ← ∅, 𝑀 ←⊥^Z; 2 forall 𝑣 ∈ Λ do 3 𝑋 (𝑣) ← Resolve(pred_0 (𝑣); 𝑀); 4 return 𝑋;

Line 3 of Algorithm 1 utilizes a procedure Resolve, formally presented as Algorithm 2, which takes as input a timestamp 𝑡 ≤ 0, and determines the outcome of the update at time 𝑡 of P(∞). Algorithm 2: Resolve(𝑡; 𝑀) Input: A 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨), a timestamp 𝑡 ≤ 0. Output: A random value 𝑥 ∈ [𝑞] Global variables: A mapping 𝑀 : Z → [𝑞] ∪ {⊥}.

1 if 𝑀 (𝑡) ≠⊥ then return 𝑀 (𝑡);

2 𝑀 (𝑡) ← Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ), with O(𝑢) replaced by Resolve(pred_𝑡 (𝑢); 𝑀) for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ); 3 return 𝑀 (𝑡);

A global data structure 𝑀 is maintained within Algorithm 1, storing the resolved values 𝑀 (𝑡) for updates at each time 𝑡. It is initialized as 𝑀 =⊥^Z in Line 1. This data structure 𝑀 is introduced to facilitate memoization: the outcome of Resolve(𝑡) is evaluated only once, ensuring consistency across multiple calls for the same 𝑡. For simplicity, we omit explicit references to 𝑀 and write LocalSample(Λ) and Resolve(𝑡) instead of LocalSample(Λ; 𝑀) and Resolve(𝑡; 𝑀).

Line 2 of Algorithm 2 invokes a procedure Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ), which is abstractly defined in Definition 3.1 but is not yet fully implemented. Recall that the purpose of Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) is to infer the value to which the vertex 𝑣 = 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} is updated in P(∞) at time 𝑡, which is distributed as 𝜇^{𝑋𝑡−1 ( 𝑁 (𝑣) )}_𝑣 given access to 𝑋_{𝑡 −1} (𝑁 (𝑣)). However, since Algorithm 2 implements a backward deduction (as opposed to a forward simulation) of the chain, the neighborhood configuration 𝑋_{𝑡 −1} (𝑁 (𝑣)) at time 𝑡 is not available directly. To address this, the algorithm recursively applies Algorithm 2 to infer the last updated value of each neighbor 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣) before time 𝑡 (as specified in Line 2 of Algorithm 2).

Formally, the subroutine Evaluate(𝑡) must satisfy the following local correctness condition:

Condition 3.4 (local correctness of Evaluate^O (𝑣)). For each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉, the procedure Evaluate^O (𝑣) is a marginal sampling oracle at 𝑣, satisfying the requirement of Definition 3.1.

Recall that Algorithm 2 is designed to resolve the outcome of P(∞) at time 0. However, the limiting process P(∞) is well-defined only if P(𝑇) is irreducible. Additionally, we note that Algorithm 2 does not necessarily terminate. Nonetheless, we provide a sufficient condition that ensures both the irreducibility of P(𝑇) and the termination of Algorithm 2.

Condition 3.5 (immediate termination of Evaluate^O (𝑣)). For each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉, let E_𝑣 be the event that Evaluate^O (𝑣) terminates without making any calls to O. Then, the following must hold:

Pr [E_𝑣] > 0. 7

We now establish the correctness of Algorithm 1, assuming Conditions 3.4 and 3.5.

Lemma 3.6 (conditional correctness of Algorithm 1). Assume that Conditions 3.4 and 3.5 hold for Evaluate^O (𝑣). Then, for any Λ ⊆ 𝑉, Algorithm 1 terminates with probability 1 and returns a random value 𝑋 ∈ [𝑞]^Λ distributed according to 𝜇_Λ upon termination.

Lemma 3.6 is proved later in Section 3.3. It guarantees the termination and correctness of Algorithm 1, without addressing its efficiency. Next, we provide a sufficient condition for the efficiency of Algorithm 1.

Condition 3.7 (condition for fast termination of Evaluate^O (𝑣)). Let 𝛿 > 0 be a parameter. For each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉, and each 𝜎 ∈ [𝑞]^{𝑁 (𝑣)} such that O(𝑢) consistently returns 𝜎(𝑢) for all 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), let T^𝜎_𝑣 denote the total number of calls to O(𝑢) over all 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣). Then, the following holds: E � T^𝜎_𝑣 � ≤ 1 − 𝛿.

We conclude this subsection with the following lemma, which establishes the efficiency of our local sampler under the assumption of Condition 3.7. Notably, it provides an upper bound on the total number of recursive Resolve calls, rather than simply counting the number of initial calls for each 𝑡 ≤ 0.

Lemma 3.8 (conditional efficiency of Algorithm 1). Assuming Condition 3.7 holds, the expected total number of calls to Resolve(𝑡) within LocalSample(Λ) is 𝑂(|Λ|).

Proof. The introduction of the map 𝑀 in Line 1 of Resolve(𝑡) is for memoization and only reduces the number of recursive calls. As a result, the expected running time of LocalSample(Λ) can be upperbounded by the sum of the expected running times of Resolve(pred_0 (𝑣)) for each 𝑣 ∈ Λ. It remains to show that the expected running time of Resolve(pred_0 (𝑣)) is 𝑂(1) for each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉.

As the mapping 𝑀 only reduces the number of recursive calls, the behavior of Resolve(pred_0 (𝑣)) can be stochastically dominated by the following multitype Galton-Watson branching process:

• Start with a root node labeled with pred_0 (𝑣) at depth 0.

• For each 𝑖 = 0, 1, . . .: for all current leaves labeled with some timestamp 𝑡 at depth 𝑖:

– Perform an independent run of Resolve(𝑡), and for each timestamp 𝑡^′ < 𝑡 such that Resolve(𝑡) is directly recursively called, add a new node labeled with 𝑡^′ as a child of 𝑡.

By Condition 3.7, for any timestamp 𝑡 ≤ 0, the expected number of offspring of a node labeled 𝑡 is at most 1 − 𝛿. Thus, applying the theory of branching processes, the expected number of nodes generated by this process is at most 𝛿^{−1} = 𝑂(1). Therefore, the expected number of Resolve(𝑡) calls within LocalSample(Λ) is 𝑂(|Λ|), completing the proof of the lemma. □

3.3. Conditional correctness of the local sampler. We will prove Lemma 3.6, which addresses the conditional correctness of the local sampler (Algorithm 1). At a high level, the proof follows the same structure of the proof in [FGW^+23].

First, we need to establish some basic components.

Lemma 3.9. Assume that both Conditions 3.4 and 3.5 hold for Evaluate^O (𝑣), then P(𝑇) is irreducible.

Proof. Recall that in Condition 3.5, for any 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 and 𝜎 ∈ [𝑞]^{𝑁 (𝑣)} , E^𝜎_𝑣 denotes the event that Evaluate^O (𝑣) terminates without any calls to O, assuming that O(𝑢) consistently returns 𝜎(𝑢) for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣). For any 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉, let 𝑐_𝑣 ∈ [𝑞] be an arbitrary possible outcome of Evaluate^O (𝑣), conditioning on E_𝑣 happens. Note that such 𝑐_𝑣 always exists by Condition 3.5. Then combining with Condition 3.4, we have

(5) min_{𝜎∈ [𝑞] 𝑁 (𝑣)} 𝜇^𝜎_𝑣 (𝑐_𝑣) > 0.

