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Abstract

Contractive coupling rates have been recently introduced by Conforti as a tool to establish convex Sobolev
inequalities (including modified log-Sobolev and Poincaré inequality) for some classes of Markov chains. In
this work, we show how contractive coupling rates can also be used to prove stronger inequalities, in the form
of curvature lower bounds for Markov chains and geodesic convexity of entropic functionals. We illustrate
this in several examples discussed by Conforti, where in particular, after appropriately choosing a parameter
function, we establish positive curvature in the entropic and (discrete) Bakry–Émery sense. In addition, we
recall and give straightforward generalizations of some notions of coarse Ricci curvature, and we discuss some
of their properties and relations with the concepts of couplings and coupling rates: as an application, we show
exponential contraction of the p-Wasserstein distance for the heat flow in the aforementioned examples.
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1 Introduction

In this work, we are mostly concerned with finite state space continuous time Markov chains and we assume that
they are irreducible and reversible: we use the letter Ω for the state space, L for the generator and m for the
invariant measure. A fundamental problem in the theory of Markov chains consists in estimating the speed of
convergence to the stationary distribution and giving upper bound for its mixing time. Convex Sobolev inequalities
are a particular useful tool to address this task. Given a convex function φ : R>0 → R such that φ ∈ C1((0,∞)),
we define the φ-entropy of a function ρ : Ω→ R>0 by

Hφ(ρ) := Em[φ ◦ ρ]− φ(Em[ρ]). (1)

Notice that by Jensen’s inequality Hφ(ρ) ≥ 0 and Hφ(C) = 0 for any constant C > 0. Therefore, if we denote by
ρ = dµ

dm
the density of a probability measure µ with respect to m, we can think of Hφ(ρ) as a (non-symmetric)

measure of distance of µ from m. We also recall the definition of the Dirichlet form E : RΩ × RΩ → R via

E(f, g) := −Em[f(Lg)],

and of the φ−Fisher information
Iφ(ρ) := E(ρ, φ′ ◦ ρ). (2)

We then say that a φ-convex Sobolev inequality holds with constant K > 0 (notation: CSIφ(K)) if for all positive
functions ρ : Ω→ R>0 we have that

KHφ(ρ) ≤ Iφ(ρ). (3)

The interest behind this inequality lies in the fact that, denoting by Pt = etL the semigroup associated to the
generator L, we have the well known identity

d

dt
Hφ(Ptρ) = −I

φ(Ptρ)

for any ρ : Ω → R≥0. Thus, by Grönwall Lemma, (3) is equivalent to the exponential decay of the entropy along
the heat flow

Hφ(Ptρ) ≤ e
−KtHφ(ρ),

and therefore quantifies the speed of convergence to equilibrium of the Markov chain. Classical choices of the
function φ include the function φα for α ∈ [1, 2] defined by

φα(t) =

{

t log t− t+ 1 if a = 1,
tα−t
α−1 − t+ 1 if a ∈ (1, 2].

(4)

When φ = φ1, we get the relative entropy and inequality (3) is the celebrated modified log-Sobolev inequality
[2] (notation: MLSI(K)); when φ = φ2, we find the variance and (3) is the Poincaré inequality (notation: PO(K)).
For α ∈ (1, 2), inequalities (3) are known as Beckner inequalities, which interpolate between modified log-Sobolev
and Poincaré [2, 16].

Curvature of Markov chains In the setting of Riemannian manifolds, positive Ricci curvature lower bounds
have been linked to many functional inequalities: this has motivated the seminal independent works of Sturm
[27] and Lott and Villani [18], who extended the notion of curvature lower bound and many of its consequences
(including some logarithmic Sobolev inequalities) to a large class of geodesic metric measure spaces. In spite of its
generality, this theory does not apply to Markov chains on discrete spaces; for this reason, several adapted notions
of curvature have been proposed, based on different equivalent characterisations of Ricci curvature for Riemannian
manifolds. Among these, we recall in particular the entropic curvature by Erbar and Maas [11], which is based on
displacement convexity of the relative entropy with respect to an adapted Wasserstein-like metric W introduced in
[20] (see also the work of Mielke [21]). This theory shares many similarities with the classical Lott–Sturm–Villani
one, and among its merits it is such that many of the desired functional inequalities follow from positive lower
bounds on the Ricci curvature, including in particular the modified log-Sobolev inequality. Moreover, as shown in
[10], the role of the classical relative entropy (with respect to m) can be taken over by other φ-entropy functionals
as defined in (1), provided one changes accordingly a parameter function in the definition of W : once again,
from positive geodesic convexity one can derive many consequences, including the convex Sobolev inequality (3).
Unfortunately, establishing positive lower bound for the entropic Ricci curvature (or more generally K-geodesic
convexity of an entropic functional Hφ) of a Markov chain can be challenging, and in many interesting examples
good estimates are not available.
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Coupling rates and Conforti’s results While studying the entropic curvature of a Markov chain is a difficult
task, in general even finding good estimates on the best constant for the modified log-Sobolev inequality (or other
convex Sobolev inequalities) can be difficult. For this reason, in the recent paper [5], Conforti introduced a method
based on the new notion of coupling rates to study general convex Sobolev inequalities, and applied it to some
interesting classes of Markov chains. Coupling rates are a modification of the familiar notion of couplings: roughly
speaking, they are used to “couple” the action of the generator L from two different states. While couplings have
been extensively used to establish fast convergence of Markov chains (“probabilistic” approach to fast mixing),
their use to establish convex Sobolev inequalities (which belong to the “analytic” approach to fast mixing) is less
common, and the results of [5] give an interesting connection between these two families of methods.

Our contribution and organization of the paper In this work, we show that couplings rates are also a
powerful tool to establish entropic curvature lower bounds for Markov chains and other related inequalities. By
adapting Conforti’s arguments, we illustrate this in most of the examples discussed in [5]. As an illustration of
the applications of these methods, we state below one particular instance of our results. We refer to Sections 2–4
below for precise definitions.

Theorem 1.1 (Cf. Sections 4.1.1, 4.3). Denote by Rice the entropic curvature of a Markov chain, as introduced
in [11].

• For the Curie–Weiss model with size N and parameter β > 0, in the limit N →∞ we have

Rice ≥ (1 − β) + (1− 2β)e−β

for β ≤ 1
2 .

• For the Ising model in dimension d with parameter β > 0, we have

Rice ≥ 1 + e−2βd − 3d(1− e−2β)e2βd

if 2d
(

1− e−2β
)

e4dβ ≤ 1.

• For the hardcore model on a graph with maximum degree ∆ and parameter β > 0, set κ∗ = 1− β(∆− 1) and
κ∗ = min{β, 1− β∆}. Then

Rice ≥
κ∗
2

+ κ∗

provided that β∆ ≥ 1.

We remark that in all the examples above we find new estimates for the entropic curvature of those Markov
chains: these estimates imply in particular MLSI with the same constant obtained in [5], but also other interest-
ing functional inequalities, such as exponential contractivity along the heat flow of the popular Wasserstein-like
metric W of [20] (see Section 2.1 and references therein for more details). Therefore, in this sense, we provide a
strengthening of the results of [5].

To conclude this section, we briefly present below the organization of this paper while giving a more complete
overview of our contributions.

• In Section 2 we give some preliminary definitions and introduce the general abstract inequality that we
consider: it reads B(ρ, ψ) ≥ KA (ρ, ψ) for a constant K and all ρ : Ω→ R>0 and ψ : Ω→ R and depends on
an additional weight function θ : R>0 × R>0 → R>0. In the following subsections, we motivate the interest
in studying this inequality. In particular:

– In Section 2.1 we explain that when θ is the logarithmic mean then the inequality corresponds to an
entropic curvature lower bound for the Markov chain (see [11]). We recall some necessary definitions
and consequences of such curvature lower bound, including MLSI(2K).

– In Section 2.2 we extend the considerations of the previous section to the case where the relative entropy
is replaced by some other φ-entropy functionals, and in particular explain how we recover a family of
convex Sobolev inequalities as in (3) (consistently with [5]), together with other functional inequalities,
by applying the results of [10].

– In Section 2.3 we recall that if θ is the arithmetic mean then the inequality of interest corresponds to a
lower bound for another notion of discrete curvature, namely the discrete Bakry–Émery one (see [26]).

