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Abstract

We introduce a new general concept of surrogate random variable, the “surrogate
by exchangeability” that allows to study the class of random variables that can be
decomposed by means of an independent randomisation.

As an example, we treat the case of the Curie-Weiss model using the explicit
construction of its De Finetti measure of exchangeability. Writing the magnetisation
as a sum of i.i.d.’s randomised by the underlying De Finetti random variable, the
surrogate study shows that the appearance of a phase transition can be understood
as a competition between these two sources of randomness, the Gaussian regime
corresponding to a marginally relevant disordered system.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivations, history and main result
The Curie-Weiss model of n spins at inverse temperature S > 0 is the law of the
random variables (X ,E,B )) 1<k<n defined by

B g2
eﬁsn

n

]P»Elﬁ) = P(XW) X(/g)) = m .P(Xl,...,Xn)a (11)
1 ey X et

where f o [P denotes the bias/penalisation/tilting of P by f and
(Xk)1<han ~ Lid. Bergyyy(1/2), Sn =3 X
k=1

One classical modification of this model consists in adding an additional parameter,
the external magnetic field p, i.e.

e35 Sn+hSn

Xl(ﬁ"“),...,Xﬁbﬂ’“)) = E(e%52+ﬂsn) ° P(Xl,m,Xn)' (1.2)

5

In this article, we will only be concerned with the case u = 0.
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This simple model of statistical mechanics was originally introduced by Pierre Curie
in 1895 [13] and refined by Pierre-Ernest Weiss in 1907 [52] as an exactly solvable
model of ferromagnetism: the ferromagnetic alloys have the property of spontaneously
changing their magnetic behaviour when heated, once a certain critical temperature
threshold is reached.

Nowadays, it is presented as a mean-field approximation of the more refined Ising
model, i.e. as the replacement of an interaction with nearest neighbour ), . y XX, by
an interaction with all other spins Z X, X; = 52 (see e.g. [29, ch. 2]). Such approx-
imations are frequently performed in probablhty theory in general and in statistical
mechanics in particular. Replacing a complex model with a simpler one whose overall
behavior may be examined through explicit computations allows to get an intuition of
the features that can be inferred from the original model, sometimes with no alteration.
This is the case of the Curie-Weiss model when it comes to spontaneous magnetisation
and metastability. In particular, it does exhibit a phase transition with three distinct
behaviours at high, critical and low temperature.

We refer to [29, ch. 2] for a friendly introduction to its main properties, or the more
classical references [5, 33, 49, 51].

Of particular interest is the law of the unnormalised magnetisation

MP) ZX , (1.3)

k=1

given, for all continous bounded function f, by

E (e £(S,)
(s (1)) - <E())

This random variable contains all the information of the model, as the law of every
spin is defined by means of M,(Lﬂ )

The difference of behaviour of the system when the inverse temperature g varies
can be summarised in the following theorem that can be found e.g. in the books
[5, 29, 33, 49, 51] or in the papers [22, 23]. In the Bernoulli case that we consider, the
case = 1 is, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, first due to Simon and Griffiths [47,
thm. 1].

Theorem 1.1 (Fluctuations of the unnormalised magnetisation). We have:
1. Ifg <1,
L 1
e L JV< ) .
\/7 n — 400 1 — ﬁ

2. If p =1, let y(a) ~ I'(a) i.e. P(y(a) € dz) = ]1{z>0}xae—z% fora > 0, and By, ~
Bery+1y(1/2) independent of v(a); then,

1 c 4 dx
(1) V4 e~z =2,
n3/4 n — +oo Bil 7(1/4) "’ Z

3. Ifﬂzl—ﬁ with v € R fixed, letEywe*”fé 12— then,

(1=v/v/n) R
TL‘3/4M n~>+ooF
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4. If3 > 1, let By ~ Ber{il}(1/2); then,

1 L
M) ——t3B.,,  wherets = tanh(Btg).

n n — +oo

We note that the left transition v > 0 and the right transition v < 0 give the same
limiting law, even though the graph of the density displays a very different behaviour, with
two different modes that announce the case 8 > 1 in the second case; see Remark 3.9.
This continuous phase transition is characteristic of the case u = 0, see e.g. [29, § 2.5.3].

Several modifications and follow-ups to Theorem 1.1 can be made: universality of
the limits when the law of the (X}), is changed [22, 23], dynamical spin-flip version
[37], concentration properties of the spins around the limit in the case 5 > 1 [10, 11],
moderate and large deviations [18, 21], modification of the Hamiltonian leading to the
Curie-Weiss-Potts model [20], the inhomogeneous Curie-Weiss model [17], the p-spin
Curie-Weiss model [39], the multi-group Curie-Weiss model [27, 36], etc.

The methods to prove the previous results are diverse and varied: the concentration
property in [10, 11] uses exchangeable pairs to build a functional satisfying a simple
sub-linear inequality ameanable to the Herbst argument (that consists in bounding the
Laplace transform of the random variable by means of a differential inequality). The
methods in [22, 23] use the Laplace/Fourier transform in the same way the Central Limit
Theorem is proven, and the technique used in [27, 36] uses the method of moments
and, in the case of joint limiting Gaussian distribution, computes the limiting correla-
tion between sums of different families of spins by means of a Hubbard-Stratonovich
transformation' estimated with the Laplace method.

These results allow the variety of techniques used in probability theory to express
their power and illustrate a form of richness of the field, both in the questions asked and
in the responses that follow.

The goal of this paper is to pursue this trend by giving yet another proof of this
old and respectable theorem with the additional result of the speed of convergence in
Kolmogorov and Fortet-Mourier distance; more precisely:

Theorem 1.2 (Summary of the main results).

1. In the Fortet-Mourier norm defined by

den(X,Y):=  sup  [E(h(X)) — E(h(Y)) (1.4)

3 L XX
7l ST 1P o <1

one has for h with |h| < 1,[|h'|, < 1:

(a) If 3 < 1 (Theorem 3.1 in the sequel)
M Moo  1( B ),
E(h( = )) ~ E(h(Z5)| <CT 2 +n<1_5 Wl +C(8) |h|w)

(®)
— dFM<Mn’Jy<O7 1 >>< ¢ D)

v 1-8))Svat n

for constants C, D(3) > 0, with Zg ~ .4 (0, ﬁ)

1This transformation amounts to the computation of the De Finetti measure in Lemma B.1; compare with
[36, prop. 311.
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(b) If 3 =1 (Theorem 3.7 in the sequel)

]E(h(iﬁ)) —E(h(Fy))| < (&% + O<n31/4>) (thloo + ||h’||oo)

MY C E
== dFM( Fo) <—=+

3/’ N L

for constants C, E > 0.
(c) Ifg=1- ﬁ (Theorem 3.3 in the sequel)

E(h(ﬂﬁ/:)) —E(h(E,))| < (\% + O<n;/4>> (Ilh\loo + Hh’lloo)

1+3)
Mn " c E(v)
- dFM( REYZE ’Y>< +n3/4

SV

for constants C, E(vy) > 0.
(d) If 3 > 1 (Theorem 3.8 in the sequel)

o (2)) -efu(r)| < (G 0u(2) .

n
_— F PR — < — 4+ —=
d M( n 7tﬁB 1> h \/ﬁ n

for constants C, F(8) > 0, with T'%) ~ t3B.,.

2. In the Kolmogorov norm defined by

drcor(X, Y) = sup [B(X < #) — P(Y
teR

N

t)] (1.5)

one has:

(a) If 3 < 1 (Theorem 4.1 in the sequel)

Mﬁﬂ) 1 ' D’(ﬁ)
dKol(\/ﬁa r/V<0’ 1—5)) < ﬁ + -

for constants C', D'(3) > 0.
(b) If 3 =1 (Theorem 4.4 in the sequel)

for constants C', E’ > 0.
(c) If=1-— % (Theorem 4.3 in the sequel)

M C'(y) | E'()
dKOl n3/4 ) F’Y < +

for constants C'(v), E'(y) > 0.
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(d) If B > 1 (Theorem 4.5 in the sequel)
M',(ﬁ) c’ Jad
dKol< nL atﬁB:tl> < —=+ (8)

for constants C', F'() > 0.

The results in the Kolmogorov norm can be compared with the results in Theorem
2.1 in [12] and in Theorem 3.7, 3.8 and 3.2 in [19]. In both papers Stein’s method
for exchangeable pairs was developed for a rich class of distributional approximations.
Given a random variable W, Stein’s method is based on the construction of another
variable W (some coupling) such that the pair (W, /I/I7) is exchangeable, i.e. their joint
distribution is symmetric. Suppose that X = (Xi(ﬁ ))i is drawn from Pﬁf’ ), then let 1
be a uniformly distributed random variable on the set {1,...,n}, independent of X.
Given I =i, X is constructed by taking one step in the heat-bath Glauber dynamics:
coordinate X i(B ) is replaced by )?Z-(B ) drawn from the conditional distribution of Xi(ﬁ )
given (X;ﬁ))j¢i. We denote by M? the version of M\” with X}ﬁ) replaced by )?;5), ie.
MP = MmP + )?}*B ) X}ﬁ ). The main observation is the linear regression property

®) n
E(M,(f) ~M® )M}f)) - E(X§B) X ‘Mrgﬁ)) M ZE(}?}‘” ‘M,(f)) :
n n
=1

The heart of the method in [12] and [19] is therefore to obtain E()?i(ﬁ)‘Mf,,ﬁ)) =
tanh(fm; (X)) with m;(X) := %Zgzl’k#i X,E,ﬁ). For further details see [12] and [19].

The proof of Theorem 1.2 will use a new perspective that shall shed new light on the
nature of the limits and their speeds, in addition to fitting in a more conceptual way into
the field of statistical mechanics, by highlighting the articulation of a structural property
of the model that is often unnoticed in the main textbooks on the topic, but nevertheless
well-studied in some parts of the literature..

We hope that future works will expand this philosophy to the variety of available
statistical mechanical models in addition to go beyond the scope of the sole fluctuations.

1.2 Literature and philosophy of proof
1.2.1 State of the art

In a domain as venerable as the Curie-Weiss model, older than 100 years, it seems very
difficult to innovate, especially with the original model of Bernoulli spins. In addition to
the classical studies of Ellis-Newman-Rosen [22, 23] that use the Laplace transform, one
must add the classical tools of probability theory when concerned with distributional
approximation such as Stein’s method of exchangeable pairs [10, 11, 12, 19].

A very important feature of the Curie-Weiss random variables (1.1) that is not present
in e.g. the Ising model is the existence of an exchangeability measure. While exchange-
able pairs have been used thoroughly by means of Stein’s method, see [12], [19], writing
the spins as i.i.d. random variables conditionally to a measure of mixture is a particularly
strong peculiarity that was taken advantage of in several works on the Curie-Weiss
model, for instance:

e Jeon [32] extends Theorem 1.1 (with more general distributions than the Bernoulli

ones) into a functional central limit theorem towards a Gaussian process for the

rescaled partial sums of sub-critical spins ( Ecnzt]l X ,iﬁ <1))t€[0’1] and proves that the
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critical process rescaled in the same way is non Gaussian. He moreover considers
a wider class of penalisations given by the exponential of the cumulant generating
series of a particular random variable (with conditions on the existence of a unique
global minimiser for the difference between this series and the Gaussian one), a
class already considered by Ellis and Newman [22] and called the class L.

* Chaganty and Sethuraman [9] extend Theorem 1.1 to a larger class of penalisations
and distribution functions using a methodology based on large deviations/local CLT
type of manipulations, building on the works [8, 40]. In particular, [9, ex. 4.4] is
specifically concerned with the Bernoulli case. The same class L of random random
variables is here again considered.

* Papangelou [42] extends the Jeon results by giving a functional central limit the-
orem towards a Brownian bridge for the process of partial sums of critical spins
( Ecn:t]l X,Eﬁzl))te[o,l] rescaled with a random shift, implying that [42, p. 266]

“there is considerable Gaussian structure in the internal fluctuations of
the critical model”,

an assertion that will be confirmed here, although only for ¢ = 1.

» Liggett, Steif and Toth [38] study the problem of extension to an infinite system of
spins, following general works on extendibility of symmetric probability distribu-
tions such as [2, 15, 45, 48]. In addition to several statistical mechanical models
such as the Potts, Curie-Weiss-Heisenberg and Curie-Weiss clock model that are
generalisations of the Curie-Weiss model, they prove the infinite extendibility for
the ferromagnetic Curie-Weiss model (i.e. the model with 5 > 0 which is the only
one that we consider in this article), and, in the antiferromagnetic case where such
an extension is impossible (8 < 0), “how much” one can extend (see [38, def. 1.13]
for a precise meaning).

The articles [9, 32, 38, 42] use in an extensive way the existence of a De Finetti
measure of exchangeability for the Curie-Weiss spins to tackle natural probabilistic
questions (functional CLT, extension to infinite exchangeability, etc.). None of these
problems will be treated here, though; we will focus exclusively on a new approach to
Theorem 1.1, leaving open the question of a functional CLT or a change of penalisation
to future studies (see § 5 for a list of interesting problems).