Let 𝜏 ∈ [𝑞]^𝑉 be the constant configuration where 𝜏(𝑣) = 𝑐_𝑣 for 𝑡 = pred_0 (𝑣). By (5) and the chain rule, we see that 𝜇(𝜏) > 0. Also following (5), any 𝜎 ∈ [𝑞]^𝑉 such that 𝜇(𝜎) > 0 can reach 𝜏 through Glauber moves by changing some 𝜎(𝑢) to 𝜏(𝑢) one at a time. Note that P(𝑇) is reversible, therefore, any 𝜎 ∈ [𝑞]^𝑉 such that 𝜇(𝜎) > 0 can also be reached from 𝜏 and hence P(𝑇) is irreducible. □ 8

For any finite 𝑇 > 0, we introduce the following finite-time version of Algorithm 1, presented as Algorithm 3, which locally resolves the final state 𝑋_0 of P(𝑇). Note that the only difference between Algorithms 1 and 3 is different initialization of the map 𝑀. Algorithm 3: LocalSample_𝑇 (Λ) Input: a 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨), a subset of variables Λ ⊆ 𝑉 Output: A random value 𝑋 ∈ [𝑞]^Λ Global variables: a map 𝑀 : Z → [𝑞] ∪ {⊥} 1 𝑋 ← ∅, 𝑀 (𝑡) ← 𝑋_{−𝑇} (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) for each 𝑡 ≤ −𝑇, 𝑀 (𝑡) ←⊥ for each 𝑡 > −𝑇; 2 forall 𝑣 ∈ Λ do 3 𝑋 (𝑣) ← Resolve(pred_0 (𝑣)); 4 return 𝑋;

We then have the following lemma.

Lemma 3.10. Assume that both Conditions 3.4 and 3.5 hold for Evaluate^O (𝑣). Then, (1) LocalSample(Λ) terminates with probability 1; (2) lim_{𝑇→∞} 𝑑_{TV} � LocalSample(Λ), LocalSample_𝑇 (Λ) � = 0.

Proof. We start with proving Item 1. If suffices to show the termination of Resolve(𝑡_0) for any 𝑡_0 ≤ 0. Recall the event E_𝑣 in Condition 3.5. For each 𝑡 ≤ 0, we similarly let E_𝑡 denote the event that Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) within Resolve(𝑡) terminates without making any calls to O. We also define the event:

B_𝑡 : E_𝑡′ happens for all 𝑡^′ ∈ [𝑡 − 𝑛 + 1, 𝑡].

We claim that if B_𝑡 happens for some 𝑡 ≤ 𝑡_0, then no recursive calls to Resolve(𝑡^′) would be incurred for any 𝑡^′ ≤ 𝑡 −𝑛 within LocalSample(Λ). For the sake of contradiction, assume that a maximum 𝑡^∗ ≤ 𝑡 −𝑛 exists such that Resolve(𝑡^∗) is called. As 𝑡^∗ ≤ 𝑡 − 𝑛 < 𝑡_0 , Resolve(𝑡^∗) must be recursively called directly within another instance of Resolve(𝑡^′) (through Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡}′_) )) such that 𝑡^∗ < 𝑡^′. Note that by Algorithm 2, the fact that Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) only make recursive calls to Resolve(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) for some 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) and (4) we also have 𝑡^∗ > 𝑡^′ − 𝑛. We then have two cases:

(1) 𝑡^′ ≤ 𝑡 − 𝑛, this contradicts the maximality assumption for 𝑡^∗.

(2) Otherwise 𝑡^′ > 𝑡 − 𝑛. By 𝑡^∗ ≤ 𝑡 − 𝑛 and 𝑡^′ < 𝑡^∗ + 𝑛 we have 𝑡^′ ∈ [𝑡 − 𝑛 + 1, 𝑡]. Also by the assumption that B_𝑡 happens, we have E_𝑡′ happens, therefore Resolve(𝑡^′) would have directly terminated without incurring any recursive call. This also leads to a contradiction and thus proves the claim.

Let 𝑝 ≜ min_𝑡 Pr [E_𝑡 ], then 𝑝 > 0 by Condition 3.5. Note that by Condition 3.5, for any 𝑡 ≤ 𝑡_0, we have

Pr [B_𝑡 ] = 𝑡� 𝑡^′=𝑡 −𝑛+1

Pr [E_𝑡′ ] ≥ (1 − 𝑝)^𝑛 > 0,

where the first equality is by E_𝑡 only depends on the randomness of procedure Evaluate, therefore all E_𝑡′ are independent.

For any 𝐿 > 0, let E_𝐿 be the event that there is a recursive call to Resolve(𝑡^∗) where 𝑡^∗ ≤ 𝑡_0 − 𝐿𝑛. By the claim above,

Pr [E_𝐿] ≤ Pr

�_{𝐿−1} � 𝑗=0 � ¬B_{𝑡0 − 𝑗𝑛} � � = 𝐿−1� 𝑗=0 Pr � ¬B_{𝑡0 − 𝑗𝑛} � ≤ (1 − 𝑝)^𝐿,

where the equality is again due to independence of (E_𝑡 )_{𝑡 ≤𝑡0} . Consequently, with probability 1, there is only a finite number of recursive calls, meaning that LocalSample(Λ) terminates with probability 1. This establishes Item 1.

For any 𝑡 ≤ 0, since Resolve(𝑡) terminates with probability 1, its output distribution is well-defined. Therefore, the output distribution of LocalSample(Λ) is well-defined. For any 𝜀 > 0, we choose a sufficiently large 𝐿 such that (1 − 𝑝)^𝐿 ≤ 𝜀. For any 𝑇 ≥ 𝐿𝑛 − 𝑡_0, we couple LocalSample(Λ) with 9

LocalSample_𝑇 (Λ) by pre-sampling all random variables used in Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) within Resolve(𝑡) for each 𝑡 ≤ 0. Here by Condition 3.4, the coupling fails if and only if Resolve(𝑡^′) is recursively called within LocalSample(Λ) for some 𝑡^′ ≤ −𝑇, that is, E_𝐿 happens. Therefore, by the coupling lemma, we have 𝑑_{TV} � LocalSample(Λ), LocalSample_𝑇 (Λ) � ≤ Pr [E_𝐿] ≤ (1 − 𝑝)^𝐿 ≤ 𝜀, which proves Item 2 as we take 𝑇 → ∞. □

For any finite 𝑇 > 0 and −𝑇 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 0, we let 𝑋_{𝑇,𝑡} be the state of 𝑋_𝑡 in P(𝑇). The following lemma shows LocalSample_𝑇 indeed simulates P(𝑇).

Lemma 3.11. Assume that Conditions 3.4 and 3.5 hold for Evaluate^O (𝑣). Then for any Λ ⊆ 𝑉, the value returned by LocalSample_𝑇 (Λ) is identically distributed as 𝑋_{𝑇,0} (Λ).

Proof. We maximally couple the value returned by each Resolve(𝑡) and 𝑋_𝑡 (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) in P(𝑇) for each 𝑡 ≤ 𝑇 and claim that in this case, the value returned by each Resolve(𝑡) is exactly the same as 𝑋_𝑡 (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) in P(𝑇); hence the lemma holds by the definition of LocalSample_𝑇 and (4).

