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Abstract

In [3], exclusion sensitivity and exclusion stability for symmetric exclusion processes
on graphs were defined as natural analogues of noise sensitivity and noise stability in
this setting. As these concepts were defined for any sequence of connected graphs, it
is natural to study the monotonicity properties of these definitions, and in particular,
if some graphs are in some sense more stable or sensitive than others. The main
purpose of this paper is to answer one such question which was stated explicitly
in [3]. In addition, we get results about the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of symmetric
exclusion processes on complete graphs.
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1 Introduction

The notions noise sensitivity and noise stability were first introduced in [2], describing
how sensitive a sequence of Boolean functions f,: {0,1}" — {0,1} was to a particular
kind of noise in the argument. The main type of noise considered was re-sampling each
entry in the argument of f, with a small probability, or equivalently, by letting each
such entry run a continuous time Bernoulli process in a short time interval. Since this
paper was published, similar definitions have been made in slightly different settings, by
changing one or several of the elements in the setup, such as the domain of the functions
fn, the range of the functions f,, or the process constituting the noise ([2, 11, 10, 1, 9]).
In [3], the range and domain of the functions (f,,),>1 was kept from the original setting,
but the process was changed into a symmetric exclusion process with respect to some
sequence of connected graphs, (G,),>1. In this new setting, it is natural to ask to what
extent the sensitivity of a sequence of functions depends on the sequence of graphs. This
is the main subject of this paper.

We now define what we mean by a symmetric exclusion process. Let (G,,),>1 be a
sequence of finite connected graphs and let (oz")nzl be a sequence of strictly positive
real numbers. We are interested in the sequence of Markov chains (X (”))nzl, where
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Monotonicity properties of exclusion sensitivity

X (") is a symmetric exclusion process on {0, 1}V(G") with rate «a,,. This process can be
defined as follows. At time zero, put a black or white marble at each vertex of the graph.
Now for each edge e € E(G,,), associate an independent Poisson clock with rate c,.
When this clock rings, interchange the marbles at the endpoints of e. Let Xt(") be the
configuration of marbles at time t.

In general, for a graph G,, we will identify configurations of black and white marbles
with elements in {0,1}V(%") by letting the numbers be indicators of black marbles.
Similarly, for each ¢ € {0,1,...,|V(G,)|}, we will identify elements in (V(?”)) with
configurations with exactly ¢ black marbles by representing such a configuration by the
set of vertices at which there are black marbles.

It is easy to check that the uniform distribution 7,, on {0,1}" (%) will be a stationary
distribution for the symmetric exclusion process X (™) on G,, with rate «,,. However, as
the Markov process X (™ is not irreducible, this is not the only stationary distribution,
and in fact for any ¢ € {0,...,|V(G,)|}, the uniform distribution 7. on (V(G)) will be a
stationary distribution for X . For z,y € (%)), write  ~ y to denote that y can be
obtained from z by interchanging the marbles at the endpoints of some edge in E(G).
Whenever we pick Xén) according to 7, we will say that X (™ is a symmetric exclusion
process with respect to (G,,, a,)n>1, and whenever we pick X(()") according to m(f”) we
will say that X ™) is a symmetric exclusion process with respect to (G, an, {p)n>1-

We now give the two definitions from [3] with which we will be concerned.

Definition 1.1. Let (G,,),>1 be a sequence of finite connected graphs and let (a,)n>1
be a sequence of real numbers. For eachn > 1, let X(") be the symmetric exclusion
process on {0,1}V(C) with rate a,, where £(X\") = m,. The sequence of functions
fn: {0,1}V(Gn) — £0,1} is said to be exclusion sensitive (XS) with respect to (G, o )n>1
if

Jim Cov(fu(Xg"™), fu(X1™)) =0

The next definition captures an opposite behavior.

Definition 1.2. Let (G,,),>1 be a sequence of finite connected graphs and let (a,)n>1
be a sequence of real numbers. For each n > 1, let X™ pe the symmetric exclu-
sion process on {0,1}V(%") with rate «, where E(Xé">) = m,. The sequence of func-
tions f,: {0,1}V(G») — {0,1} is said to be exclusion stable (XStable) with respect to
(Gna O‘n)nzl if

lim Tim sup P((f(Xg") # f(X[)) =0,
or equivalently, if

lim lim sup B[(f(X$™) — £(X™))2] = 0.

€
e—0 n

Now let K, be the complete graph on n vertices. In addition to the two definitions
above, a sequence of functions (f,),>1, where f,: {0,1}V(@") — {0,1}, is said to be
complete graph exclusion sensitive (CGXS) is it is exclusion sensitive with respect to
(K,,1/n),>1 and complete graph exclusion stable (CGXStable) if it is exclusion stable
with respect to (K,,,1/n)p>1.

It is relatively easy to see that any sequence of functions (f,),>1 for which
lim,,_, oo Var( fn(X(g"))) = 0 will be both exclusion stable and exclusion sensitive with
respect to (G,,, ap)n>1 for any sequence (a,),>1 of positive numbers. For this reason,
we will only be interested in so called nondegenerate sequences of functions (f,,)n>1,
meaning that Var( fn(Xé"))) is uniformly bounded away from zero.

In [3], the authors asked the following two questions. If (G,),>1 is a sequence of
graphs, o, satisfies a;, < 1/ max,cy (g, )degv and f,: {0,1}V(%) — {0,1} is a sequence
of functions, is it the case that
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1. (fn)n>1 is XS with respect to (G,, @n)n>1 = (fn)n>1 is CGXS?
2. (fn)n>1 is CGXStable = (f,,)n>1 is XStable with respect to (G, @y )n>1?

The main objective of this paper is to provide a proof of the following result, which
provides a positive answer to both questions.

Theorem 1.3. Let (f,)n>1, fn: {0,1}" — {0,1}, be a sequence of functions and let
(Gn)n>1 be a sequence of connected graphs. Further let o, < 1/ max,cy (q,)degv. Then

(i) if (fn)n>1 is exclusion sensitive with respect to (G, ,)n>1, then (f,)n>1 is exclu-
sion sensitive with respect to (K|v (g, 1/|V(Gn)|)n>1-

(ii) if (fn)n>1 is exclusion stable with respect to (K\y (a, ), 1/|V (Gn)|)n>1, then (fn)n>1
is exclusion stable with respect to (G, a,)n>1.

