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Spectral Graph Theory
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Abstract—In this paper, we generalize the log-Sobolev
inequalities to Rényi–Sobolev inequalities by replacing the
entropy with the two-parameter entropy, which is a generalized
version of entropy and closely related to Rényi divergences.
We derive the sharp nonlinear dimension-free version of this
kind of inequalities. Interestingly, the resultant inequalities
show a transition phenomenon depending on the parameters.
We then connect Rényi–Sobolev inequalities to contractive
and data-processing inequalities, concentration inequalities, and
spectral graph theory. Our proofs in this paper are based on
the information-theoretic characterization of the Rényi–Sobolev
inequalities, as well as the method of types.

Index Terms—Log-Sobolev inequalities, Rényi–Sobolev
inequalities, spectral graph theory, spectral radius, concentration
inequalities.

I. INTRODUCTION

Let X be a finite set and L be a |X | × |X | symmetric1

square matrix such that Lx,y ≥ 0 for x ̸= y and L1 = 0,
where 1 denotes the vector of ones and 0 denotes the zero
vector. Let Tt := etL for t ≥ 0, where eL denotes the matrix
exponential of L. The operator Tt is known as an Markov
operator. In addition, {Tt}t≥0 forms a Markov semigroup,
since it satisfies the semigroup property Tt+s = TtTs = TsTt
for all s, t ≥ 0. For more details on Markov operators and
Markov semigroups, the reader is referred to [1, 2, 3].

Let π be a stationary distribution corresponding to {Tt}t≥0,
which can be thought as a vector of length |X |. In other words,
π is a distribution satisfying the equation π⊤ = π⊤Tt for all
t ≥ 0 or, equivalently, π⊤L = 0⊤. Without loss of generality,
we assume π(x) > 0 for all x ∈ X , since otherwise, we reset
X to {x : π(x) > 0}.

As usual, denote ⟨f⟩ := ⟨f⟩π := Eπ[f ] =
∑

x π(x)f(x)
and ⟨f, g⟩ := ⟨fg⟩ for two real-valued functions f and g
defined on X . Denote (Lf)(x) =

∑
y Lx,yf(y). Define the

carré du champ operator (i.e., squared field operator), which
is the symmetric bilinear map from X ×X into X defined as

Γ(f, g) =
1

2
(L(fg)− fL(g)− gL(f)),

which can be expressed as

Γ(f, g)(x) =
1

2

∑
y

Lx,y(f(y)− f(x))(g(y)− g(x)). (1)
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1For simplicity, we assume L to be symmetric. The results obtained in this
paper can be easily to extended to the asymmetric case.

Then the Dirichlet form of {Tt}t≥0 is defined as

E(f, g) := ⟨Γ(f, g)⟩π = −⟨Lf, g⟩π
= −

∑
x,y

Lx,yf(y)g(x)π(x). (2)

The normalized Dirichlet form of {Tt}t≥0 is defined as

E(f, g) := E(f, g)
⟨f, g⟩π

.

We now extend the definitions of the Dirichlet form and
its normalized version to the n-dimensional Cartesian product
space Xn. Let T⊗n

t be the product semigroup on Xn induced
by Tt. The infinitesimal generator L⊕n of T⊗n

t is given by

L⊕nf(xn) =

n∑
i=1

Lf(x\k, ·), (3)

where x\k := (x1, . . . , xk−1, xk+1, . . . , xn) ∈ Xn−1 denotes
the subvector of xn with the k-th coordinate removed. That
is, in the summand in (3), the infinitesimal generator L acts
on the k-th coordinate of f with other coordinates held fixed.
Correspondingly, the “carré du champ” operator for this case
is

Γ⊕n(f, g) =
1

2
(L⊕n(fg)− fL⊕n(g)− gL⊕n(f))

=
1

2

∑
yn

L⊕n
·,yn(f(yn)− f(·))(g(yn)− g(·)). (4)

For two real-valued functions f and g defined on Xn, let

ψ(x\k) := E
(
f(x\k, ·), g(x\k, ·)

)
be the action of the Dirichlet form E on the k-th coordinates of
f and g with other coordinates held fixed. Then, the Dirichlet
form of f and g and its normalized version are respectively
given by

En(f, g) := ⟨Γ⊕n(f, g)⟩πn = −⟨L⊕nf, g⟩πn

=

n∑
k=1

∑
x\k∈Xn−1

ψ(x\k)πn−1(x\k)

=

n∑
k=1

E
[
ψ(X\k)

]
,

En(f, g) =
En(f, g)
⟨f, g⟩πn

.

In the following, we focus on the normalized Dirichlet form
En(f, f

q−1) with q > 1. The motivation of considering this
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kind of Dirichlet forms comes from the following argument.
Define the function ϕ : [0,∞) → R as

ϕ(t) := − 1

n
ln ∥Ttf∥q ,

where ∥g∥q := (Eπ[g
q])

1/q for nonnegative function g. Then,
one can check by direct differentiation that

ϕ′(0) =
1

n
En

(
Ttf, (Ttf)

q−1
)∣∣∣∣

t=0

=
1

n
En

(
f, fq−1

)
. (5)

In addition to the Dirichlet form, the other quantity involved
in log-Sobolev inequalities is the entropy of a nonnegative
function f .

Definition 1. For a nonnegative function f , the entropy and
the normalized entropy of f are respectively defined as

Ent(f) := Eπ[f ln f ]− Eπ[f ] lnEπ[f ],

Ent(f) :=
Ent(f)

Eπ[f ]
.

Note that these notions of entropy and normalized entropy
as defined here are commonly encountered in functional
analysis; see, for example, [4]. They are related to, but not the
same as the Shannon entropy in classical information theory.
Indeed, they bear more similarity to the relative entropy, in
the sense that if f is the Radon–Nikodym derivative dQ/dπ
of a distribution Q with respect to π (i.e., the function
x ∈ X 7→ Q(x)/π(x) for the finite alphabet case, which is also
denoted as Q/π), then the entropy (and also the normalized
entropy) of f turns into the relative entropy of Q from π, i.e.,

D(Q∥π) :=
∑
x

Q(x) ln
Q(x)

π(x)
.

By Jensen’s inequality, both the entropy and the normalized
entropy are nonnegative.

A. Log-Sobolev Inequalities and Log-Sobolev Functions

The log-Sobolev inequalities connect the Dirichlet forms
and the entropies in the following way.

Definition 2. [5, 6] For q ∈ R\{0, 1}, the q-log-Sobolev
inequality with constant C is

Ent(fq) ≤ C
q2

q − 1
E(f, fq−1) (6)

for positive2 f . For q = 0, the 0-log-Sobolev inequality with
constant C for positive f is

1

2
Var(ln f) ≤ −C E(f, 1

f
). (7)

For q = 1, the 1-log-Sobolev inequality with constant C for
positive f is

Ent(f) ≤ C E(f, ln f). (8)

The inequalities in (8) and (7) are limiting versions of the
one in (6), since for positive f , 1

q2 Ent(f
q) → 1

2Var(ln f) as
q → 0 and 1

q−1 E(f, f
q−1) → E(f, ln f) as q → 1.

2By the monotone convergence theorem, the inequality in (6) still holds for
nonnegative f if q > 1.

Inspired by the log-Sobolev inequality, one can define the
log-Sobolev function.

Definition 3. The log-Sobolev function for q ∈ R\{0, 1} is
defined as

Ξq(α) := inf
f :Ent(fq)≥α

1

q − 1
E(f, fq−1). (9)

For q ∈ {0, 1},

Ξ1(α) := inf
f :Ent(f)≥α

E(f, ln f)
Eπ[f ]

,

Ξ0(α) := inf
f : 12Var(ln f)≥α

−E(f, f−1). (10)

This function characterizes the nonlinear tradeoff between
the entropy and the Dirichlet form. Here, Ξ1 is defined by the
continuous extension. The direct extension of the definition of
Ξq(α) to the case q = 0 does not make sense. So, inspired by
(7), instead we define Ξ0(α) in (10) as Ξq(q

2α) with q = 0
where 1

q2Ent(f
q) for q = 0 is understood as 1

2Var(ln f).
3

By definition, for q ̸= 0, the q-log-Sobolev inequality with
constant C holds if and only if Ξq(α) ≥ α

q2C . In other
words, for q ̸= 0, the optimal q-log-Sobolev constant C∗

q is
supα>0

α
q2Ξq(α)

. Similarly, the optimal 0-log-Sobolev constant
C∗

0 is supα>0
α

Ξ0(α)
.