3



• In Section 3 we recall the definition of coupling rates. Moreover, we show how (under some basic assumptions
on the weight function θ) they can be useful for establishing our main inequality, especially when they are
“contractive” as in [5]: we explain this by providing a technical lemma and some heuristic considerations,
which can also guide future applications of this tool.

• In Section 4 we illustrate the considerations of the previous section by considering most of the examples dis-
cussed in [5] and correspondingly establishing the general abstract inequality B(ρ, ψ) ≥ KA (ρ, ψ) introduced
in Section 2. More specifically:

– In Section 4.1 we consider Glauber dynamics, which includes in particular the Ising model and the
Curie–Weiss model.

– In Section 4.2 we consider a simplified version of the Bernoulli–Laplace model.

– In Section 4.3 we consider the classical hardcore model.

– In Section 4.4 we consider the case of interacting random walks on the discrete grid Nd.

In particular, by choosing θ to be the logarithmic mean, we find new estimates for the entropic curvature
of the Ising model, the Curie–Weiss model and the hardcore model, and we recover the best known lower
bound for the entropic curvature of the Bernoulli–Laplace model.

• Finally, in Section 5 we make some considerations about the notion of contractive coupling rates and the
connection to the notion of coarse Ricci curvature [24] and its variants, reviewing some well known definitions
and properties and providing some natural generalizations. In particular, as done by Conforti for the specific
case of the interacting random walks of Section 4.4, we show that in all the other examples discussed in
Section 4 we have an exponential contraction of the Wasserstein distance (with respect to the natural graph
distance d on Ω) of the form

Wp(Ptρ, Ptσ) ≤ e
−Kt

p Wp(ρ, σ)

for all starting densities ρ, σ and p ≥ 1, when the assumptions of the respective main theorems are satisfied.

We emphasize how, in some sense, this section shows that the connections between probabilistic and analytic
methods emerging in [5] carry over at the level of curvature: contractive couplings are indeed naturally linked
to coarse Ricci curvature, and yet we use them to establish in particular entropic curvature lower bounds, a
rather analytic notion of curvature.
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2 Preliminaries and main inequality

Following [5], we work with a so called “mapping representation” of the Markov chain, which we briefly recall. We
are given a set of moves G (where a move σ ∈ G is a function σ : Ω→ Ω) together with a transition rate function
c : Ω × G → R≥0, so that c(η, σ) represents the rate of using move σ starting from state η. Such a mapping
representation has already proved useful before in establishing functional inequalities and curvature lower bounds
for Markov chains [25, 4, 11]. Typically (and if not otherwise specified) we use the letter η for a state and σ, γ, γ̄ for
moves. We make the assumption that for each move σ there exists a unique inverse σ−1 ∈ G such that σ−1ση = η
whenever m(η)c(η, σ) > 0 and, without loss of generality, we also assume that a null move e (the identity map)
belongs to G. With this notation, we can write explicitly the action of the generator L of the continuous time
Markov chain in the form

Lψ(η) =
∑

σ

c(η, σ)(ψ(ση)− ψ(η)) (5)

for any ψ : Ω→ R. We also use the notation

∇σψ(η) := ψ(ση) − ψ(η)
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for the discrete gradient and
S := {(η, σ) ∈ Ω×G | c(η, σ) > 0}.

The reversibility condition implies that for all bounded functions F : Ω×G→ R we have
∑

η∈Ω,σ∈G

m(η)c(η, σ)F (η, σ) =
∑

η∈Ω,σ∈G

m(η)c(η, σ)F (ση, σ−1). (6)

To introduce our main inequality of interest in an abstract way, we first need an additional ingredient, i.e. a
weight function θ : R>0 × R>0 → R≥0. In this paper, we always work under the following basic

Assumption 1. The weight function θ is such that:

1. θ is not identically 0;

2. θ(s, t) = θ(t, s);

3. θ is differentiable;

4. θ is concave.

For given θ, it will be convenient to also introduce the additional quantity

Mθ := inf
s,t>0:
θ(s,t)>0

θ(s, s) + θ(t, t)

2θ(s, t)
∈ [0, 1], (7)

where we see that Mθ ≤ 1 by choosing s = t. From the definition it follows immediately that ∀s, t ≥ 0

2Mθθ(s, t) ≤ θ(s, s) + θ(t, t).

We are now ready to state the inequality which is the main object of study of this paper: given a weight
function θ, we aim to prove that

B(ρ, ψ) ≥ KA (ρ, ψ) (8)

for all positive functions ρ : Ω → R>0, functions ψ : Ω → R and for a constant K ∈ R independent of ρ, ψ, where
we have

A (ρ, ψ) =
1

2

∑

ρ,σ

m(η)c(η, σ)θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))[ψ(η)− ψ(ση)]2,

B(ρ, ψ) = C (ρ, ψ)−D(ρ, ψ),

with

C (ρ, ψ) =
1

4

∑

η,σ

m(η)c(η, σ)

{

∇θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση)) ·

(

Lρ(η)
Lρ(ση)

)}

[ψ(η)− ψ(ση)]2,

D(ρ, ψ) =
1

2

∑

η,σ

m(η)c(η, σ)θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))(ψ(η)− ψ(ση))(Lψ(η)− Lψ(ση)).

Depending on the choice of θ, inequality (8) has different interpretations and consequences, which we explore
in the next subsections.

2.1 Logarithmic mean and entropic curvature

The main reason for studying inequality (8) comes from the work [11] and for choosing as θ the logarithmic mean

θ1(s, t) :=

∫ 1

0

s1−ptp dp =

{

s−t
log s−log t if s 6= t,

s if s = t.

Let us now denote by P(Ω) the set of probability densities on Ω with respect to m, i.e. functions ρ : Ω→ R≥0

such that Em(ρ) = 1, and by P∗(Ω) the set of strictly positive densities. In [20], Maas introduced a Wasserstein-like

5



metric W on P(Ω) via a discrete variant of the Benamou–Brenier formula, and showed that, as in the classical
setting, for any ρ ∈ P(Ω) the heat flow t → Ptρ = etLρ is the gradient flow of the relative entropy functional in
(P(Ω),W ) started at ρ, where the relative entropy is the restriction of the functional Hφ1 (as in (1)) to P(Ω).
Writing it explicitly, for ρ ∈ P(Ω) we have that

Hφ1(ρ) =
∑

η∈Ω

m(η)ρ(η) log(ρ(η)),

with the convention that 0 log 0 = 0 in the above sum. In this setting, inequality (8) can be interpreted as a
lower bound of the Hessian of Hφ1 with respect to W (see [11]), or equivalently as a statement of K-geodesic
convexity (see also the independent work of Mielke [21]). As gradient flows of geodesically K-convex functionals
enjoy many useful properties, functional inequalities can be subsequently derived for the Markov chains. In the
next proposition, we collect some of them and we refer the reader to [11, 14, 8] for the details and additional
interesting results.

Proposition 2.1. Assume that θ is the logarithmic mean and that inequality (8) holds for some K ∈ R and for
all ψ : Ω→ R, ρ ∈ P∗(Ω). Then:

• the HWI(K) inequality

Hφ1(ρ) ≤ W (ρ,1)
√

Iφ1(ρ)−
K

2
W (ρ,1)2

holds for all ρ ∈ P(Ω);

• for any ρ, σ ∈ P(Ω)
W (Ptρ, Ptσ) ≤ e

−Kt
W (ρ, σ);

• if K > 0 then the modified log-Sobolev inequality MLSI(2K)

2KHφ1(ρ) ≤ Iφ1(ρ)

holds for all ρ ∈ P∗(Ω).

When (8) holds for the logarithmic mean, we say that the entropic curvature of the Markov chain is bounded
from below by K, and we use the notation

Rice ≥ K.

For the logarithmic mean, we have Mθ1 = 1 (cf. equation (7) and Proposition 2.4).

2.2 Weight functions and convex Sobolev inequalities

In some cases, it is possible to let other φ-entropies take over the role of the relative entropy in the previous section,
following [10] and by choosing an appropriate weight function θ. First, we consider a function φ : R≥0 → R≥0 and
correspondingly we make the following

Assumption 2. The function φ : R≥0 → R is such that

1. φ is continuous and φ ∈ C2(R>0);

2. φ is strictly convex.