Given the positive answers to both questions above, one might ask if being exclusion
sensitive (or exclusion stable) is monotone with respect to adding edges to the graphs
(Gn)n>1. We will later see that this is true if we use the same rates («,,) for both
graphs, but the following example shows that if we only use the restriction on the rates
from the previous theorem, that is if we only assume that for each sequence of graphs,
o, <1/ max,cy (g, ) deg v, we will not always get monotonicity.

Example 1.4. Let G,, be the graph with vertex set {1,2,...,2n} and an edge between
two vertices ¢ and j if and only if |i—j| =1 mod 2n. Further, let G}, be the graph obtained
from G,, by adding an edge between each pair of vertices i,j € {n+1,n+2,...,2n} that
are not already connected by an edge. Finally, let G!! = Ko,,.

For 2 € {0,1}V(G"), define f,(x) = (—1)*"{13n} Then (f,),>1 is exclusion sen-
sitive with respect to (G,,,1/2),>1, exclusion stable with respect to (G},1/(n —1))n>1
and exclusion sensitive with respect to (GJ/,1/(n — 1)),>1. To see this, note that for an
exclusion process on G, at time ¢, about a proportion ¢ of the clocks on edges in the
upper circle will have ticked. It follows that in the limit, almost surely the number of ones
at vertices labeled with 1,3, ..., n will have changed arbitrarily many times, rendering
the sequence of functions exclusion sensitive with respect to (G,,,1/2),,>1. By contrast,
for an exclusion process on G/, with rate 1/(n — 1), there is a positive probability that
none of the marbles on the upper part of the graph will have moved, hence in this setting
the sequence (f,) is exclusion stable. On the last graph, the rate for each edge is the
same up to a constant as for G/,, but now there are enough edges connected to the
odd labeled vertices in the upper part of the graph for the sequence of functions to be
exclusion sensitive.

3 5

Sass

(a) The graph G7. (b) The graph G%. (c) The graph GY.

Figure 1: The three graphs described in Example 1.4 when n = 7.

In the previous example, one thing that made monotonicity fail was that the structure
of the graphs were different enough to suggest that very different rates should be used
for the corresponding exclusion processes. It is therefore natural to ask whether using
the same rates before and after adding edges would be a strong enough assumption to
get monotonicity.
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We now state our second main result, which shows that for any fixed sequence of rates
(an)n>1, any sequence of graphs (G,,),>1 and any sequence of functions f,,: V(G,) —
{0, 1}, the properties of being exclusion sensitive and exclusions stable with respect to
(Gn, an)n>1 are monotone with respect to adding edges to the graphs in (G,,),>1.

Theorem 1.5. Let (G,,),>1 and (G),),>1 be two sequences of finite connected graphs
with V(G,) = V(G),) and E(G,,) C E(G,), and let (o,) be a sequence of strictly positive
real numbers. Let f,: {0,1}V(%") — {0,1} be a nondegenerate sequence of functions.
Then

(i) if (fn)n>1 is XS with respect to (G),, an)n>1, then (f,)n>1 is XS with respect to
(Gna an)nzl-

(ii) if (fn)n>1 is XStable with respect to (G, ayn)n>1, then (f,)n>1 is XStable with
respect to (G, ) n>1-

For more general versions of this theorem, see Remarks 5.3 and 5.2.

The rest of this paper will be structured as follows. In the next section, we give
notation for the eigenvectors and eigenvalues for the different processes with which
we will be concerned in the rest of this paper. We also give spectral equivalences of
exclusion stability and exclusion sensitivity. In the third section we study the structure
of these eigenvectors and eigenvalues a bit more closely. In particular, we prove some
results concerning these when we have a symmetric exclusion process with respect to
(K, a)n>1 for some sequence (o, ),>1 of real numbers. In the fourth section, we give a
proof of our first main result, Theorem 1.3. Finally, in the last section, we give a proof
Theorem 1.5.

2 Spectral equivalences of exclusion sensitivity and stability

All of the results presented in this paper will use methods from Fourier analysis. In
this section we will define the functions which we will use as a basis and derive some
simple results.

Let X(™% be a symmetric exclusion process with respect to (Gn,a,?). Then X0
is a Markov process and has a generator Q%). For functions f, g: (V(f")) =R, {f,g9)=
(f,9) 0 = E[f(X{")g(x{™")] is an inner product. As X9 is reversible and ir-

reducible, we can find a set {¢§”’“}i of eigenvectors of —Q% ), with corresponding
eigenvalues
0— )\(171,75) < )\(2n,€) < )\gmf) <...< )\ET\L‘;??M\) (2.1)

such that {wg’m}i is an orthonormal basis with respect to (-,-) for the space of real

valued functions on (V(")). Note that we can assume that (" =1 for all £ and n.

Next, forallt > 0, let Ht("’z) denote the continuous time Markov semigroup given by
n,f
H™Y = exp(tQ{))).
In other words, H™") operates on a function f with domain (V(G)) by
n,l n,t n,f
H™ fa) = BIF(x™) | X5 = ).

The eigenvectors {wg’“@}i will be eigenvectors of Ht(”’e) as well, with correspond-

. : (n,0) . . .
ing eigenvalues {e~™ ’ t1;. Since the set {wgn,e)}i is an orthonormal basis, for any

£+ (V") = R we can write

(IV(%‘n)\)

fay= > (£ ") (@).

i=1

EJP 21 (2016), paper 45. http://www.imstat.org/ejp/
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To simplify notations, we will write f (©)(7) instead of (f, 1/)1("’%. Using these Fourier
coefficients, for any function f: (V(§*)) — R we have that

E[f(XN)] = (£,1) = (£, = fO(1)

and

Var(f(X§"9)) = (£, f) = FO0)2 =3 7O

1>2

Another well known (see e.g. (1.8) on page 5 in [6]) characterization of the eigenval-
ues {/\E”’e)}i which will be useful for us later is

—_0W
Ag”’é) _ . < Qn'f, f> (2.2)

min R
f: <.f;¢§,n’e))20 for all i’ <i <f7 f>

where the minimum is attained by the corresponding eigenvector wl(”’e). The ratio on the

right hand side of (2.2) is called the Rayleigh quotient of —Q%). It is easy to see that if ¢
is an eigenvector of —ng ), then the Rayleigh quotient is the corresponding eigenvalue.
Using the definition of the generator Q%), we can write

2-QVf fy=2a > 7@ f(@)(f(=) - fy)

zye(VEM);

=a Y W@ - W)

x7ye(v(?n)) D@~y

—a (NGNS (@) - fy) 2.3)

2ye(VE™): any

Y

It follows that if @, is the generator of the exclusion process with respect to (G,,, «, ¢) and
@/, the generator of the exclusion process with respect to (G, a, ¢) for some graph G,
satisfying V(G,,) = V(G,,) and E(G)) C E(G,,), then for any function f: (V(f")) — R,

(—Qu.f) _ (=Quf.f)
TN T

as for the right hand side of this inequality, the sum in (2.3) simply contains more terms.