We prove the claim by induction from time −𝑇 to 0. For each −𝑇 ≤ 𝑡 < 0, let 𝑣 = 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} and consider the value returned by Resolve(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣):

• If pred_𝑡 (𝑢) < −𝑇, then by (4), the value of 𝑢 is not updated up to time 𝑡 in P(𝑇), hence 𝑋_𝑡 (𝑢) = 𝑋_{−𝑇} (𝑢) and the value returned by Resolve(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) is 𝑋_{−𝑇} (𝑢) = 𝑋_𝑡 (𝑢) by the initialization of 𝑀 in Algorithm 3.

• Otherwise, −𝑇 ≤ pred_𝑡 (𝑢) < 𝑡 by (4) and 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), so the value returned by Resolve(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) is 𝑋_{pred𝑡 (𝑢)} = 𝑋_𝑡 (𝑢) by the induction hypothesis. Hence by Line 2 of Algorithm 2 and Condition 3.4, both the distribution of Resolve(𝑡) and 𝑋_𝑡 (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) is 𝜇^{𝑋𝑡−1 ( 𝑁 (𝑣) )} (𝑣) and hence can be perfectly coupled.

Hence, the claim holds, and the lemma is proved. □

We are now ready to prove Lemma 3.6.

Proof of Lemma 3.6. By Item 1 of Lemma 3.10, we have LocalSample(Λ) terminates with probability 1 and its output distribution is well-defined. It remains to prove that the output distribution of LocalSample(Λ) is exactly 𝜇_Λ.

Note that the by Lemma 3.9, we have P(𝑇) is irreducible and Theorem 2.1 implies that

(6) lim_{𝑇→∞} 𝑑_{TV} � 𝜇_Λ, 𝑋_{𝑇,0} (Λ) � = 0,

Moreover, for any 𝑇 ≥ 0, (7) 𝑑_{TV} (LocalSample(Λ), 𝜇_Λ) ≤ 𝑑_{TV} � LocalSample_𝑇 (Λ), 𝜇_Λ � +𝑑_{TV} � LocalSample_𝑇 (Λ), LocalSample(Λ) � , following from triangle inequality.

Overall, we have

𝑑_{TV} (𝜇_Λ, LocalSample(Λ))

≤ lim sup 𝑇→∞ 𝑑_{TV} � 𝜇_Λ, LocalSample_𝑇 (Λ) � (by (7))

+ lim sup 𝑇→∞ 𝑑_{TV} � LocalSample_𝑇 (Λ), LocalSample(Λ) � = lim sup 𝑇→∞ 𝑑_{TV} � 𝜇_Λ, LocalSample_𝑇 (Λ) � (by Lemma 3.10)

≤ lim sup 𝑇→∞ 𝑑_{TV} � 𝜇_Λ, 𝑋_{𝑇,0} (Λ) � + lim sup 𝑇→∞ 𝑑_{TV} � 𝑋_{𝑇,0} (Λ), LocalSample_𝑇 (Λ) � (by (7))

= lim sup 𝑇→∞ 𝑑_{TV} � 𝜇_Λ, 𝑋_{𝑇,0} (Λ) � (by Lemma 3.11)

= 0,

(by (6))

and the theorem follows. □ 10

4. Local samplers for spin systems

In this section, we construct a new marginal sampling oracle for permissive 𝑞-spin systems. We will use this oracle to build our local sampler and prove Theorems 1.2 and 1.4. Our construction is inspired by a simple rejection sampling procedure for sampling from 𝜇^𝜎_𝑣 , given the neighborhood configuration 𝜎 ∈ [𝑞]^{𝑁 (𝑣)} for some 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉. This rejection sampling procedure is as follows:

• Repeat the following steps:

(1) propose a value 𝑐 ∈ [𝑞] distributed according to 𝜆_𝑣; (2) with probability � 𝑒=(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸

𝐴_𝑒 (𝜎(𝑢), 𝑐), accept the proposal and return 𝑐 as the final value,

otherwise, reject the proposal and go to Step 1.

Note that the well-definedness of the above procedure follows from Condition 1.1, which ensures that all 𝜆_𝑣 and 𝐴_𝑒 are normalized. Given a 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨), for any vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉, we can then define a marginal sampling oracle at 𝑣 based on the rejection sampling procedure. Algorithm 4: a marginal sampling oracle for 𝑞-spin systems Input: A 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨), a vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉. Output: A value 𝑋 ∈ [𝑞].

Oracle access: O(𝑢) for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣).

1 Sample an infinite long sequence of i.i.d. tuples {(𝑐_𝑖 , (𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢})_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞} where each 𝑐_𝑖 ∈ [𝑞] is distributed as 𝜆_𝑣 and each 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} is chosen uniformly from [0, 1];

2 𝑖^∗ ← min{𝑖 | ∀𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸, 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} < 𝐴_𝑒 (O(𝑢), 𝑐_𝑖 )}; 3 return 𝑐_𝑖∗ ;

We remark that in Line 2 of Algorithm 4, such an 𝑖^∗ always exists because 𝐴_𝑒 is normalized to have its maximum entry equal to 1, as stated in Condition 1.1. We now present the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that the input 𝑞-spins system S satisfies Condition 1.1. Then, Algorithm 4 implements a marginal sampling oracle at 𝑣.

Proof. Given a 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨), in Algorithm 4, for each 𝑖 ≥ 1 and each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), recall that each 𝑐_𝑖 is chosen distributed as 𝑝 ∈ Δ_𝑞 where 𝑝(𝑥) ∝ 𝜆(𝑥) and each 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} is independently chosen uniformly from [0, 1]. Let D_𝑖 be the event that D_𝑖 : ∀𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸, 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} < 𝐴_𝑒 (O(𝑢), 𝑐_𝑖 ), then for any 𝑥 ∈ [𝑞], note that O(𝑢_𝑗 ) = 𝜎(𝑢_𝑗 ) under assumption, we have

Pr [𝑐_𝑖 = 𝑥 | D_𝑖] =

Pr [𝑐_𝑖 = 𝑥 ∧ D_𝑖] Pr [D_𝑖] = 𝜆_𝑣 (𝑥) � 𝑒=(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸

𝐴_𝑒 (𝜎(𝑢), 𝑥) � 𝑐∈ [𝑞] � 𝜆_𝑣 (𝑐) � 𝑒=(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸

𝐴_𝑒 (𝜎(𝑢), 𝑐)

� = 𝜇^𝜎_𝑣 (𝑥).

Let 𝑖^∗ be the smallest index chosen in Line 2 of Algorithm 4, i.e., 𝑖^∗ = min{𝑖 | D_𝑖 }. 𝑓 (𝑣, 𝜎) follows the distribution of 𝑐_𝑖∗ conditioning on D_𝑖∗ , concluding the proof of the lemma. □

The marginal sampling oracle in Algorithm 4 as originally designed would require a significant number of oracle calls in Line 2, potentially violating the efficiency condition outlined in Condition 3.7. The key optimization is to invoke the oracle O(𝑢) only when necessary for each neighbor 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), rather than for every iteration in Algorithm 4. Formally, assuming Condition 1.1 holds, in Line 2 of Algorithm 4, if 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} < 𝐶, where 𝐶 = 𝐶 (Δ, 𝛿) ≜ 1−^{1− 𝛿}_{2Δ} , then the inequality 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} < 𝐴_𝑒 (O(𝑢), 𝑐_𝑖) will hold true regardless of the value of O(𝑢). This is because the term 𝐶 is chosen such that 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} is sufficiently small to ensure success in the comparison without needing the actual value of O(𝑢). Consequently, it becomes unnecessary to call O(𝑢) when 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} < 𝐶. With this idea of optimization, we propose the following implementation of Evaluate^O (𝑣), presented in Algorithm 5, which builds upon the above idea to efficiently sample without violating the fast termination condition. 11

Algorithm 5: Evaluate^O (𝑣) Input: A 𝑞-spin systems S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨), a vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉. Output: A value 𝑐 ∈ [𝑞].