Moreover the weight function θ = θφ defined by

θ(s, t) :=

{

s−t
φ′(s)−φ′(t) if s 6= t,

1
φ′′(s) if s = t

(9)

satisfies Assumption 1.

A first motivation for defining θ as in (9) comes from the following

Proposition 2.2. Suppose Assumption 2 is satisfied for some K > 0 and that inequality (8) holds. Then the
convex Sobolev inequality (3) holds with constant 2K (notation: CSIφ(2K)).
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The proof of this proposition is given in Section A: the idea is that, when restricting to the specific choice
ψ := φ′ ◦ ρ, inequality (8) is equivalent to the second order differential inequality

d2

dt2

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

Hφ(Ptρ) ≥ 2KIφ(ρ). (10)

From this, it is standard to deduce the convex Sobolev inequality (3) with constant 2K, essentially by integration,
following what is known as the “Bakry–Émery argument”. Actually, this is exactly the approach used by Conforti
in [5], that is, he uses couplings rates to establish (10) and subsequently deduces the convex Sobolev inequality
CSIφ(2K). Since (10) is a particular case of (8) for a specific choice of ψ, it is clear that proving (8) under
Assumption 2 gives a stronger result as compared to (10) and is in general more challenging to achieve as one has
to deal with two unknown functions (ρ and ψ) as opposed to just one (i.e. ρ). Another difference with the work
of Conforti lies in the assumptions on the convex function φ: indeed, our Assumption 2 requires that θ is concave.
This assumption was present also in [16] and (as already observed there) implies in particular that 1

φ′′ is concave,
which is a classical assumption for the continuous setting. On the other hand, Conforti does not assume concavity
of θ, but requires instead that the function

(s, t)→ (s− t) · (φ′(s)− φ′(t)) (11)

is convex.
While both assumptions are enough to deduce convex Sobolev inequalities, it is possible to make a further

more demanding one and deduce stronger consequences from inequality (8).

Assumption 3. Assumption 2 is satisfied. Moreover, with θ as in (9), we have that:

• φ ∈ C∞(R>0);

• θ ∈ C∞(R>0 × R>0);

• θ extends to a continuous function defined on R≥0 × R≥0;

• θ(r, s) ≤ θ(r, t) for all 0 ≤ s ≤ t and 0 ≤ r.

If the above is satisfied, then in [10] the authors showed it is possible to adapt some of the results of Section
2.1. Replacing the W metric with a suitable modified metric Wφ (where the new weight function θ replaces the
logarithmic mean), it holds that for any starting density ρ ∈ P(Ω) the heat flow t → Ptρ is the gradient flow of
the φ-entropy Hφ in (P(Ω),Wφ). Moreover, as in the previous section, inequality 8 si equivalent to K−geodesic
convexity of Hφ in (P(Ω),Wφ) and the following holds

Proposition 2.3. Under Assumption 3, suppose that inequality (8) holds for some K ∈ R and for all ψ : Ω→ R,
ρ ∈ P∗(Ω). Then:

• the inequality

Hφ(ρ) ≤ Wφ(ρ,1)
√

Iφ(ρ)−
K

2
Wφ(ρ,1)

2

holds for all ρ ∈ P(Ω);

• for any ρ, σ ∈ P(Ω)
Wφ(Ptρ, Ptσ) ≤ e

−Kt
Wφ(ρ, σ);

• if K > 0 then the φ-convex Sobolev inequality CSIφ(2K)

2KHφ(ρ) ≤ Iφ(ρ)

holds for all ρ ∈ P∗(Ω).

All the functions φα defined in (4) satisfy Assumption 3 (see also [16, Lemma 16]): for the corresponding
weight function, we use the notation θα. Notice in particular that for α = 1 we recover the logarithmic mean of
the previous subsection, while for 1 < α < 2 we have

θα(s, t) =

{

α−1
α

s−t
sα−1−tα−1 if s 6= t,

1
α
s2−α if s = t.

(12)
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Proposition 2.4. For α ∈ [1, 2] we have

Mθα =

{

1 if α ∈
[

1, 32
]

or α = 2;
1

2(α−1) if α ∈
(

3
2 , 2
)

.

The proof of this proposition is given in Appendix B.

Remark 2.5 (Case α = 2). The case α = 2 is particular and should be studied separately. In this case, indeed, the
weight function satisfies θ2 ≡

1
2 . Therefore, the quantities B(ρ, ψ) and A (ρ, ψ) become independent of ρ, which

makes establishing inequality (8) significantly simpler. Actually, for θ = θ2 establishing (8) for all ρ, ψ is equivalent
to establishing (10) for all ρ, as done by Conforti. Therefore, in this case it is usually possible to establish inequality
(8) with a better constant than what would happen just under Assumption 1. In all the examples of Section 4,
this can be achieved by a simple modification of the arguments after substituting θ ≡ 1

2 , or alternatively, given the
equivalence of (8) and (10), by just applying the results of [5]. For this reasons, for the results of Section 4 applied
to θ = θα we focus on α ∈ [1, 2) when comparing to [5].

2.3 Arithmetic mean and discrete Bakry–Émery curvature

If θ is the arithmetic mean (for which Mθ = 1), it is known that inequality (8) is equivalent to a lower bound for
the discrete Bakry–Émery curvature (see for example [19]). For completeness, we recall the definitions and include
a proof of this fact. In analogy with the classical setting, for f, g : Ω→ R define

Γ(f, g)(η) :=
1

2

∑

σ

c(η, σ)(f(ση)− f(η))(g(ση)− g(η)),

Γ(f) := Γ(f, f) and

Γ2(f) :=
1

2
LΓ(f)− Γ(f, Lf).

Definition 2.6 ([26]). We say that the curvature condition CD(K,∞) is satisfied if for all f : Ω→ R

Γ2(f) ≥ KΓ(f). (13)

Proposition 2.7. Suppose that θ is the arithmetic mean. Then for any K ∈ R inequality (8) holds if and only if
CD(K,∞) holds.

Proof. Notice that, using reversibility,

A (ρ, ψ) =
1

4

∑

η,σ

m(η)c(η, σ)(ρ(η) + ρ(ση))[ψ(η)− ψ(ση)]2

=
1

2

∑

η

m(η)ρ(η)

[

∑

σ

c(η, σ)[ψ(η) − ψ(ση)]2

]

=
∑

η

m(η)ρ(η)Γ(ψ)(η).

8



Moreover, using reversibility multiple times (cf. also (6)),

C (ρ, ψ) =
1

8

∑

η

m(η)c(η, σ)(Lρ(η) + Lρ(ση))[ψ(η) − ψ(ση)]2

=
1

4

∑

η,σ

m(η)c(η, σ)(Lρ(η))[ψ(η) − ψ(ση)]2

=
1

4

∑

η,σ,γ

m(η)c(η, σ)c(η, γ)(ρ(γη)− ρ(η))[ψ(η)− ψ(ση)]2

=
1

4

∑

η,σ,γ

m(η)c(γη, σ)c(η, γ)ρ(η)[ψ(γη)− ψ(σγη)]2

−
1

4

∑

η,σ,γ

m(η)c(η, σ)c(η, γ)ρ(η)[ψ(η)− ψ(ση)]2

=
1

4

∑

η

m(η)ρ(η)
∑

γ

c(η, γ)
∑

σ

{

c(γη, σ)[ψ(γη)− ψ(σγη)]2 − c(η, σ)[ψ(η) − ψ(ση)]2
}

=
∑

η

m(η)ρ(η)
1

2
LΓψ(η),

and

D(ρ, ψ) =
1

4

∑

η,σ

m(η)c(η, σ)(ρ(η) + ρ(ση))(ψ(η)− ψ(ση))(Lψ(η)− Lψ(ση))

=
1

2

∑

η

m(η)ρ(η)
∑

σ

c(η, σ)(ψ(η) − ψ(ση))(Lψ(η)− Lψ(ση))

=
∑

η

m(η)ρ(η)Γ(ψ,Lψ)(η).