Above, we listed some simple properties of the eigenvectors of the generator Q,(f)
of an exclusion process with a fixed number of black marbles. The next lemma relates
these eigenvectors to the eigenvectors of the generator @,,.

(2.4)

Lemma 2.1. Let GG,, be a finite connected graph and let «,, be a strictly positive real
number. Foreach ! € {0,1,...,|V(G,)|}, let Q'Y be the generator of the exclusion pro-
cess with respect to (G,,, a,, £), and let {z/;z?"”)}i be an orthonormal basis of eigenvectors

of —Q'Y) with corresponding eigenvalues {\\""*},. Define w;’z) :{0,1}" —= R by

o R .

otherwise.

Then {wgfz)}i,g is an orthonormal basis for —Q),, where @, is the generator of the
symmetric exclusion process with respect to (G, ., ), with corresponding eigenvalues

A

EJP 21 (2016), paper 45. http://www.imstat.org/ejp/
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Proof. Let x € {0,1}"™ and suppose first that = € (V(fn)). Then

—Quu (@) = > a(l} (2) — ¢} ()

Yy~zT

- QT S @™ @) — v (y)
e Y~z
2" @) (n0)
2n

L )\(n,f)w(n,ﬂ)(x)
(%)
= A" ().

On the other hand, if z € (V(f”)), then by definition, wgz) () = 0, hence clearly,

~Quel) (2) =0 = A" 0 = A ().

Consequently, the equation
N n
—Quy (@) = A"l (@)

is valid for all € {0,1}". This shows that 1/)2%) is an eigenvector of —(@Q),, with corre-
sponding eigenvalue )\Z(.Z) = /\l(-”’e).
The claim of orthonormality follows similarly, and is therefore omitted here. O

Remark 2.2. Note that the eigenvectors given by (2.5) with eigenvalue equal to zero is
independent of the chosen graph G,, as long as G,, is connected.

Below and in the rest of this paper, whenever f,g: {0,1}V(%") — R, we will write
(f,9) = {f,q)n, = ]E[f(Xé"))g(Xé"))] and whenever we calculate the Fourier coeffi-
cients of some real valued function f: {0,1}V(“") — R with respect to the basis {1; ¢},
given by (2.5), we write f(i,f) = (f, 1/)(")> Also, we will for z € {0,1}V(¢") let
lz] = %\ evie,) #(v).

The next result provides a spectral characterization of what it means to be exclusion
sensitive, and it is the equivalent definition it provides that we will use in all subsequent
results. Together with Proposition 2.4 this result is a complete analogue of Theorem
1.9 in [2], and similar analogues for exclusion process, although for a different set of
eigenvectors, can be found in [3] (Proposition 3.1 and Proposition 3.2 respectively). The
proofs of both these results very similar to the proofs in the original setting (see e.g. [8])
after conditioning on ||X ||

Proposition 2.3. Let (G,),>1 be a sequence of finite connected graphs, let (c,)n>1 be
a sequence of positive real numbers and for eachn > 1, let X(™) be the exclusion process
with respect to (G, ay)n>1. Further let {wf?)}zg be the orthonormal basis of eigenvec-
tors defined in Lemma 2.1, and let {)\Z(.Z)}i,g be the corresponding eigenvalues. Then a
sequence f,: {0,1}V(G») — 0,1} is exclusion sensitive with respect to (G, ay,)n>1 if
and only if

(i) limy, o0 Var(E[F(X) | 1 X)) = 0 and
(ii) forallk > 0, .
lim Y fu(i,0)?=0.

n— oo
0,00 0<A <k

EJP 21 (2016), paper 45. http://www.imstat.org/ejp/
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Proof. First recall the well known result stating that for three random variables X, Y
and Z,
Cov(X,Y)=E[Cov(X,Y | Z)] + Cov (E[X | Z],E[Y | Z]).

Fix ¢ > 0 and set X = f(X{™), v = f(X{) and Z = | X{"|| to obtain
Cov(f(Xg"), F(XI))

=3 PUXN = 0 Cov (FXE), FXO) LIXT I =€) )

+ Var (B [£(X") | 1X571]) -

We will now rewrite the term Cov (f(Xé”)), FENY | 1x{M) = E) in the expression above.
To this end, note first that for any £ € {0,1,...,n} and any ¢t > 0,

E £ ()£ = B [ (17 | %07
=B [ £ (X H" (X))
= (fu H" 1)
Writing f, as fu = 3, , fu(i, 0y '/ it follows that

(us B L) = <an<z' OU) "l ) HM e,>
il

7.4
il 4

Z e_t)\iﬂ@/ f Z é)fn(.]ael) <¢§72 ’wJ Z/> ’

i,5,0,0

As {¢£?}i’g is an orthonormal set, summing up, we obtain

E[fn(X(E"))fn(Xt(”))]:Z N 0, 0)2. 2.7)
il
Using that
Bl XTI == > aP@fe) = Y mO@/f@) -1
we(V(Gm) we(V(§m)
= 3 D@ fal@) 00 = (o, 0)
we(V(Gn)

= e = (PUXEI =0) " Fu1.)

we now get

ZP 161 = ) - Cov (F(X6™), FX) |16V = ¢)
n 2
=B [ £u(XE) (X)) = 3 PUXE N = 0B | £(XE) | 1XE7) = €]
=0
w (V)
-3 N i, 002,
=0 1=2
EJP 21 (2016), paper 45. http://www.imstat.org/ejp/
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(n) ~
Note in particular that the term e i fn(i,£)? in the previous equation is positive. From
this fact and (2.6), it follows that (f,),>1 can be XS with respect to (G,,, a,),>1 if and
only if

(i) limy e Var (]E [f XMy ||D =0, and
. . n ('Vﬁ")‘) 76)\(
(i) limp oo Eg:() 21:2 i f (Z f)
For any € > 0, it is easy to see that (ii) is satisfied if and only if (ii’) holds. From this
the desired conclusion follows. O

The following result provides an analogue of Proposition 2.3 for exclusion stability.