1.2.2 A quick overview of the philosophy

In a broad sense, exchangeability is concerned with the action of a particular group
or algebra, usually infinite. This action leaves invariant the law of the sequence of
random variables, which, by duality between functions and measures, is nothing but
a probabilistic manifestation of representation theory: the measure underlying the
sequence can be disintegrated with the extremal points of the convex set of measures in
a similar way representations are decomposed by means of irreducible representations?.
Problems having such group actions hidden in their core are famously known to be
solvable; this is the theory of integrable systems. The recent field of integrable probability
is another instance of such a phenomenon in probability theory?.

2Characters of representations (i.e. their traces) are harmonic functions for a relevant Laplacian, and a
mixture of measures can be seen as a decomposition of harmonic functions on the Martin boundary of an
underlying Markov field, see e.g. [28].

3As noted by A. Borodin and V. Gorin [4]

(...) the “solvable” or integrable members of this class [of models] should be viewed as projections
of much more powerful objects whose origins lie in representation theory. In a way, this is similar
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In some sense that will be made precise in this article, this phenomenon will be
reproduced: the knowledge of a structure of mixture will be used to decompose the
magnetisation with two levels of randomness, one of the random variables being a sum
of i.i.d.’s conditionally to the other one, as in the field of random walks in random envi-
ronment. We will then perform a probabilistic approximation that will, quite surprisingly,
preserve all the information of the phase transition picture, and even more at the level
of the speed of convergence (in a continuous or Kolmogorov distance). The Curie-Weiss
model is already the mean-field approximation of the Ising model that retains its phase
transition aspect; the surrogate random variables that we will introduce constitute a
last piece of approximation (arguably, the last piece of approximation) that will again
conserve this picture.

We will describe in detail this philosophy in § 2.2, but we can already give an overview
of the procedure. Consider a mixture

Pix,,.. x.) = /]P(Yl(p),...,Yn(p))Vn(dp)v vy (dp) = P(B, € dp)

with mixing measure v,, and independent random variables (Y% (p))x for all p. Then, one
has

Px, 4. tx, = /Pyl(p)+--~+m(p)”n(dp)

and one can study the additional structure that consists in the sum of i.i.d.’s S, (p) :=
> r—; Yi(p) and the “random environment” given by the mixture measure v, or equiva-
lently, the randomisation P, ~ v,. Suppose now that, for fixed p, S,,(p) can be approx-
imated in distribution by another random variable S, (p), for instance i, (p) + o, (p)G
with G ~ .#7(0,1) in the continuous setting, or Po(u,(p)) in the discrete setting (with
tn(p) :==E(Sn(p)), etc.). If one can make sense, quantitatively, of the approximation

/Psn(p)un(dp) ~ /Pgn(p)vn(dp)

then, one can study instead the replacement random variable coming from the CLT, or
CLT surrogate S,(P,) ~ [Pz ) v, (dp). As one can see, this philosophy is very general
and applies to a broad class of models enjoying a mixture property (see e.g. a list in § 5).

The rationale for Theorem 1.1 will then take the form of an interplay between the
CLT approximation S,,(p) ~ S, (p) and the mixture approximation B, ~ P, for some P,:

1. when the randomisation B, is “weak”, the CLT approximation dominates and the
limit is Gaussian; this corresponds to the case § < 1. In this particular regime, the
randomisation is also shown to converge in law to a Gaussian, and the algebraic
structure underlying the construction of the CLT surrogate entails that the limiting
random variable is the sum of these two Gaussians.

The limiting Gaussian is thus made out of two independent Gaussians, one coming
from the CLT for sums of i.i.d.’s and another one coming from the randomisation, a
dichotomy that went unnoticed in all previous proofs of Theorem 1.1. This subtle
mixture of two sources of randomness with survival at the limit of a part of the
disorder (i.e. the randomisation considered as a random environment) is named,
in the language of statistical mechanics, a marginally relevant disordered system.

to integrable systems that can also be viewed as projections of representation theoretic objects;
and this is one reason we use the words integrable probability to describe the phenomenon.
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It is a reminiscence of the standard energy-entropy competition, the randomness
being naturally associated to the entropy, see [21, 22, 23].

One classical such case concerns the convergence of the rescaled KPZ equation
towards the Edwards-Wilkinson universality class, see Remark 3.2 and [6, 53]. To
the best of the authors’ knowledge, this is the first time that the Gaussian limit in
the Curie-Weiss model is analysed through the lens of such a framework which lies
at the heart of statistical mechanics.

2. The case 8 > 1 being non Gaussian, it can be assumed that the randomisation
will no longer be marginally relevant (since the sum of i.i.d.’s is approximately
Gaussian), and indeed, the surrogate behaviour is dominated by the randomisation
with a total disapperance of the Gaussian sum.

3. The transition around g = 1 consists in a competition between CLT and randomisa-
tion, i.e. between the disordered environment and the random walk given by the
sum of i.i.d.’s. The proportion of both sources of randomness is particularly visible
in their contribution to the speed of convergence (in any type of norm), and one
has to design a more refined type of surrogate to analyse it correctly, using the
known Bernoulli coupling in p. We refer to § 3.3 for a precise description.

In order to control exactly the error originated from the replacement of the original
random variable by its surrogate, the approximation in law must be quantitative. This is
the difference between Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2: we will not only be concerned
with the limits in law but also with their speed of convergence, in the Fortet-Mourier
norm whose test function admit a certain degree of smoothness and in the Kolmogorov
norm whose test functions are indicators of half infinite intervals of the real line.

Here, not only can one save a considerable computational effort by using the classical
Berry-Esséen theorem for sums of i.i.d.’s, but in addition comes an unexpected bonus
that arises as a byproduct of the use of such a surrogate: by integrating a fraction of
the randomness of the surrogate, the indicator functions in the Kolmogorov distance are
replaced by smooth functions. This transfert from randomness to smoothness is a very
agreable surprise that reduces the discontinuous norm estimate to a smooth one for a
related random variable, allowing thus to bypass the usual pathologies of discontinuous
test functions distances (see § 4). This is one of the advantages of the surrogate by
exchangeability approach: it does not differentiate between the discontinuous and the
continuous probability norms.

1.3 Organisation of the paper

The plan of the paper is as follows:

* In § 2, we describe the De Finetti measure of the Curie-Weiss model (with a proof
in Annex B) and the general notion of surrogate in probability theory (with early
examples).

¢ In § 3, we prove Theorem 1.1 with the additional computation of the speed of
convergence in a smooth norm. We perform the same analysis in the Kolmogorov
distance in § 4.

* We conclude with questions of interest and extensions of this approach to Large
Deviations or other types of statistical mechanical models in § 5.

* The Annex A gives some estimates required in the proofs and Annex B computes

the De Finetti measure of the Curie-Weiss model. We encourage the reader to start
with this result to get to know this De Finetti measure.
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2 General theory

2.1 Reminders on the De Finetti measure of the Curie-Weiss model
The celebrated De Finetti theorem [14] can be stated as follows:

Theorem 2.1 (De Finetti, 1969). Every exchangeable infinite sequence of random vari-
ables is a mixture of an i.i.d. sequence.

Here, exchangeability for an infinite sequence is understood in the sense of the
action of the inductive limit of the symmetric group, i.e. every finite sub-sequence of the
sequence is invariant by a (finite) permutation. This notion has been extended in several
ways, in a finite-dimensional version by Diaconis-Freedman [16], using other groups such
as the projective limit of symmetric groups by Gnedin-Olshanski [30] and orthogonal
groups by Olshanski-Vershik [41] and Schoenberg [46], etc. See e.g. Accardi [1] for
an account of subtleties on this theorem and further references, or Diaconis-Freedman
[16] for a presentation of the topic in relation with the computation of total variation
distances.

The Curie-Weiss spins are clearly exchangeable since the measure (1.1) is invariant
by permutation of the spins. Since n is fixed, the De Finetti theorem a priori does not
apply, but Lemma B.1 shows nevertheless that this is the case. There exists a measure
U5 :]0,1] —10, 1] such that

PP = Pxo  xp)= A . Pix,(p),.... X0 (p)) Vn,p(dp), (2.1)

where (X1 (p))i<rgn ~ i.4.d. Bergi1)(p).
Classically writing

Xk(p) = 2]1{Uk<p} - 17 Uy ~ %([07 1])7 (2.2)

one can rewrite (2.1) in a more probabilistic way using a random variable XN/n B~ Ung
independent of (X% (p))1<k<n,pejo,1]- We then have the randomisation equality

®) Loy (T _
(XO L XP)E (X1 (Vng), .. Xn(Ving)) = (21{U1<%,ﬁ} e TS PR 1) .
2.3)

The measure 7, g (or the random variable X~/n75) is well-known for the Curie-Weiss
model. It is given by (see [34, thm. 5.6, (164), (165)] or Lemma B.1 for a derivation)

~ rs rs 1 — o= Argtan —-1)2—(n n(l— —1)2
Vn,ﬁ(dp) — fn,ﬁ(p)dp, fn,[i(p) = E /36 75 Argtanh(2p—1)"—(n/2+1) In(1—(2p—1) )7 (2.4)

with an explicit renormalisation constant Z,, 3 defined by the equality fol ﬁl s(p)dp = 1.

We recall here that Argtanh(z) = 3 log ‘}f—i’ for |z| < 1. For the sake of completeness,

we give a proof of this result in Annex B.

If instead of considering the parameter p € [0, 1] of the Bernoulli random variables,
one encodes the De Finetti measure with the expectation parameter ¢ :=2p — 1 € [-1,1],
one gets

1 — 2 Argtan 2_(n n(1—t2
vn g(dt) = fnp(t)dt, fnpt) = Z 56 75 Argtanh(t)”—(n/2+1)In(1-t )7 (2.5)

and a randomisation by an independent random variable V,, 3 ~ v, 5.

EJP 29 (2024), paper 130. https://www.imstat.org/ejp
Page 10/51


https://doi.org/10.1214/24-EJP1190
https://imstat.org/journals-and-publications/electronic-journal-of-probability/

The Curie-Weiss model through exchangeability surrogates

2.2 Surrogate random variables in probability theory

Consider the following classical problem in extreme value theory: compute the
fluctuations of M,, := max;<r<n Zi for independent random variables (Z);>1 when
n — +o0o. One way to proceed is to note that

{M, <z} ={Vk<n, Zkgx}{Z]l{Zm}o}. (2.6)
k=1

The problem amounts thus to analyse the fluctuations of the parametric random
variable

n
Sn(xn) = Z ]I{Zk>acn}7 Tn 1= fp + O0nT,
k=1

for given numbers p,,, 0, that one has to tune in order to get the correct result. Since
Sn(zy) is a sum of independent {0, 1}-Bernoulli random variables, one can proceed to
a Poisson approximation S, (z,) ~ Po(f(z)), using for instance the Chen-Stein method
[24], resulting in:

P(M,, < ) = P(Sn(z,) = 0) = P(Po(f(x)) = 0) + o(1) = e~/ 4 o(1).

By doing so, one has replaced the estimation of a non linear functional of (Z;)x, a
maximum, by a simpler problem, the estimation of a sum. Such a sum is a surrogate
random variable. Its study is equivalent to the original problem while being arguably
simpler.

The equality (2.6) allows to use a strict equality to replace the original problem by
the surrogate problem, and the approximation is only performed at the level of S, (z,,),
but one could reverse the steps or add an additional approximation step in between
(replacing the equality (2.6) by an approximation) as long as the original problem is not
fundamentally impacted. This is what we perform now.

2.3 Surrogate magnetisation inequalities

We recall the following inequality obtained with Stein’s method and zero-bias trans-
form (see [31, (13)]* or [43, thm. 3.29]) valid for all h € C! with |A]__, |h'], <

[E(h(Sn)) — E(h(0nG + pn))| < C |1 ] (2.7)

where S, = Y0, Z, with iid. (Z;); satisfying ]E(|Z|3> < 00, 02 = Var(S,) = nVar(Z2),
tn :=E(S,) =nE(Z),G ~ A4(0,1) here and throughout this paper, and C is an absolute
constant. We see in particular that rescaling linearly h <« h(ﬁ) gives a speed of
convergence in O(1/y/n) (Berry-Esséen theorem).

Note that other identities using stronger conditions on the functional space defining
the norm and stronger moments conditions allow for stronger speed of convergence (see
e.g. [31, cor. 3.1]).

In the particular case of Bernoulli {+1} random variables (By); of parameter p :=
P(B = 1), one has E(B) = 2p — 1 and Var(B) = 4p(1 — p), thus

E(h(Sa)) ~ E(h(vA2v/p(1l = p)G + 20— 1)n) ) | < C W], -

4There seems to be a typo in this equation. This is corrected in [43, thm. 3.29]. Note also that we have done
a linear rescaling of the test function.
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Now, taking p at random with a law v and writing S,,(p) to mark the dependency, one
gets

on(h) :=

[, B0 onvan [ (n(Vm2vhT26 + o= 1)) i)

) /[0,1] [E(h(Su)) ~ E(h(Va2v/p(T = p)C + (2p — 1)n) ) | v(dp)

<CWl, [ vldp) =l

)

Taking p distributed as
Pglﬁ) ~ Vg (2.8)

one finally gets with (2.1) and (2.3)

‘]E(h(M,(f))) - E(h(\/ﬁG x 2/ PP (1 — PP) 40 x 2PP) — 1))) ‘ <O -

One can perform a last bit of massaging to this expression. Define the random
variable

TP = 2P — 1~ p (2.9)

which corresponds to the parametrisation of the De Finetti measure v, g defined in (2.5)
as opposed to the one defined in (2.4). Noting that p(1 — p) = ﬁ, one defines the

4
surrogate magnetisation by

MP) = /nG\1— (T2 +nT P, (2.10)

so that
‘]E(h(M,(f))) - E(h(M;@))’ <CIW].. - (2.11)

Using (2.11) in conjunction with the triangle inequality yields with Z, g ~ 4(0,n/(1—
B))

B(1(M7)) ~ Bz )| < [ (1 (17)) - B(n(147) )
+ [E(h(MP)) = E(h(Z0p))|
<Ol + [E(H(MP)) = E(h(Z0,0)|.