Therefore, (8) is equivalent to
∑

η

m(η)ρ(η)Γ2ψ(η) ≥ K
∑

η

m(η)ρ(η)Γψ(η). (14)

From this, it is clear that CD(K,∞) implies (8) by choosing f = ψ. Conversely, choosing ρ =
dδη
dm

to be the density
of a Dirac and ψ = f in (14) gives the converse implication.

For more details about and consequences of the discrete Bakry–Émery curvature we refer the reader to [15]
and the references therein.

3 Coupling rates and curvature lower bound

Coupling rates were introduced by Conforti in [5] as a tool to establish convex Sobolev inequalities. They are a
modifications of the usual notion of coupling, and they apply to continuous time Markov chains. Roughly speaking,
they are a way of letting the generator L act at the same time on two different states in a way that is consistent with
equation (5) when one looks separately at the two states. More precisely, for any η ∈ Ω and σ ∈ G, we consider
coupling rates between the neighbouring state η, ση in the form of a function ccpl(η, ση, ·, ·) : G ×G → R≥0 such
that

∑

γ̄

ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄) = c(η, γ),

∑

γ

ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄) = c(ση, γ̄).

It can be seen easily seen that coupling rates always exist (up to changing without loss of generality the values
c(σ, e) and c(ση, e), where we recall that e ∈ G is the identity map/null move. In [5], Conforti showed that coupling
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rates are useful for organizing the terms appearing in the inequality (10) and thus (if one manages to establish it),
in proving convex Sobolev inequalities via the Bakry–Émery argument. Heuristically, it turns out it is convenient
to consider not arbitrary coupling rates, but rather “contractive” ones, where contractive informally means that
“as often as possible” γη = γ̄ση (and, in particular, a fruitful choice is (γ, γ̄) = (σ, e) or (e, σ−1)). Indeed, when
this is achieved, some terms cancellations going into the right direction occur when studying inequality (10).

In the rest of this section, we show that similar considerations also hold when studying the stronger inequality
(8). Below, we derive a lower bound for B(ρ, ψ) using coupling rates under only Assumption 1 on θ: this gives
a sufficient condition for establishing the inequality B(ρ, ψ) ≥ KA (ρ, ψ). In general, this is a more challenging
situation compared to (10), since now we are dealing with two unknowns (ρ, ψ) as opposed to just ρ, and we also
have an additional non linear weight function θ to deal with. Moreover, as discussed in Section 2.2, inequality (10)
corresponds to a particular case of (8) with the choice ψ = φ′ ◦ ρ and θ as in Assumption 2.

We now proceed to show how arbitrary coupling rates can help rewrite the main inequality (8) in a convenient
way, by organizing the involved terms. Notice first that we can write, using coupling rates,

∇θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση)) ·

(

Lρ(η)
Lρ(ση)

)

=∇θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση)) ·

[

∑

γ,γ̄

ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄)

(

ρ(γη)− ρ(η)
ρ(γ̄ση)− ρ(ση)

)

]

=
∑

γ,γ̄

ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄)∇θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση)) ·

[(

ρ(γη)
ρ(γ̄ση)

)

−

(

ρ(η)
ρ(ση)

)]

≥
∑

γ,γ̄

ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄)[θ(ρ(γη), ρ(γ̄ση)) − θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))],

(15)

where we used concavity of θ in the last line.
Therefore for C (ρ, ψ) we have the lower bound

C (ρ, ψ) ≥
1

4

∑

η,σ

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, σ) ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄)θ(ρ(γη), ρ(γ̄ση))[ψ(η)− ψ(ση)]2

−
1

4

∑

η,σ

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, σ)ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄)θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))[ψ(η) − ψ(ση)]2.

As for the term D(ρ, ψ), we can write

D(ρ, ψ) =
1

2

∑

η,σ

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, σ)ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄)θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))(ψ(η) − ψ(ση))(ψ(γη)− ψ(γ̄ση))

−
1

2

∑

η,σ

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, σ)ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄)θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))(ψ(η)− ψ(ση))2.

Combining the bound for C and the expression for D we derive the following:

Lemma 3.1. We have

B(ρ, ψ) ≥
1

4

∑

η,σ

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, σ) ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄)J(η, σ, γ, γ̄) (16)

for all ρ : Ω→ R>0 and ψ : Ω→ R, where we define the function J : Ω×G×G×G→ R by

J(η, σ, γ, γ̄) := {θ(ρ(γη), ρ(γ̄ση)) + θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))}[ψ(η) − ψ(ση)]2

− 2θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))(ψ(η)− ψ(ση))(ψ(γη)− ψ(γ̄ση)).

It is also convenient to define the function I : Ω×G×G×G→ R by

I(η, σ, γ, γ̄) = I1(η, σ, γ, γ̄)− I2(η, σ, γ, γ̄),

I1(η, σ, γ, γ̄) = θ(ρ(γη), ρ(γ̄ση))[ψ(η) − ψ(ση)]2 ≥ 0,

I2(η, σ, γ, γ̄) = θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))[ψ(γη)− ψ(γ̄ση)]2 ≥ 0.
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Notice we have

J(η, σ, γ, γ̄) = I(η, σ, γ, γ̄) + θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))[ψ(η)− ψ(ση) − ψ(γη) + ψ(γ̄ση)]
2

≥ I(η, σ, γ, γ̄).
(17)

At this point, we can see at least heuristically why it is useful to consider especially contractive coupling rates. In
view of Lemma 3.1, to establish inequality (8) it suffices to prove that for some coupling rates

1

2

∑

η,σ

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, σ) ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄)J(η, σ, γ, γ̄)

≥K
∑

η,σ

m(η)c(η, σ)θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))[ψ(ση) − ψ(η)]2.
(18)

Notice now that when γη = γ̄ση the second term in the definition of J(η, ση, γ, γ̄) is 0, so J is non-negative. In
particular this is true when (γ, γ̄) is equal to either (σ, e) or (e, σ−1), and in this case we find some terms appearing
in the sum defining A (ρ, ψ) (i.e. in the right hand side of the previous inequality (18)).

We conclude this section by emphasizing that, while this method potentially applies to a wide variety of settings,
in general it seems that some extra assumptions on the Markov chains are helpful to get the desired conclusions.
In particular, reversibility of the model and an underlying symmetry of the structure of the Markov chain can help
obtain useful terms cancellations.

4 Applications

In this section, we apply Lemma 3.1 to establish the general inequality of interest (8) for most of the examples
considered in [5], under just Assumption 1. In particular, Section 4.1, 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 corresponds to Section 4,
5.1, 5.2 and 3 of [5] respectively. Not surprisingly, the proofs are similar to the ones of Conforti, and in all these
examples the considered contractive coupling rates are the ones constructed in [5]. The case of the interacting
random walks of Section 4.4 is the only one where an additional assumption is present as compared to [5]: moreover,
as done by Conforti, in that section a localization procedure is used to deal with the infinite cardinality of the
state space.

4.1 Glauber dynamics

We work in the setting of Section 4 of [5] (i.e. Glauber dynamics) and we use the same notation, which we briefly
recall. The state space is a finite set Ω. We assume that σ = σ−1 and σγη = γση for all moves σ, γ ∈ G and
states η ∈ Ω. Given an inverse temperature parameter β > 0 and an Hamiltonian function H : Ω → R, the rates
are defined by

c(η, σ) = exp

(

−
β

2
∇σH(η)

)

,

where we recall the notation ∇σH(η) = H(ση) −H(η) for the discrete gradient. The reversible measure is then
the Gibbs measure

m(η) =
1

Zβ
exp(−βH(η))

where Zβ > 0 is the appropriate normalization constant. Finally we make the technical assumption that κ(η, σ) ≥ 0
for all states η and moves σ, where we define

κ(η, σ) := c(ση, σ) −
∑

γ:γ 6=σ

max{−∇σc(η, γ), 0}.

This assumption is crucial for the construction of appropriate contractive coupling rates, for which we will apply
Lemma 3.1. We also define the quantities

κ∗ := inf
η,σ

κ(η, σ) + κ(ση, σ), κ∗ := inf
η,σ

κ(η, σ).

Notice that 2κ∗ ≤ κ∗.
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Theorem 4.1. With the previous notation, suppose that for all η ∈ Ω and σ, γ ∈ G we have σγ = γσ, σ = σ−1

and κ(η, σ) ≥ 0. Let θ be a weight functions θ satisfying Assumption 1. Then

B(ρ, ψ) ≥
(

Mθκ∗ +
κ∗
2

)

A (ρ, ψ)

for all functions ρ : Ω→ R>0 and ψ : Ω→ R.