Proposition 2.4. Let (G),),>1 be a sequence of finite connected graphs, let (ay)n>1
be a sequence of positive real numbers and for each n > 1, let X(") be the exclusion
process with respect to (G, ay)n>1. Further let {wfz)}i,g be the orthonormal basis of

eigenvectors defined in Lemma 2.1, and let {)\E"’O}M be the corresponding eigenvalues.
Then a sequence f,: {0,1}V(") — {0,1} is exclusion stable with respect to (G, Qp)n>1
if and only if for all § > 0 there is k € IN such that

sup Y fuli 0)? <6 (2.8)

Y A >k
Proof. First note that since f,, is Boolean, we have that
P (fa(X0) # fu(XE))
=B [£u(X0)(1 = fu(X5"))]
+ B [ fu(X5)(1 = fa(X0)]

=2 (B [£fu(X0")] = B [£ (X)) fa(XE)])

=2 (B [£a(X) 10 (XE)] = B [fu(X) fu (X))
Combining this with (2.7) for ¢ = 0 and ¢ = ¢, we obtain

P (Ja(X$7) # u(XE)) =2 anu,ef—z &N fuli 02

23

For the if direction of the proof, suppose that for any § > 0 there is £ > 1 such that

sup Z fuli, 0)% < 6.

" i0: A >k
Then for all § > 0,

fisup P (£,(0X07) % £,(X) = 2limoup 3 (1=~ 47) i
<20+ 2lim sup Z (1— e k) £ (i, 0)?
00 A <k
<25+2hm (1—e k)
= 20.

EJP 21 (2016), paper 45. http://www.imstat.org/ejp/
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As ¢ can be chosen to be arbitrarily small, this implies that (f,),>1 is exclusion stable
with respect to (G, an)n>1.
For the only if direction, suppose that there is § > 0 such that for all k£ > 1,

sup Z fn(i,€)2 >

" e A >k
for all £ > 0. Then in particular, this is true for k = e~!. This implies that

timy sup P (£,(XE") # fu(X(V)) = 2 im sgpzl; (1-e7) fui,0?

> 2 lim sup Z (1— e )>f( 0)?

e=0 o
i0: AET;{)ZE*l

> 2 lim sup Z (1 - 6755_1) fuli 0)?

e=0 o
i,0: AW >e—1

=2lim(1 — e 1)0.
e—0
In particular, (f,),>1 cannot be noise stable. O

Before ending this section, we present a last lemma which gives an upper bound
of the eigenvalues AEZ), which more or less follows directly by spelling out the terms
in (2.2) and then taking trivial upper bounds.

Lemma 2.5. Let Q) be the generator of the symmetric exclusion process on G with ¢
black marbles and rate «. If X is an eigenvalue of —Q"¥) and d := max,cy (g deg v, then
A < 2a4d.

Proof. First recall the characterization of an eigenvalue )\ glven by the Rayleigh
quotient, namely that for any 1,

14
AP0 < gup 4= g, 9
YTz (9:9)
Equivalently, for any such eigenvalue,
4
A < gup 2™ @) Ty - (9(2) — 9(9))
l , >, (2)g(w)?

Using that wﬁf) is uniform, and simplifying, we obtain

< sup Oy yea(9(7) — 9(v)?

)\(n,é)
' g 232, 9(x)?

As
> (g —gw)?<2 Do (9(2)* +91)?)

ERTERTSH ERTERTHY

and as for any state s there is at most /d states y such that y ~ x, we obtain

)\(_nyg) < sup %Y Zx /d g(m)Q

= 2add. O
g 2> ,9(x)?

EJP 21 (2016), paper 45. http://www.imstat.org/ejp/
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3 Eigenvectors and eigenvalues for symmetric exclusion processes

Below and in the rest of this section, for any graph G, any ¢ € {0, 1,...,|V(G)

z € (V%) and any v € V(G), let ,, denote the unique element in (%) or (‘Qﬁ)) which

differs from z in only the color at vertex v. Moreover, for any e € FE(G), let =, be the

unique element in (V(EG)) which is obtained by switching positions of the marbles at the

endpoints of e. For any v € V(G), let

{1 if the marble at v € V(G) is black
x(v) =

0 if the marble at v € V(G) is white

and recall that
2] = [{v € V(G): z(v) = 1}].

Finally, for m < ¢ and y € (V(%)), let y < = denote that for all v € V(G) we have that

y(v) < z(v).

Our main objective in this section will be to give the relationships between the
eigenvectors {y\""”}; and eigenvalues {\\""*'}, for different ¢ € {1,2,...,|n/2|}. This
will done by studying the following operators, defined for any eigenvector v of Q% ) by

Yi(a) = > dw),  we (V)

v: z(v)=0

and

P_(z) = Z Y(z,), € (Vtz(ff))'

v: z(v)=1
The following result will play a major role in the later proof of our main result,
Theorem 1.3.

Proposition 3.1. Foreach ¢ =1,2,...,|n/2], let ng) be the generator of the symmetric
exclusion process with respect to (K,,a,f). Also, for each such ¢, let {wf”’é)}i be

an orthonormal set of eigenvectors of —Q%) and let {)\En’z)}i be the corresponding
eigenvalues. Then

(a) foreach j =1,...,¢, the eigenvalue aj(n — j + 1) has multiplicity

G)-()

(b) If we order the eigenvalues of—ng) so that

= /\gn,é) < Aén,@) < )\:(Sn,é) <. < )\((2,)8)7
¥

an orthogonal basis of eigenvectors to — Qn ) is given by

{(77[}2(%@))+}i€{1,2,...,(5f1)}’

(c) given the ordering of the eigenvectors given in (b), fori € {1,2,...,(,",)}, we can
pick w(" 0 =C; (w(” = 1)) , for some normalizing constants C; > 0 that depends on
i, n, ¢ and o.

(d) given the ordering of the eigenvectors given in (b), for any m < { we can pick the
eigenvectors {1/11("’@} of—Q%) with eigenvalue less than or equal to am(n —m + 1)
in such a way that any such eigenvector wi("’e) can be written as

v =0 S ().

y<-: [lyll=m
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for normalizing constants C} > 0 that depends on i, n, {, « and m. Moreover, we
(_’ﬂ;e) — /\(_n,m)
i .