Extending the definition of Ξq(α) from Tt to T⊗n
t , we

define for q ∈ R\{0, 1},

Ξ(n)
q (α) := inf

f : 1nEnt(fq)≥α

1

(q − 1)n
En(f, f

q−1), (11)

where f is defined on Xn. For q ∈ {0, 1}, extend the
definition of Ξq(α) from Tt to T⊗n

t in a similar way.
Since the q-log-Sobolev inequality satisfies the tensorization
property (i.e., the q-log-Sobolev inequality is satisfied for Tt
with constant C if and only if satisfied for T⊗n

t with the
same constant), Ξ

(n)
q (α) ≥ α

C still holds when the q-log-
Sobolev inequality with constant C holds for Tt. However,
the log-Sobolev function Ξ

(n)
q itself does not satisfy the

tensorization property, but it indeed satisfies the following
quasi-tensorization property.

Theorem 1 (Quasi-Tensorization [7]). For q ∈ R, it holds that

conv Ξq(α) ≤ Ξ(n)
q (α) ≤ Ξq(α), (12)

where conv Ξq denotes the lower convex envelope of the
function Ξq . Moreover, this lower bound is asymptotically tight
as n→ ∞, which means that

lim
n→∞

Ξ(n)
q (α) = conv Ξq(α).

If additionally, Ξq is convex, then the lower bound is tight for
any finite n ≥ 1. In fact, there are two distributions (Q,R)
and a number λ ∈ [0, 1] such that the sequence of functions

fn(x
n) =

Qk(xk)

πk(xk)
×
Rn−k(xnk+1)

πn−k(xnk+1)

3A more consistent way to define the log-Sobolev function is to replace the
constraint in (9) with Ent(fq) ≥ q2α. In other words, the new log-Sobolev
function is α 7→ Ξq(q2α) with Ξq denoting the original one defined in (9).
However, in this definition, the effective domains of this function are not
consistent anymore for different q’s, since the possible range of Ent(fq) is
[0, ln 1

minx π(x)
] for any q > 0 and [0, ln 1

minx π(x)
) for any q < 0.
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with k = ⌊λn⌋ satisfies 1
nEnt(f

q) ≥ α and
limn→∞

1
(q−1)nEn(fn, f

q−1
n ) = conv Ξq(α). Here, ⌊x⌋

denotes the maximum integer no larger than x.

Remark 1. The inequality in (12) can be easily extended to
semigroups defined on arbitrary measurable spaces, since the
proof given in [7] only relies on the chain rule of relative
entropies and the fact that conditioning increases relative
entropies.
Remark 2. The log-Sobolev function Ξq is in general not
convex. This was observed by Gu and Polyanskiy in [8,
Proposition 26] for the Potts semigroup.

This theorem is a strengthening of the (linear) q-log-Sobolev
inequality in (6). Since in general, the function conv Ξq is
nonlinear, the inequality in (12) is called the nonlinear q-log-
Sobolev inequality. To see the relation between the linear and
nonlinear q-log-Sobolev inequalities, one can easily find that
the optimal constant C = C∗

q in the (linear) q-log-Sobolev
inequality in (6) satisfies that 1

q2C∗
q

for q ̸= 0 and 1
C∗

0
for q = 0

are exactly the right-derivatives of conv Ξq(α) at α = 0.

B. Rényi–Sobolev Functions

In this paper, we aim at generalizing Polyanskiy and
Samorodnitsky’s result by replacing the entropy with a general
form, known as the two-parameter entropy. Given orders
p, q > 0 such that p ̸= q and a nonnegative f , define the
(p, q)-entropy of f [9] as

Entp,q(f) :=
pq

p− q
ln

∥f∥p
∥f∥q

.

The (p, q)-entropies for other pairs of (p, q) are defined by
continuous extensions. In particular, for q > 0, define

Entq(f) := Entq,q(f) := lim
p↑q

Entp,q(f) = Ent(fq).

For q ≥ 0 and any nonnegative f , the (0, q)-entropy and the
(q, 0)-entropy of f are defined by

Ent0,q(f), Entq,0(f) := Ent0(f) := − lnπ(f > 0).

For q ≥ 0 and any nonnegative f , the (∞, q)-entropy and the
(q,∞)-entropy of f are defined by

Ent∞,q(f), Entq,∞(f) := Ent∞(f) := q ln
∥f∥∞
∥f∥q

= − ln esssupπ(
fq

E[fq]
),

where esssupπ(g) denotes the essential supremum of g. The
two-parameter entropy is nondecreasing in its one parameter
given the other one [9]. The two-parameter entropy is a natural
generalization of the entropy.

The two-parameter entropy is closely related to the well-
known Rényi divergence. The Rényi divergence of order γ ∈
R\{0, 1} is defined as

Dγ(Q∥π) := 1

γ − 1
ln
∑
x

Q(x)
(Q(x)

π(x)

)γ−1

.

For γ ∈ {0, 1,±∞}, the Rényi divergence of order γ is
defined by continuous extension. In particular, for γ = 1,

the Rényi divergence reduces to the relative entropy. For
γ = 0, D0(Q∥π) := − lnπ(Q > 0), and for γ = 0,
D∞(Q∥π) := − ln esssupQ(

Q
π ).

By definition, the two-parameter entropy and the Rényi
divergence admit the following intimate relationship: For
q ∈ R\{0} and any f such that 0 < ∥f∥q < ∞, it holds
that

Entp,q(f) = Dp/q(Q∥π).

where Q is a distribution such that fq

E[fq ] =
Q
π with Q

π denoting
the Radon–Nikodym derivative.

The two-parameter entropy was previously used in [10, 7,
11, 12, 9] to investigate the nonlinear versions of log-Sobolev,
hypercontractivity, and Brascamp–Lieb inequalities.

Definition 4. Define the Rényi–Sobolev function as

Ξp,q(α) := inf
f :Entp,q(f)≥α

1

q − 1
E(f, fq−1).

Extending the definition of Ξp,q(α) from Tt to T⊗n
t , we

define the n-dimensional version as

Ξ(n)
p,q (α) := inf

f : 1n Entp,q(f)≥α

1

(q − 1)n
En(f, f

q−1). (13)

When specialized to the case p = q, Ξp,q and Ξ
(n)
p,q respectively

reduce to Ξq and Ξ
(n)
q defined in (9) and (11). By the

monotonicity of the two-parameter entropy in its argument,
Ξ
(n)
p,q (α) is nonincreasing in p given n, q, α.

C. Our Contributions
Our contributions in this paper are as follows.

1) In this paper, we investigate the asymptotics of
the Rényi–Sobolev function, and derive the sharp
dimension-free bound on the Rényi–Sobolev function.
The resultant inequalities are called Rényi–Sobolev
inequalities. Interestingly, Rényi–Sobolev inequalities
show a transition phenomenon depending on the
parameters (p, q). In particular, the Rényi–Sobolev
function converges to conv Ξq(α) as n→ ∞ when p ≤ q,
and converges to 0 when p > q. Our proofs are based on
the information-theoretic characterization of the Rényi–
Sobolev inequalities, as well as the method of types.

2) We then connect Rényi–Sobolev inequalities to several
other topics, including contractive and data-processing
inequalities, concentration inequalities, and spectral graph
theory. In the aspect of contractive and data-processing
inequalities, our Rényi–Sobolev inequalities characterize
the instantaneous change of the q-norm of Ttf for a
“non-flat” function f . In the aspect of concentration
inequalities, our Rényi–Sobolev inequalities are coupled
with the Herbst argument to yield new concentration
inequalities, which are stronger than the ones derived by
the Herbst argument coupled with standard log-Sobolev
inequalities. In the aspect of spectral graph theory, our
Rényi–Sobolev inequalities are used to characterize the
asymptotics of the spectral radius of the n-fold Cartesian
product of a regular graph with itself. This generalizes
the existing result in [13, 14] from the complete graph
K2 to arbitrary regular graph.
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D. Organization

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we
introduce our main results on Rényi–Sobolev inequalities.
In Sections III-V, we connect Rényi–Sobolev inequalities
respectively to contractive and data-processing inequalities,
concentration inequalities, and spectral graph theory. In the
remaining part, we provide proofs for our results.

II. MAIN RESULT

A. Rényi–Sobolev Inequalities

Our main result is the following theorem which
characterizes the asymptotics of the Rényi–Sobolev function.
The proof is deferred to Section VI.

Theorem 2 (Rényi–Sobolev Inequalities). For p, q ≥ 0, it
holds that

Ξ(n)
p,q (α) ≥ ϕp,q(α), (14)

where

ϕp,q(α) :=

{
conv Ξq(α), p ≤ q

0, p > q
.