Remark 4.2 (Comparison with [5]). In [5, Thm. 4.1], under the same assumptions on the model, Conforti
establishes inequality (10) and thus CSIφ(2K) with constant K equal to

• κ∗

2 for general convex φ satisfying convexity of (11);

• κ∗

2 + κ∗ for φ = φ1 (thus MLSI(κ∗ + 2κ∗));

• α
2 κ∗ for φ = φα with α ∈ (1, 2].

Thus, by the discussion in Section 2 (recalling Proposition 2.4), we obtain a stronger results for the case θ = θ1
and complementary results for other choices of θ.

Proof of Theorem 4.1

As done in [5], we define

Υ<(η) = {(σ, γ) | σ 6= γ,∇σc(η, γ) < 0},

Υ>(η) = {(σ, γ) | σ 6= γ,∇σc(η, γ) > 0},

Υ=(η) = {(σ, γ) | σ 6= γ,∇σc(η, γ) = 0}.

We then define the same coupling rates:

ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄) =































min{c(ση, γ), c(η, γ)} if γ = γ̄ and σ 6= γ,
−∇σc(η, γ) if γ̄ = σ and (σ, γ) ∈ Υ<(η),
∇σc(η, γ̄) if γ = σ and (σ, γ̄) ∈ Υ>(η),
κ(ση, σ) if γ = σ, γ̄ = e,
κ(η, σ) if γ = e, γ̄ = σ,
0 otherwise.

Notice that these are admissible, thanks to the assumptions on the model. With these coupling rates and using
Lemma 3.1 and (17) we can write B(ρ, ψ) ≥ 1

4 (A+B + C +D) with

A =
∑

η,σ 6=γ

m(η)c(η, σ)min{c(η, γ), c(ση, γ)}I(η, σ, γ, γ),

B = −
∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)∇σc(η, γ)I(η, σ, γ, σ),

C =
∑

η,(σ,γ̄)∈Υ>(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)∇σc(η, γ̄)I(η, σ, σ, γ̄),

D =
∑

η,σ

m(η)c(η, σ)(κ(ση, σ)J(η, σ, σ, e) + κ(η, σ)J(η, σ, e, σ)).

We show below that A = B = C = 0 and that D ≥ (4Mθκ∗ + 2κ∗)A (ρ, ψ), which concludes the proof of the
theorem. It is useful to have an auxiliary lemma:

Lemma 4.3. For all η ∈ Ω and σ, γ ∈ G with σ 6= γ the following hold:

1. c(η, σ)∇σc(η, γ) = c(η, γ)∇γc(η, σ).

2. c(η, σ)c(ση, γ) = c(η, γ)c(γη, σ).

3. ∇σc(ση, γ) = −∇σc(η, γ).

4. (σ, γ) ∈ Υ<(η) ⇐⇒ (γ, σ) ∈ Υ<(η).
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5. (σ, γ) ∈ Υ>(γη) ⇐⇒ (σ, γ) ∈ Υ<(η).

6. (σ, γ) ∈ Υ>(ση) ⇐⇒ (σ, γ) ∈ Υ<(η).

7. (σ, γ) ∈ Υ=(γη) ⇐⇒ (σ, γ) ∈ Υ=(η)

8. I(η, σ, γ, σ) = −I(η, γ, σ, γ).

9. I(ση, σ, σ, γ) = −I(γη, γ, γ, σ).

10. I(η, σ, γ, γ) = −I(γη, σ, γ, γ).

Proof of Lemma. Statements 1–7 were already observed in the proof of [5, Thm. 4.1] and are easy to check, while
statements 8–10 are immediate from the definitions.

Term D We have

J(η, σ, σ, e) = {θ(ρ(ση), ρ(ση)) + θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))}[ψ(η)− ψ(ση)]2

J(η, σ, e, σ) = {θ(ρ(η), ρ(η)) + θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))}[ψ(η) − ψ(ση)]2

and so

κ(ση, σ)J(η, σ, σ, e) + κ(η, σ)J(η, σ, e, σ)

≥{κ∗[θ(ρ(ση), ρ(ση)) + θ(ρ(η), ρ(η))] + κ∗θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))}[ψ(η)− ψ(ση)]
2

≥(2Mθκ∗ + κ∗)θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))[ψ(η) − ψ(ση)]
2
.

Therefore we get
D ≥ (4Mθκ∗ + 2κ∗)A (ρ, ψ).

Term B We have using Lemma 4.3

B =−
∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)∇σc(η, γ)I(η, σ, γ, σ)

= −
∑

η,(γ,σ)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)∇σc(η, γ)I(η, σ, γ, σ)

= −
∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, γ)∇γc(η, σ)I(η, γ, σ, γ)

=
∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)∇σc(η, γ)I(η, σ, γ, σ)

= −B

and so B = 0.

Term C This is similar to term B using reversibility. We have

C =
∑

η,(σ,γ̄)∈Υ>(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)∇σc(η, γ̄)I(η, σ, σ, γ̄).

Using reversibility with F (η, σ) =
∑

γ̄:(σ,γ̄)∈Υ>(η)∇σc(η, γ̄)I(η, σ, σ, γ̄), the other assumptions (σ = σ−1) and
Lemma 4.3 we get

C = −
∑

η,(σ,γ̄)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)∇σc(η, γ̄)I(ση, σ, σ, γ̄).

13



We want to show this expression is 0 analogously to what done for B. Notice that

C =−
∑

η,(σ,γ̄)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)∇σc(η, γ̄)I(ση, σ, σ, γ̄)

= −
∑

η,(γ̄,σ)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)∇σc(η, γ̄)I(ση, σ, σ, γ̄)

= −
∑

η,(σ,γ̄)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, γ̄)∇γ̄c(η, σ)I(γ̄η, γ̄, γ̄, σ)

=
∑

η,(σ,γ̄)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)∇σc(η, γ̄)I(ση, σ, σ, γ̄)

= − C,

which implies C = 0.

Term A We split A into three different terms A = A1 +A2 +A3, where

A1 =
∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)c(ση, γ)I(η, σ, γ, γ)

A2 =
∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ>(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)c(η, γ)I(η, σ, γ, γ)

A3 =
1

2

∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ=(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)(c(ση, γ) + c(η, γ))I(η, σ, γ, γ)

We want to show A1 + A2 = 0 and A3 = 0. Notice that using reversibility with the function F (η, γ) =
∑

σ:(σ,γ)∈Υ>(η) c(η, σ)I(η, σ, γ, γ) we get, using Lemma 4.3 and the assumptions of the model,

A2 =
∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ>(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)c(η, γ)I(η, σ, γ, γ)

=
∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ>(γη)

m(η)c(η, γ)c(γη, σ)I(γη, σ, γ, γ)

=−
∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ<(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)c(ση, γ)I(η, σ, γ, γ)

=−A1.

Hence the contribution of the first two terms is 0. It remains to show that A3 = 0. This is done in a similar way
by using reversibility with the function F (η, γ) =

∑

σ:(σ,γ)∈Υ=(η) c(η, σ)I(η, σ, γ, γ) to see that (with the help of
Lemma 4.3)

∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ=(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)c(η, γ)I(η, σ, γ, γ)

=
∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ=(γη)

m(η)c(η, γ)c(γη, σ)I(γη, σ, γ, γ)

=−
∑

η,(σ,γ)∈Υ=(η)

m(η)c(η, σ)c(ση, γ)I(η, σ, γ, γ).

Therefore A3 = 0. This concludes the proof of the theorem.

4.1.1 Examples of Glauber dynamics

Below, following [5], we present two examples of Glauber dynamics models satisfying the assumptions of Theorem
4.1.
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Curie Weiss model For the Curie Weiss model, the state space is the discrete hypercube Ω = {−1, 1}N for
some integer N > 0. The set of moves G is given by G = {σ1, . . . , σN} ∪ {e} where σi : Ω → Ω corresponds to
flipping the i-th bit. Finally, the Hamiltonian function is

H(η) := −
1

2N

∑

i,j

ηiηj .