K2

have )\

Remark 3.2. Proposition 3.1 is stated only for ¢ € {1,2,...,|n/2]}, that is for ¢ €
{1,2,...,|n/2]} black marbles and n—¢ € {|n/2] +1,...,n— 1} white marbles. However,
as an exclusion process with ¢ black marbles and n — ¢ white marbles essentially behaves
in the same way as a exclusion process with n — ¢ black marbles and ¢ white marbles, we
have

wgn,l) ({L‘) _ /(/)Z(n,nff)(l . .27)

and
A(n,f) _ w(n,n—()(l . l’)

The merit of Proposition 3.1 is not that it provides new information about the eigen-
values and eigenvectors of the generator of the exclusion process on a complete graph;
in fact neither the eigenvectors nor the eigenvalues of this process are unknown (see
e.g.[3, 7, 4]). Rather, this result is important to us because it provides a quite explicit
structure of the eigenvectors, and it is this structure that we will need in the proof of
Theorem 1.3. In particular, we will need this structural results for exclusion processes
on general graphs, which is provided by the next lemma.

For eigenvectors v of QS) and z € (V(f”)), a function similar to ¥, and ¢ _, defined
by

Yu(@) = > P((0,0,...,0)),

v: z(v)=1

was used in [5] to find bounds on the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of —Q“) for general
graphs. In this paper the authors showed that ¢, will be an eigenvector of —Q*), and
thus deduced parts of Proposition 3.1 and the lemmas that we will use to prove it.
However, they did not extend this definition to eigenvectors eigenvectors 1) of Q;j ) for
j > 1. The next lemma therefore extends their result, and provides a way to obtain
eigenvectors of —Q(“~1) and —Q(“*1) given eigenvectors of —Q®).

Lemma 3.3. Let G be a finite connected graph, ¢ € {0,1,...,|V(G)| — 1} and let o any
strictly positive real number. Let Q) be the generator of the symmetric exclusion
process with respect to (G, «, (), and let 1) be an eigenvector of —Q*) with eigenvector ).
Then, for z € (%%)), the function ¢ : (%'9) — {0,1} is either an eigenvector to —Q(*~ ")
with eigenvalue ), or, = 0. Similarly, for x € (‘Qﬁ)) the function v_ : (‘Zﬁ)) —{0,1}
is either an eigenvector to —Q“*1) with eigenvalue \, or )_ = 0.

Note that by applying the operator ¥ — v, ¢ — m times and then using Lemma 3.3,
we get the following corollary, which is a weaker version of Proposition 3.1 (d) for finite
connected graphs.

Corollary 3.4. In the setting of Lemma 3.3, if ng’") is an eigenvector of —Q(™) with
corresponding eigenvalue )\Em), then either

Y)= > My, ze (V)

y<z: [lyll=m

is a (nonzero) eigenvector of—ng) with eigenvalue /\Z(_e) = )\Z(-m), ori = 0.

We now prove Lemma 3.3 mainly by spelling out the definitions of ¢/ and _.
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Proof. Note first that for any = € {0,1}V(%),

Z er(xe): Z Z 1/’((%%)

e€E(G) ecE(G) vE‘(’()Ci)(;

ST pl@)e)

c€B(G) vEVIC):

Using this, for z € (*(%)), we obtain

—QU My () =a Y (Vi (x) — vy (xe))

c€EE(Q)

=« Z Z Y((70)e)

e€E(Q) vEV()G)

Yooad @ V((20)e)

UEV(G) e€E(Q)

(

> —QUW(xy)

veEV(G):
x(v)=0

D () = M (2).
vEV(Q):
z(v)=0

This shows that ¢/ is an eigenvector to —Q*~1) with eigenvalue )\, provided that 1, # 0.

Analogously, for x € (V,Z(ﬁ)), we have
> v-l)= D D @)= 3 Y wl@))
e€E(G) e€E(G) ve\(/()c)l ecE(Q) UG(V()(:?)l=
in turn implying that
Q(Z+1),¢ — a Z (l'e))
ecE(G)

o Z Z (w(l’v) - W(%)a)

e€E(G)v: z(v)=1

> —QU(a

veV(G):
z(v)=1

o Mp(w) = Mo (x).

veV(G):
z(v)=1

As this shows that 1/_ is an eigenvector to —Q“*!) with eigenvalue \ provided that
¥_ % 0, this concludes the proof. O

The purpose of the next lemma is to provide expressions for the lengths of ¢/, and
1_. In contrast to the previous lemma, this lemma requires that the graph G,, on which
the exclusion process evolves is the complete graph.

Lemma 3.5. Let a be a positive real number and let QE,,E) be the generator of the
symmetric exclusion process with respect to (K,,«). Then for any eigenvector ¢ of
—Q% ) with corresponding eigenvalue ),

n—4~+1

<¢+,¢+> = ol

(aln—04+1)—N)
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and 211
(o) = ﬁ (@t +1)(n—6) - N).

Proof. Let v and v’ be any two eigenvectors of —Qg). Then by definition,

<w+,w;>—(i)~ S v @) ()

-1 Ie(v;f?))

o XY e
-1

V(Kn)\ v: @(v)=0
xe( E—IL ) vz (v!)=0

Now for each y € (V(¥*), in the double sum above, the term ¢ (y)¢’ (y) will be counted

¢ times, as for each v such that y(v) = 1, we can let v = v/, z = y,, and write ¥ (y)¥’(y)
as ¥(xy,)Y(x, ). Similarly, for any y,y’ € (V(f") such that y ~ ¢/, the term ¢(y)y(y’) will
appear exactly one time, as this requires = to be the configuration with black marbles at
the positions where both y and ¢’ have black marbles. This implies that

Z Z (@)Y (20)

(") 2

Z <£w(x)z//(x)+ Z 1/1(95)1/)/(35/)> (3.1)

we(VUm) o e(VEMY: gina

Y. W) (W'(w) + > ¢'(w’)>~

we(VUm) we(VEMY: ging

Now recall that for any eigenvector 1)’ of —Q%) with corresponding eigenvalue )\, and
any x € (V(?”)),

M (2) = QU =al(n— )/ (x) —a Y ¢@).

x/e(v(fzn)): 2~z

Using this, we obtain

(4, 9y) = ( ,11 ) > W) <M'($) +n = 0 (x) - a_lM//(l‘)>
£—1

we(VED)
1 aln—L0+1)—A /
= . () (3.2)
(1221) @ me(VZU;n)) (z)'(z)

n—{+1 alln—Cl+1)— X
¢ e

(¥, ¢').

If we set ¢ = ¢/, the first claim of the lemma immediately follows.
To repeat the argument with ¢)_ and ¢’ instead of ¢, and ¢,, the only thing we need
to replace is (3.1). By a similar argument as in the first case, we obtain

Z Z (@)Y (20)

(") O

= > ((n—ew<x>w'<x>+ > ¢<w>w’<ﬂf’>)

QJE(V(I;")) z/e(v(};n)): T/~
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Using this equation, we get the following equation.