1 Sample an infinite long sequence of i.i.d. tuples {(𝑐_𝑖 , (𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢})_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞}, where each 𝑐_𝑖 ∈ [𝑞] is distributed as 𝜆_𝑣 and each 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} is chosen uniformly from [0, 1];

2 for 𝑖 = 1, 2, ... do 3 𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑔 ← 1;

4 for 𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸 do 5 if 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} ≥ 𝐶 then 6 if 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} ≥ 𝐴_𝑒 (O(𝑢), 𝑐_𝑖) then 𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑔 ← 0;

7 if 𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑔 = 1 then return 𝑐_𝑖 ;

Remark 4.2 (principle of deferred decision). In Line 1 of Algorithm 5, we are required to sample an infinitely long sequence {(𝑐_𝑖 , {𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} }_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞}. Obviously, it is not feasible to directly sample an infinite number of random variables for implementation. Instead, we adopt the principle of deferred decision: each 𝑐_𝑖 and 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} is generated only when they are accessed in Lines 4 and 6 of Algorithm 5.

Next, we show that the marginal sampling oracle Evaluate^O (𝑣) in Algorithm 5 satisfies the conditions for both correctness and efficiency.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that the input 𝑞-spins system S satisfies Condition 1.1. Then, the marginal sampling oracle Evaluate^O (𝑣) implemented as in Algorithm 5 satisfies both Condition 3.4 and Condition 3.5.

Proof. Condition 3.4 can be verified directly by Lemma 4.1 and comparing Algorithms 4 and 5.

For Condition 3.5, recall that E_𝑣 is the event that Evaluate^O (𝑣) in Algorithm 5 terminates without any calls to O. Note that E_𝑣 occurs if and only if Algorithm 5 terminates within 1 round of the loop at Line 2 and 𝑟_{1,𝑢} < 𝐶 holds for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣). Since 𝑐_1 and each 𝑟_{1,𝑢} are independent, assuming the 𝑞-spin system S satisfies Condition 1.1 with constant 𝛿 > 0, we immediately have

Pr [E_𝑡 ] ≥ 𝐶^Δ > 0.

It verifies that Evaluate^O (𝑣) satisfies Condition 3.5 assuming Condition 1.1 holds. □

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that the input 𝑞-spins system S satisfies Condition 1.1. Then, the marginal sampling oracle Evaluate^O (𝑣) implemented as in Algorithm 5 satisfies Condition 3.7.

Proof. Fix some 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉. Also fix some 𝜎 ∈ [𝑞]^{𝑁 (𝑣)} and assume that O(𝑢) returns 𝜎(𝑢) within Evaluate^O (𝑣). In one round of the outer for loop at Line 2, it is direct to see the expected number of calls to O(𝑢) for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣) is � 𝑐∈ [𝑞] � � � 𝜆_𝑣 (𝑐) � 𝑒=(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸

(1 − 𝐶)� � . (8)

Let I^𝜎_𝑣 be the number of executions of the outer for loop at Line 2 in Evaluate^O (𝑣). Note that I^𝜎_𝑣 corresponds exactly to the number of executions of Item 1 in the rejection sampling. Therefore, E � I^𝜎_𝑣 � = 1 � 𝑐∈ [𝑞] � 𝜆_𝑣 (𝑐) � 𝑒=(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸

𝐴_𝑒 (𝜎(𝑢), 𝑐) � . (9)

Combining (8), (9) and the linearity of expectation, assuming the 𝑞-spins system S satisfies Condition 1.1 with constant 𝛿 > 0, E � T^𝜎_𝑣 � =E � I^𝜎_𝑣 � · � 𝑐∈ [𝑞] � � � 𝜆_𝑣 (𝑐) � 𝑒=(𝑢,𝑣) ∈𝐸

(1 − 𝐶)� � (by Condition 1.1) ≤ � 𝑐∈ [𝑞]

(𝜆_𝑣 (𝑐) · (1 − 𝐶) · |𝑁 (𝑣)|) � 𝑐∈ [𝑞] � 𝜆_𝑣 (𝑐) · 𝐶^Δ �

(by 𝐶 = 1 − 𝛿 2Δ ) ≤ � 𝑐∈ [𝑞]

(𝜆_𝑣 (𝑐)(1 − 𝛿)/2) � 𝑐∈ [𝑞]

(𝜆_𝑣 (𝑐)(1 + 𝛿)/2) <1. It proves that Evaluate^O (𝑣) satisfies Condition 3.7 assuming Condition 1.1 holds. □

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.2.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. We use Algorithm 1 as our local sampler, where the subroutine Evaluate^O (𝑣) is implemented as Algorithm 5 with Remark 4.2. Here, the guarantee of correctness is by Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 4.3. For efficiency, by Lemmas 3.8 and 4.4, we have that the expected number of Resolve calls is 𝑂(|Λ|). Also, note that each outer loop either terminates directly or results in at least one call to Resolve. Hence, the overall running time is bounded by Δ log 𝑞 times the total number of Resolve calls, which is 𝑂(|Λ|Δ log 𝑞) in expectation. □

4.1. Faster local sampler with improved marginal sampling oracle. We now present an optimized implementation of the marginal sampling oracle Evaluate^O (𝑣) by leveraging the additional assumption on preprocessing in Assumption 2. This results in a more efficient local sampler, proving Theorem 1.4.

In Algorithm 5, Lines 4-6 identify all neighbors 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣) for which 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} ≥ 𝐶, and then check whether 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} additionally satisfies 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} ≥ 𝐴_{(𝑢,𝑣)} (O(𝑢), 𝑐_𝑖). The running time in Theorem 1.2 arises because, while the number of recursive calls to Resolve is bounded by Lemma 3.6, such 𝑢s are typically sparse among the |𝑁 (𝑣)| neighbors. As a result, an extra 𝑂(Δ) factor is incurred in these cases. To mitigate this overhead, we propose using binary search to efficiently locate all such 𝑢s. The improved implementation is detailed in Algorithm 6.

We briefly explain Algorithm 6. First, we order all neighbors of 𝑣 as assumed in Assumption 1. In each outer loop iteration, we sample 𝑐_𝑖 according to the correct distribution (Line 3) and initialize a counter at 1 (Line 4). We then use binary search to find the first position 𝑗 ∈ [𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟, 𝑁 (𝑣)] where the condition in Line 5 of Algorithm 5 holds for 𝑢_𝑗 , or determine no such 𝑗 exists (Lines 9-15). If a valid 𝑗 is found, we execute Line 6 of Algorithm 5 and update 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟 ← 𝑗 + 1 (Lines 16-18). Otherwise, we proceed directly to Line 7 of Algorithm 5 (Line 19).

We now present the following technical lemma, which establishes a perfect coupling between randomness of Algorithm 6 and Algorithm 5. Consequently, by Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4, Algorithm 6 satisfies Conditions 3.4, 3.5, and 3.7, assuming Condition 1.1 holds.

Lemma 4.5. For each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉, assuming that O(𝑢) returns a consistent value for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣) in Evaluate^O (𝑣) in both Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 6, the randomness in these algorithms can be coupled such that:

(1) Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 6 always return the same value.