Moreover, for p ≥ 0, q ≥ 1, and α ∈ [0,− lnminx π(x)), this
lower bound is asymptotically tight as n→ ∞, i.e.,

lim
n→∞

Ξ(n)
p,q (α) = ϕp,q(α). (15)

In fact, for p ≤ q, there are two distributions (Q,R) and a
number λ ∈ [0, 1] such that the sequence of functions

fn(x
n) =

Qk(xk|T (k)
ϵ (Q))

πk(xk)
×
Rn−k(xnk+1|T

(n−k)
ϵ (R))

πn−k(xnk+1)

with k = ⌊λn⌋ satisfies that 1
n Entp,q(fn) ≥ α and

limn→∞
1

(q−1)nEn(fn, f
q−1
n ) can be arbitrarily close to the

lower bound conv Ξq(α) as ϵ ↓ 0. Here, the ϵ-typical set of a
distribution Q is defined as

T (n)
ϵ (Q) := {xn : |Txn(a)−Q(a)| ≤ ϵQ(a),∀a ∈ X},

where Txn is the empirical measure of xn.

Remark 3. Similarly to Remark 1, the inequality in (14) can be
easily extended to semigroups defined on arbitrary measurable
spaces, since the essential part of the proof given in [7]
only relies on the chain rule of relative entropies and the
fact that conditioning increases relative entropies. Our main
contribution in the theorem above is the equation (15), i.e.,
the asymptotic tightness of the inequality in (14). The proof
for this part relies on the method of types, and hence, cannot be
applied directly to semigroups defined on arbitrary measurable
spaces.
Remark 4. The extremal functions in Theorem 2 for p ≤ q
are formed by multiplying two conditional Radon–Nikodym
derivatives on typical sets. Note that for p = q, Theorem
1 provides another kind of extremal functions which are
formed by multiplying two unconditional Radon–Nikodym
derivatives.

We now provide more remarks on this theorem. The
range α ∈ [0,− lnminx π(x)) considered for the equation

(15) is reasonable, since the possible range of Entp,q(f) is
[0,− lnminx π(x)]. We exclude the right end point since it
corresponds to a trivial case. In Theorem 2, we prove the
asymptotic tightness of the inequality in (14) only for the case
q ≥ 1, which is the most interesting case. It is also interesting
to investigate the case q < 1. This is left as a future work.

Some related works include [15, 16, 17]. In these works,
the log-Sobolev inequalities are extended to the Φ-Sobolev
inequalities by replacing the entropy with Φ-entropies.
Our extension here is in a similar way, but with the
entropy replaced by Rényi entropies. It is known that Rényi
entropies are not covered by Φ-entropies. So, Rényi–Sobolev
inequalities introduced here are new. Furthermore, only the
linear tradeoff between the Dirichlet form and the Φ-entropy
was investigated in [15, 16, 17], but here we investigate a
more elaborate tradeoff—the nonlinear tradeoff between the
Dirichlet form and the Rényi entropy. When specialized to
the case p = q, Theorem 2 reduces to Polyanskiy and
Samorodnitsky’s nonlinear log-Sobolev inequalities [7] given
in Theorem 1 for the case q > 1.

B. Binary Example

Before providing various interpretations of Theorem 2, we
first focus on the binary case, and provide explicit expressions
of the nonlinear q-log-Sobolev inequalities particularized for
this case.

Consider X = {0, 1}, π = Bern(1/2) and Tt is the
Bonami–Beckner operator given by

Ttf(y) = f(y)
1 + e−t

2
+f(1−y)1− e−t

2
, y ∈ {0, 1}. (16)

From (16), we know that the infinitesimal generator L of Tt
is given by Lx,y = 1{x ̸= y} − 1/2 which is obtained by
differentiating Tt with respect to t and evaluating the derivative
at t = 0. Moreover, the Dirichlet form for this case is

En(f, g) = −1

2
⟨∆f, g⟩ and

En(f, f) =
2−n

4

∑
(xn,yn):xn∼yn

(
f(xn)− f(yn)

)2
,

where ∆f(xn) :=
∑

yn:yn∼xn(f(yn)− f(xn)), and xn ∼ yn

means that xn, yn ∈ {0, 1}n differ in exactly one coordinate.
For the binary case, the optimal constant C in the (linear)

q-log-Sobolev inequality is 2; see [5]. In contrast, the optimal
nonlinear q-log-Sobolev inequality in Theorem 1 was derived
by Polyanskiy and Samorodnitsky [7], showing that

Ξq(α) =



1

2(q − 1)

(
1−y

1
q (1− y)

1
q′

−y
1
q′ (1− y)

1
q

)
, q ̸= 0, 1(1

2
− y
)
ln

1− y

y
, q = 1

1
4

(
e2

√
2α + e−2

√
2α
)
− 1

2 , q = 0

, (17)

where q′ := q
q−1 is the Hölder conjugate of q, y(α) :=

h−1(ln 2− α), and h−1 : [0, ln 2] → [0, 1/2] is the inverse of
the binary entropy function h(s) = −s ln s− (1− s) ln(1− s)
with base e when its domain is restricted to [0, 1/2]. Moreover,
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Fig. 1. Illustration of the q-log-Sobolev function Ξq for q = 0.8, 1, and 2
(solid curves from top to bottom) and Ξq for q = 0 (dashed curve).

they showed that Ξq is nonnegative, increasing, and convex.
The function Ξq is plotted in Fig. 1.

Substituting (17) to Theorem 2 yields the explicit
expressions for Rényi–Sobolev inequalities. That is, for p, q ≥
0,

Ξ(n)
p,q (α) ≥

{
Ξq(α), p ≤ q

0, p > q
,

which is asymptotically tight for p ≥ 0, q ≥ 1, and α ∈
[0, ln 2).

III. CONNECTIONS TO CONTRACTIVE AND
DATA-PROCESSING INEQUALITIES

We now provide two straightforward interpretations for
Theorem 2 in the language of contractive and data-processing
inequalities.

Interpretation 1: Note that Entp,q(f) = 0 if and only
if f is constant. In other words, the two-parameter entropy
quantifies how dramatically the value of the function varies,
and hence, can be seen as a “distance” between the function
f and the constant functions. For a function f whose values
vary dramatically, specifically, satisfying Entp,q(f) ≥ nα,
how does the q-norm of Ttf changes instantaneously at
t = 0? By (5), Theorem 2 provides the sharp dimension-free
bound for this question, which shows a transition phenomenon.
Specifically, if p ≤ q, then the constraint Entp,q(f) ≥ nα does
not differ too much from Entq(f) ≥ nα in the asymptotic
regime as n → ∞; on the other hand, if p > q, then the
constraint Entp,q(f) ≥ nα has no effect on the change of the
q-norm of Ttf in the asymptotic regime as n→ ∞.

Interpretation 2: Note that Tt corresponds to a
transition probability matrix, denoted by P (t)

X|Y . The transition

probability matrix P
(t)
Y |X is specified by P

(t)
Y |X(y|x) =

P
(t)

X|Y (x|y)π(y)
π(x) . That is, P (t)

Y |X = et[π]
−1L⊤[π] where [π] :=

diag{π(x)}x∈X . Let p = 1 and f = QX

π . Then, Entp,q(f) =
Dq(QX∥π). Denote Q

(t)
Y as the marginal of QXP

(t)
Y |X .

Then, q′ ln ∥Ttf∥q = Dq(Q
(t)
Y ∥π). Given the channel P (t)

Y |X
with stationary distribution π, if the input QX satisfies
Dq(QX∥π) ≥ α, how does Dq(Q

(t)
Y ∥π) vary instantaneously

at t = 0? Theorem 2 provides the sharp dimension-free bound
for this question.

In the interpretations above, the instantaneous changes of
∥Ttf∥q and Dq(Q

(t)
Y ∥π) at t = 0 are considered. In fact, the

quantities ∥Ttf∥q and Dq(Q
(t)
Y ∥π) at a fixed epoch t > 0 were

considered in [9] for which the sharp dimension-free bounds
were provided. Although Theorem 2 in this paper and the
results in [9] are closely related, one does not imply the other.
On one hand, integrating the result in Theorem 2 with respect
to t will yield a bound on ∥Ttf∥q and Dq(Q

(t)
Y ∥π) for a fixed

epoch t > 0, just as done in [7]. However, the resulting bound
is not asymptotically sharp, and hence, strictly weaker than
the ones in [9]. On the other hand, intuitively, differentiating
the bounds in [9] with respect to t will yield bounds on the
change rates of ∥Ttf∥q and Dq(Q

(t)
Y ∥π) at t = 0. However,

to this end, we need to swap optimization operators with the
differential operator, which is not feasible in general.

IV. CONNECTIONS TO CONCENTRATION INEQUALITIES

We now connect Rényi-Sobolev inequalities to
concentration of measure. Instead of the original Rényi-
Sobolev function defined in (13), here we consider a
generalized version of the Rényi-Sobolev function, and then
use this generalized Rényi-Sobolev function to strengthen
existing concentration inequalities. In this section, we assume
that the semigroups mentioned here could be defined on
arbitrary measurable spaces, not restricted to finite spaces.