It is thus enough to control the convergence of the surrogate random variable M%ﬁ )
towards its limit (up to a rescaling) to obtain the speed of convergence of the original
random variable.

The justification for Theorem 1.1 relies then entirely on the fact that the structure
of Mff ) defined in (2.10) is particularly simple to understand since G is of order 1 and
T =: cos(®P)) e [-1,1]:

1. when TT(Lﬁ ) converges to 0, the first term is approximately Gaussian after rescaling
by /7 and one needs to study the behaviour of T*)\/n which will be shown to be
Gaussian too (this corresponds to 5 < 1),

EJP 29 (2024), paper 130. https://www.imstat.org/ejp
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2. when Tff ) tends to +1, one needs to rescale by n and the limit will come from the
last term in (2.10) (this corresponds to 5 > 1),

3. last, when both terms are of the same order, i.e. \/nsin(©\") ~ ncos(®?) or
equivalently tan(©\%)) = Op(y/n), the analysis has to be refined and a non standard
limit can emerge.

Compared with the expository case of § 2.2, one has defined the surrogate by means of
an initial (fundamental) inequality and added an additional (non fundamental) inequality
to use it, the approximation coming then next.

Remark 2.2. In the proof of Theorem 3.7, we will modify the surrogate (2.10) using
the classical coupling (2.2) between Bernoulli random variables, due to a discrepancy
in the desired speed of convergence. This shows that several surrogates are available,
depending on the goal to reach. In particular, since one deals with randomised sums of
{0, 1}-Bernoulli random variables, one can also replace the fundamental inequality (2.7)
with the following Poisson approximation inequality [43, § 4]

[E(R(Sn)) — E(h(Po(np)))| < C|h(-+1) = Al ,
in which case the associated surrogate random variable becomes
/\75{” = Po(nP&'B)) .
Such a surrogate random variable with values in N could prove useful to obtain a

local CLT for the total magnetisation in the vein of [27].

3 Application to the Curie-Weiss magnetisation in smooth dis-
tance

3.1 Thecase <1
Define Zg ~ JV((L ﬁ)

Theorem 3.1 (Fluctuations of the unnormalised magnetisation for g < 1). If 3 < 1, one
has for all h € C* with |h|_, |W'],, < >

M W, 1( B .,
E<h<ﬁ>>—ﬂ*ﬁ<h<zﬁ»<0 +n(1_6|h|oo+cw>||h||w) 3.1)

Vn
for explicit constants C, C(3) > 0.

Proof. Rescaling M, ) by y/n amounts to do h + h( Substitut-

ing in (2.11) yields

=), thus 2/ « \}h’(T)

()= ()|

and the triangle inequality implies then
M
< E(h —E(h(Zg))]|. 3.2
NG ( ( NG (h(Zs)|. @2

Q)
Efh —E(h(Z <
( ( ¥ (h(Z5))
Note that we do not get better than the usual Berry-Esséen bound for the magnetisa-
tion due to the term % |I| .- So far, we are focused on the validity of the approximation,

Ih’ oo
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i.e. we want to prove that M(ﬁ)/\/ﬁ converges in law to a Gaussian, with speed in the
Fortet-Mourier norm of order at least \} We thus define

< M
On(h):=|E| h NG —E(h(Zp))|. (3.3)
Define
Supposing that
Xnp — Gg, (3.4)

n — +00
one gets G/1 — (X,,5)?/n ~ns100 G1/1 —G3/n — G. Hence the final decomposition
of Zﬂ
c
G—I—Gg = Z3, (3.5)

with G independent of G since G and X,, 3 are independent (hence so are G and Gp).
The law of X, g := \/ET,(L*B) is given by the rescaling of v,, g in (2.5):

t dt
_ 1 Argtanh(t/v/n)%—(n/24+1) In(1—t%/n)
R ievmydt

Using a Taylor expansion in 0, one easily gets

n t\?> /n #2 13\ t2 4

One can moreover show that (see [34])

VnZ,p ——— V2 ﬁ ;
n—-+oo - ﬁ
which implies (3.4) and would imply
M
= G\1— (T2 +/nT® T Z (3.6)

with an additional dominated convergence. This is what we prove now. We have

B (8)
s [ 24°) ) -z )
= (h(G 1-— (Xnﬂ +Xn5>> IE G+G/3))|
dx
_ /Wm (h(G 1——1—3:))]%5 = E<h<G+Gﬁ>>‘

. / o () g (@) — / he(2)gs(x)de
v/l R
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) ::E<h(GM+$>> » ha (@) =E (h(G+:v))
gn(z) == %fn,ﬁ (\;%) , 95(x) = \/gel;fm«f.

Note that we have used a coupling of M%ﬁ ) and Zg by supposing that the random

variable G that is used in each random variable is the same. Such a coupling is always
possible, and this is an important feature of the proof.

One has moreover

/ hngn_/hGg[j
[_\/ﬁ)\/a R

with

and

<

+

/ (hngn - hGgﬁ)
[_\/ﬁ)\/m

haggs
with

/R\[—\/ﬁv\/ﬁ]

hags

/R\[—ﬁ,m

<lholw [ _ga<ibl [ g
R\[—+/n,v/n] R\[—+/n,v/n]

= |hl P(IGs| = v/n)
< ||h||ooE(|Gﬁ\2k) nk o VEk>1

using Markov’s inequality. Note that the true value of the Gaussian tail is P(|Gg| > z) <
2
\/Q;T‘g exp(—ﬂ), hence P(|Gg| > /n)

O(e™"/?) since § < 1, and this power bound
is small enough for our purposes.

The first integral can be estimated writing

<

/ (hngn - hGgﬁ)
[_\/ﬁv\/ﬁ]

/ [hin(gn — 98) + (hn — ha)gs]
[=vn,v/n]

S/ ‘hn(gn_gﬁ”"‘
[_\/ﬁ’\/a

/ (hn —ha)gs
[_\/ﬁ’\/a

qmm/ m—wuwwmd@/ os.
[_\/ﬁ»\/a [

_\/ﬁ)\/m
It is clear that |h,(z)| < |h|, . One can thus bound |h, — h¢|, by 2 |h|,, but since
f[_ﬁ 98 = P(|Gg| < v/n) = O(1 — e~™/2) = O(1) which does not tend to 0, one must

work on ‘ f[_ NoWo (hp — hg)gg’ direclty. Since one has the same random variables G and
G, one has a coupling that allows to write

/ G?
_ B
/[ﬁm(hn_hG)gﬂ_E hl GA/1— n +Gj ]l{\GﬁK\/H}_h(G+G5)]1{|G;3|<\/ﬁ}

- E(G(W— ) 1{c5|<ﬁ}h/(05 O UG(W - 1)))

with U ~ 7%([0,1]) independent of (G,Gp). Using z; := max{z,0} = 21,50 and
{IGsl < vn} = {1 - G3/n> 0}, one then gets

GQ
Gﬁ>1 -
n
JF

https://www.imstat.org/ejp
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/ (hn - hG)gﬁ
[*\/ﬁ\/ﬂ
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=E(G]) [W ] x E

< @ 17

n

where we have used 1 — /1 —z <z for 0 <z < 1and E(|G]) < E(G?) =1

The important quantity to bound is thus

ol / 19 — 951 < 1Al / 9 — 951
[—vn,v/7n] [—v/7,/7n]

One thus needs to estimate carefully

8(gn,98) = / |9 — 93]
(VA7

B /[wwa
[0.v/7]

by symmetry of g,, and gg.
Define

1 —8 z2
[2

f

Ly B4
il QWB

2 9 1
on(x) = % Argtanh(jﬁ) +(g + 1) 1n<1 - i) , Cpg:= Tﬂ,

T 1 C 2
— —pn(x) = B —Cpi%
f“(ﬁ) Zg o 98(@) =g e
One then has

1 / /
- - % / e_‘P71(I)dx + %/ e
Znpvn V21| Jioymum) 27 Ji- v, vl

The first quantity is

‘“ XZn,@\/’ﬁ—l

so that

2
—en(@) _ o= | da.

P(|X,| < v/n)

/ \/ xZ}B\/ﬁ—l
[ff
“2 XZ’B\/E—I

and an analysis of its speed of convergence to 0 is performed in Lemma A.1.
The important quantity is the second one. Define

dr = / e
(=vn,v/n)

Supposing that the quantity inside the absolute value in the second line was bounded

12
by a constant D,, on (—y/n,+/n), one would have v, = O(Dn f(f\/ﬁ ) e_cﬂ7d$) =
O(D,P(|Gg| < v/n)) = O(D,,). This is not the case as Argtanhz(ﬁ) — 400 when z —

<

2 2 2
o—#n(@) _ o—Cs % ~(pn(@)=Cs %) _ 1‘ e=Co% do.

Tn = /
(—v/T)
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v/n; nevertheless, the integral is still definite. By symmetry, we will now work on [0, /n)
and use a factor 2.
Let ¢ € (0,+/n) to be choosen later. We split [0, /n) according to

[0,\/7;) = [O,ﬁ—E)U[\/ﬁ—Q\/ﬁ)

and estimate the integral on each of these subintervals.

e Main interval: On [0,/n — ¢), the function &,, : z — ¢, (z) — Cﬁ%z is not monotone.

This is mainly due to the fact that the second derivatives of the two functions occuring in
the difference do not match in 0. Indeed, one has ¢, (0) = ¢,(0) = 0 but ¢}/ (0) = Cs — 2.
Up to comparing with a triangle inequality Gg and Gg,, ~ A4(0,(Cg — %)*1), one

defines then for n > ng(f) := [2051]

2 2
Cpn:=Cg— — kn () == @n(x) — Cg,n%. (3.7)

The replacement of Gg ~ .A4/(0, Cgl) by Gg ~ A(0, ngl) can be done up to O(1/n).
Indeed,

Yo = / 679071(1) _ efcﬁ% dl[‘
(7\/55\/5)
= / e—¥n(@) _ e*@m% + e*@&n% — e*%% dx
(=vn,vn)
< / e~ @ _ ¢=Cans| gy +/ e=Cans _o=Co | g
(=vn,vn) (=vn,vn)

22 22
e Cns _ = Cs'y

dx

2,/ 2r +/
=2,/ =T,
Csm (= v/, /)
with
~ _ |Csn /ﬁ
'Yn T 27T 0

and
N
I

2 2
e*wn(l’) _ B*Cﬁ,n% 6*013‘n,%d$

Jr
dx =1/ —Oﬁ’n / ‘1 — e rn(®)
2 0

z2 z2 v
6_051"7 — 6_057 dx = /
—Jn

2
<3/x—e_cﬂ§dx
R n
_ 3 V2w

_EW

22 _C.z2
en —1‘6 O dx

Here, we have used |¢® — 1| < el*l =1 < |z|el*l forallz € R, e < 3forz € (—/n,/n)
and the second moment of a Gaussian.

The function «,, thus defined in (3.7) is now strictly increasing and positive on [0, /n),
hence, so is 1 — e~ "». Moreover, thanks to the matching of the derivatives and the fact
that ¢!””(0) = 0, the Taylor formula with integral remainder gives at the fourth order

n

4

1 4 1
ole) = g [ (1= 0sPlaada = 5 [ (-0l (an)da,
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where ) (z) = (%)4 #n(z). The only singularity of all the derivatives of &, is in \/n,
which is not in (0, /n — €). One can thus write for all z € [0, /n)

4

1 4
E/o (1 - a)ida “5%4)11[07\/5_5)

_CU’
o 24

o
N
5
&
N

)

]]'[07\/77_5)

Since ,%24) is positive and increasing on [0, /n — ¢), one has
M, () = sV (Vi —e),

hence

1— e rn@

»/[O,ﬁ—E)

e=Coms dy < / (1 - e_M"(E)%) e=Cons dy
[0,vn—e)

M, Oy 2
< 72:&6) /[ zle O T dr

where we have used the scaling of the Gaussian and its fourth moment equal to 3.
Last, a computation with SageMath [44] gives

5(4) (I) — S0(4) (LZJ) _ i P(I/\/ﬁ) Argtanh(x/\/ﬁ) — Qn,ﬁ(fr/\/ﬁ)
! ! nB (1= (z/vn)?)!

with explicit polynomials
P(x) :=122(2* + 1),
Qnp(x) =381 +2n Nt —18(1 — B —2n"1)2® — (4 — 38— 68n~")
1~
=: Qp(z) + EQﬁ(w),
Qp(z) :=3Bx* — 18(1 — B)a? — (4 — 33),
Qp(x) == 6(Bz" + 622 +653).