(2) For each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), the number of calls to O(𝑢) within Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 6 is identical.

Proof. We couple the randomness in Algorithm 6 with the infinite long sequence of tuples

{(𝑐_𝑖 , (𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢})_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞}

in Algorithm 5 by the following process. 13

Algorithm 6: Evaluate^O (𝑣) (more efficient implementation) Input: A 𝑞-spin systems S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨), a variable 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉. Output: A value 𝑐 ∈ [𝑞].

1 Assume an arbitrary ordering 𝑁 (𝑣) = {𝑢_1, 𝑢_2, . . . , 𝑢_{| 𝑁 (𝑣) |} } as in Assumption 2; 2 for 𝑖 = 1, 2, ... do 3 Draw 𝑐 ∼ 𝜆_𝑣;

4 𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑔 ← 1, 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟 ← 1; 5 while 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟 ≤ |𝑁 (𝑣)| do 6 𝑙 ← 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟, 𝑟 ← |𝑁 (𝑣)|; 7 Draw ind_{𝑙,𝑟} ∼ Bern(1 − 𝐶^{𝑟 −𝑙+1}); 8 if ind_{𝑙,𝑟} = 0 then break; 9 while 𝑙 < 𝑟 do 10 𝑚𝑖𝑑 ←

�_{𝑙+𝑟} 2 � ; 11 Draw ind_{𝑙,𝑚𝑖𝑑} ∼ Bern

�_{1−𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑑−𝑙+1}

1−𝐶^{𝑟−𝑙+1} � ; 12 if ind_{𝑙,𝑚𝑖𝑑} = 1 then 13 𝑟 ← 𝑚𝑖𝑑; 14 else 15 𝑙 ← 𝑚𝑖𝑑 + 1;

16 Draw 𝑟 ∈ [𝐶, 1] u.a.r. ;

17 if 𝑟 ≥ 𝐴_{(𝑣,𝑢𝑙 )} (O(𝑢_𝑙), 𝑐) then 𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑔 ← 0; 18 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟 ← 𝑙 + 1; 19 if 𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑔 = 1 then return 𝑐_𝑖 ;

Definition 4.6 (coupling of randomness between Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 6). Suppose we run Algorithm 5 and order 𝑁 (𝑣) = {𝑢_1, 𝑢_2, . . . , 𝑢_{| 𝑁 (𝑣) |} } as in Line 1 of Algorithm 6. Then, for each 𝑖 ≥ 1, during the 𝑖-th iteration of the outer loop in Algorithm 6, the randomness is coupled as follows:

(1) Each time Line 3 of Algorithm 6 is executed, set the drawn value of 𝑐 to be the same as 𝑐_𝑖 drawn in Algorithm 5.

(2) Each time Line 7 of Algorithm 6 is executed, set ind_{𝑙,𝑟} = 1 if there exists at least one 𝑥 ∈ [𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟, |𝑁 (𝑣)|] such that 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢𝑥} ≥ 𝐶, and set ind_{𝑙,𝑟} = 0 otherwise. Here, 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟 refers to the value of the corresponding variable in Algorithm 6 at that time, and 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢𝑥} is the value drawn in Algorithm 5.

(3) Each time Line 11 of Algorithm 6 is executed, set ind_{𝑙,𝑚𝑖𝑑} = 1 if there exists at least one 𝑥 ∈ [𝑙, 𝑚𝑖𝑑] such that 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢𝑥} ≥ 𝐶, and set ind_{𝑙,𝑚𝑖𝑑} = 0 otherwise. Here, 𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟 refers to the value of the corresponding variable in Algorithm 6 at that time, and 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢𝑥} is the value drawn in Algorithm 5.

(4) Each time Line 16 of Algorithm 6 is executed, set the drawn value of 𝑟 to be 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢𝑙} . Here, 𝑙 is the current value of the corresponding variable in Algorithm 6, and 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢𝑙} is the corresponding value drawn in Algorithm 5.

We first show the lemma assuming that Definition 4.6 indeed generates a coupling between the randomness of Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 6.

Note that for each 𝑖 ≥ 1 such that the 𝑖-th outer for loop is actually executed in Algorithm 5, • in Algorithm 5, we make recursive calls to Resolve(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) for those 𝑢 satisfying 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} ≥ 𝐶; • in Algorithm 6, we make recursive calls to Resolve(pred_𝑡 (𝑢_ℓ)) for those 𝑢_𝑙 after Line 16 is executed;

Note that by Items 2 and 3 of Definition 4.6 and Lines 4-15 of Algorithm 6, all 𝑙s in Line 15 are the positions in Algorithm 5 such that 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢𝑙} ≥ 𝐶. So, for these iterations, the recursive calls to Resolve(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) in Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 6 are the same. 14

When Algorithm 5 stops at some iteration 𝑖, it should happen that the condition at Line 6 of Algorithm 5 is never satisfied, that is, 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} < 𝐴_𝑒 (𝑥, 𝑐_𝑖 ) for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), hence Algorithm 6 should also stop at the same iteration 𝑖 by Item 4 of Definition 4.6 and Line 17 of Algorithm 6. Also, the returned values at this iteration are the same by Item 1 of Definition 4.6 and Line 19 of Algorithm 6. This already proves the lemma.

It remains to prove that Definition 4.6 is indeed a coupling. It is sufficient to show that in the above process, conditioning on the previous randomness in Algorithm 6,

(a) each 𝑐 drawn in Line 3 is distributed as 𝜆_𝑣; (b) each ind_{𝑙,𝑟} drawn in Line 7 is distributed as Bern

�_{𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑑−𝑙+1}

𝐶^{𝑟−𝑙+1} � ; (c) each ind_{𝑙,𝑚𝑖𝑑} drawn in Line 11 is distributed as Bern

�_{𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑑−𝑙+1}

𝐶^{𝑟−𝑙+1} � ; (d) each 𝑟 drawn in Line 16 is distributed uniformly in [𝑏_{𝑣,𝑢𝑙 ,𝑐} , 1].

Here, Item (a) is by Item 1 of Definition 4.6. Item (b) is by Item 2 of Definition 4.6 that all the randomness 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢𝑥} for 𝑥 ∈ [𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟, |𝑁 (𝑣)|] is independent of the previous samples in Algorithm 6. Item (c) is by Items 2 and 3 of Definition 4.6 and each time when we draw ind_{𝑙,𝑚𝑖𝑑} , the event

∃𝑥 ∈ [𝑙, 𝑟], s.t. 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} ≥ 𝐶,

holds conditioning on the previous samples. Finally, Item (d) is by Item 4 and the event 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢𝑙} ≥ 𝐶 holds conditioning on the previous samples. This finishes the proof of the lemma. □

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. We use Algorithm 1 as our local sampler, where the subroutine Evaluate^O (𝑣) is implemented as Algorithm 6. Here, the guarantee of correctness is by Lemma 3.6, Lemma 4.3, and Lemma 4.5. For efficiency, by Lemmas 3.8, 4.4, and 4.5 we have the expected number of total Resolve calls is 𝑂(|Λ|). Note that now each outer loop of Algorithm 6 only takes 𝑂(log Δ log 𝑞) time, as we only need 𝑂(log 𝑞) time to sample a 𝑞-valued variable in Line 3 of Algorithm 6 and the inner loop in Lines 5-18 of Algorithm 6 runs in 𝑂(log Δ) time due to the binary search. Note that here each binary search done results in exactly one call of Resolve, and the overall running time is bounded by 𝑂(log Δ log 𝑞) times the total number of Resolve calls, which is 𝑂(|Λ| log Δ log 𝑞) in expectation. □

5. Application in dynamic sampling

In this section, we will show the application of our local sampler to a dynamic sampling problem, and prove Theorem 1.6.