A. Generalized Rényi-Sobolev Function

Define the “inverse” of the Rényi-Sobolev function Ξ
(n)
p,q in

(13) as

Ξ(n),−1
p,q (t) := sup

f : 1
(q−1)n

En(f,fq−1)≤t

1

n
Entp,q(f).

We now introduce a generalized version of Ξ(n),−1
p,q .

Definition 1 (Generalized Rényi-Sobolev Function). For 0 ≤
p ≤ q and a function β : [p, q] → [0,∞], define a generalized
version of (the “inverse” of) the Rényi-Sobolev function as

Υ(n)
p,q (β) := sup

f : 1
(s−1)n

En(f,fs−1)≤β(s), ∀s∈[p,q]

1

n
Entp,q(f).

(18)

Obviously, by choosing β(s) =

{
t, s = q

∞, s ∈ [p, q)
, the

quantity Υ
(n)
p,q (β) reduces to Ξ

(n),−1
p,q (t) with p ≤ q, and

by choosing β(s) =

{
t, s = p

∞, s ∈ (p, q]
, the quantity Υ

(n)
p,q (β)

reduces to Ξ
(n),−1
q,p (t) with p ≤ q. Hence, Theorem 2 provides

bounds on Υ
(n)
p,q (β) for these two specific choices of β. We

next provide an upper bound on Υ
(n)
p,q (β) for a general choice

of β, which is tighter than the bound in Theorem 2 when the
constraint in (18) is active for all s ∈ [p, q].

Theorem 3 (Rényi–Sobolev Inequalities). For any function
β : [p, q] → [0,∞],

Υ(n)
p,q (β) ≤

qp

(q − p)

∫ q

p

ϕs(β(s))s
−2ds, (19)
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where ϕs := conc γs with

γs(t) := sup
f : 1

s−1E(f,fs−1)≤t

Ent(fs)

and conc denoting the upper concave envelope is the “inverse”
of the function conv Ξs (recall the definition of Ξs in (9)). The
inequality in (19) is asymptotically tight if ϕs(β(s)) is attained
by the same convex combination of two functions f1, f2 for all
s ∈ [p, q].

Proof: By definition,

Entp,q(f) =
qp

q − p
ln

∥f∥q
∥f∥p

,

which implies that

∂

∂q
(
1

p
− 1

q
) Entp,q(f) =

∂

∂q
ln

∥f∥q
∥f∥p

=
1

q2
Ent(fq).

Hence,

(
1

p
− 1

q
) Entp,q(f) =

∫ q

p

1

s2
Ent(fs)ds.

By the quasi-tensorization property of the log-Sobolev
function Ξ

(n)
q in Theorem 1, it holds that under the condition

1
(s−1)nEn(f, f

s−1) ≤ β(s),

1

n
Ent(fs) ≤ ϕs(β(s)). (20)

Therefore,

(
1

p
− 1

q
) Entp,q(f) ≤

∫ q

p

n

s2
ϕs(β(s))ds,

which yields the desired inequality in (19).
If there are two functions f1, f2 : X → [0,∞) and λ ∈ [0, 1]

such that for all s ∈ [p, q],

1

s− 1

(
λE(f1, fs−1

1 ) + (1− λ)E(f2, fs−1
2 )

)
= β(s),

λEnt(fs1 ) + (1− λ)Ent(fs2 ) = ϕs(β(s)),

then the two sides of (20) will asymptotically coincide for
the function f(xn) :=

∏⌊nλ⌋
i=1 f1(xi)

∏n
i=⌊nλ⌋+1 f2(xi) for

any given s. This indicates that the inequality in (19) is
asymptotically tight.

B. Concentration Inequalities

We now use Theorem 3 to strengthen existing concentration
inequalities. To this end, we first provide a general
concentration inequality.

Theorem 4 (General Concentration Inequality). Consider a
product semigroup with the carré du champ operator Γ⊕n

(defined in (4)) and stationary distribution πn. Let Xn ∼ πn

and 0 ≤ p ≤ q. Let β : [p, q] → [0,∞] be a given function.
Then, for every function f : Xn → (0,∞) such that

1

(s− 1)n
Γ⊕n(f, fs−1) ≤ β(s)fs, ∀s ∈ [p, q], πn-a.s., (21)

it holds that

P{ln f(Xn)− ln ∥f∥p ≥ r}

≤ exp

{
nq

∫ q

p

ϕs(β(s))s
−2ds− rq

}
, ∀r ∈ R. (22)

Here, as usual, ∥f∥0 := exp {E[ln f(Xn)]}.

For p = 0, the probability in (22) turns into P{g(Xn) −
E[g(Xn)] ≥ r}, where g := ln f . This probability is the
common one in the study of concentration of measure [18].
Moreover, in the standard setting with Xn = Rn, the condition
∥∇(ln f)∥ℓ2 ≤ 1, πn-almost surely is usually assumed, instead
of the one in (21). Later we will apply Theorem 4 to the
Ornstein–Uhlenbeck and Bonami–Beckner semigroups, for
which we can see that the condition in (21) is a generalization
of the standard one.

Theorem 4 holds for arbitrary semigroups, and hence is
a very general result. The proof of Theorem 4 given below
resembles the Herbst argument; see e.g., [18, 19]. In the
standard Herbst argument, standard log-Sobolev inequalities
are used to estimate the (p, q)-entropy involved in the Herbst
argument. In contrast, the bound in Theorem 4 (precisely,
the bound in Theorem 3) is derived via the generalized
Rényi-Sobolev function Υ

(n)
p,q , which is estimated by using

the nonlinear strengthening of log-Sobolev inequalities in
Theorem 1. Hence, it is not surprising that the bound in
Theorem 4 is in general tighter than the ones obtained by
the standard Herbst argument, e.g., the Gaussian concentration
bound given in [19, Section 3.1.4].

Proof of Theorem 4: We only focus on the case p > 0.
By using the continuity of probability measures, Theorem 4
for p = 0 follows by letting p ↓ 0.

The normalized Dirichlet form for f satisfies

1

(s− 1)n
En(f, f

s−1) =

∫
Γ⊕n(f, fs−1)dπn(xn)

n(s− 1)
∫
fs(xn)dπn(xn)

≤ β(s).

By the Chernoff bound, we obtain that for any q ≥ p,

P{ln f − ln ∥f∥p ≥ r}

≤ E[fq]
∥f∥qp

e−rq

= e(q/p−1) Entp,q(f)−rq

≤ en(q/p−1)Υ(n)
p,q (β)−rq (23)

≤ en(q/p−1) qp
(q−p)

∫ q
p
ϕs(β(s))s

−2ds−rq (24)

= enq
∫ q
p
ϕs(β(s))s

−2ds−rq,

where (23) follows by definition of Υ
(n)
p,q in (18), and (24)

follows by Theorem 3.
We next apply Theorem 4 to recover the Gaussian

concentration inequalities for Gaussian measures. Denote
∥xn∥ := ∥xn∥ℓ2 =

√∑n
i=1 x

2
i . Then, ∥xn − yn∥ is

the Euclidean distance between xn, yn. We then obtain the
following corollary, whose proof is provided in Section VII.

Corollary 1 (Concentration for Gaussian Measures). Let
Xn ∼ γn := N (0, In) with In denoting the identity matrix of
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size n×n. Then, for every differentiable function g : Rn → R
such that ∥∇g(Xn)∥ ≤ 1 almost surely, it holds that for p ≥ 0,

P{g(Xn)− ln ∥eg∥p ≥ r} ≤

{
e−

1
2 (r+

p
2 )

2

, r ≥ p
2

e−pr, r < p
2

. (25)

Remark 5. This result shows that the probability at the left-
hand side obeys a dimension-free Gaussian concentration
bound for r ≥ p

2 and obeys a dimension-free exponential
concentration bound for r < p

2 .

By Rademacher’s theorem, this corollary still holds if the
assumption that g is differentiable almost everywhere and
∥∇g(Xn)∥ ≤ 1 almost everywhere is replaced with the
assumption that g is 1-Lipschitz; see details in the proof of [19,
Theorem 3.2.2]. The latter is the common assumption in the
study of concentration of measure. Furthermore, it is common
to investigate the probability P{g(Xn)−E[g(Xn)] ≥ r} in the
field of concentration of measure. This probability is exactly
the one in (25) with p = 0. For p = 0, the inequality in (25)
reduces to the classic Gaussian concentration bound [18, 19].

We next apply Theorem 4 to derive new concentration
inequalities for the uniform measure on the discrete hypercube.
We then obtain the following corollary, whose proof is
provided in Section VIII.