Define t := == € (0,1), then

vn
O N
_ 2 P(1—t)Argtanh(1 —t) = Qs(1 —t) lm a8
= nﬁ t4(2—t)4 nzﬂ t4(2—t)4. .

e Remaining interval: As «,, is positive on [\/n — ¢, /n), we have 1 — e *»(*) < 1 and

12 :l:z
/ 1—e @] e=ConT dy < / e Crn T dy
[Vn—e,v/n) [Vn—e,v/n)
1 2
_ (Vr—cu)
= 8/ e G =TTy
0
—Cg O M
Lee 7Br2 L3ce TP
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where we have used (y/n —eu)? = n(1—tu)? > \/n for n big enough and for all t,u € [0, 1],
in addition to Cj %" = C5 %" — —= and e!/V" < 3.

e General contribution: One finally gets

or 22 c;? Can :
= n :=/ 1= =@ e=Can*t dy < My (e) =2 + 3y —20e = Co %,
Cpon (0,v/m) 8 2

It remains to choose ¢ in order to get the order of convergence. In view of (3.8), one
can take for instance t = %, yielding

2 P(%) Argtanh(3) — Qs(3) 2 @ﬂ(l)
Mn(%\/ﬁ) = % : (3/4)4(3/24_ 1) - WW
. Ki(B) n K2(5).

As a result, one gets for explicit constants K3(8), K4(8) > 0

2r . K3(B)  Ku(B) —Cp¥EN _ 1
vt st ot

e Conclusion: We have forall £ > 1

s ElE) o E(G)
u(h) < =L bl + =L W], + 8lgns95) 10l

and using Lemma A.1, one has

-9/2
Cs Cy 2 327w 1
3(gn,98) < |\ =2 x Z, -1 n < 2 nt ——=5 =0 —|,
(9n:98) < |1/ o BV T an T Chm Tt 02/2 A%
which gives the result. O

Remark 3.2. The surrogate approach here defined allows to understand in a better
way the apparition of the limiting Gaussian random variable. In the case § < 1, the
Gaussian CLT is present through the random variable G, and it is the adjunction of
the random variable Gg coming from the fluctuations of the randomisation that finally
gives Zg = G + Gg. It is thus a subtle mixture of the two structures, sums of i.i.d.’s and
randomisation, that gives the final distribution in this case. In the language of statistical
mechanics of phase transitions, when a disorder is present in a statistical system and
has a marginal effect, one talks about a marginally relevant disordered system (see e.g.
[6, 53] in the context of the KPZ equation or random polymers). It is typically the case
here with the decomposition Zz = G + Gg (analogous to the convergence of the rescaled
KPZ equation to the Edwards-Wilkinson universality class which is Gaussian).

Nevertheless, when looking at the speed in (3.2) and (3.1), one sees that it is only
the Berry-Esséen bound for sums of i.i.d.’s that gives its footprint to the first order and
not at all the randomisation in this case (the speed coming from the randomisation only
appears at the second order). This will be the opposite in the next case 8 = 1 — %
and in particular its special case § = 1. The regime 5 < 1 can thus be considered as
the regime where the independent CLT dominates at the level of the speed (and the
randomisation is marginally relevant); the regime g =1 — % will be the one where
the randomisation dominates at the level of the fluctuations (non Gaussian behaviour).
From this perspective, the transition is interesting: there is a competition between
randomisation and sums of independent random variables.
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3.2 Thecaseﬂnzli%,7>0

Theorem 3.3 (Fluctuations of the unnormalised magnetisation for 8,, = 1 — ﬁ v € R).
Let F, be a random variable of law given by

4

]. 3 z2 24 22
]P)(Fy S dm) = Z€7ﬁ777d$, ZF’Y = ‘/Reiﬁi’\/?dl‘
Y

Then, for all h € C' with |h|_ ., |h'|,, < oco it holds that

(Bn)
E(h(ﬂi/)) —E(h(F)

where C' > 0 is an explicit constant.

C 1 ,
<(Z+o(mm) ) (et wls). G

Proof. With T'”) defined in (2.9), set

E,., =n/tT{) 5, =1- = (3.10)
Then, the law of F,, ,, is given by
t dt
P(Fy € dt) = fng, (W) i1
(3.11)
1 n_ Argtanh(t/n"/*)? —(n/241) In(1—t2/ /0

_ T )
= i Z e 2B ]1{|t|<n1/4}dt'

Randomising (2.11) and rescaling it by a factor n*/* (which amounts to do h + h(71)
hence ' « —=h'(—7)) yields

n3/4

A (Bn) c o
E<h< n3/4 )) _E<h< n3/4 = p3/4 Wl (3.12)
with
M(ﬁn) a ) .
n — _ n /4 (ﬂn)
n3/A T /4 1= (T7)? +n R T,,
or rewritten to
M%ﬂn) Ie. F;?v
A A\l NG +En (3.13)

where G ~ #(0,1) independent of Mr({ﬁ ") and F,, and the triangle inequality gives then

the analogue of (3.2)
c o
Elh -y —E(h(F,))|. (3.14)

< —
= p3/4

17l +

(Bn)
E(h(%)) ~E(W(E)

Nevertheless, one sees from the expression of (3.13) that if F;, , — F, in law,
(Bn) G _F‘2
= 1= T2+ F,,
n3/4 nl/4 vn ;
G E’
M B (1 “3vm
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G 1
~ F, + 1/4+OP<\/H)'

(Bn))
As a result, one will always have at best E (h(%)) —E(h(E,)) = <|1/|4) which

is incompatible with the results of [12, 19] that give a speed in O( ) for the case v = 0.
Such a discrepancy between this result and (3.12) shows that we have used the “wrong”
random variable to compare to, when using the triangle inequality. One should instead
incorporate another random variable at a distance f to decrease the distance in — /4 ,

possibly at the cost of increasing the distance in n3/4 in (3.12). Such a replacement can
be performed by introducing another related surrogate.

Recall that for i.i.d.’s (By)y, one has S, (p) := >_,_, Bi(p). A classical representation
of By (p) is given by
Bk<p) = ]l{Uk<p} - ]l{Uk>p} = 2]1{Uk<P} - 1, (Uk)k>1 ~ 11d%([0, 1]), (315)

and this representation allows in addition to visualise the randomisation of the parameter
p in a functional way.

One can thus use a coupling of S,,(p) and S,,(¢) using these uniform random variables.
This very coupling is said to be totally dependent in the sense that these are the same
uniform random variables that are used (i.e. Bx(q) is a measurable function of By (p) and
vice versa).

Define for p, ¢ € [0,1]

Sn(p7 ) =5 (p) SH(Q) — An,
a(p)? == 4p(1 - p).

Then,
[E(h(Sn(p))) — E(A(Sn(q) + An))| < [1] o E(ISn (P, 0)])
<10 | [E(1Sn (. 0)*)
=: |W | Vo (p)? + o (q)? — 2p(p, 9),

with
Bi(p) == Bi(p) — E(Br(p) = 2(L{v,<p} — D)
and
p(p.0) = E(B0) B@) = 4E(Lu<p) — p) (Lu<q) — 1))
=4E(L{w<prgy — PLlw<qy — dlw<py +pq) = 4(p A q — pq),

with p A ¢ := min{p, ¢}. We thus have

((Bo)- b))

4(p(1 —p) +q(1 —q) —2(p A g —pq))
A4lp+q—2(pANq) =[P+ ¢ — 2pq])
4

(\p—ql lp —q| ) =4lp—q|(1—[p—q|).

o(p)? +o(q)®> = 2p(p, q)
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We can now write with A, := 2n(P — Q) and (P, Q) choosen at random independently
from (Uk)k

5100 = [5(n(2472) ) - Bne))

< (o)) = ()
(102 (o=@ 00 o)
E(h(2 Q(1-Q)v/nG+n(2Q — 1)+>\n>) —E(h(E,))‘

n3/4

+

+

=80V (h) + 802 (h) + 803 ().

For F, ., with law given by (3.11), we define a random variable 17;[)W with a law and a
dependency to F;, , to be defined later. Set moreover

2P —1:=n""*F|_, 2Q-1:=n"""F,,.

Then, one has

2Q(1-Q)vnG+n(2Q — 1)+ X, F,?7
n3/4 - n1/4 n + 5 5/4

'Y
n1/4 \/’ +F;’Y+ _F’ﬂﬁ)?

since
Av=2n(P—-Q)=nxn""*F_ —F,,).

One would then want to couple (F, ., F, ) by setting F, |, — F,

y = _nl% with the
same G that defines the surrogate magnetisation in 65{7’3)(h), nevertheless, one also

needs to remember that p, ¢ € [0, 1], hence that (p — ¢) € [-1, 1]. One thus sets

G

/ .
By = Foy =~ lficicvm)

(3.16)

which defines the law of E{W with a convolution of the law (3.11) and the truncated
Gaussian law. Notice that (3.16) yields

2AP-Q)= 11/4(F’ Ew):_\%ﬂ{mgﬁ}-

e Bound on §"""): One has

171

500 < e o/ny/B(IP — Q11— [P - Q)
171 ( ( 1 ))
= 2(1+0(—=)|.
V2n N
e Bound on §"'?): Setting g := (- + A, /n3/4) and using the Berry-Esséen bound (2.11)

3/4

rescaled by a factor n°/* still gives

C C
83 (h) < WE(”QIHOO) < 3/A 17 ]
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e Bound on §"*): Now, one has

2Q(1-Q)ynG+n2Q -1)+X, G F?, G
3/ = /4 1_\/5_1 tEyt alesva)
Set
¢ ([ &
fn7ry. W 1—%—1 5
1

so that
G
50 (h) = \E(h (f + By + nmﬂ{aw})) - E(h(ﬂ))\

G| “ 5
< ”h'||ooE(nl/41{G>\/ﬁ} + 809 (h) + 609 (h)

z(ler)
<o g7 BAIC] > V) + 600 (k) + 809 (1)

E(G?F)

!/
SHWloo = 7a

+ 85 (h) + 809 (n)

for all £ > 1 using the triangle, Taylor, Cauchy-Schwarz and Markov inequalities.

e Bound on §""¥:

85 (h) = [E(W(Fny + Fury)) — E(h(F )]
< W | oo E(|Fnr|)

E(|G|)E(F?,)
n3/4

E(F.,)

n3/4

<P oo <P
using |1 — T —u| < wuforu € (0,1) and E(|G|) < E(G?) = 1.
To achieve to bound §'* (), we will now show that F>

n,y
that E(E,.) = E(E?) + o(1).

— R/Q in law and in L', hence

e Convergence in law Fn2 y = E/Q: The law of F,, , := nt/4 T,ELB ") is given by the rescaling
of v, g, in (2.5) :

t dt
P(F, ~ € dt) = fnp, (711/4) SyZS

= #6— T Argtanh(t/n/*)2—(n/24+1) In(1—£2/v/n

n1/4 Znaﬁn

)]1{|t\<n1/4}dt'

Lemma A.4 gives

1
iz o =Z o —=
v S = 20 T (ﬁ)

and a Taylor expansion in 0 yields with SageMath

2 2
n t n t
D, ,(t) == 5. Argtanh(w) + (5 + 1) 1n<1 — \/ﬁ)
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(1=, 2 \t2 t*/4-38, 6 t6
(v ) s a(ta - u) roln)

2 \t2 t*/4-38, 6 16
:(&_ﬁ>2+12( - ‘n>+0<nw>' (3.17)

Since 3, — 1, this implies the convergence in law F;, , — F, by looking at the
densities, and the result by square integrability of F,.

e Bound on §""): In the same vein as for 3 < 1, one has for all ¢ € (0,1) and setting
g=1-¢

82 (h) := |E(h(E,,)) — E(h(E))|
< /(—8n1/4,5n1/4) e, = o] + ’E(h(ﬂ)ﬂ{\ﬂb?n”“})’
< ”h”oo <Han,»y - fF’Y |’L1([—ETL1/4,E7L1/4]) + P(‘EA > §n1/4))

4k
2(R")
S Mloo { 1 = T2 s ozmirsmry + = i gr |-

using the triangle inequality and the Markov inequality for all £ > 1.

We now show that

29E(E?) 4+ 3(v* — 2)E(E)) 1
HfF,,L,W - fF-y”Ll([,gn1/47gn1/41) < 651%6) + 1 6\/ﬁ - + O(n> ’ (3.18)

where 6% will be defined in (3.19).