(+1 all+1)(n—0)—A
n—~0 «

(W_,vl) = (h, ). (3.3)

If we set ¢ = ¢/, the second claim of the lemma now immediately follows. O

The next lemma shows that orthogonality is preserved by the operations ¢ — ¢ and
Y.
Lemma 3.6. Let a be a positive real number and let Q%) be the generator of the
symmetric exclusion process with respect to (K,,«). Then for any two orthogonal
eigenvectors v and v’ of —ng),

<1/J+,1)/er> = <¢777/)/7> =
Proof. As v and ¢’ are orthogonal, we have that (1, 9’} = 0. Using (3.2), we obtain

n—0+1 al(n—0+1)—

A N

<7p+v ’l/)zr> =
Analogously, using (3.3), we obtain

+1 a(€+1)( —0)—A
n—o0 o

() = (ap, ") = 0. O

We are now ready to give a proof of Proposition 3.1.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. We will first prove that (a), (b) and (c) hold by using induction

on the number of black marbles, /. As an induction hypothesis, suppose that for some

¢ € N, there is an orthonormal basis of eigenvectors w’f), wEZ’)E) to —ng ) with
4

corresponding eigenvalues

)\("Z)f 0 fori=1
" |adln—j+1) for (7) <i< (7)), i=01,....L

By Lemmas 3.3 and 3.6, the nonzero vectors among wﬁl), cee, 1/)22’)61 is an orthogonal
4
set of eigenvectors of Q ) with corresponding eigenvalues AW% )\((Z’)K). By
4
Lemma 3.5 and the induction hypothesis, for any i € {1,2,...,(})},
n n E ]- n
W0, 90) = s (a4 =€) = A0 £ 0.
a(n — 1)
Forie{1,...,(})}, set
n,f
P y"?
t o n,l) n,f '
(™9, 9"
Then for each i € {1,2,...,(})}, wg”’eﬂ) is an eigenvector of —Q' ™" with corresponding

0

eigenvalue A" = A" Moreover, we can extend the set {y"* "V}, () to an

.....

orthonormal basis {wl("’éﬂ)}i:l (") of eigenvectors of —Q% T To show that the
S

induction hypothesis must hold for ¢ + 1 black marbles given that it holds for ¢ black
marbles, it now suffices to show that A" = a(¢ + 1)(n — ¢) for all i > (). To this end,
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note that by Lemmas 3.3 and 3.6, the nonzero vectors in the set {w " “1)}1 1,..(,r,) are
an orthogonal set of eigenvectors of — Q) Zn). By Lemma 3.5,
WD, gt ) = 2L (a1 - 0) - AP
’ all+1) g
By the induction hypothesis, this is nonzero for i € {1,2,...,(})}. As no orthogonal

set of eigenvectors of —ng) can contain more than (’g) elements, we must have that

A — (0 4+ 1) (n — ) for all i > (). As the induction hypothesis is well known to
hold for ¢ = 0, the desired conclusion follows.

(d) follows directly from (a), (b) and (c) by applying the operator ¢ — ¥, £ —m
times. O

4 A proof of Theorem 1.3

Before we give a proof of our first main result, Theorem 1.3, we will prove the
following lemma, which is interesting in itself, relating the eigenvectors of an exclusion
process on any graph with the eigenvectors of an exclusion process on the complete
graph.

Lemma 4.1. Let Q%) be the generator of the symmetric exclusion process on K,, with £
black marbles and rate «, and let Rg) be the generator of the symmetric exclusion pro-
cess ofa graph G,,, V(G,,) = V(K,), with ¢ black marbles with rate . Let {¢§"’“}i be the
eigenvectors of —ng), and let {Aﬁ”’“}i be the corresponding eigenvalues. Analogously,
let {XE”’Z)}i be the eigenvectors of R\, and let {ME”’E)}i be the corresponding eigenval-
ues. Further, let d = max,cy (g, ) degv. Then for any k and k' such that ak'(n—k'+1) > k,

(n,)

(n,0)
Spani: Agn,l)gk wz g Spani (n l)<26k dXV

Consequently, if (), is the generator of the symmetric exclusion process on K,
with rate a R,, is the generator of the symmetric exclusion process of G,, with rate
B and {w } and {X(")} are the orthonormal bases of eigenvectors of —@Q),, and —R,
respect1ve1y, as defined in Lemma 2.1, then

(n) (n)
Span, A < ¥i < Span,,, u() <opird Xit

whenever ak’/(n — k' + 1) > k.

When we use Lemma 4.1 in the proof of Theorem 1.3, we will think of n as being very
large and k as being small and fixed, and pick o = 1/n and 8 = 1/d. With this choice of
parameters, and any k and &’ such that &'(n — ¥’ + 1)/n > k, Lemma 4.1 says that

(n) (n)
Span,, A <k ¥, < Span,, w0 <ot Xi
From the simple inequality

z(n—z+1) < n+1
n ~ 2n

)

valid for x € [0,n/2], we obtain that in this special case, we can choose any k' > nfl - k.

In particular, we can choose k' = 2k. From this we get the following lemma as a corollary.
Lemma 4.2. In the setting of Lemma 4.1, ifa« = 1/n, § = 1/d and k < n/4, then

Span,, o, ¥y C Span,, oy X1
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Proof of Lemma 4.1. Note first that by Remark 3.2, it suffices to prove the lemma in
the case ¢ < |n/2] Fix k and let wW) be an eigenvalue of ~Q'Y with corresponding

E"’z) = aj(n—j+1) for some j € {1,2,...,¢}.
By Proposition 3.1 (d), this in turn implies that w@(n,e) can be written as

oM =e =0 3 0w

y<-: |lyll=J

eigenvalue )\2(-”’() < k. By Proposition 3.1 (a), A

for some normalizing constant C. As 1\™7: (V(f")) SR, V(G,) = V(K,) and {x\"},

is an orthonormal basis for all functions f: (V(f")) — R,

wfn’j) € Span,, X(”’j).