Corollary 2 (Concentration for Uniform Measure on
Hypercube). Let Xn ∼ πn := Unif{0, 1}n. Then, for every
function g : {0, 1}n → R such that

|∇ig(x
n)| ≤ 1, ∀i ∈ [n], xn ∈ {0, 1}n, (26)

where ∇ig(x
n) := g(xn ⊕ ei) − g(xn) with xn ⊕ ei =

(x1, ..., xi−1, 1− xi, xi+1, ..., xn), it holds that for p ∈ [0, 2],

P{g(Xn)− ln ∥eg∥p ≥ r}

≤ exp

{
inf

q∈[p,2]
nq

∫ q

p

Ξ−1
s (β(s))s−2ds− rq

}
, ∀r ∈ R,(27)

where Ξ−1
s is the inverse of the function Ξs given in (17), and

β(s) =
(e− 1)

(
e(s−1) − 1

)
2(s− 1)

. (28)

Remark 6. The condition in (26) is equivalent to saying that
g is 1-Lipschitz under the Hamming metric |xn − yn| := |{i :
xi ̸= yi}|, i.e.,

|g(xn)− g(yn)| ≤ |xn − yn|,∀xn, yn.

Remark 7. It is difficult to obtain a closed-form expression for
the bound in (27), but this bound can be evaluated numerically.

Remark 8. It can be verified that β in (28) satisfies β(s) ≤ 2
for all s ∈ [0, 2]. So, the bound in (27) still holds if β(s) is
replaced by the constant 2.

The concentration inequality in (27) can recover the
standard concentration inequality derived by the standard log-
Sobolev inequality. This can be seen as follows. Observe that
Ξ−1
s is concave and its derivative at α = 0 is s2

2 . So,

Ξ−1
s (t) ≤ s2t

2
. (29)

This is exactly the standard log-Sobolev inequality.
Substituting this inequality into (27) and setting β(s) to
2 for simplicity (see Remark 8), it yields that

P{g(Xn)− ln ∥eg∥p ≥ r} ≤ einfq∈[p,2] nq(q−p)−rq.

Since g is 1-Lipschitz under the Hamming metric, we have that
|g(Xn)− ln ∥eg∥p| ≤ n a.s. So, it suffices to consider r ≤ n.
For this case, we choose q as the optimal one q∗ = p

2 + r
2n

for r ≥ np, and q∗ = p for r < np, which yields

P{g(Xn)− ln ∥eg∥p ≥ r} ≤

{
e−n( r

2n+ p
2 )

2

, r ≥ np

e−pr, r < np
.(30)

In particular, for p = 0,

P{g(Xn)− E[g(Xn)] ≥ r} ≤ e−
r2

4n , ∀r ≥ 0,

which is a Gaussian concentration bound.
Notice that by the strict concavity of Ξ−1

s , the inequality
in (29) is strict for any t > 0. Hence, the bound in (27) is
strictly stronger than the one in (30). In fact, the bound in
(27) only can improve the factor in the exponent. This can
be seen as follows. Since the function s 7→ Ξ−1

s (β(s))s−2

is continuous on [0, 2], it is also bounded on [0, 2]. So, the
bound in (27) is sandwiched between einfq∈[p,2] C1nq(q−p)−rq

and einfq∈[p,2] C2nq(q−p)−rq for some 0 < C1 < C2 < 2, which
are respectively equal to{

e−C1n(
r

2C1n+ p
2 )

2

, r ≥ C1np

e−pr, r < C1np

and {
e−C2n(

r
2C2n+ p

2 )
2

, r ≥ C2np

e−pr, r < C2np
.

These expressions look similar to the right-hand side of (30),
but with different factors in the exponents.

Furthermore, it is well known that concentration inequalities
can be rephrased as the estimation of the probability of the r-
neighborhood of a set with a given probability [18]. Although
here we recover or strengthen the existing concentration
inequalities derived by the standard Herbst argument, there
already exist stronger concentration results in the literature
which are derived by using other methods. For example,
for Gaussian measures with the Euclidean distance, by
the symmetrization technique, half-spaces are proven to be
extremizers in the problem of concentration of measure [20,
21]; for the uniform measure with the Hamming distance
on the hypercube, by a compression technique, Hamming
balls are proven to be extremizers [22]. For other product
probability measures, the extremizers are still unknown in
general. However, the exact convergence rate of the target
probability in concentration of measure was already known;
see [23] for large sets in finite spaces, [24, 25] for large sets
in arbitrary Polish spaces, and [26] for small sets in arbitrary
Polish spaces. The proof in [23] is based on graph theory, the
proof in [25] is based on optimal transport and duality theory,
and the proofs in [24, 26] are based on Marton’s argument
with nonlinear strengthenings of transport-cost inequalities.
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V. CONNECTIONS TO SPECTRAL GRAPH THEORY

We now connect the Rényi–Sobolev inequalities to the
spectral graph theory. To this end, we first introduce several
new concepts on matrices.

A. Rayleigh q-quotient and Numerical q-radius

We now introduce two new quantities—Rayleigh q-quotient
and numerical q-radius, which are generalizations of the well-
known Rayleigh quotient and the numerical radius (or the
spectral radius).

Definition 2. For a symmetric matrix A ∈ RX×X and a
nonnegative function f : X → [0,∞) that is not the zero
function, we define the Rayleigh q-quotient with respect to
(A, f) as for q ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1,∞),

Rq(A, f) =

∑
x,y f(x)Ax,yf(y)

q−1∑
x f(x)

q
.

The Rayleigh q-quotient for q ∈ {0, 1,∞} is defined by the
continuous extension. Specifically, for q ∈ {0, 1, 2,∞},

Rq(A, f) =



∑
(x,y)∈supp(f)2

f(x)Ax,yf(y)
−1

| supp(f)|
, q = 0 &

θ = 0,

+∞, q = 0 &

θ > 0,

−∞, q = 0 &

θ < 0,∑
(x,y)∈supp(f)2

f(x)Ax,y∑
x∈supp(f)

f(x)
, q = 1,

∑
x,y f(x)Ax,yf(y)∑

x f(x)
2

, q = 2,

1

|X0|
∑
y∈X0

∑
x∈X

f(x)

f0
Ax,y, q = ∞.

(31)
where f0 := maxx f(x), X0 := {x : f(x) = f0}, and

θ :=
∑

x∈supp(f),y /∈supp(f)

f(x)Ax,y.

From the expression in (31), it can be seen that when q =
2, the Rayleigh 2-quotient reduces to the standard Rayleigh
quotient.

Definition 3. For a nonnegative symmetric matrix A and q ≥
0, define the (numerical) q-radius of A as

ρq(A) = max
f

Rq(A, f),

where the supremum is taken over all nonnegative functions
but not the zero function.

In particular,

ρq(A) =



+∞, q = 0

max
x

∑
y∈X

Ax,y, q = 1

max
f

∑
x,y f(x)Ax,yf(y)∑

x f(x)
2

, q = 2

max
y

∑
x∈X

Ax,y, q = ∞

.

When q = 2, the numerical 2-radius is exactly the standard
numerical radius. By the equivalence between the standard
numerical radius and the spectral radius, the numerical 2-
radius is identical to the spectral radius. That is,

ρ2(A) = λ1(A),

where λ1(A) denotes the maximum eigenvalue of A.
Furthermore, the numerical 2-radius admits the following nice
properties.

Proposition 1. For a nonnegative symmetric matrix A and
q ∈ [1,∞], it holds that

ρq(A) = ρq′(A), (32)

where q′ := q
q−1 is the Hölder conjugate of q (with convention

1′ = ∞ and ∞′ = 1). Moreover, ρq(A) is nonincreasing in
q ∈ [1, 2] and nondecreasing in q ∈ [2,∞].

Proof: Denote Q(x) := f(x)q∑
x f(x)q . Then, Q is a

distribution on X . Using Q, we can rewrite

Rq(A, f) =
∑
x,y

Q1/q(x)Ax,yQ(y)1/q
′
.

By symmetry of A, it is easy to obtain (32).
Computing the derivative of Rq(A, f) with respect to 1/q,

we obtain
∂

∂(1/q)
Rq(A, f)

=
∑
x,y

Q1/q(x)Ax,yQ(y)1/q
′
ln
Q(x)

Q(y)

=
∑
x<y

(
Q1/q(x)Ax,yQ(y)1/q

′

−Q1/q(y)Ax,yQ(x)1/q
′)
ln
Q(x)

Q(y)

=
∑
x<y

Q1/q(x)Ax,yQ(y)1/q

×
(
Q(y)1−2/q −Q(x)1−2/q

)
ln
Q(x)

Q(y)
.

For q ∈ [2,∞], it holds that ln Q(x)
Q(y) ≥ 0 ⇐⇒ Q(x) ≥ Q(y)

⇐⇒ Q(x)1−2/q ≥ Q(y)1−2/q . So, ∂
∂(1/q)Rq(A, f) ≤ 0,

which implies that Rq(A, f) is nonincreasing in 1/q for
q ∈ [2,∞], i.e., nondecreasing in q ∈ [2,∞].