In view of (3.17), we introduce the random variable f;w defined by the density

1 —~ .
e (x) == e*%”(z), LA ::/e*‘b"ﬂ,
. &

n,y

~ x? z? 4—-3p 6 ¥ 2
Py (@) = @Sll)ﬁ + a,ﬁf)?, all) = Tn — al) = BV
Recalling that @, ., is defined in (3.17), we also define
N 4 2
Oy =Py, =Py i x> B +7?.
Then, one can replace F, by f‘nﬁ up to O(1/y/n) by writing
Han’Y N fF’Y ”Ll([fénl/‘l,gnl/‘*]) S HfF“»“r o fi'n,’v L1([—&nl/4,En1/4]) + ‘ fﬁnw B fFW L(R)
Set
(7,6) . H _f
0" = | frs — IR, LY([~En'/4,En1/1)) (3.19)
One has
1 5 1 4 1/ZF 6. 4o o
= — = —e Y — —— T = —— —TL e T TEY — Qe P
’ an,'y wa L1(R) /]R Zn,'y ZF’Y ZF’Y R Z’n,’)’

—4’~,

€

)

_1/
ZF—y]R
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g %F’y 1 1 /efq?nﬂJr@n,e—cbw + 1 / ‘e—in,,Y«k{),y _ 1’ e*‘i‘»y
Zny | 2R R Zr, Jr
4 2
_ 1 ‘ZFA, _ zm’ +E<‘e(1aﬁf))ﬁ+(va§))? B 1’)
Zp
= 71 /(e*@"'7 - e*q’”) +E(‘e(1“g))f§ +('V*aff))F%2 _ 1‘)
Zr | )

4 2
) 2E<L<ms»f@ (r-a®)F _ 1\) '

Using
1 4y 1
1—a$}>—+4<1—>= +0<),
Bn Vn
1 2 2-2 1
PN BNY (TR R ol =
e =a(og) = o)
we get

4 2
E(‘eoagv)ﬁ e 1‘) _ E(

Jn 12 Jn 2
2B 302 2E(E) 1
- 6y - O() ‘

We thus have

2 B 4 E( F*
509 (h) < Il | 800 () + 2EE) +§(}j DE(E) | o<1> + ((7>

and we now estimate the remaining term.

e Bound on 5% : We have

R

n,y Ll([7§n1/4’gn1/4])
znl/4 enl/4 f
F,
:/ fr., =I5 :/ 1= == fp
_Enl/4 " _znl/4 ffhw 7
En1/4 -~ .
:/ T T C N e
_zpl/4 n1/4Zn75n Fn
5n1/4 R 2 N
— / 1— e_(q)n,'v_‘bn,w) +(1-— .y e‘@’m'y_‘bn,w) fA
—Enl/4 n1/4Zﬂ,ﬁn By
2 enl/* R nl/ R
1— Ty e_(cbny’y_@n,'y)f,\ + 1— e_(q:'n,'y_q)n,'y) f,\
n1/4Z =n1/4 Fuy =n1/4 Fu oy
n,Bn | J—Enl/ —ent/
Z 1/4 Enl/4 _
<l1- Zn,'y n AZn,Bn, _|_/ 1 e_(¢711"f—¢"=7) ff:‘ )
nAZup | Zas e
. rs . o
One has in addition with ~,, := —= =~
Qn
Zn,’)’ = 1 /e—zlsn,y
ZF’Y ZF’Y R
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1/4
ZFW R ZF.Y (CY',(@I)>

: (am)wE(ewﬁ) 1 20 ;S)E(Ff) - O(1> ’

1 et (1 2) 22 1 24 2 2
ei%a;hrai)%dx = - e~ VT I T I
R

—_

since
1/2
al? < 1,2 ) ( 1 ) .
Vn = —Y=7 B 1 1 -
ot L+ 75 ) \1- 5 +0(3)
242 1
“X 2 0(=
Vn n
and
1 1 0 1
= ool
1/4 1/4 vn n
(1) 4 1
()" (- o)
Lemma A.4 gives
ZF’Y 1
——=14+0(— |,
implying
Z, Zn, 2 1
1- 1/4 =1 1/4FW :O<)'
n Znﬁn ZFA, n Zn,ﬁn \/’ﬁ
Define
ent/4 ~ ~ -~
57(17,7) = /7 1 — e~ (®ny=Pn,5) ff’n.v = E(‘l _ o (Bn=®n) (. 5) ]1{ B ggn1/4})
_Enl/4 . ,
Then,
znt/4 . 1/4 2 1
89 </ 1— e (@na=Pn)| fo B2 )= 50D 10 —). (3.20
" —gnl/4 ‘ anﬁ " n,y " " \/ﬁ ( :

e Bound on §""): Define

Ky (2) 1= Py () — Oy (2)
n T \2 n x? z* x?
_ T b 1 ) _ @
T Argtanh(nl/4) +<2 + 1) ln< \/ﬁ) O'5 "0

The Taylor expansion (3.17) shows that H%(O) =0 for k € [0, 5], hence

xG 1
Konq (2) = 5/0 (1 - )’k (az)da.

An analysis of nﬁffl, with SageMath [44] in the same vein as for the other cases shows

that k\C} > 0 on (—zn!/4znl/4), is an odd function and is strictly increasing on (0,zn!/4).
As a result, one can write
1/4

6$;Y77) = / |1 - 67”"77| fﬁ‘n,’y

—_Enl/4
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1/4

i /0 (L—e ) fp,
<2 ©) En'/ME (1?6 )— 2 k) En/MEEY)(1+0 2+
X 6! Ky, En R 6! v .

Moreover, one can write

Ky (2) = 5:Wl( 1/4)+nW2( 1/4)+W3<nf/4>_4—ﬂjﬁnf; gnm;’

with Wy, W5 and W3 explicit and indefinitely differentiable on ((),énl/ 4). As a result,

ki) (@) = @if W(ﬁ)( T/zx) + % w;? (nf/zx) + nsl/zw?fﬁ) (nf/zx)

and

1
Knﬁzy(f 1/4) W(G)( )+ — W(6)(E) + 7W(6)(§).

ﬂn\f

Choosing € = % for instance gives then
1 1 1 1 1
(6) (=,,1/4 w® (2 w2
fna e =g (4) BV (4) +O(nﬁ/?)

and

Yy
. K7+O<1)_ (3.21)

¢ Final bound on §): In the end, one has

53(h) < 80 (1) + 60 (1) + 607 (h)

E G2k
<800+ 85 (1) + Wl LS 4 500 4 6050
E GQk
<800+ 602+ 1, YT 4 00 n)
9 4 4k
+ R | 659 + HEE) + 307 - EWE) | 51 7]E(FV )
co\ 6/n n (1 —¢g)thnk
E(G?F
= 8 )+ 802 () + Il LS+ 500
v 2 2 4 E(E*
cint (5L o L) L REE) 07 RWE) 51y, )
<\ vn n 6v/n n (1—¢g)tknk

. , . VEGH) . E(E?) +o0(1)
< on 1+0 f 3/4||h” +||h||ooW+"hHooT

Y 2E(E —)E(E E(E*
e, [ B2 HEE) £ 30 2T )+O<1) <1(>)n ’

vn 6y/n

hence the result. O
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Remark 3.4. Note that without using the totally dependent coupling for (S, (p), S».(q)),
one could have taken independent random variables and used the bound

E(1Sn(p) = Sn(@)]) < VE((Sn(p) = Su(@))?) = Vn/o(p)? + o ()2,

but this bound does not provide any useful gain. This particular choice of coupling is
thus a critical ingredient of the proof.

Remark 3.5. As announced in Remark 3.2, this is the randomisation that dominates the
distance in the case g =1+ % This is already visible at the level of the fluctuations,
since they are not Gaussian.

Remark 3.6. It seems interesting to note the discrepancy between the case v > 0 where
the derivative of the function x +— —f—; — fy“?—; only vanishes in 0 and the case v < 0 where
the derivative has two additional zeroes in £./—3v. As a result, the density fr has two
humps in this case, which is close to the last case treated in § 3.4.

3.3 Thecase =1
We mention here, as a corollary, the case v = 0 of Theorem 3.3 due to its historical
importance.

Theorem 3.7 (Fluctuations of the unnormalised magnetisation for 3 = 1). Let F be
a random variable of law given by P(F € dx) := %Fe*%da: with Zp = [, e Hdr =
31/42-1/21(1/4).

Then, for all h € C* with |h|__ , |}/] ., < oo it holds that

E(h (%)) —E(h(F))| < (\% + 0(7;/4» (Hhﬂm + |\h’||oo) : (3.22)

where C' > 0 is an explicit constant.

3.4 The case 3 >1
We consider the transcendent equation

tanh(z) = % 8> 1. (3.23)

An easy study shows that there exist two solutions to this equation denoted by £z
with zg > 1. We define

x
X ~ Beryg, (1), TE ~ Beryy, (3), tg = ?’6 = tanh(xg).

Theorem 3.8 (Fluctuations of the unnormalised magnetisation for g > 1). If 3 > 1, one
has for all h € C* with |h|_, |W'],, < >

E<h<Mjﬁ))> OG)

for an explicit constant C' > 0.

c Ny
<(Z+os(3)) i (3.24)

Proof. Rescaling Mr({ﬁ ) by n and substituting in (2.11) yields

L))
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and the triangle inequality implies the following adaptation of (3.2):
MP) (8)
n _ (8) n _ (8)
E(h( - )) E(n(7)) E(h( . E(n(7))|. 3.25)
Moreover, one has
(B)
Mn” G 78

-~ /1= 2 1 )
S L

Cl
< S +

and, since T'?) € [-1,1] a.s., one has % 1—(TP)2 < |G‘ — 0 in law, hence

E(h<Mf)>> OG)

< [E0(r) ~5(0(7) |

It thus remains to show that Tr(lﬁ )£, 7 and to control its norm. For this, remark
that

‘E(h(T,(LB)) fIE(h<T(B)>)>’ - ‘E(h(tanh(Rnﬁ))) E(h(tanh(Xﬁ))))‘

:’E h(RY) - E(h(X))],

b= hotanh,

where R?) has a law given by

y2

dy
Un.p(dy) == IP’(R;B) € dy) = esly) L vply) == 25 — log cosh(y). (3.26)

25

We now adapt the Laplace method (in the easier case of a global minimum) to show
that fin,5 — 5(0, + 0—1,) weakly. Since [, dpung = [;_dpn,p = 3, one has

(i(m7) - = (hx0) )

[, [ =B st + [ [itw) )] sy
=: 6, () + 6, (R(—)).

It is thus enough to treat the case of §,, (ﬁ). For this, note that (3.23) is equivalent to
90/6 (xg) =0, hence that forallz > 0

1
05(x) = ps(xg) + (x — xﬁ)Q/o Pz +azg)ada, @i=1-a.

As a result

() = 920 [ [R(w) — Ry -nonter-ontenn 22
Ry Zn.p
dr

— ¢—nen(@p) / [%(x) - %(Zﬁ)} e~ (@=2p)? [§ ¢ (avtans)ada
R4 ZnnB

+oo ~ ~ " d
s [ 3oy 2) T it

T 28V
“+oo

< e~ nwplxp) 172 oo ”h [ lw| e 2[4 elh(aw/ntag)ada _ CW dw

f —zg\/Nn n,ﬁ\/ﬁ
7 1)
W Zapv/
SV Znpyn’
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with (A.4).
Lemma A.5 for k = 1 gives moreover

+oo 2 r1 1 . d w 27T
/ |w| e=w” Jo ehlaw/Vitap)adag,, / jw e ¢ D dw = | | —E(|G])
'

s n—s+oo 5(xp)?
with G ~ A47(0,1).
In the end, Lemma A.5 for k = 1 yields
~ W ]se o e—nes(zp)
dn(h) < E(|G]) +o(1) | X —————
i\ ety D oW e
W [ E(G
_ Il (EGSD )Y
2vn \ ps(xs)
oo = [’ o tanh x tanh’” < |W otanh|  |tanh’ H = |I/|, since ||tanh'Hoo =
1. Usmg C := C’" + 1 concludes the proof O

Remark 3.9. One can also consider with [19] the law of

(X£B,+) LX)y 2 (Xl(V) .,Xn(f/n,ﬁ) V.

MPH) = ZX}ELH)’
k=1

that corresponds to conditioning the randomisation T,(Lﬁ ) to be positive. Equivalently, one
“zooms in” a neighbourhood of the positive limiting magnetisation ¢, as one only sees
the density e~ "%#/Z,, s on R, and there is only one solution to (3.23) in this set.

The conditional version of the previous theorem gives the law of large number
M,(LB +) /n — tg in probability and in L?. The question of interest is then to “push the
chaos expansion to the next order”, i.e. to find the fluctuations, and the surrogate
philosophy proves again helpful by considering

MP) = mG\1 = (@P DR TP, TP = (10| > 0).

The same methodology applies to show that Mgf +) /n — tg in probability and in L?,
and an easy corollary of the previous arguments shows that T,(l’B ) ts in probability

and in L?, implying /\/lslﬂ’ﬂ/n Ritg+4/1— t% G/+/n. In the end, one gets

MqELBﬁF) _ t,@ n r

iy fT— 3 motee

with a speed in O(1/4/n) in smooth norm. Details are left to the interested reader.

A(0,1),

4 Application to the Curie-Weiss magnetisation in Kolmogorov
distance

Recall the definition of the Kolmogorov distance given in (1.5). This norm is a
functional one in the same vein as the Fortet-Mourier one, using test functions A =
1(—oo,z)- The main difference is nevertheless the lack of differentiability of these test
functions that prevents the use of (2.7). An extension of Theorem 3.1 to the Kolmogorov
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distance case requires thus to find an analogue of this inequality for indicator functions.
This is furnished by the classical Berry-Esséen bound for sums of i.i.d. random variables
(see e.g. [43, thm. 3.39])

1
diol(Sp, ov/nG +np) = 0<\/ﬁ). (4.1)

Here, (Z;)1 is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables satisfying E(\Zﬁ) < 00, Sy =

> o1 Zi, Var(S,) =: no?, E(S,) = npand G ~ A4(0,1).
Of course, a randomisation of this inequality will give the same result as in § 2.2,
since one has just changed test functions.