We maintain the spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), 𝝀, 𝑨), a query set Λ ⊆ 𝑉, and the sample 𝑋 ∈ [𝑞]^Λ where 𝑋 ∼ 𝜇^S (Λ). We consider the types of updates already described in Definition 1.5. The dynamic sampling problem is, when an update is given, which either changes the query set Λ or modifies the parameters of the spin system S we need to simultaneously update 𝑋 and ensure that 𝑋 ∼ 𝜇^S (Λ) always holds. We use a data structure to implement the functionality described above. The data structure maintains a variable set Λ ⊆ 𝑉 and the local sampling result 𝑋 ∈ [𝑞]^Λ. The data structure supports all updates in Definition 1.5. After each update, the data structure ensures that the maintained 𝑋 is distributed as 𝜇^S (Λ).

We assume in the process of LocalSample(Λ), the randomness required in Evaluate(𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) called within Resolve(𝑡) is global for each 𝑡 ≤ 0.

Remark 5.1 (global randomness). For each 𝑡 ≤ 0, a random sequence R(𝑡) = {(𝑟_𝑖, (𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢})_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞} is predetermined at the beginning of the entire dynamic sampling algorithm, where 𝑣 = 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} and each 𝑟_𝑖 and each 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} is independent and uniformly from [0, 1]. The randomness is maintained in a global map and sampled upon access using the principle of deferred decision, as already mentioned in Remark 4.2. During the entire process of the dynamics sampling algorithm, every time Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) is called by Resolve(𝑡), the random sequence at Line 1 is directly determined by R(𝑡), where for each 𝑐_𝑖 , it follows the distribution of 𝜆_𝑣 and its randomness is determined by 𝑟_𝑖.

Here, we maintain the needed information of LocalSample(Λ) with Evaluate(𝑡) implemented as in Algorithm 5. We also need to maintain and update the following two global data structures: 15

• The map 𝑀, as already explicitly stated in Algorithm 2, that maintains the outcome of resolved updates • A map 𝑅 that lazily stores all generated random bits of sequence R(𝑡) = {(𝑟_𝑖, (𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢})_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞} for each timestamp 𝑡 ≤ 0, as mentioned in Remark 5.1.

Initially, the maps 𝑀 and 𝑅 are set as empty. Here, the update of removing query vertices can simply be implemented by updating 𝑋 → 𝑋_{Λ\Λ}′ . Also, the update of adding query vertices can be simply implemented by calling LocalSample(Λ) in Algorithm 1, with the map 𝑅 updated by sampling 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} and 𝑟_𝑖 visited by the algorithm lazily, according to the correct distribution. Algorithm 7: dynamic sampler: adding query vertices Input: a 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), (𝝀, 𝑨))), a subset of variables Λ^′ ⊆ 𝑉 to be added Global variables: two maps 𝑀 : Z → [𝑞] ∪ {⊥}, 𝑅 : Z → {(𝑟_𝑖, (𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢})_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞}; the query set Λ ⊆ 𝑉 and configuration 𝑋 ∈ [𝑞]^Λ Maintain: 𝑋 ∼ 𝜇^S (Λ) 1 forall 𝑣 ∈ Λ^′ do 2 𝑋 (𝑣) ← Resolve(pred_0 (𝑣)); 3 Λ ← Λ ∪ Λ^′;

For the update on either the external field or the interaction matrices, we unify the two cases and assume that the update is given in the form of (𝐷, Φ_𝐷) such that either (𝐷, Φ_𝐷) = ({𝑣}, 𝜆^′_𝑣) for some 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 where 𝜆^′_𝑣 (𝑒) is the external field of 𝑣 to be updated to; or (𝐷, Φ_𝐷) = ({𝑒}, 𝐴^′_𝑒) for some 𝑒 ∈ 𝑉 where 𝐴^′_𝑒 is the interaction matrix of 𝑒 to be updated to. Our dynamic sampling algorithm will consider all resolved updates where the results may change and call Resolve to resolve these updates again. To determine which resolved update results may change, we first establish the following definitions.

Definition 5.2 (variable sets). For a subset 𝐷 ⊆ 𝑉 ∪ 𝐸, we use vbl(𝐷) to denote the set of variables involved in 𝐷:

vbl(𝐷) ≜ (𝐷 ∩ 𝑉) ∪ (∪_{𝑒∈𝐷∩𝐸} 𝑒) .

(10)

During the recursive invocation process of Resolve, we need to maintain certain information related to the procedure of our local sampling algorithm, which is formally defined as follows:

Definition 5.3 (calling sets). For each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉, let Call(𝑣) denote the set of resolved updates at the vertex 𝑣, i.e., the set of 𝑡s such that 𝑡 ≤ 0 and Resolve(𝑡) is recursively called (directly or indirectly) within LocalSample(Λ):

Call(𝑣) ≜ {𝑡 ≤ 0 | 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} = 𝑣 and Resolve(𝑡) is recursively called within LocalSample(Λ)}.

(11)

Definition 5.4 (successor updates). For each time 𝑡 (𝑡 ≤ 0), if Resolve(𝑡) is recursively called (directly or indirectly) within the execution of LocalSample(Λ), then we let Suc(𝑡) denote the set of all 𝑡^′ such that Resolve(𝑡) is recursively called directly (through Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡}′_) )) within Resolve(𝑡^′):

Suc(𝑡) ≜ {𝑡 < 𝑡^′ ≤ 0 | Resolve(𝑡) is recursively called directly within Resolve(𝑡^′)}.

(12)

Otherwise, if Resolve(𝑡) is not recursively called (directly or indirectly) within the execution of LocalSample(Λ), we let Suc(𝑡) = ∅.

As the 𝑞-spin system changes from S to S^′ by an update, the result of update at 𝑡 (𝑡 ≤ 0) which is obtained by Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) in Algorithm 5 can change only when one of the following cases occurs:

• 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ∈ vbl(𝐷).

• The result of an update at 𝑡^′ changes where 𝑡 ∈ Suc(𝑡^′).

where the first case implies that 𝑏_{𝑣,𝑢,𝑐𝑖} in Line 5 and 𝐴_𝑒 (𝑥, 𝑐_𝑖 ) in Line 6 might be updated and the second case implies the result of Resolve(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) for some 𝑢 in Line 6 might change.

Our dynamic sampling algorithm for updating 𝑞-spin systems is presented as follows. 16

Algorithm 8: dynamic sampler: modifying the parameters of the spin system Input: a 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), (𝝀, 𝑨))), an update (𝐷, Φ_𝐷) which modifies S to S^′ Global variables: two maps 𝑀 : Z → [𝑞] ∪ {⊥}, 𝑅 : Z → {(𝑟_𝑖, (𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢})_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞}; the query set Λ ⊆ 𝑉 and configuration 𝑋 ∈ [𝑞]^Λ Maintain: 𝑋 ∼ 𝜇^S (Λ) 1 for ∀𝑣 ∈ vbl(𝐷) do 2 for ∀𝑡 ∈ Call(𝑣) do Update(𝑡);

Algorithm 9: Update(𝑡) Input: the updated 𝑞-spin system S^′ = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), (𝝀, 𝑨))), a timestamp 𝑡 ≤ 0, a set of variables Λ^′ ⊆ 𝑉 Output: the updated random value 𝑋 ∈ [𝑞] updated at time 𝑡 in the process P(𝑇) Global variables: two maps 𝑀 : Z → [𝑞] ∪ {⊥}, 𝑅 : Z → {(𝑟_𝑖, (𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢})_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞}; the query set Λ ⊆ 𝑉 and configuration 𝑋 ∈ [𝑞]^Λ 1 𝑀 (𝑡) ←⊥;

2 𝑐 ← Resolve(𝑡);

3 if 𝑡 = pred_0 (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) then 𝑋 (𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ) ← 𝑐; 4 for ∀𝑡^′ ∈ Suc(𝑡) do Update(𝑡^′); 5 return 𝑐;

In Algorithm 8, for all resolved updates at some time 𝑡 where 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ∈ vbl(𝐷), we call Update(𝑡) to update the result we maintain. Whenever the result at a time 𝑡 is updated, we also recursively broadcast to all its successors 𝑡^′ and call Update(𝑡^′).