The q-radius also admits an intimate relation with the matrix
norm:

ρq(A) =


∥A∥1, q = 1

∥A∥2, q = 2

∥A∥∞, q = ∞
.
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It is worth noting that although the q-radius and the matrix
q-norm are equal for certain values of q, but they are not
identical in general.

B. Spectral Graph Theory

We now turn back to connect the Rényi–Sobolev inequalities
to the spectral graph theory. Consider a d-regular (undirected)
graph G = (V,E). Here X := V . We denote x ∼ y if
(x, y) is an edge in G, i.e., (x, y) ∈ E. Denote A as the
adjacent matrix, i.e., Ax,y = 1 iff x ∼ y in G. Obviously,
A is symmetric. Since G is d-regular,

∑
y Ax,y = d. Let

L = A − dI, where I is the identity matrix. In fact, −L is
the Laplacian matrix of G. The matrix L here is an instance
of the general one described at the beginning of the paper.
The stationary distribution π for this case is the uniform
distribution on V .

Denote Gn as the n-fold Cartesian graph product of G with
itself. In other words, xn ∼ yn in Gn iff there is some i such
that xi ∼ yi in G and xj = yj for all j ̸= i. Obviously, Gn is
nd-regular and the stationary distribution with respect to Gn

is πn. The normalized Dirichlet form for this case is

En(f, g) =
−⟨∆f, g⟩
⟨f, g⟩

= nd−
∑

(xn,yn):xn∼yn f(xn)g(yn)∑
xn f(xn)g(xn)

,

where ∆f(xn) :=
∑

yn:yn∼xn(f(yn)− f(xn)). In particular,

En

(
f, fq−1

)
= nd−

∑
(xn,yn):xn∼yn f(xn)f(yn)q−1∑

xn f(xn)q

= nd−Rq(An, f), (33)

where An is the adjacent matrix of Gn, i.e., the n-fold
Kronecker sum of A with itself.

Let G′ = (V ′, E′) be an induced subgraph of Gn. Then,
the adjacent matrix of G′ is AV ′,V ′ , which is a submatrix of
A with indice restricted to the set V ′ × V ′.

Definition 4. Given q ≥ 0, we define the q-radius ρq(G′) of
the subgraph G′ as

ρq(G
′) := ρq(AV ′,V ′).

By the definition of ρq(AV ′,V ′), we have a more explicit
expression for ρq(G′):

ρq(G
′) = max

f

∑
(xn,yn)∈V ′2:xn∼yn f(xn)f(yn)q−1∑

xn∈V ′ f(xn)q

= max
f :supp(f)⊆V ′

∑
(xn,yn):xn∼yn f(xn)f(yn)q−1∑

xn f(xn)q

= max
f :supp(f)⊆V ′

Rq(An, f). (34)

Here, the maximizations are taken over nonnegative functions
but not the zero function. Proposition 1 immediately implies
ρq(G

′) = ρq′(G
′), where q′ := q

q−1 is the Hölder conjugate
of q. When q = 2, the 2-radius ρ2(G′) of G′ is also known
as the spectral radius of G′, which is equal to the spectral
radius λ1(AV ′,V ′) of the adjacent matrix. When q = 1 or

∞, ρ1(G′) = ρ∞(G′) is equal to the maximum degree of the
subgraph G′. Furthermore, combining (33) and (34), the q-
radius of a subgraph and the normalized Dirichlet form admits
the following relation:

ρq(G
′) = nd− max

f :supp(f)⊆V ′
En

(
f, fq−1

)
. (35)

When q = 2, the maximization term in (35) is also called the
fractional edge boundary size of G′ [10].

In spectral graph theory, it has attracted a lot of interest
to find the maximum possible value of the spectral radius of
G′ over all subgraphs G′ with a given size |V ′| = m; see,
e.g., [13, 14, 27]. This problem is known as the Faber–Krahn
problem [13]. Here, we generalize this question to the q-radius
case.

Definition 5. Given q ≥ 0 and 1 ≤ m ≤ |V |n, the Faber–
Krahn maximum of order q and size m is defined by

Λq(m) := Λ(n)
q (m) := max

G′:|V ′|≤m
ρq(G

′). (36)

Note that for q = 2, the Faber–Krahn maximum of order 2
reduces to the standard Faber–Krahn maximum. Proposition 1
immediately implies the following property of Λq(m).

Proposition 2. For n ≥ 1, q ∈ [1,∞], and 1 ≤ m ≤ |V |n, it
holds that

Λq(m) = Λq′(m),

where q′ := q
q−1 is the Hölder conjugate of q. Moreover,

Λq(m) is nonincreasing in q ∈ [1, 2] and nondecreasing in
q ∈ [2,∞].

Substituting (35) into (36) yields that

Λq(m) = nd− min
G′:|V ′|≤m

min
f :supp(f)⊆V ′

En(f, f
q−1)

= nd− min
f :| supp(f)|≤m

En(f, f
q−1)

= n
(
d− Ξ̂

(n)
0,q (α)

)
, (37)

where α = ln |V |− 1
n lnm and Ξ̂

(n)
0,q is a scaled Rényi-Sobolev

function given by

Ξ̂
(n)
0,q (α) := (q − 1)Ξ

(n)
0,q (α)

= inf
f : 1n Ent0,q(f)≥α

1

n
En(f, f

q−1).

Equation (37) follows by the definition of the Rényi divergence
of order zero and the definition of Ξ̂

(n)
0,q . Combining this

relation and Theorem 2 yields the asymptotically tight bound
for the Faber–Krahn maximum of order q. Note that the
asymptotic tightness in the following theorem is our main
contribution.

Theorem 5. For q > 1, n ≥ 1, and 1 ≤ m ≤ |V |n, it holds
that

1

n
Λq(m) = d− Ξ̂

(n)
0,q (α) ≤ d− conv Ξ̂q(α), (38)

where α = ln |V | − 1
n lnm and

Ξ̂q(α) := (q − 1)Ξq(α) = inf
f :Ent(fq)≥α

E(f, fq−1).
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Moreover, the bound in (38) is asymptotically tight for
exponentially large m, i.e., m = enβ+o(n) with 0 ≤ β < ln |V |
fixed. In fact, there is a sequence of subgraphs G′

n with
vertex set having size no larger than m and formed by the
Cartesian product of at most two ϵ-typical sets, such that
limn→∞

1
nρq(G

′
n) could be arbitrarily close to the upper

bound d− conv Ξ̂q(ln |V | − β) as ϵ ↓ 0.

Remark 9. By Carathéodory’s theorem,

conv Ξ̂q(α) = min
α0,α1≥0,λ∈[0,1]:
λα0+(1−λ)α1=α

λΞ̂q(α0) + (1− λ)Ξ̂q(α1).

(39)
Denote (α0, α1, λ) as the optimal tuple attaining the
minimization in (39). Denote f̂i, i = 0, 1 as the optimal
functions attaining Ξ̂q(α0) and Ξ̂q(α1) respectively. Denote
Qi, i = 0, 1 as the distributions such that Qi

π =
f̂q
i

Eπ [f̂
q
i ]

, where
π is the uniform distribution on V . Let k = ⌊λn⌋. Based on
these notations, the vertex set of the asymptotically optimal
subgraph G′

n can be written in the form V0 × V1, where V0
consists of sequences xk having the empirical measure almost
equal to Q0 and V1 consists of sequences xn−k having the
same empirical measure almost equal to Q1.
Remark 10. As mentioned in Remark 2, the lower convex
envelope in (38) cannot be removed.

Proof of Theorem 5: By Theorem 2, Ξ̂
(n)
0,q (α) ≥

conv Ξ̂q(α), which implies (38). The asymptotic tightness
follows by (15).

In particular, for the binary case (i.e., X = {0, 1} with
d = 1) and q > 1,

Ξ̂q(α) = 1−y
1
q (1− y)

1
q′ −y

1
q′ (1− y)

1
q , (40)

where y = h−1(ln 2−α). Note that compared to the expression
in (17), the factor 1/2 is removed in the expression in (40).
This is because the matrix L in this subsection is twice the
one in Section II-B.

The function Ξ̂q for this binary case is convex [7]. So,

1

n
Λq(m) ≤ 1− Ξ̂q(α)

= y
1
q (1− y)

1
q′ +y

1
q′ (1− y)

1
q , (41)

where y = h−1(ln 2−α) = h−1( 1n lnm). This upper bound is
asymptotically tight for exponentially large m. A sequence of
subgraphs with vertex sets constituted by Hamming spherical
shells (or Hamming balls) of certain radii asymptotically
attains the upper bound. When q = 2, (41) reduces to

1

n
Λ2(m) ≤ 2

√
y(1− y),

which recovers an existing result proven by Samorodnitsky
[10] and Bollobás, Lee, and Letzter [14]. The asymptotic
tightness of this special case was first proven by Friedman and
Tillich [13] using a spectral graph-theoretic method, which is
different from the information-theoretic method used by us.
Although the asymptotic optimality is already known, it is
still open to determine the exact value of Λ2(m) (or more
generally, Λq(m)) and the corresponding optimal sets for every
given pair (n,m) [14, 27]. Note that Hamming balls are not

the exact solution to this open problem, at least for certain
cases. For example, in the balanced case, i.e., m = 2n−1,
(n− 1)-dimensional subcubes are optimal, but the Hamming
balls of radius n/2 are not; see the comments below Theorem
1.4 in [10].