4.1 Thecase <1
Theorem 4.1 (Kolmogorov distance to the Gaussian for the unnormalised magnetisation

with 3 < 1). With Zs ~ /(0, ﬁ) and C > 0, we have

My C 1
dxol| —,2Z5 | = —=+ 0| — | . 4.2
K 1( VG £ T +Og (n) (4.2)
Proof. We use (4.1) in the particular case of {£1}-Bernoulli random variables (By,) of
parameter p := P(B = 1) (with E(B) = 2p—1 and Var(B) = 4p(1—p)) and then randomise

p. Taking p distributed as in (2.8), i.e. Pﬁf )~ Uy g, OF equivalently taking ¢ := 2p — 1
distributed as in (2.9), i.e. T,(f) ~ vy, g yields

dkol (Mgﬁ),a\/ﬁ 1—(T(P)? +nT,§ﬁ>> = 0(1)

Vn
MB AP 1
= dgol | —— —— | =0 —=
R VRN (ﬁ )
by invariance of the norm and using the definition of the surrogate M%ﬁ ) given in (2.10).
The triangle inequality then yields

(B) (8) (B) (B)
ML MP Y MY
o 7Z gd o ) o ,Z
dKl(ﬁ ﬁ) K1<\/ﬁ \/ﬁ>+dK1<\/ﬁ ﬁ)

e 25) ol

MY
dKol (\/ﬁvzﬁ = Supdn(x)7

and one is led to analyse

with

On(z) :=

®)
IP('M\; gx) —P(Z5 < )|
n

Recall that Zg £ G+ Gp with G ~ .#(0,1) independent of Gg ~ .47(0,3/(1—f)). One
thus has

X (B)y2
on(z) = |P| G 17%+ng> <z | —P(G+Gp <),
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with X, 5 := v/nT? — G (in law).
Integrating on G and using ®(z) :=P(G < z), X, 3 £_ n,g and Gg £ —Gp yields

)

x (B)
o) = E[ o 2220 | | —E@@+Gs))|.
(X%B))z

Set

Y, = a4 Gy WUyn(u \;i \/7
Vo = B (X), Fi 1= V(@) = Va2l
Recall that the support of the law of X is (—/n, \/nn). One has

on () = [E(@(Yz)) — E(®(Ya,n))|
<[E(20) 11610 0my) ~E(20%) L6, 1c0m))|

+[5(20%n) Lia, 1cymy) ~ B@Oaa))|+ [B(202) 1,1 )|
=: 6V () + 6@ () + 0P ().

Since ®(z) := P(G < z) < 1, the Markov inequality gives for all k£ > 1

E(1G 12
59(9&) < ]P(|GB| > \/ﬁ) < M

nk

Moreover, using the notation gg (resp. g,) for the Lebesgue density of G (resp. X 5{9 )
as in the proof of Theorem 3.1, one gets

30) = [B(® 0 WGl 6,1cym)) = B(® 0 Wan KON 1o )

do \I}z,n : (gﬁ - gn)

(V)
< "(I) o \Iliv,n"oo ||(gﬁ - gn)]l(_\/ﬁ,\/ﬁ) ||L1(R)
= ”(b © \Ijﬂc,n”m 571(97179[3)-

Since 0 < ® < 1, one has sup g [P o ¥, | <1, and (3.9) yields then for all z € R

62 (z) = Op (i) .

We now estimate 5&1)(95). Setting ¢ := (- +2) — Po U, ,,, we get
57(11)(37) = E((I)(YI)]I{K?BK\/E}) — E((I)(yw)]l{|gﬂ|<\/ﬁ}>‘
= [E((@( + Gp) — @0 9,.,(Gy)) n{lgﬁlgﬁ})\

- ‘]E<9"(Gﬁ)(]1{|ca|<<1—s>ﬁ} + ]l{(l—e)\/ﬁélGBK\/ﬁ}))’
E(0(Ga){gu1<-epvmy )| + 191 P((1 = )V < (Gl

N
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(|G,
< [B(elGa1 6,1c0-0vm) | ”m«(aBe)’z)k’

for all € € (0, 1), using the Markov inequality and |¢|_, <
Recall that &' (r) = ﬁe‘wzﬂ > 0 for all z € R and that Y, , = Y, Z,(G3). One has
then with U ~ % ([0, 1]) independent of G

50 (@) 1= (oGl e caavm )| = [B((202) - 2000) Liesicaavmy)
< ]E(D)x,n =Y | O (Ve + UV — ))]1{|Gg|<(1 e)\f})

1= 20(G) % Ve @ (Ve + YoU(En(Ga) = D) i, <1 ey} )

- -4 (1+U(En(G 1
E((_R(Gﬁ)_l) 1V, | e F 14U E G- T E)f})

E((En(Gﬁ) - 1) X | Yzl 6_”{Ga|<(1—e>ﬁ}) ’

(1 —¢)y/n}, one has Z,(G) — 1 = (1 — G?/n)~"/2 —1 > 0. In particular,

I
&=
—

<

E\HE\H
3 3

since on {|G3|

59 (z) < 1 ((E (Gg) — 1) x itelg{leleYﬁ}ﬂ{mm«le)ﬁ})

f
T ((En(Gﬁ) - 1) 1{\@,1\«175%}) = {|y 6}
= \/%E((En(G,@) - 1) ﬂ{|G5|<(1*5)\/ﬁ}) ’

N

since Y, = z + G and the supremum of the function y — |y| e~¥°/2 is easily seen to be
reached uniquely in y = 1.
Last, the function x + Z,(y/nz) — 1 is clearly integrable on (—1+¢,1 —¢), and as a

} d _ 1 _ _ _B
result uSlng 0< S \/— -1 <t bup‘uKl_E Fvae=vi i 25+/2 and E(G%) = 13" one ﬁnally
gets for all x € R
1
W (z) < p X =,
4e3/2(1 — B)V2me 1

In the end, we obtain

Ou(x) < 61 (2) + 65 (@) + 6 ()

(4) E( ) (2) (3)
<6 nk(l + 6,7 (x) + 657 (x)
8 1 E(Gs") 1 E(1Gs™)
< X =202+ Og( = | + ——2
4e3/2(1 — B)y/2me 1 nk(1—e)%k n nk

-o(2).

having choosen ¢ = % for instance. Taking the supremum over x € R ends the proof. O

Remark 4.2. Analogously with the case of a smooth norm analysed in Remark 3.2, one
)
sees that dko (Mﬁ , ZB) =0Og (%) which is faster than the speed coming from the sum

of i.i.d.s (i.e. from the CLT). Here again, we can check in Kolmogorov distance the
phenomenon of “CLT domination” over the randomisation.
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4.2 Thecaseﬂnzli%,7>0

Theorem 4.3 (Kolmogorov distance to F, for the unnormalised magnetisation with
Bp =1— ﬁ v € R*). Let F, be a random variable of law given in Theorem 3.3.

Then,
Mg |
dkol <W’R) = O(\/ﬁ> : (4.3)
Proof. Starting with the approach (4.1) with g = 3, yields
M pq () 1
dKol YRR L =0|—= ) (44)
n3/4 ’ p3/4 NG

where the surrogate .Mgf n) is given in (2.10). With the coupling (3.15) and the notations
in the proof of Theorem 3.3, we get

i) = [P 247 <o) P <)

(50 <r) (20 o)

n3/4 = n3/4
+‘P(W @) _P(QQ(l—Q)ﬁi;f(?Q—l)JrAn <>’
+’P(w(l—Q)\/ﬁi;:(w—l)Mn@)_P(ﬂ@)

= 60 () + 872 (x) + 877 (@)
e Bound on 52 (z): the Berry-Esséen bound (4.4) gives
p(1Q) ¢ ) _p(2QU=QVAGEn0A= )

602 (z) < sup 527’2) (z) = sup

" z€eR yeR n3/4 n3/4
1
=0|—=].
(%)
e Bound on 6% (z): One has
2QL-QVnG+n2Q-1)+ X, G E, G
n3/4 T opl/4 1- vn —1]+F,+ n1/4]1{|G\>ﬁ}'

Similarly to the proof of Theorem 3.3, set

G F?
Fomy 1= —7r 1-=2 1],
’ ni/4 N

)

G
(7,4) —
8, (x) := ’P(fnﬁ tEayt Salesva) S x) —P(Fny + By <)

809 (2) == [P(Fuy + Fupy < ) — P(Fpy < ),
809 (z) == [P(F,, < 2) — P(E, <),

so that

G
(13) () —
8, (x) = ‘P<]:n-,'v tFy+ Sal{esvay S x) —P(F <)
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<870 (@) + 607 (2) + 60 (@)

e Bound on §7°°)(z): Integrating on F, . and using Fp, (z) :=P(F,,<z)=["_fg
and F, , £ —F,, yields

509 () = |E(F, . (x + Fnr)) — E(Fr, . (2))]
< | fF s [l B Fns)
E(IG) E(E;,)

< Han,vHoo n3/4
1 1\ E(E?) +o(1)
< (zp +0(7r)) =

where we have used Lemma A.3 for the last inequality.
e Bound on 6% (z): Similarly, using G £_G, we get

8 () = ’E<F1~u,W (33 +Fny + Tf/z;]I{G>\/ﬁ}>) - E(FFn,v(l”))‘

o) (22 ).

e Bound on 6% (z): One has for all ¢ € (0,1) and setting g := 1 — ¢

85 () = |P(F,, < ) — P(F, < )
= ‘/Oo(an,7 —fr,)| < /R \fF,.., — fr,]

2E(E*) +o(1)
e = 1o | ezmrs gy + — = HaE

using the triangle inequality and the Markov inequality for all £ > 1. We then conclude
with (3.19), (3.20) and (3.21).
¢ Bound on §"")(z): Recall that A, = 2n(P — Q) = n**(F,_ — F, ). Then,

(540 ) o2 <)

sup 8V () = sup

z€R z€ER n3/4 n3/4
= sup IP’(SH(P) —n(2P —1) <’z —n(2P — 1))
z€R
- P(S’n(Q) —n(2Q — 1) < n®4z —n(2P — 1)) ‘
< E(sup IP’(Sn(P) —n(2P —1) <n®/*z —n(2P — 1)’P)
z€R

— IP’(S”(Q) “n(2Q — 1) <2 —n(2Q — 1)’P, Q) |>

= E(sup P(Sn(P) —n(2P - 1) < y’P) — IP’(S’n(Q) -n(2Q —1) < y’Q) D

yeR
1-(P+Q) 1
<E(|P-Q||l——-2 ol —=),
(r-a'Z=5) +o( )
by Lemma A.6.
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We recall the following definitions from the proof of Theorem 3.3 :

1 1 1 1 ,
Q:*'FWEL,W P:§+W‘F’;L,’y7
G
!
2(P-Q)= 1/4 (B = Foy) = ~n Hielsvay
As a result
1 F.,+F 1
(7,1) ny
supd," " (z) < E| |G| +O<>
sk An?/ (3 + 5um B ) (5 — 5o B ) a

<o (r0(GR) ~o(GR) =o(GR)

e Final bound on 4} (z):
In the end, we obtain

Si-

8 (z) < 6(7’1)(:17)+6(72)( )+5(73)( )

(%) ( ) + 80 (@) 4+ 800 () + 869 ()
o)

<o{ ) (2ol )) (B ) )

NG (1— )tk
‘O<¢ﬁ>’

which concludes the proof. O

n3/4 nk+1/2

4.3 The case =1

We give, for completeness (and due to its importance in the literature) the particular
case of 7y = 0:

Theorem 4.4 (Kolmogorov distance to F for the unnormalised magnetisation with g = 1).
Let F be a random variable of law given in Theorem 3.7. Then,

MY 1
dKOl (W’F> O(\/ﬁ) . (45)

4.4 Thecase S >1

Recall that +x4 are the solution to the transcendent equation (3.23) and that tg =
tanh(z), with X5 ~ Bers,, (3) and 7 ~ Beryy, (3).

Theorem 4.5 (Fluctuations of the unnormalised magnetisation for g > 1). If 3 > 1, one

has
M 1
n B | _
dKOl( n 7T ) - O(\/ﬁ) b (46)

for an explicit constant C' > 0.
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Proof. Using (4.1) and the invariance of dk, gives

dKol <M’I(LB)’ G\/ﬁ 1- (Tr(LB))Q + nTrgﬁ)) = O<1)

NG

VP (8)
<— dKOl (n s " > = O(ﬁ) (47)

and the triangle inequality then implies

M) MO P M)
dK01< ,T(ﬁ)> <dKol< e + dxkol T,Tflm +dKol<T£ﬁ)7T(m>

n
MY 1
_ nm(p) B) 48
_dK01< T +dK01(Tn T )+0<\/ﬁ>.

One has
(8) e
dKol (M: 7T7(/3)> = dKol (TT(Lﬁ) + 7’” 1-— <T7(l’8)>2, Tr(LB))
— sup p<T<ﬁ> L C i@y < x) _ P(Tw) < x)
z€R " \/ﬁ " "
= sup P<G<y )—P(0<y )’—supP(O<y <G)
ek \/,ﬁ X Yn,x,B X Yn,x,B ek X Iz, X \/ﬁ 5
with
I 1))
Vnep = T n xcosh(RSf”) — smh(RS{”)
1- @)y
V1 — z?sinh (Argtanh(x) - RS{Q)) if |z] <1
= spe Ry if |z] =1, sy 1= sign(z),

Va2 — lcosh(Argtanh(x’l) - R;ﬁ)) if |z| > 1.