We present the following lemma that states the correctness of our algorithm upon updates for the spin system.

Lemma 5.5 (correctness of the dynamic sampling algorithm). Assume the conditions of Theorem 1.6. After each the execution of Algorithm 7 or Algorithm 8, let 𝑋 be the configuration maintained by Algorithm 7 and Algorithm 8, the random sequence at Line 1 is then 𝑋 ∈ [𝑞]^Λ is distributed as 𝜇^S_Λ .

Note that the result 𝑋 obtained after executing Algorithm 7 or Algorithm 8 is equivalent to performing LocalSample(Λ), where for each 𝑡 ≤ 0, the random sequence at Line 1 is predetermined and maintained in a global map. Remark 5.1 guarantees that the infinite long sequence {(𝑐_𝑖 , (𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢})_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞} is generated i.i.d. Hence, Lemma 5.5 is ensured by Lemma 3.6.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.6.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. Note that Item 2 is direct. We prove the remaining items.

We use Algorithm 7 to implement the update of adding query variables and use Algorithm 8 to implement updates of the parameters of the spin system. for the dynamic sampling data structure. Lemma 5.5 ensures the correctness of the dynamic sampling data structure; it remains to ensure that the algorithm maintains the efficiency claimed in Theorem 1.6.

Comparing Algorithm 7 with Algorithm 1, the only difference is that the results at some time 𝑡 might be memorized by the map 𝑀, which only reduce the number of recursive calls, hence the number of recursive calls in Algorithm 7 does not exceed that in Algorithm 1. According to Lemmas 4.4 and 3.8, the expected number of Resolve(𝑡) calls by Algorithm 7 is 𝑂(|Λ|), it proves Item 1 of Theorem 1.6.

To prove the efficiency of Algorithm 8, we first present the following technical lemmas, whose proofs are similar to those established in Section 4.

Lemma 5.6. Assume the 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), (𝝀, 𝑨))) satisfies Condition 1.1 for some constant 0 < 𝛿 < 1 before and after the update, then for any resolved update at 𝑡 ≤ 0, let 𝑣 = 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} ,

∀𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸, Pr � 𝑡 ∈ Suc(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) � ≤ 1 − 𝛿 Δ . where the randomness originates from {(𝑐_𝑖 , (𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢})_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞} which is generated in Line 1 of Evaluate^O (𝑣). 17

Proof. For any 𝑡 ≤ 0, let 𝑣 = 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} , for each 𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸, the expression 𝑡 ∈ Suc(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) means that Resolve(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) in Line 6 of Algorithm 5 is invoked by Evaluate^O (𝑣) at least once throughout the entire update process. Suppose {(𝑐_𝑖 , (𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢})_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} )}_{1≤𝑖<∞} is the infinite random sequence generated in Line 1 during the execution of Evaluate^O (𝑣) within Resolve(𝑡). Given constant 0 < 𝛿 < 1, define I^∗_𝑡 as follow: I^∗_𝑡 = min � 𝑖 | ∀𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸, 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} < 1 −

1 − 𝛿 2Δ � . For each 𝑖 ≥ 1, Pr � ∀𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸, 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} < 1 −^{1− 𝛿}_{2Δ} � is at least 1 −^{1− 𝛿}_2 =^{1+𝛿}_2 by taking the union bound, thus E � I^∗_𝑡 � ≤ 2 1 + 𝛿

< 2.

(13)

For each 𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸, the event B^𝑢_𝑡 is defined as follows:

B^𝑢_𝑡 : ∀1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ I^∗_𝑡 , 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} < 1 −

1 − 𝛿 2Δ . By the union bound, the probability ¬B^𝑢_𝑡 can be bounded as: Pr � ¬B^𝑢_𝑡 � ≤ E � I^∗_𝑡 � · 1 − 𝛿 2Δ ≤ 1 − 𝛿 Δ (14)

According to Remark 5.1, the sequence {(𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} )_{𝑢∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)} }_{1≤𝑖<∞} remains consistent during multiple calls to Evaluate(𝑡). Assume that the 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), (𝝀, 𝑨))) satisfies Condition 1.1 for constant 0 < 𝛿 < 1 throughout the entire update process, for any calls to Evaluate^O (𝑣) within Resolve(𝑡), the loop in Line 2 is guaranteed to terminate within I^∗_𝑡 iterations because if it reaches the I^∗_𝑡 th iteration, the expression 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} ≥ 𝐶 in Line 5 is always false, ensuring termination in that round.

If B^𝑢_𝑡 occurs, the expression 𝑟_{𝑖,𝑢} ≥ 𝐶 is always false in each iteration, then Evaluate^O (𝑣) will never invoke Resolve(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) during the entire update process. Hence, B^𝑢_𝑡 implies 𝑡 ∉ Suc(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)), Pr � 𝑡 ∈ Suc(pred_𝑡 (𝑢)) � ≤ Pr � ¬B^∗_𝑡 � . Due to (14), Lemma 5.6 is established. □

Lemma 5.7. Assume the 𝑞-spin system S = (𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), (𝝀, 𝑨))) satisfies Condition 1.1 for some constant 0 < 𝛿 < 1 throughout the entire update process, E [|Call(𝑣)|] ≤ 1/𝛿.

Proof. For each recursive call of Resolve(𝑡) during the entire updating process, let 𝑘 represent the depth of this recursive call, record its recursive path using sequence (𝑡_0, 𝑡_1, ..., 𝑡_𝑘) such that 𝑡_𝑘 = 𝑡 and for each 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘, Resolve(𝑡_𝑖) is invoked within Resolve(𝑡_{𝑖−1}) (through Evaluate^O (𝑣_{𝑡𝑖−1} )). Let the sequence (𝑢_0, 𝑢_1, ..., 𝑢_𝑘 ) be the corresponding variable sequence where 𝑢_𝑗 = 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 𝑗 )} for each 0 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑘.

For any recursive call of Resolve(𝑡) with depth 𝑖, its recursive path (𝑡_0, 𝑡_1, ..., 𝑡_𝑘) and its corresponding variable sequence (𝑢_0, 𝑢_1, ..., 𝑢_𝑘 ) must satisfy the following conditions:

• ∀1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘, 𝑢_𝑖 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑢_{𝑖−1}).

• 𝑡_0 = pred_0 (𝑢_0) and ∀1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘, 𝑡_𝑖 = pred_{𝑡𝑖−1} (𝑢_𝑖).

If the above recursive path occurs throughout the entire updating process, it indicates: (15) ∀1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘, 𝑡_{𝑖−1} ∈ Suc(𝑡_𝑖).