As one of important applications, the standard Faber–Krahn
maximum was applied by Friedman and Tillich [13] and also
by Navon and Samorodnitsky [28] to provide an alternative
proof for the famous McEliece–Rodemich–Rumsey–Welch
(MRRW) bound in coding theory via a connection between
packing bounds and isoperimetry. Specifically, they converted
the task of finding an upper bound on the size of a code with
the minimum distance given into the task of finding a lower
bound for the Faber–Krahn problem. Intuitively, it is possible
to use our Theorem 5 generalize their proofs from the binary
case (i.e., the complete graph K2) to arbitrary regular graphs.
It might yield some interesting bounds on the independence
number of the product of an arbitrary regular graph. This is
left as a future work.

VI. PROOF OF THEOREM 2
Before giving the proof of Theorem 2, we first provide

information-theoretic characterizations of Ξp,q and Ξ
(n)
p,q . For

any f , we can choose a distribution Q such that fq

E[fq ] =
Q
π .

From this relationship, we obtain the following information-
theoretic characterizations. Recall that q′ = q/(q − 1) is the
Hölder conjugate of q.

Proposition 3. It holds that for p ∈ R and q ∈ R\{0}, the
Rényi-Sobolev function satisfies

Ξp,q(α) = inf
QX :Dp/q(QX∥π)≥α

1

q − 1

× E
((QX

π

)1/q
,
(QX

π

)1/q′)
,

and in particular, for p = q,

Ξq(α) = inf
QX :D(QX∥π)≥α

1

q − 1

× E
((QX

π

)1/q
,
(QX

π

)1/q′)
. (42)

Similarly, for p ∈ R and q ∈ R\{0}, the n-dimensional Rényi-
Sobolev function satisfies

Ξ(n)
p,q (α) = inf

QXn : 1nDp/q(QXn∥πn)≥α

1

(q − 1)n

× En
((QXn

πn

)1/q
,
(QXn

πn

)1/q′)
. (43)

Proof: If we write fq/E[fq] = QX/π for a distribution
QX ≪ π, then

Entp,q(f) = Entp/q(f
q) = Dp/q(QX∥π), (44)

E(f, fq−1) = E
((QX

π

)1/q
,
(QX

π

)1/q′)
. (45)

Uniting (44) and (45), one can obtain the information-
theoretic characterization of Ξp,q . The information-theoretic
characterization of Ξ

(n)
p,q follows similarly.

We next prove Theorem 2.
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A. Case of p ≤ q

We now prove (14) and (15) for p ≤ q. Since given f ,
Entp,q(f) is non-decreasing in p (or q) given q (or p) [9], it
holds that Entp,q(f) ≤ Entq,q(f) = Entq(f) for p ≤ q. (This
result can be alternatively obtained from the monotonicity
of Rényi divergence in its order.) Hence, substituting this
into the definition of Ξ

(n)
p,q yields that Ξ(n)

p,q (α) ≥ Ξ
(n)
q (α) ≥

conv Ξq(α) for p ≤ q, where Theorem 1 is applied.
We next use the information-theoretic characterization in

Proposition 3 to prove the asymptotic tightness of this bound
for q ≥ 1, i.e., (15). Since Ξ(n)

p,q is nonincreasing in p, it suffices
to prove Ξ

(n)
0,q (α) → conv Ξq(α) as n→ ∞.

Let R be an optimal distribution attaining the infimization in
the expression of Ξq(α) in (42). Let Txn denote the empirical
measure of a sequence xn. Let T (n)

ϵ := T (n)
ϵ (R) := {xn :

|Txn(x) − R(x)| ≤ ϵR(x),∀x} be the ϵ-typical set of R.
We construct a distribution QXn := Rn(·|T (n)

ϵ ) which is a
conditional distribution of Rn on the ϵ-typical set.

For a given QXn , define the conditional Radon–Nikodym
derivative of the k-th coordinate as

ℓk(y|x\k) :=
QXk|X\k(y|x\k)

π(y)
, ∀ (y, x\k) ∈ X × Xn−1.

Then, it follows that

En
((QXn

πn

)1/q
,
(QXn

πn

)1/q′)
= −

n∑
k=1

∑
x\k

QX\k(x\k)

×

(∑
x,y

Lx,yℓk(y|x\k)1/q ℓk(x|x\k)1/q
′
π(x)

)
(46)

=

n∑
k=1

∑
x\k

QX\k(x\k)E
(
ℓk(·|x\k)1/q, ℓk(·|x\k)1/q

′
)

=

n∑
k=1

∑
x\k

QX\k(x\k)

× E
((QXk|X\k=x\k

π

)1/q
,
(QXk|X\k=x\k

π

)1/q′)
,(47)

where (46) follows from the definition of the Dirichlet form
in (2).

For any sequence xn and any a ∈ X ,

|Txn(a)− Txn−1(a)|

=

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

n(n− 1)

(
n−1∑
i=1

1{xi = a}

)
− 1

n
1{xn = a}

∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

n
.

By symmetry, for any k ∈ [n],

|Txn(a)− Tx\k(a)| ≤
1

n
. (48)

Let ϵ1 > ϵ > ϵ0 and T (n−1)
ϵ0 be a ϵ0-typical set of length-

(n− 1) sequences for R. Then, by (48), for sufficiently large
n, x\k ∈ T (n−1)

ϵ0 implies xn ∈ T (n)
ϵ for xk taking any values.

Denote QX\k as the X\k-marginal of QXn . For x\k ∈ T (n−1)
ϵ0

and sufficiently large n (which means xn ∈ T (n)
ϵ ), the

marginal probability QX\k(x\k) can be expressed as follows:

QX\k(x\k) =
∑
xk

Rn(xn|T (n)
ϵ )

=
∑
xk

Rn(xn)1{xn ∈ T (n)
ϵ }

Rn(T (n)
ϵ )

=
∑
xk

Rn(xn)

Rn(T (n)
ϵ )

=
Rn−1(x\k)

Rn(T (n)
ϵ )

. (49)

Therefore, the conditional probability QXk|X\k(xk|x\k) can
be expressed as follows:

QXk|X\k(xk|x\k) =
QXn(xn)

QX\k(x\k)

=
Rn(xn)

Rn(T (n)
ϵ )

/Rn−1(x\k)

Rn(T (n)
ϵ )

= R(xk).(50)

This result implies that if n is sufficiently large and x\k ∈
T (n−1)
ϵ0 , the conditional distribution QXk|X\k=x\k is exactly

the original distribution R used to define QXn .
We next need the following fact.

Fact 1. For q ≥ 1, E
((

S
π

)1/q
,
(

S
π

)1/q′)
is uniformly

bounded for any distribution S.

This fact is obvious since it holds that

E
((S

π

)1/q
,
(S
π

)1/q′)
= −

∑
x,y

Lx,y

(S(y)
π(y)

)1/q(S(x)
π(x)

)1/q′
π(x).

The RHS above is continuous in S on the probability simplex.
So, the term S 7→ E

(
S
π , ln

S
π

)
is bounded.

By the fact above, there is a number M such that for any
S, ∣∣∣∣E ((Sπ )1/q,(Sπ )1/q

′)∣∣∣∣ ≤M. (51)

Then, substituting (50) and (51) into (47), we obtain that

En
((QXn

πn

)1/q
,
(QXn

πn

)1/q′)
∈

n∑
k=1

pkE
((R

π

)1/q
,
(R
π

)1/q′)
±

n∑
k=1

(1− pk)M, (52)

where pk := QX\k(T (n−1)
ϵ0 ).
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We now estimate pk. By symmetry, pk are the same for all
k. So, we only consider pn. For sufficiently large n,

pn =
∑

xn−1∈T (n−1)
ϵ0

∑
xn

Rn(xn)1{xn ∈ T (n)
ϵ }

Rn(T (n)
ϵ )

=
∑

xn−1∈T (n−1)
ϵ0

Rn−1(xn−1)

Rn(T (n)
ϵ )

(53)

=
Rn−1(T (n−1)

ϵ0 )

Rn(T (n)
ϵ )

,

where (53) follows since xn ∈ T (n)
ϵ always holds as long as

xn−1 ∈ T (n−1)
ϵ0 .