In this setting, the assumptions of Theorem 4.1 and the explicit values of κ∗, κ∗ were checked by Conforti, who
proves the following

Theorem 4.4 (Thm. 4.2 of [5]). Assume that

(N − 1)
(

e
2β
N − 1

)

≤ 1.

Then the assumptions of 4.1 are satisfied with

κ∗ = fCW,β,N

(⌊

N − 1

2

⌋)

,

κ∗ = e−
β
N

(N−1)
[

1− (N − 1)
(

1− e
2β
N

)]

,

where fCW,β,N : N→ R is defined by

fCW,β,N(m) := e−
β
N

(N−1−2m)
[

1− (N − 1−m)
(

e
2β
N − 1

)]

+ e
β
N

(N−1−2m)
[

1−m
(

e
2β
N − 1

)]

.

Remark 4.5 (Comparison with [9]). In particular, in the limit N → ∞, the condition above reads β ≤ 1
2 . Thus

by choosing θ = θ1 and combining Theorems 4.1 and 4.4 we have that as N → ∞ the entropic curvature of the
Curie–Weiss model satisfies

Rice ≥ (1− β) + (1− 2β)e−β

for β ≤ 1
2 . This improves both in the estimate and in the range of admissible β over [9, Cor. 4.5], where it was

proved that, as N →∞, Rice ≥ 2(1− 2βe2β)e−β for β / 0.284.

Ising model The second example of Glauber dynamics that we consider is the Ising model. For the Ising model,
we let Λ ⊂ Zd be a connected subset of Zd, endowed with the inherited graph structure ∼ of the discrete grid, and
consider state space Ω = {−1, 1}Λ. The set of moves is G = {σx}x∈Λ ∪ {e} where σx : Ω→ Ω acts on a state η by
flipping the spin ηx at site x. Finally, the Hamiltonian is defined by

H(η) := −
1

2

∑

x∼y

ηxηy.

Again, the assumptions and values of κ∗, κ∗ in Theorem 4.1 were checked in [5], where the following result is
proved.

Theorem 4.6 (Thm. 4.3 of [5]). Assume that

2d
(

1− e−2β
)

e4dβ ≤ 1. (19)

Then the assumptions of Theorem 4.1 are satisfied and we have

κ∗ = 2− 2d(1− e−2β)e2βd

κ∗ = e−2βd − 2d(1− e−2β)e2βd.

Remark 4.7 (Comparison with Cor. 4.4. of [9]). By combining Theorems 4.1 and 4.4 and by choosing the
logarithmic mean θ = θ1, it follows that

Rice ≥ 1 + e−2βd − 3d(1− e−2β)e2βd if 2d
(

1− e−2β
)

e4dβ ≤ 1. (20)

On the other hand, in [9, Cor. 4.4], it was proved for the Ising model that

Rice ≥ 2
[

1− (2d− 1)
(

1− e−2β
)

e4βd
]

e−2βd if (2d− 1)
(

1− e−2β
)

e4βd ≤ 1. (21)

As observed by Conforti, the condition in (20) is a bit more demanding then the one in (21), but when it is satisfied
then the corresponding lower bound for the entropic Ricci curvature is better (for d ≥ 2).
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4.2 Bernoulli-Laplace model

In this subsection we analyze a simplified version of the Bernoulli Laplace model, following Section 5.1 of [5]. Given
integers L > N ∈ N, where L represents the number of sites and N the number of particles, the state space is

Ω =

{

η ∈ {0, 1}[L] |
L
∑

i=1

ηi = N

}

,

where [L] = {1, . . . , L}. Let δi ∈ {0, 1}[L] be defined by δi(k) =

{

1 if i = k,
0 otherwise . Then the set of moves is

G = {σik | i, k ∈ [L]} ∪ {e} where σik moves a particle from site i to site k if possible, i.e.

σij(η) =

{

η − δi + δj if ηi(1− ηj) > 0,
η otherwise.

The transition rates are given by
c(η, σij) = ηi(1− ηj)

and the reversible measure m is the uniform one on Ω. Finally, notice that we have σ−1
ij = σji.

Theorem 4.8. For the Bernoulli Laplace model we have

B(ρ, ψ) ≥

(

Mθ +
L

2

)

A (ρ, ψ)

for all functions ρ : Ω→ R>0 and ψ : Ω→ R and weight functions θ satisfying Assumption 1.

Remark 4.9 (Comparison with [5]). In [5, Thm. 5.1], under the same assumptions on the model, Conforti
establishes inequality (10) and thus CSIφ(2K) with constant K equal to

• L
2 for general convex φ satisfying convexity of (11);

• L
2 + 1 for φ = φ1, corresponding to MLSI(L+ 2);

• αL
2 for φ = φα with α ∈ (1, 2].

Thus, by the discussion in Section 2, we obtain a stronger results for the case θ = θ1 and complementary results
for other choices of θ.

Remark 4.10. The entropic curvature of the Bernoulli Laplace model has been studied before (see [12]), also
in the more general case of non homogeneous rates (see [14]). In the homogenous setting, our result for θ = θ1
recovers the same (best known) lower bound of [12].

4.2.1 Proof of Theorem 4.8

Again, the proof is based on Lemma 3.1 and adapts the arguments of [5], from which we use the same coupling
rates: for (η, σij) ∈ S (i.e. ηi = 1, ηj = 0) set

ccpl(η, σijη, γ, γ̄) =























min{c(η, γ), c(σijη, γ)} if γ = γ̄,
1 if γ = σij , γ̄ = e or if γ = e, γ̄ = σji,
1− ηl if γ = σil, γ̄ = σjl and l /∈ {i, j},
ηk if γ = σkj , γ̄ = σki and k /∈ {i, j},
0 otherwise.
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With these coupling rates, the right hand side of equation (16) from Lemma 3.1 is lower bounded by 1
4 (A + B +

C +D), where we define

A =
∑

η,i,j,k,l

m(η)c(η, σij)min{c(η, σkl), c(σijη, σkl)}I(η, σij , σkl, σkl),

B =
∑

η,i,j

m(η)c(η, σij)[J(η, σij , σij , e) + J(η, σij , e, σji)],

C =
∑

η,i,j

m(η)c(η, σij)





∑

l 6=i,j

(1− ηl)J(η, σij , σil, σjl)



,

D =
∑

η,i,j

m(η)c(η, σij)





∑

k 6=i,j

ηkJ(η, σij , σkj , σki)



.

We show that

• A = 0,

• B ≥ (4 + 4Mθ)A (ρ, ψ),

• C ≥ 2(L−N − 1)A (ρ, ψ),

• D ≥ 2(N − 1)A (ρ, ψ),

from which the theorem follows by Lemma 3.1. It is convenient to prove first the following

Lemma 4.11. For all η ∈ Ω and i, j ∈ [L] the following hold:

1. c(η, σij)min{c(η, σkl), c(σijη, σkl)} =

{

1 if i 6= k, j 6= l, ηi = ηk = 1, ηj = ηl = 0,
0 otherwise .

2. c(η, σij)min{c(η, σkl), c(σijη, σkl)} = c(η, σkl)min{c(η, σij), c(σklη, σij)}.

3. I(η, σij , σkl, σkl) = −I(σklη, σij , σlk, σlk) whenever c(η, σij)min{c(η, σkl), c(σijη, σkl)} > 0.

Proof of Lemma. Statements 1–2 were already observed by Conforti in the proof of [5, Thm 5.1] and are easy to
check, while statement 3 is immediate from the definitions.

Term A We have, using Lemma 4.11,

A =
∑

η,i,j,k,l

m(η)c(η, σij)min{c(η, σkl), c(σijη, σkl)}I(η, σij , σkl, σkl)

=
∑

η,i,j,k,l

m(η)c(η, σkl)min{c(η, σij), c(σklη, σij)}I(η, σij , σkl, σkl)

=
∑

η,k,l

m(η)c(η, σkl)F (η, σkl)

with
F (η, σkl) =

∑

i,j

min{c(η, σij), c(σklη, σij)}I(η, σij , σkl, σkl).