1:/
By Lemma 2.5, this is equivalent to that

() ()
i€ Span,, i) g5 Xir

implying that

w'L(nl)() = C Z wz(n’j) (y) € Spani/: HE’I’LJ)SQﬁjd Z XE'n’J)(y>

v<-: lyll=3 v<-: lyll=3
(n,0)

- Spani,: /LE?‘DSQﬁjd X,/

where the last inclusion follows from Corollary 3.4. Now as ak’'(n — k' +1) > k >
ajn—j+1)and j < ¢ < |n/2|, we have that j < k’. Using this, we obtain

(n,€)

(n,0) (n,6)
Y; "’ € Span,, C Span,, 0 <ogkra Xir

a0 <2pja Xot
which is the desired conclusion. O

We are now ready to give a proof of Theorem 1.3. The main idea of this proof is to
use Lemma 4.2 to compare the sums in the characterizations of exclusion sensitivity and
exclusions stability given by Propositions 2.3 and 2.4 for the two sequences of graphs.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Note first that it is enough to prove the result for 5, =

1/ MaXyev(G,,) degv.
Suppose that (f,),>1 is not exclusion sensitive with respect to the sequence
(Kjv(a,)» 1/IV(Gn)|)n>1. By Proposition 2.3, either

Jim Var(B[f, () | l«] = |1 X§”)) # 0

or there is k > 0, € > 0 and a subsequence n’ such that

Yoo fwi0)?>e 4.1)

- (n')
i0: 0<A(") <k

for all n’. In the first case, we are already done, so we can assume that (4.1) holds.
Now (4.1) says exactly that the length of the projection of f,,; onto Span. 0 0<x™) <k 1/’1(72 )

1,0 i S s
is at least €. By Lemma 4.2,

(n) (n)
Span_ A <k 1/1174 C Span,_ ) <ak Xi /-
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As (™) is the uniform measure for both G,, and K\v(a,)  these two spaces have the
same inner product. This implies that the length of the projection onto the larger of the
two spaces must be larger than the length of the projection onto the smaller subspace.
In other words, if we define f,,/(i,£) = (fu, XEZ/)> then we must have

S @0 > Y @ 0? > e

s 0< ™) s 0<er(®)
00 0<pul") <4k 000 0<A{") <k

for all n’. From this it follows that (f,),>1 cannot be exclusion sensitive with respect to
(Gn,1/dy)n>1, and finishes the proof of (i).

To show that (ii) holds, suppose that (f,),>1 is exclusion stable with respect to
(K\v(a,))> 1/|V(Gn)|)n>1. Then, by Proposition 2.4, for all § > 0 there is k > 0 such that

sup Z fali 0% <6

" i0: A" >k
or equivalently, such that

inf Y (i, 07> (f.f) ~ 0.

il A" <k
By Lemma 4.2, this implies that

inf Y S, 07> (ff) -

0,0 ;ng)<4k

As ¢ was arbitrary, by Proposition 2.4, (f,)n>1 is exclusion stable with respect to
(Gn,1/dy)n>1. This finishes the proof. O

5 Monotonicity at equal rate

The main purpose of this section is to give a proof of Theorem 1.5, which gave
conditions given which the properties of being exclusion sensitive and exclusion stable
was monotone with respect to adding edges to a sequence of graphs. We now formulate
the main lemma we will use in the proof of this result.

Lemma 5.1. Let () be the generator for the symmetric exclusion process with respect to
(G, a) and Q' be the generator for the symmetric exclusion process with respect to (G', «),
for two finite connected graphs G and G’ with the same number of vertices and a strictly
positive real number «. Let {; ¢}: , be and orthonormal set of eigenvectors of —() with
corresponding eigenvalues {\; ¢}i ¢, and let {x;¢}: ¢ and {y; ¢}: ¢ be the corresponding
sets for —Q'. Further, let f: {0,1}V(¢) — R. Then, if B(G') C E(G), for all strictly
positive real numbers k and k' we have that

Y s | |r X Gwers [ X (e

00 g >k 01 0<X; o<k i0: N o>k

The main idea of our proof of this lemma is to use (2.4) to relate the eigenvectors and
eigenvalues of —(Q and —(@Q’. This gives good bounds for functions with support only on
eigenvectors corresponding to small eigenvalues, hence the function f is first split into
two parts; one of which is the projection of f onto the span of such eigenvectors. The
squares and square roots arises naturally by an application of the triangle inequality.
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Proof. Fix k > 0 and &' > 0 and define Pa<if = 3, . ocn, ,<i(f>¥i0)tie to be the
projection of f onto the space spanned by all eigenvectors v; , with corresponding
eigenvalue less than or equal to k£ but not equal to zero. Similarly, define P\~ f =

ZM: /\M>k<f, ¥; ¢)%;0. Then for any k' > 0,

Yo i)=Y <P>\§kf+P>\>kf+ > <fawj7m>wj,maXi,Z>2

B0 g g >k 0,0 g o>k’ Jsm: Aj m=0
2
= E <P)\§kf + Pasif + E (fs Xg,m) X ms Xi,[>
i,0: ,Ufi,£>k, Jsm: Hj,m:O

where the last equality follows from Remark 2.2. Using that any eigenvector with
corresponding eigenvalue equal to zero is orthogonal to any eigenvector yx;, with
corresponding eigenvalue p;, > k' > 0, and then applying the triangle inequality,
we obtain

S fxin)? = Y. (Packf + Pasifixin)’

B0 g o>k il g e >k
2
< > (Pacrfixin)? S (Porfxin? |- (5.1)
0,0 pi >k’ 0,0 pi >k’

Now note that

i, 1
Z (Prarfsxi)® < Z Mk/,z (Prarfixin)® < 7 Z prie - (Paskfs xie)?

i, /_Lj,ye>k' 1,0 ,uq:,[,>k’ 1,0 i e>0

kl;’ (=Q'Prx<if, Pr<kf)-

Applying (2.4), it follows that

> (Packfixin)® < % (=QPx<if, Pa<kf) = % > N (Pacif i)’

0,0 /Liyg>k?/ i, Ai,l>0

=% > Ai,e~<f,wi,e>2§§ S (i)

i,0: 0<N; o<k i0: 0<X; o<k

For the second term in the last expression of (5.1), again using Remark 2.2, we have

o (Porfixin)? < Y, (Porfixan)®= Y. (Pawfivig)’

ii g 0>k i g, e>0 it X, e>0

= Y (fite)?

it N>k

Summing up, we now get,

2
9 k
PR RNEE INE D DI %) > (e
0,0 pg 0>k i,0: 0<X; o<k i Ni o>k
which is the desired conclusion. O

We now give a proof of Theorem 1.5, whose conclusion will follow more or less directly
by applying Lemma 5.1 to the sums in the characterizations of exclusions sensitivity and
exclusion stability given by Propositions 2.3 and 2.4.
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Proof of Theorem 1.5. Let f,(i,() = (fn,wz(jz})> and f,(i,0) = <fn,X(")>.