Thus, for € > 0 small enough so that min|,_;j<.(z — )+ > 0, one has

d L W I P(0< Vnap < — P(0< Vnop < —=
Kol( n yEtn sup y,wg + sup yau@ \/ﬁ

lz—1|<e Vn lo—1|>e
One has
G \/g Aret h( )7R(ﬁ) G G
sup P(Ogy . g) g[@(e rgtanh() =R« ) L P V2 < —
ikt mel S Un 2 NG NG
—0(e %),  C>o,
and
G G
sup ]P<O < yn,m,ﬁ < > < sup P((yn,x, )Jr < )
le—1|<e Vn le—1|<e g Vn
< sup ]E(BG) E(e—\/ﬁ(x cosh(Rgf))—sinh(Rgf)))_,_)
|lz—1|<e
<Ve sup e~ Vnl(z cosh(zp)—sinh(zs))++o(1)]
lz—1|<e
EJP 29 (2024), paper 130. https://www.imstat.org/ejp

Page 37/51


https://doi.org/10.1214/24-EJP1190
https://imstat.org/journals-and-publications/electronic-journal-of-probability/

The Curie-Weiss model through exchangeability surrogates

= Ve exp~Vieoshes)( min (@~ twnh(a) + o))

lz—1]<e

= 0(67C5ﬁ> , C. > 0.
It then remains to analyse

dicor (T,@, 7-(/3)) = sup IP’(Tf/” < I) _ p(Tw) < x)’

= sup ]P’(tanh(R;B)) < x) — P(tanh(Xp3) < x)‘
r€R
—sup [P(RY) <y) ~P(Xs <y)|
yeR
Yo oam dr 1

Since maxaup f = max{maxy4 f,maxp f}, it is enough to consider the following
quantities:

+oo d
I+(y) ;:/ e—’tﬂPB($)Zix’ y > 2,
y n,B
v dx 1 Y dx
To(y) — —nwﬁ(w)i_,:/ —npa) BT«
o(y) /_Ooe Z., 2 ), ¢ Z., zp <y < g,
Y —-n T dx
L= [ e 2 L), < an
—00 n,

By symmetry, it is enough to consider the case 0 < y < zg in the case of I(y). One
thus has for y € (0,z3) and with Lemma A.5

Y —nep(y)
Io(y) = / e~ nws(@) dz < ye — O(ﬁe—"(%%(rﬁ—a)—wﬂm)))
0 Zn,p Zn,p

= O(\/HG*”€2902§(xff)/2) ,

having set y := 23 — ¢ with ¢ > 0.
In the case of I, (y), y = 23 + ¢, one has with the Markov inequality

1 1
I :P(R(ﬁ) > ) < f]E(‘R(B) - ’) —o(—),
+(I5 +€) n Lp +e c n rg \/ﬁ
using the computations at the end of the proof of Theorem 3.8. This concludes the
proof. O

5 Conclusion and perspectives

This work was concerned with the study of complex models having particular symme-
tries encoded into a structure of mixture. It opens the path to study other such models,
at several other levels:

1. Large or moderate deviations in the vein of [18, 21], mod-¢ convergence [25, 26],
local CLT [27] and functional CLT in the vein of [32, 42] for the magnetisation with
the De Finetti randomisation and the surrogate approach. Interesting questions
are e.g.: will the LDP surrogate coming from the randomisation of the precise
Cramer/Bahadur-Rao theorem for sums of i.i.d.’s give the correct LDP for the
magnetisation? The same questions can be asked for the local CLT or the functional
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CLT, starting from the one for sums of i.i.d.’s followed by a randomisation. In the
case of the LDP, one does not have a surrogate random variable but a surrogate
probability (i.e. the randomisation of a probability); one will have to rescale again
the randomised LDP to get the correct rate (which should imply a fair piece of
analysis). In the case of a local CLT, one can use a surrogate with values in a lattice,
such as the Poisson surrogate in Remark 2.2. In the case of the functional CLT,
the results of Jeon and Papangelou [32, 42] can certainly be obtained with the
surrogate approach with a modification of the arguments presented here, at least
in the Bernoulli case. Nevertheless, the functional rescaling of the i.i.d. sums will
give a Brownian motion and not a Brownian bridge, i.e. the functional surrogate
will then be of the form m,,(P,) + o, (B,)B; where B is a standard Brownian motion.
As a result, the critical case 8 = 1 will require an additional argument to turn the
Brownian motion into a Brownian bridge (the rescaling performed by Papangelou
uses a random shift given precisely by the randomisation). As a by-product of such
a study, one will get as a bonus the speed of convergence in Kolmogorov distance
(say), a question that is not treated in [32, 42].

2. The functional CLTs studied in [9, 32, 42] or the extension of the Ellis-Newman
Theorem 1.1 for general measures on spins show the emergence of a general
condition on the class of random variables considered, called the class L in [9, 22]:
their cumulant generating series Ax (s) := log E(e**) must satisfy “s > % + Ax(s)
has a unique minimiser”. On the other hand, the general surrogate approach
will be concerned with the replacement of the expectation and variance of the
random variables X generalising the Bernoulli random variables By (p), implying
a surrogate of the form mx (V,,) + ox(V,,)G where V,, will be the new De Finetti
randomisation. Finding conditions on the expectation and variance (my,c%) so
that the (functional) CLT remains valid and linking them with the conditions defining
the class L random variables is an interesting question.

3. Change of model with exchangeability, e.g. the Curie-Weiss-Potts model [20] or the
inhomogeneous Curie-Weiss model [17], the Curie-Weiss-Heisenberg or Curie-Weiss
clock model [38]. Such models will still be exchangeable and Lemma B.1 will give
their De Finetti measure in a straightforward way. More generally, all models with
exchangeable pairs can be scrutinised to see if a De Finetti measure is present,
and the philosophy of this article will then apply.

4. Dynamical Curie-Weiss model and dynamical De Finetti randomisation: replacing
the spins (X )r by (Xk(t))x for a good dynamic such as the spin-flip dynamics of
[37] will lead to a dynamical exchangeability randomisation whose dynamic will
certainly be interesting. The interplay between t — +o0 and n — +oco could lead to
interesting phenomena in the underlying surrogate, in particular concerning the
marginally relevant disorder.

5. Change of model with a weight that reads as a Laplace transform, to mimic the
proof of Lemma B.1 and obtain the De Finetti measure in the same way. For
instance, replacing the Gaussian by a Poisson random variable gives the following
Poissonian Curie-Weiss model:

e’l/)(sn) . 0
PPOCW(ﬁan):W [ ] P(Xl ’’’’’ Xn)’ ’lp(l’)::e)\fb — 1= U = log]E<€$(PO(A) l))

and this time, the De Finetti randomisation will be discrete, of law u, (k) =

Emewnye! cosh(k)"ek(I"(M)=1) hence the relevance of a Poisson surrogate.

6. Self-Organised Criticality, in short, SOC [7]: the SOC-Curie-Weiss model is of the
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type

ﬂH(le'an) (Zn )2
— € o k=1 Tk .
Psoc(s.n = E(ePH (X1, X0) e Pix, . X, H(zx) = T4y a2 B=1.

H is again a symmetric function, hence, the vector is exchangeable. There is thus
a surrogate coming from the CLT (the same as ours), but with a different De Finetti
measure, not immediately straightforward to compute.

We hope to come back to some of these questions in the future.

A Analysis of diverse constants

A.1 Renormalisation constants
A.1.1 Casejg<1

Lemma A.1 (Asymptotic analysis of Z,, g for 5 < 1). We have

—9/2

/Cs 1,
= x Z -1 < = .

| 2 x "’fﬂ/ﬁ n 4

Proof. Using (2.5), one has
_npy(y At 1 2 2
Znp = e 2t ——0 Fp(t) := — Argtanh(¢)” + In(1 — ¢%).
(—1,1) 1—-t B

Setting z = Argtanh(¢) and y := \/nx gives

Z = / o= & Fs(tanh(@)) . _ / o 3 Fa(tanh(y/vi) W
R R

\/ﬁ?
with
n y2 n 2
3 Foltanh(y/v/m) = 55 + 5 log (1 — tanh(y/ V%)
_ (1 y: o 2
=3 (,3 — 1> + 5 + 5 log(1 — tanh(y/v/n)?)
y2
where
Cp = % -1,
Yy n Y ol w ) y
Yaly) ==L+ 2 log (1 — tanh(y/vn)?) = £ — nlogcosh (%) = W(ﬁ) Al
2
b(y) = %~ logcosh(y),

"2
since 1 — tanh® = cosh™”. The equality [, e~ = dy = /%7; implies that

2r Zo/n = / efgcﬁdy _ / e*%Fﬁ(tanh(y/\/ﬁ))dy - / (1 _ efwn(w) ef%Cde.
Cs 7 R R R
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The study of 1,, with SageMath [44] shows that ,, is non negative on R with only
cancelation in 0. This can also be seen with the inequality cosh(t) < exp(%; ) that follows
from the termwise comparison of the Taylor series of each function. As a result, the
previous quantity is positive on R*. Moreover, in the same vein as for «,, defined in (3.7),
one has ¢, (0) = ¢/,(0) = ¢/(0) = ¢/”(0) = 0, and the Taylor formula with integral
remainder gives at the fourth order

Paly) = L /1(1 - )’y (ay)da.
0
A computation with SageMath [44] gives
y y\°
vh(y) =y — \/ﬁtanh(\/ﬁ) . W(y) = tanh<\/ﬁ) ,
en'(y) = % tanh(\/yﬁ> (1 - tanh(\/yﬁ>2> :

@ (y) = Z<1 - tanh(\j%>2> (1 - 3tanh<jﬁ>2> .

Moreover, the function y + nlog(1—tanh(y/v/n)?) = —2nlog cosh(y//n) has bounded
derivatives. One thus has

0<1-e" <only) < 5 Hw ’
Since ‘w(‘i)( )‘ ‘ ‘1 - 3tanh(\%) ’ < 2, one gets
27 — ( ) —ﬁC 2 4 _70 1 _5
0< /= — ZnpVn= (l—e ”y)e TV dy < —— ye ﬂdy— —V21C5°,
Cs ’ R 24n 4n
hence the result using the fourth moment of a Gaussian (equal to 3). O

A.1.2 Casej=1

Lemma A.2 (Asymptotic analysis of Z,, ;). We have

Z 1
azml 4l of —
" Zp ‘ O(ﬁ)

Proof. Using (2.5), one has
n dt
Zp = / e_fFl(t)ﬁ, Fy(t) := Argtanh(t)? + In(1 — #?).
(-1,1) -

Setting = = Argtanh(t) and y := n'/x gives

an ::/e—%Fl(tanh(ac))dx:/e—%Fl(tanh(y/nIM)) dy ::/e—nw(y/nl/4) dy
: . . /4 e nl/a’

with ¢ defined in (A.1).
4
Since Zp = fR e~ 12 dy, one has

Wiz, | Zp— / e/t g / e~ ¥y = / (1= e P vt gy,
R R R
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where
~ . y? Y . 1 y \4 Y .o Y
Un(y) = ﬁ—nw(nl/4) n<12(n1/4) 77ZJ(nU‘*)) o nw(nl/‘l)’
i : ! , (A.2)
Uly) = {5 —y) = {5 ~ % +logcosh(y).

The study of ’(/Jn with SageMath [44] shows that it is non negative on R with only
cancelation in 0 (see also the Taylor formula at the fourth order below). As a result, the
previous quantlty is positive on R*. Moreover, in the same vein as for «,, defined in (3.7),
one has " (0) = 0 for all £ € [0,5], and the Taylor formula with integral remainder
gives at the sixth order

6

Dul) = 55 | (1= )00 (e)da =

A computation with SageMath [44] gives

1 —a) w(G)(ayn Y der.

120f

~ 3 ~
Y'(y) = tanh(y) + % —y, ¥"(y) = —tanh(y)® + 47,

smh( )* + 4sinh(y)?

¢ (y) = 2tanh(y) (1 — tanh(y)?) + 2y, $W(y) = T >0
TG () — (cosh(y)* — 3) sinh(y) ~6) 4 cosh(y)* — 30 cosh(y)? + 30
v ) 8 cosh(y)? ’ (y) =4 cosh(y)8 ’

4 .1 P
Note that the Taylor formula at the fourth order gives ¢, (y) = % [, (1 — )@ (ay

/n1/4)da and since w > 0, it is easily seen that Z/Jn is non negative.
One thus has

O i B vz
o<1- o <G < 8 [0 - i 5]
Since
~ 4 cosh(y)* — 30 cosh(y)? + 30
cosh(y)
= 4(4(1 — tanh(y)?) — 30(1 — tanh(y)?)? + 30(1 — tanh(y)*)*) < 136,
one gets
0<n/iz, | — Zp = / (1 _ e—%(y)) e—nw(y/nl/4)dy
R
136 1/4 136
< 6 ,—ny(y/n )d — 1/4Zn E F6

720/n Jo ) € Y= mo0m "t o (F)

hence
Zp 136 6
0<1— < E(F 1)),
WAz, 720 i (E(FY) (1)
which concludes the proof. O
A.1.3 Caseﬂnflif,veR
Lemma A.3 (Asymptotic analysis of || fg, | ). With F, , defined in (3.10) and §3, :=
1-— f’ we have
1 1
—+4+0

meaR I, (2) = Zp, + (ﬁ)
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Proof. Using (3.10), (2.9) and (2.5), one gets

fe, ,(z) = #f"-ﬂn <ﬁ)

L 1 — 2 Argtanh 7 2—(ﬂ—‘,-l) In 1—’”—1
= m@ 2 (nl 4) 2 ( \F)]l{|rc|<n1/4}
on(@)

- nl/‘*Zn.,ﬁn]l{'mK””“}

and
¢ (z) = —n/4 Bt Argtanh(oi77) — (14 3) 7
" 1—(5m)?
We have ¢/,(0) =0, and £/(0) = % hence, 0 is a minimum of &,, and fg, . To find the

maxima, set y := Argtanh( #) One needs to analyse the solutions of the equation

tanh(y)  fBn
Y 1+ %

(A.3)

This equation is well known in the study of the Curie-Weiss model as it gives the
limiting magnetisation when 3 > 1 (see e.g. [35, prop. 8]). An easy study shows that (A.3)
has a unique solution y, on R, and by symmetry a unique solution —y, on R_, both
being global maxima.