Using reversibility (6) we deduce

A =
∑

η,k,l

m(η)c(η, σkl)F (σklη, σlk)

=
∑

η,i,j,k,l

m(η)c(η, σkl)min{c(η, σij), c(σklη, σij)}I(σklη, σij , σlk, σlk)

=
∑

η,i,j,k,l

m(η)c(η, σij)min{c(η, σkl), c(σijη, σkl)}I(σklη, σij , σlk, σlk)

=−
∑

η,i,j,k,l

m(η)c(η, σij)min{c(η, σkl), c(σijη, σkl)}I(η, σij , σkl, σkl)

=−A
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where we used again Lemma 4.11. It follows that A = 0.

Term B Notice that for (η, σij) ∈ S

J(η, σij , σij , e) = {θ(ρ(σijη), ρ(σijη)) + θ(ρ(η), ρ(σijη))}[ψ(η) − ψ(σijη)]
2

J(η, σij , e, σji) = {θ(ρ(η), ρ(η)) + θ(ρ(η), ρ(σijη))}[ψ(η)− ψ(σijη)]
2

and so
J(η, σ, σ, e) + J(η, σ, e, σ) ≥ {2Mθ + 2}θ(ρ(η), ρ(ση))[ψ(η) − ψ(ση)]2.

Therefore we get
B ≥ 4(Mθ + 1)A (ρ, ψ).

Term C Notice that for (η, σij) ∈ S we have ηi = 1, ηj = 0 and there are L−N−1 empty sites left. Moreover
when l 6= i, j and ηl = 0 we have

J(η, σij , σil, σjl) ≥ θ(ρ(η), ρ(σijη))[ψ(η) − ψ(σijη)]
2
.

Therefore we get
C ≥ 2(L−N − 1)A (ρ, ψ).

Term D Notice that for (η, σij) ∈ S we have ηi = 1, ηj = 0 and there are N − 1 other occupied sites.
Moreover when k 6= i, j and ηk = 1 we have

J(η, σij , σkj , σki) ≥ θ(ρ(η), ρ(σijη))[ψ(η)− ψ(σijη)]
2
.

Therefore we get
D ≥ 2(N − 1)A (ρ, ψ).

Combining these results, an application of Lemma 3.1 gives

B(ρ, ψ) ≥

(

2 +
L

2
− 1

)

A (ρ, ψ) =

(

1 +
L

2

)

A (ρ, ψ).

This concludes the proof of the theorem.

4.3 Hardcore model

Following Section 5.2 of [5], we consider the classical hardcore model. Let (V,E) be a simple, finite, connected
graph and write x ∼ y if the vertices x, y are connected (in the rest of this subsection, x, y always denote general
elements of V ). The state space is

Ω =
{

η ∈ {0, 1}V | ηxηy = 0 if x ∼ y
}

.

In other words, each vertex can either be empty or be occupied by a particle, with the rule that if a site is occupied
then its neighbors are all free. Let Nx = {y ∈ V | x ∼ y} be the set of neighbors of vertexe x, N̄x = Nx ∪ {x}

and as before let δx ∈ {0, 1}V be defined by δx(y) =

{

1 if x = y,
0 otherwise . Then the set of moves is given by

G = {γ+x , γ
−
x | i, k ∈ [L]} ∪ {e} where γ+x adds a particle to site x if possible and γ−x removes it if possible, i.e.

γ+x (η) =

{

η + δx if η + δx ∈ Ω,
η otherwise ,

γ−x (η) =

{

η − δx if η − δx ∈ Ω,
η otherwise.
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We also denote G+ = {γ+x | x ∈ V } and G− = {γ−x | x ∈ V }. For a given parameter β ∈ (0, 1) the transition rates
are given by

c(η, γ+x ) = β
∏

y∈N̄x

(1 − ηy),

c(η, γ−x ) = ηx

for all η ∈ Ω, x ∈ V . With these choices, we have (γ+x )
−1

= γ−x and the reversible measure is given by

m(η) =
1

Z
1η∈Ω

∏

x∈V

βηx ,

where Z > 0 is the normalization constant.

Theorem 4.12. Let ∆ be the maximum degree of (V,E) and assume that

β∆ ≤ 1. (22)

Set
κ∗ = 1− β(∆− 1), κ∗ = min{β, 1 − β∆}.

Then
B(ρ, ψ) ≥

(κ∗
2

+Mθκ∗

)

A (ρ, ψ)

for all functions ρ : Ω→ R>0 and ψ : Ω→ R and weight functions θ satisfying Assumption 1.

Remark 4.13 (Comparison with [5]). In [5, Thm. 5.2], under the same assumptions on the model, Conforti
establishes inequality (10) and thus CSIφ(2K) with constant K equal to

• κ∗

2 for general convex φ satisfying convexity of (11);

• κ∗

2 + κ∗ for φ = φ1, corresponding to MLSI(κ∗ + 2κ∗);

• ακ∗

2 for φ = φα with α ∈ (1, 2].

Thus, by the discussion in Section 2, we obtain a stronger results for the case θ = θ1 and complementary results
for other choices of θ.

Remark 4.14. The entropic curvature of the hardcore model has been studied before in [9], where a more general
version of the model is considered. When restricting to the classical version discussed in this section, it was proved
in [9, Cor. 4.8] that

Rice ≥
κ∗
2

under condition (22). Therefore, in this setting, by choosing θ = θ1 in Theorem 4.12 we find a better lower bound
for the entropic curvature.

4.3.1 Proof of Theorem 4.12

The proof is based on Lemma 3.1 and on the arguments in [5], from which we use the same coupling rates. For
(η, γ+x ) ∈ S (i.e. η |N̄x

= 0) we set

ccpl(η, γ+x η, γ, γ̄) =



























min{c(η, γ), c(γ+x η, γ)} if γ = γ̄,
β if γ = γ+y , γ̄ = γ−x with y ∼ x, η|N̄y

= 0,

β if γ = γ+x , γ̄ = e,

1− β
∣

∣

∣

{

y : y ∼ x, η|N̄y
= 0
}∣

∣

∣ if γ = e, γ̄ = γ−x ,

0 otherwise.

If (η, γ−x ) ∈ S then also (γ−x η, γ
+
x ) ∈ S, and so we can set

ccpl(η, γ−x η, γ, γ̄) = ccpl(γ−x η, γ
+
x γ

−
x η, γ̄, γ).
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With these coupling rates the right hand side of equation (16) from Lemma 3.1 reads

1

4

∑

(η,γ+
x )∈S

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, γ+x )c
cpl(η, γ+x η, γ, γ̄)J(η, γ

+
x , γ, γ̄)

+
1

4

∑

(η,γ−
x )∈S

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, γ−x )c
cpl(γ−x η, η, γ̄, γ)J(η, γ

−
x , γ, γ̄).

Using reversibility (6) with

F (η, σ) = 1G−(σ)
∑

γ,γ̄

ccpl(ση, η, γ̄, γ)J(η, σ, γ, γ̄)

and that J(η, ση, γ, γ̄) = J(ση, σ−1, γ̄, γ) (when σ−1ση = η) the second term is equal to the first, so we can rewrite
the previous quantity as

1

2

∑

(η,γ+
x )∈S

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, γ+x )c
cpl(η, γ+x η, γ, γ̄)J(η, γ

+
x , γ, γ̄). (23)

Similarly we have

A (ρ, ψ) =
1

2

∑

(η,γ+
x )∈S

m(η)c(η, γ+x )
[

ψ(η) − ψ(γ+x η)
]2

+
1

2

∑

(η,γ−
x )∈S

m(η)c(η, γ−x )
[

ψ(η) − ψ(γ−x η)
]2

and using again reversibility the second term is equal to the first, so we can write

A (ρ, ψ) =
∑

(η,γ+
x )∈S

m(η)c(η, γ+x )
[

ψ(η)− ψ(γ+x η)
]2
.

We then have that (using that ∀η, x, y c(η, γ−y ) ≤ c(γ
+
x η, γ

−
y ) and c(η, γ+y ) ≥ c(γ

+
x η, γ

+
y )) the quantity (23) (and

in particular B(ρ, ψ) too) is lower bounded by 1
2 (A+B + C) with

A =
∑

η,x,y

m(η)c(η, γ+x )c(η, γ
−
y )I(η, γ

+
x , γ

−
y , γ

−
y )

+
∑

η,x,y

m(η)c(η, γ+x )c(γ
+
x η, γ

+
y )I(η, γ

+
x , γ

+
y , γ

+
y ),

B =
∑

η,x,y:
x∼y,η|N̄y

=0

m(η)c(η, γ+x )I(η, γ
+
x , γ

+
y , γ

−
x ),

C =
∑

η,x

m(η)c(η, γ+x )
[(

1− β
∣

∣

∣

{

y : y ∼ x, η|N̄y
= 0
}∣

∣

∣

)

J(η, γ+x , e, γ
−
x ) + βJ(η, γ+x , γ

+
x , e)

]

.