i,
For the proof of the first part of the theorem, suppose that (f,,),>1 is exclusion stable
with respect to (G,,, @, ),>1. Then by Proposition 2.4, for all § > 0 there is k£ > 0 such

that 3>, , yovo, fnli,0) < 6/4 for all n > 1. Since
KAl

S R0? <Y fli0? = Bl (X)) < 1
il

il 0<A{) <k

there is ¥’ > 0 such that L
= S fali,0)? < 6/4
i6: 0 <k
for all n. Using Lemma 5.1, we thus obtain

2

S OAGer<| |2 Y RGer+ | RG.2
k

i0: pl™) >k i€: 0<A ) <k 00 AW >k

(Vo7i+ Vofa) =6

As § was arbitrary, by Proposition 2.4, (f,)n,>1 is exclusion stable with respect to
(Ghs an)n>1-

For the other direction, suppose that (f,)»>1 is exclusion sensitive with respect to
(G!,, an)n>1. By Proposition 2.3,

IN

Tim Var(E[f() | [l2]] = | X5 ]) = 0

and for all ¥’ > 0, )
lim oo fali0?=o0. (5.2)

i,0: 0<M§jj}§k'

By Lemma 5.1, for any & > 0 and k&’ > 0 we have that

o RGOT= )= Y fl0P = D fuli,0)?

il 0<pl") <k’ i0: ") =0 il ") >k
= <fnafn> - Z fn(i’é)Z - Z fn(iaé)Q
i6: A" =0 il ") >k
S
> furf) = D falis0)
i6: 2"=0 )
k (i p)2 F (i 0)2
- W Z fali, 0)% + Z fn(i, 0)
i: 0<Al) <k i A >k

Using (5.2), it thus follows that

0> hmsup<<fm )= D fali,0)?

0,0 )‘i,l =0
2

- % Z fn(la€)2+ Z fn(lag)Q )

i 0<A <k i0: A" >k
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As this holds for any &’ > 0 and

Z fali, 0)? < an(i,K)Q =E[f? <1
W)

i0: 0<A M <k

we obtain

0 > lim sup <fnafn> - Z fn(l7£)2 - Z fN(Z’E)Q

n—oo (n) (n)
0,0: A7) =0 i,0: A >k

=limsup > fu(i,0)?

n—oo
il 0<A{") <k!
which in particular implies that for any k£ > 0,

lim sup Z fn(i, 02 = 0.

n—oo (n)
i,0: 0<AL™) <K/

Proposition 2.3 now ensures that (f,),>1 is exclusion sensitive with respect to
(Gnaan)nZL O

Remark 5.2. The proof of Theorem 1.5 is easy to extend to the setting where the rates
(an)n>1 is allowed to be different for different edges in the graphs, as long as the same
edge has the same rate in both graphs. To see this, simply note that the actual rates «,,
was never used in the proof, which depends only on Proposition 2.3, Proposition 2.4 and
Lemma 5.1, which in turn only uses the earlier Remark 2.2 and (2.4). All of these results
can easily be seen to be valid also in this setting.

Remark 5.3. Using the previous remark, we can quite easily make Theorem 1.5 even
more general. Suppose namely that we are in the setting of Theorem 1.5, except that the
graphs (G),),>1 are not necessarily connected, but that for each n > 1, G/, is the union

of ¢, < |V(G,)| connected components. For n > 1 define intermediate graphs c, clP
and Ggf’ ) as follows

. Let G be a graph with V(GS})) = V(G,) and E(G),) C E(G%l)) C E(G,) and
where removing any edge in E(GS))\E(G;) would make G disconnected. Call
such a set of edges a minimal connecting set of edges for GG,,, and note that the
number of edges in such a set will always be ¢, — 1.

. Let G be a graph with V(Gg)) = V(G,) and E(Gg)) - E(G%Z)), where
E(G%Q))\E(Gg)) is another minimal connecting set of edges for G,,, and let the
edges in this set all have rate ((c, — 1)n)~!. Note that we do not necessarily have
that E(GY) C E(G,,).

. Let G¥ be the graph with V(Ggﬂ)) = V(G,) and E(GS’)) = E(G)) U (E(Gg))\
E(GS))). Note that G is connected.

Now let f,,: {0,1}V(&») — {0,1}, E,, C E(G,) and write &, for the event that no
edge in F,, was used before time t. Then

P(fa(X§") # fa(X) | Ene) - P(Ene) < P(fu(X5V) # fu( X))
< P(fu(X§7) # (XY | En) + P(ESL).
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For the covariance, we get

Cov(fu(X§"), fu(X{"))
Bl (X5") fn (X)) = BLf0 (X5
Bl (X)) Fu (X)) | €0] + P(ESL) = Blfa(X$) | Enn]? - P(En)?
= Cov(fu(X5"), £a(X() | Ena) + P(ESL) + Blfn(X5) | €0n]? - (1= P(E41)?)
< Cov(fu(X5), £u(X() | £01) + 3P(ES 1)

") fa (X))~ Bl (X))
> Bl (X)) (XY | 0n] - P(Ewn) — (BUW(XS™) | £n]- PEn) + P(EGL))
(

= Cov(fu(X§™), fa (X)) | Eat) - P(Ent) + Elfu(XS") | Enn]? - P(Ent) P(ES)
— P(E1)? = 2P(E5,1) - P(Enn) - Blfu(X5") | Ena]

)

)

™

ECov(fn(Xo(n)) fu(X4 () 1) - ( 1) —3P(&; 1)
1) —4P(&; ).

|
> Cov(fa(Xg™), fa(X{V) | €
= n <\
As for E,, = (E(G%Q))\E(GS))) we have

("J

s =

1\ Cn—1
P(En1) < P(Ene) = (7o) < ool

and

limsupe /" =1
n—oo

these inequalities allow us to transfer the properties of being exclusion sensitive and
exclusion stable between sequences of graphs that differ only on sets of edges that are
being used very rarely in the limit. Using this, we get the series of implications

XSon G = XSon G = XSon G? = XSon G = XS on G,

where the second and fourth implication uses Theorem 1.5 and Remark 5.2.
Analogously for exclusion stability, we have

XStable on G,, = XStable on G(!) = XStable on G?
= XStable on G{*) = XStable on G/,

where again, the second and fourth implication uses Theorem 1.5 and Remark 5.2.

This shows that the assumption on that G/, is to be connected can be dropped from
Theorem 1.5. A similar argument shows that also the assumption that G,, is connected
for every n can be dropped.
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