Define
tanh(y/
Gw):=1- an\/(@w)_qg_i_o(wg) when w — 0,
Bn -7 ¥ 2
n= _ =1 ~ 1 —1 =0}
< 142 1+ 2 Hm\/ﬁ{wﬁoﬁn{w 0}

Then, the solution y, of (A.3) is such that y,, = \/w,,, where G(w,,) = &,. Since G is
bijective on R, one can define its inverse G~! for the composition o of functions, and,
both functions being C*°,

Wn = Gil(é‘n) = Gil(o) + (Gil)/(o)en + O(Ei) =3en + O(Ei),
hence

Yn = Vi = V32 (14 0(2)) = V32 + 0(<3/?)

Ln

i := tanh(y,) = tanh(\/ﬁ—i— O(Eim)) =3, +O0(en) .

In the end, using H (z) := z + log(1 — tanh(y/Z)?) = & + O(«?), one gets

1 — Argtanh(nﬁ74)2—(%+1)1n<1—%>
”fEL,‘y”oo = fr,, (zn) = me

_ 1 o= 7 wn— (1) In(1— tanh(ywy)?)
n/4Z,p,

_ 1 i H(wy)—In(1- tanh(/w,)?)
n1/4zn7ﬁn

_ b o 0ed)+ S0
n1/4Zn,,8”
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1 24 9 -1 1 1
= = erlpzataliy=atetn™) =~ (14 0o —
Wz, 5 " /42,5, ( TU\vm
and Lemma A.4 gives n1/4Zn75n =Zp, + O(ﬁ) concluding the proof. O

4 .2
Lemma A.4 (Asymptotic analysis of Z,, g, ). Set ZFW = fR 6_%_7%0@. Then,

Z 1
1/4“n,Bn _
n/t—""—-1=0|—|.

Proof. Using (2.5), one has

Zn.p 12/ o~ (3B Argtanh(t)+3 In(1-¢7)) dt
o (—=1,1)

1—1¢2
_ [ (o)) dy
A ni/4

_ [ (VA =05 —n (in(cosh(/n' /)= (u/n /) 12)) Ay
- ni/4’

having set y := n'/* Argtanh(t) and used 1 — tanh(z)? = cosh(z) 2.

Recall that ¢(y) := ¥ In(cosh(y)) is defined in (A.1) and set

2
._\/ﬁ<1_1> _l
TmENIB, ) T By

so that

Z 5 :/e—wé—nwy/nl“)ﬂ
R

nl/a
n1/4Zn,,8n *ZFW :/R

4

<e"/ny22nw(y/n1/4) _ e“ﬂj%) dy.

One has moreover with v, > v

B O Ve N VA W
0<Zp, —2ZF,, = e 7T TR —e T T | dy = e 7T —e T | e i2dy
R R

y2 y4d ’ ZEFQ
< (Y — ry 12 <—
(’Y ’7)/ 26 Y 2\/,5 F ( )

and the same inequality holds if v > v, but with 0 < Zp,  — ZF .
Last, the analysis of n'/ iZnp, —Z F,, is similar to the previous one with 3 < 1, using
exactly the same function ¢ but with a different rescaling. One forms

0<n'Z,p, - Zp,, = / (e‘”"y;—"’”(y/n”” - e‘”"y;_{;> dy
R
: /(1 _ e*{ﬁ”(y)) fr,, (y)dy
R

with :fvpm = Zp, fr,, and U = mab(-/n/*) is defined in (A.2).

Since ¢, > 0and 0 < 1 — e~ ¥n) Un(y) < % Hz;(ﬁ)H < 136 % one gets
o0

136 1 < 136 Zr, E(F))
0 < 1/4Z'n - 4 < 6 dy = Tn Tn
n B = 2R, S g 7 Y R WY = 2o —
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_ 136 Zr,E(E]) +o(1)
720 NG '

In the end,

— Zp

|

1 /136 72
< = (Bozn B(5Y) + S 2eB(F) +ol1)).

which concludes the proof. O

n1/4Zn,'y _ ZF,Y’ < ‘n1/4zn,'y o ZF,Y”

A.1.4 Casej>1

Define for k € N

22
Z(k) 2/ |z — acﬁ|]C e 8@y, wp(z) == % — log cosh(z). (A.4)
Ry

We will only be concerned with the cases k € {0,1}. Notice in particular that for
k = 0, by symmetry of ¢g, one has

fo[)g = 2/ e 8@y = / e 8@ gy = Zn8
R, R

Lemma A.5 (Asymptotic analysis of Z,(L’fg for 8 > 1). For all k € N and with G ~ 4#°(0,1),
one has

mpg(zg)z(k?) ) 2 E k i
Ve =2 e B vo(5) )

Proof. One has
Jreneaten) g®) 2\/7;/]R (& — g e (@s@ =25 @0 gy

=2vn Ix — ag|F emn@mws) o @h(awtams)ada gy,

+oo
o [T it Rl gy
—zgv/n

As x> —% + tanh(z)? is bounded and continuous, dominated convergence
and continuity imply

1 "

1 x
/ ei(aw//n+ zg)ada — ©h(zp)ada = #5(s)
0 —+ Jo

and @g(xﬁ) > 0 by an easy study. It is also easy to see that z is the global minimum of
g on Ry, hence that ¢(z) — ¢(xzg) > 0 on Ry\{zg}. As a result, dominated convergence
applies on this set to give

+oo
/ |w|k o’ [y wilaw//atag)ada g, / ‘w|k —uly "(@8) doy = 2 —_ 2 i ]E(|G|k) ,
which is the result. O
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A.2 Kolmogorov distance estimates

Lemma A.6 (Kolmogorov Distance between two centered binomials). For all t € (0,1),

define §n(t) = S, (t) —n(2t—1) with S, (t) = >_,_, Bi(t) and By (t) ~ i.i.d. Bery(t). Then,
forall p,q € (0,1), one has

dicor (Sn(p), Sn(0)) < Ip — dl ’m‘ + O(;ﬁ) '

Proof. Recall that E(§n(t)> = 0 and set 02(q) := Var(§n (¢)) = 4¢(1 — g)n. We define
G, ~ AN (0,02(p)) and G4 ~ A (0,02(q)). The triangle inequality yields

dicor (S0(p), 50(4) ) < dior (Su(p), Gy ) + dicor (9(), G ) + dicer (G, Gy)

1
< dKol(Gpa Gq) + O (ﬁ)

by the Berry-Esséen theorem (4.1). It remains to prove that

1—(p+q)
< — —_—
dKol(Gvaq) X |p q‘ ‘ p(l _p) ‘

Stein’s method for G, gives [43, (2.2)]

diol(Gp, Gg) = sup |P(G, < w) — P(G, < w)|

weR
— 5up [E( £y, (Go) = L fup(Go)
weR WPRT g2 (p) TP )
where
Jwp(w) = ;E(ﬂ{c <o} (LG, <wy —P(Gp <w))), fa,(x):= Lei%:z’ﬁ
’ fa,(x) P P ’ on(p)V/2m

is the solution of the Stein equation for G, ([50, (19)1/ [43, (2.1)]).
Moreover, the Gaussian integration by parts gives for f,, , € C!

E(Gqfw,p(Gq)) = Ui(Q)E(ﬂu,p(Gq)) )

implying

2
dKol(Gpa Gf]) = i}é% ‘E<leu,p(Gf1) - UZ(Q) f{u,p(Gq)> ’

sup [E(f,, ,(Gq))|

weR

< su
’ o2 (p)

we

and (see e.g. [50, (22)]) sup,eg || /4, < 1. Finally

ol

4 —gn| _ |1—(p+q)
4p(1p)n‘_|p q" p(1—p) ‘

which gives the result. O

’1_ Ui(q)'
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B An identity in law
We define the logistic function 1) and its bijective inverse ¢~! by
e 1

1
Y(a) = il T 5(1 + tanh(a)), a€R,

v p) = —% log(p_1 — 1) = Argtanh(2p — 1), p €][0,1].

Noting that 1(0) = 3, we define

X =X(3) =X[0] ~Bert1(3), X@W(a))=X[a] ~Bersi(¥(a)). (B.1)
It is well known that the exponential bias of a Bernoulli random variable X[f] is given
by [3]

¢o X[
E(eoxm) * Fx131 = Pxats): (B.2)

Define S, [a] := >"}'_, Xi[e] and S,, = S,,[0]. The Bernoulli bias (B.2) implies the Binomial
bias:

eO‘Sn 18]
E (e 1) © Ps, i8] = Ps,[a+8] (B.3)
and one also has the Gaussian bias, with G ~ .#7(0, 1),
e
m o Pg =Pqy,. (B.4)

We start by deriving the De Finetti measure (2.1) and (2.4):
Lemma B.1 (The De Finetti measure of the Curie-Weiss spins). Recall from (3.26) that

u?
vp(u) == 2 —logcosh(u),  Z,3 ::/Re—wﬁ_

Then,

Pxo . x) = /RP(xl[uJ,-..,xn[uWn(dU)’ pn () = = p
: (B.5)

= /RP(Xl(p) ----- Xn,(p));n(dp)7 Up = fin O¢_17

where v, is defined explicitely in (2.4).
Proof. Set .
2 L2
Sy = ZXk, 3np = E(egnsﬂ) .
k=1
Then, for f bounded, we have

E(f(Xfﬁ),...,X,g@)) — 3151143(@’35 nf(Xl,...,Xn))

“S"f Xi1,...,X,)) e "% du

BBnﬁ\/ﬂ/

= 53 \/g/ (S E(f(Xa[ul] ..., Xo[ul)) "7 du with (B.2)
n,B
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_L u ul)) cos une—n;—; v
_ﬂ3n,ﬁm/RE<f<Xl[1’-0-,Xn[]>> h(u) J

:/RE(f(Xl[u},...,Xn[u}))un(dU),

as Z, 3 = % by setting f = 1. The other case is obtained by taking the image
measure with 1, using the convention (B.1) that writes X (p) = X [¢~(p)]. 0

Remark B.2. Notice the difference between the bias definition (1.1) and the mixture
property (B.5). Another way to rephrase the whole philosophy of the surrogate approach
would be: when adding a particular penalisation to an i.i.d. sum is equivalent to perform
an independent randomisation, one should only use the randomisation framework.
Such a situation is of course extremely particular, but one could try to describe more
complicated systems as approximation of “mixture systems”, with a replacement method
for instance. We leave this study for a future work.

We now show that the magnetisation is solution to a fixed point equation in law, which
allows to simulate it with a Markov chain approximating the fixed point:

Lemma B.3 (The magnetisation as a solution to an equation in law). We have

M® £33, \/EG +u+ ﬂM}f”] : (B.6)
n n

where (§H,G,M,(f})) are independent.

Proof. Let §n, Sn, G independent random variables and f a bounded function. One can

write with % = a?
8) E(ez" e (S”))
]E(f(M” )) - E<e%sg+usn)
E(e(aG+u)Snf(S )

T E(ceGtnsh) with G independent of .S,

_ E(Es, (e@FtmS) £(Su[aG + p]))
— R (G0 by (B.2)

E(e(xGHSn £ (S, G + 1))
N E (e<aa+m’s‘n)

B g2

with §n £ S,, independent of G, S,,

E(e@@mS £(S,[aG + 1))
B E (e(aG-iru)gn)

_ E(EG (e(acﬂ‘)g") f(Sn {aG +p+ a2§n} )) by (B.4) with  — 0
E(e(O‘G"’“)gn) "

E(e“§i+”§”f(5n {aG +p+ a2§n} ))

E (eagﬁ +,u§n )
- E(f(Sn {ozG +p+ a2§§f>])) ,
which gives the result. O
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This result gives a way to simulate MT(LH ) (hence the whole sequence of spins) with a
sequence of i.i.d. Binomial and Gaussian random variables (Bing); and (G)x. One can
form the Markov chain (Mj);>0 given, with obvious notations, by:

M1 = Biny, (n v <\/§Gk + ka» . Mo ~Bin(n, ).

An interesting question is to find its rate of convergence to equilibrium (i.e. to Méﬁ ))
that would give the precise number of iterations to simulate it, and in particular if a
cut-off phenomenon appears in total variation distance.
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