Recall that Call(𝑣) denotes the set of 𝑡 ≤ 0 such that Resolve(𝑡) is invoked at least once during the entire updating process, then |Call(𝑣)| is dominated by the number of recursive path which satisfies Equation (15) and ends at 𝑢_𝑘 = 𝑣.

Fix 𝑘 be the depth of recursion, there are at most Δ^𝑘 variable sequence (𝑢_0, 𝑢_1, ..., 𝑢_𝑘 ) such that 𝑢_𝑘 = 𝑣 and ∀1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘, 𝑢_𝑖 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑢_{𝑖−1}). Note that once the variable sequence (𝑢_𝑘, 𝑢_{𝑘−1}, ..., 𝑢_1, 𝑢_0) is fixed, sequence (𝑡_0, 𝑡_1, ..., 𝑡_𝑘) is uniquely determined. According to Lemma 5.6,

Pr [∀1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘, 𝑡_{𝑖−1} ∈ Suc(𝑡_𝑖)] ≤ � 1 − 𝛿 Δ �_𝑘 18

Hence,

(16) E [|Call(𝑣)|] ≤ � 𝑘≥0 Δ^𝑘 � 1 − 𝛿 Δ �_𝑘 = � 𝑘≥0 (1 − 𝛿)^𝑘 = 1 𝛿 . □ Similar to the proof of the running time of Resolve(pred_0 (𝑣)) in Lemma 3.8, the behavior of Update(𝑡) can be stochastically dominated by the following multitype Galton-Watson branching process:

• Start with a root node labelled with 𝑡 with depth 0, • for 𝑖 = 0, 1, . . .: for all current leaves labelled with some timestamp 𝑡 of depth 𝑖:

– Make an independent run of Update(𝑡), and for each timestamp 𝑡^′ ∈ Suc(𝑡), add an new node labeled with 𝑡^′ as a child of 𝑡.

For any timestamp 𝑡 ≤ 0, let 𝑣 = 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡 )} , then for each 𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣), there exists at most one 𝑡^′ such that 𝑣_{𝑖(𝑡}′_) = 𝑢 and pred_𝑡′ (𝑢) = 𝑡. By Lemma 5.6, the expected number of offsprings of a node with label 𝑡 equals E [|Suc(𝑡)|] ≤ |𝑁 (𝑣)| ·^{1− 𝛿}_Δ ≤ 1 − 𝛿. Then by leveraging the theory of branching processes, the expected number of nodes generated by this process is 𝛿^{−1} = 𝑂(1). Combining with Lemma 3.8, the expected running time of Update(𝑡) is 𝑂(1) for each 𝑡 ≤ 0.

Under the assumption of Lemma 5.7, the expected number of times Algorithm 8 executes Update(𝑡) in Line 2 is 𝑂(|𝐷|). Hence, the expected running time of Algorithm 8 for an update (𝐷, Φ_𝐷) is 𝑂(|𝐷|) = 𝑂(1), proving Items 3 and 4 of Theorem 1.6. □

6. Conclusions and Open Problems

In this paper, we design a new local sampling algorithm that goes beyond the use of the local uniformity property by generalizing and refining the framework of backward deduction of Markov chains, i.e., the “coupling towards the past” (CTTP) method. Our local sampling algorithm, in particular, is efficient in the near-critical regime of canonical spin systems such as the Ising model, providing an exponential improvement over previous works. Additionally, we show how our local algorithm can run in sublinear time on unbounded-degree graphs with precomputation. We also introduce new dynamic sampling algorithms based on our local sampler, improving the regimes of prior methods.

We leave the following open problems and directions for future work:

• While our local sampler performs well in near-critical regimes for spin systems using backward deduction of Glauber dynamics, it has been shown that forward simulation of Glauber dynamics mixes rapidly for the Ising model up to the uniqueness threshold. Can we improve the analysis of our current algorithm, design new local samplers that are efficient up to this critical threshold, or prove a lower bound showing that this is intractable for local sampling algorithms?

• Local samplers, as introduced in [AJ22, FGW^+23], have found a wide range of applications, as discussed in the introduction. Our work further shows that local samplers can also imply efficient dynamic sampling algorithms. We hope to see more applications of local samplers, particularly in the design of distributed and parallel algorithms.

References

[AFF^+24] Konrad Anand, Weiming Feng, Graham Freifeld, Heng Guo, and Jiaheng Wang. Approximate Counting for Spin Systems in Sub-Quadratic Time. In ICALP 2024, volume 297 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 11:1–11:20, Dagstuhl, Germany, 2024. Schloss Dagstuhl – Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik.

[AGPP23] Konrad Anand, Andreas Göbel, Marcus Pappik, and Will Perkins. Perfect sampling for hard spheres from strong spatial mixing. In RANDOM 2023, volume 275 of LIPIcs, pages 38:1–38:18. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2023.

[AJ22] Konrad Anand and Mark Jerrum. Perfect sampling in infinite spin systems via strong spatial mixing. SIAM Journal on Computing, 51(4):1280–1295, 2022.

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

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

[BPR22] Amartya Shankha Biswas, Edward Pyne, and Ronitt Rubinfeld. Local Access to Random Walks. In ITCS, volume 215, pages 24:1–24:22. Schloss Dagstuhl – Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2022.

[BRY20] Amartya Shankha Biswas, Ronitt Rubinfeld, and Anak Yodpinyanee. Local access to huge random objects through partial sampling. In ITCS 2020. Schloss Dagstuhl-Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2020.

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

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

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

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

[CLV21] Zongchen Chen, Kuikui Liu, and Eric Vigoda. Optimal mixing of Glauber dynamics: entropy factorization via high-dimensional expansion. In STOC, pages 1537–1550. ACM, 2021.

[FGW^+23] Weiming Feng, Heng Guo, Chunyang Wang, Jiaheng Wang, and Yitong Yin. Towards derandomising Markov chain Monte Carlo. In FOCS, pages 1963–1990. IEEE, 2023.

[FVY19] Weiming Feng, Nisheeth K Vishnoi, and Yitong Yin. Dynamic sampling from graphical models. In STOC, pages 1070–1081, 2019.

[GŠV16] Andreas Galanis, Daniel Štefankovič, and Eric Vigoda. Inapproximability of the partition function for the antiferromagnetic Ising and hard-core models. Combinatorics, Probability and Computing, 25(04):500–559, 2016.

[HWY22] Kun He, Chunyang Wang, and Yitong Yin. Sampling lovász local lemma for general constraint satisfaction solutions in near-linear time. In FOCS, pages 147–158. IEEE, 2022.

[HWY23] Kun He, Chunyang Wang, and Yitong Yin. Deterministic counting lovász local lemma beyond linear programming. In SODA, pages 3388–3425. SIAM, 2023.

[Isi25] Ernst Ising. Beitrag zur theorie des ferromagnetismus. Zeitschrift für Physik, 31:253–258, 1925.

[LPW17] David A. Levin, Yuval Peres, and Elizabeth L. Wilmer. Markov chains and mixing times.

American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2017.

[MSW22] Peter Mörters, Christian Sohler, and Stefan Walzer. A Sublinear Local Access Implementation for the Chinese Restaurant Process. In RANDOM, volume 245, pages 28:1–28:18. Schloss Dagstuhl – Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2022.

[SS14] Allan Sly and Nike Sun. Counting in two-spin models on 𝑑-regular graphs. Ann. Probab., 42(6):2383–2416, 2014.