As an well-known result (called the asymptotic equipartition
property) in information theory, the probability of a typical set
converges to one (exponentially fast) as the dimension goes to
infinity. That is, both Rn(T (n)

ϵ ) and Rn−1(T (n−1)
ϵ0 ) converge

to one. This implies pn → 1. Therefore, (52) implies

1

n
En
((QXn

πn

)1/q
,
(QXn

πn

)1/q′)
→ E

((R
π

)1/q
,
(R
π

)1/q′)
. (54)

We next estimate the Rényi divergence for the case p = 0.
Observe that

D0(QXn∥πn) = − ln
∑

xn:QXn (xn)>0

πn(xn)

= − ln
∑

xn∈T (n)
ϵ (R)

en
∑

x Txn (x) log π(x)

≥ − ln
∑

xn∈T (n)
ϵ (R)

en(
∑

x R(x) log π(x)+oϵ(1))(55)

≥ − ln en(H(R)+
∑

x R(x) log π(x)+oϵ(1))

= n (D(R∥π) + oϵ(1)) ,

where oϵ(1) denotes a term vanishing as ϵ → 0, and (55)
follows by the typical average lemma [29].

Letting n→ ∞ first and ϵ→ 0 then, we obtain that

1

n
D0(QXn∥πn) → D(R∥π). (56)

Combining (54), (56), and the information-theoretic
characterization of Ξ(n)

p,q in (43) yields that for any δ > 0,

lim
n→∞

Ξ
(n)
0,q (α) ≤ Ξq(α+ δ).

By the time-sharing argument, we easily obtain that

lim
n→∞

Ξ
(n)
0,q (α) ≤ conv Ξq(α+ δ).

Letting δ → 0 and utilizing the continuity of a convex function
on an open interval, we obtain that for α ∈ [0, ln 1

minx π(x) ),

lim
n→∞

Ξ
(n)
0,q (α) ≤ conv Ξq(α).

This, combined with (14), proves (15) for the case p = 0,
which in turn implies the case p ≤ q.

B. Case of p > q

We next prove (14) and (15) for p > q. For this case, from
(47) and (1), it is easily seen that

1

(q − 1)n
En
((QXn

πn

)1/q
,
(QXn

πn

)1/q′)
≥ 0.

That is,
Ξ(n)
p,q (α) ≥ 0.

We next prove the asymptotic tightness of this bound for q ≥
1.

Denote z as π(z) = minx π(x), and zn = (z, z, ..., z). Let
ϵ > ϵ0. Let T (n)

ϵ and T (n−1)
ϵ0 be the ϵ-typical set of length-n

and length-(n− 1) sequences for π. Since π ̸= δz where δz is
the Dirac measure at z, for sufficiently small ϵ, it holds that
zn /∈ T (n)

ϵ . We choose ϵ small enough to satisfy this condition.
Let β > 0. Denote QXn := (1 − e−nβ)πn(·|T (n)

ϵ ) +
e−nβδzn , where δzn is the Dirac measure at zn. For
sufficiently large n and x\k ∈ T (n−1)

ϵ0 , it holds that xn ∈ T (n)
ϵ ;

see the arguments in the proof of the case p ≤ q. We hence
have that xn ̸= zn (i.e., δzn(xn) = 0) for sufficiently large n,
since zn /∈ T (n)

ϵ .
By the fact δzn(xn) = 0 and by (49), it holds that

QX\k(x\k) =
∑
xk

(1− e−nβ)πn(xn|T (n)
ϵ )

= (1− e−nβ)
πn−1(x\k)

πn(T (n)
ϵ )

.

Therefore,

QXk|X\k(xk|x\k) =
QXn(xn)

QX\k(x\k)

=
(1− e−nβ) πn(xn)

πn(T (n)
ϵ )

(1− e−nβ)π
n−1(x\k)

πn(T (n)
ϵ )

= π(xk).

Following same proof steps, (54) still holds for this case.
On the other hand, for sufficiently large n,

Dp/q(QXn∥πn)

=
1

p/q − 1
ln
∑
xn

QXn(xn)

(
QXn(xn)

πn(xn)

)p/q−1

=
1

p/q − 1
ln

( ∑
xn∈T (n)

ϵ

(
(1− e−nβ)

πn(xn)

πn(T (n)
ϵ )

)p/q

×
(

1

πn(xn)

)p/q−1

+ e−nβp/q

(
1

πn(zn)

)p/q−1
)

≥ n

(
ln

1

π(z)
− β

p/q

p/q − 1

)
,

where in the last line the bound is obtained by discarding
the first term in the logarithm above. By choosing β small
enough, we have that the limit (or the limit inferior) of
1
nDp/q(QXn∥πn) can be greater than or arbitrarily close to
ln 1

π(z) . Combining this with (54) with R = π implies that

limn→∞ Ξ
(n)
p,q (α) ≤ 0 for all α ∈ [0,− lnminx π(x)).
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VII. PROOF OF COROLLARY 1

Consider Xn = Rn, πn = γn, and T⊗n
t is the Ornstein–

Uhlenbeck operator given by

T⊗n
t f(xn)

=

∫
f(e−txn +

√
1− e−2tzn)dγn(zn), ∀xn ∈ Rn.

For the Ornstein–Uhlenbeck semigroup, it is well known [1]
that the corresponding carré du champ operator is

Γ⊕n(f, g) = ∇f · ∇g, ∀f, g.

Let g : Rn → R be such that ∥∇g(Xn)∥ ≤ 1 almost surely.
Denote f = eg . Then, obviously,

∇g(xn) = ∇f(xn)
f(xn)

.

So, it holds that

∥∇f(Xn)∥ ≤ f(Xn), almost surely.

The carré du champ operator satisfies

1

s− 1
Γ⊕n(f, fs−1)(Xn) = ∥∇f(Xn)∥2fs−2(Xn)

≤ fs(Xn), a.s.

So, f satisfies the assumption in Theorem 4 with β(s) = 1
n ,

and hence, the inequality in (22) holds.
We now compute the function ϕs for the Ornstein–

Uhlenbeck semigroup. By the Gaussian log-Sobolev inequality
[5], for s > 1,

Ent(fs) ≤ s2

2(s− 1)
E(f, fs−1), ∀f ≥ 0.

So, γs(t) ≤ s2t
2 . By setting f to be ebx−b2/2 for a proper b,

one can see that this upper bound is tight. That is, γs(t) = s2t
2 ,

and hence,

ϕs(t) =
s2t

2
.

By Theorem 4 with β(s) = 1
n and ϕs(t) = s2t

2 , it holds
that

P{ln f − ln ∥f∥p ≥ r} ≤ e
q(q−p)

2 −rq.

Since q ≥ p is arbitrary, we choose q as the optimal one
q∗ = p

2 + r for r ≥ p
2 and q∗ = p for r < p

2 , which yields

P{ln f − ln ∥f∥p ≥ r} ≤

{
e−

1
2 (r+

p
2 )

2

, r ≥ p
2

e−pr, r < p
2

.

VIII. PROOF OF COROLLARY 2

Consider the Bonami–Beckner operator T⊗n
t with Tt given

by

Ttf(y) = f(y)
1 + e−t

2
+ f(1− y)

1− e−t

2
, y ∈ {0, 1}.

For this semigroup, it is well known [1] that the corresponding
carré du champ operator is

Γ⊕n(f, g)(xn)

=
1

2

∑
yn∼xn

(f(yn)− f(xn))(g(yn)− g(xn)), ∀f, g,

where yn ∼ xn means that yn, xn ∈ {0, 1}n differ in exactly
one coordinate.

Let g be a function satisfying the condition in (26). Denote
f = eg . Then, for s ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1, 2],

1

s− 1
Γ⊕n(f, fs−1)(xn)

=
1

2(s− 1)

∑
yn∼xn

(f(yn)− f(xn))(fs−1(yn)− fs−1(xn))

=
fs(xn)

2

∑
yn∼xn

(
eg(y

n)−g(xn) − 1
)

×
(
e(s−1)[g(yn)−g(xn)] − 1

s− 1

)
≤ fs(xn)

2

∑
yn∼xn

(e− 1)

(
e|s−1| − 1

|s− 1|

)

=
(e− 1)

(
e(s−1) − 1

)
2(s− 1)

nfs(xn).

By taking limits, this inequality still holds for s ∈ {0, 1}. So,
f satisfies the assumption in Theorem 4 with

β(s) =
(e− 1)

(
e(s−1) − 1

)
2(s− 1)

(57)

and 0 ≤ p ≤ q ≤ 2, and hence, the inequality in (22) holds.
For the Bonami–Beckner semigroup, the function ϕs = Ξ−1

s

with Ξs given in (17). By (22), it holds that

P{ln f − ln ∥f∥p ≥ r} ≤ enq
∫ q
p
ϕs(β(s))s

−2ds−rq,

where β(s) is given in (57). Optimizing the bound over all
q ∈ [p, 2] yields the desired bound.
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