We will show that

• A = 0,

• B = 0,

• C ≥ (κ∗ + 2Mθκ∗)A (ρ, ψ).

An application of Lemma 3.1 then concludes the proof of the theorem. To do so, we will use the following:

Lemma 4.15. For all η ∈ Ω and x, y ∈ V the following hold:

1. c(η, γ+x )c(γ
+
x η, γ

+
y ) = c(η, γ+x )c(γ

+
x η, γ

+
y ) =

{

β2 if x ≁ y, η|N̄x∪N̄y
= 0,

0 otherwise.
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2. x ≁ y, η|N̄x∪N̄y
= 0 =⇒ γ+x γ

+
y η = γ+y γ

+
x η.

3. If η|N̄x∪N̄y
= 0 then c(η, γ+x ) = c(η, γ+y ) = β.

4. I(γ+y η, γ
+
x , γ

−
y , γ

−
y ) = −I(η, γ

+
x , γ

+
y , γ

+
y ) if x ≁ y, η|N̄x∪N̄y

= 0 .

5. I(η, γ+x , γ
+
y , γ

−
x ) = −I(η, γ

+
y , γ

+
x , γ

−
y ) if η|N̄x∪N̄y

= 0.

Proof of Lemma. Statements 1–3 were already in the proof of [5, Thm. 5.2] and are easy to check, while statement
4–5 are immediate from the definitions.

Term A We look at the first term in the sum defining A: we can write it as
∑

η,γ

m(η)c(η, γ)F (η, γ)

with
F (η, γ) = 1G−(γ)

∑

x

c(η, γ+x )I(η, γ
+
x , γ, γ).

Using reversibility (6) we can rewrite it as
∑

η,x,y

m(η)c(η, γ+y )c(γ
+
y η, γ

+
x )I(γ

+
y η, γ

+
x , γ

−
y , γ

−
y ).

Then we have
∑

η,x,y

m(η)c(η, γ+y )c(γ
+
y η, γ

+
x )I(γ

+
y η, γ

+
x , γ

−
y , γ

−
y )

=
∑

η,x,y

m(η)c(η, γ+x )c(γ
+
x η, γ

+
y )I(γ

+
y η, γ

+
x , γ

−
y , γ

−
y )

=−
∑

η,x,y

m(η)c(η, γ+x )c(γ
+
x η, γ

+
y )I(η, γ

+
x , γ

+
y , γ

+
y )

using Lemma 4.15. Therefore, the first term in the sum of A is the opposite of the second, which implies A = 0.

Term B We have
B =

∑

η,x,y:
x∼y,η|N̄y

=0

m(η)c(η, γ+x )I(η, γ
+
x , γ

+
y , γ

−
x ).

Noticing as in [5] that (η, γ+x ) ∈ S if and only if η|N̄x=0 we can write

B =
∑

η,x,y:
x∼y,η|N̄y

=0,η|N̄x
=0

m(η)c(η, γ+x )I(η, γ
+
x , γ

+
y , γ

−
x ). (24)

By exchanging x, y we therefore also have

B =
∑

η,x,y:
x∼y,η|N̄y

=0,η|N̄x
=0

m(η)c(η, γ+y )I(η, γ
+
y , γ

+
x , γ

−
y ). (25)

Summing these two expressions we get

2B =
∑

η,x,y:
x∼y,η|N̄y

=0,η|N̄x
=0

m(η)
[

c(η, γ+x )I(η, γ
+
x , γ

+
y , γ

−
x ) + c(η, γ+y )I(η, γ

+
y , γ

+
x , γ

−
y )
]

=
∑

η,x,y:
x∼y,η|N̄y

=0,η|N̄x
=0

m(η)
[

c(η, γ+x )− c(η, γ
+
y )
]

I(η, γ+x , γ
+
y , γ

−
x )

= 0,

where we used Lemma 4.15.
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Term C We have

C =
∑

η,x

m(η)c(η, γ+x )
[(

1− β
∣

∣

∣

{

y : y ∼ x, η|N̄y
= 0
}∣

∣

∣

)

J(η, γ+x , e, γ
−
x ) + βJ(η, γ+x , γ

+
x , e)

]

=
∑

η,x

m(η)c(η, γ+x )
[

ψ(η)− ψ(γ+x η)
]2

·
[(

1− β
∣

∣

∣

{

y : y ∼ x, η|N̄y
= 0
}∣

∣

∣

)

(

θ(ρ(η), ρ(η)) + θ
(

ρ(η), ρ(γ+x η)
))

+ β
(

θ
(

ρ(γ+x η), ρ(γ
+
x η)

)

+ θ
(

ρ(η), ρ(γ+x η)
))

]

≥
∑

η,x

m(η)c(η, γ+x )
[

ψ(η)− ψ(γ+x η)
]2
(κ∗ + 2Mθκ∗)

= (κ∗ + 2Mθκ∗)A (ρ, ψ).

This concludes the proof of the theorem.

4.4 Interacting random walks

Following Section 3 of [5], we consider now the case of interacting random walks. One motivation in this subsection
is to find a discrete analogue of the following classical result.

Proposition 4.16. Consider Rd equipped with the standard Euclidean distance d. Let V : Rd → R be convex, γd
be the law of a standard Gaussian in Rd and Z > 0 be a normalization constant so that 1

Z
e−V dγd is a probability

measure. Then the metric measure space
(

R, d, 1
Z
e−V dγd

)

has Ricci curvature Ric ≥ 1 in the sense of the Lott–
Sturm–Villani theory.

To find a discrete analogue, here the role of Rd is taken over by the discrete state space Ω = Nd, while the
Gaussian measure γd is replaced by the multivariate Poisson distribution µλ given by the product measure of d
one-dimensional Poisson distribution of intensity 1

λ
, i.e. for η ∈ Ω we have

µλ(η) =

d
∏

i=1

e−
1
λ
λ−ηi

ηi!
.

It remains to define a Markov chain dynamic on this state space. We consider the set of moves G containing
e, γ+i , γ

−
i for i ∈ [d], where

γ+i η = η + ei,

γ−i η = η − ei 1ηi>0,

and e is the null move as usual. Consider two potentials V +, V − : Nd → R and correspondingly define transition
rates

c(η, γ+i ) = exp
(

−∇+
i V

+(η)
)

,

c(η, γ−i ) =

{

exp
(

−∇−
i V

−(η)
)

if ηi > 0,
0 if ηi = 0,

where ∇±
i = ∇γ±

i
. Then the reversible measure takes the form

m =
1

Z
exp(−V + − V −)dµλ,

where Z is normalization constant. An interesting choice is

V −(η) =

d
∑

i=1

log(λ)ηi + log(ηi!), (26)

which corresponds to c(η, γ−i ) = ληi. In this case, we write V = V + and the reversible measure becomes

1

Z
e−V dµλ,
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which resembles the setting of Proposition 4.16. Therefore, to find an analogue discrete result, we are left to look
for conditions on the potential V that resemble convexity and yield positive entropic curvature of the corresponding
Markov chain; we will do this in Section 4.4.2, as an application of the main theorem of this section below.

At this point, we make the technical assumption that for all η ∈ Ω, i ∈ [d] the following quantities are non-
negative

κ+(η, i) := −∇+
i c(η, γ

+
i )−

∑

γ̄∈G,γ̄ 6=γ+

i ,γ
−

i

max
{

∇+
i c(η, γ̄), 0

}

≥ 0,

κ−(η, i) := ∇+
i c(η, γ

−
i )−

∑

γ∈G,γ 6=γ+

i ,γ
−

i

max
{

−∇+
i c(η, γ), 0

}

≥ 0.

Correspondingly we set
κ∗ = inf

η∈Nd,i∈[d]
κ+(η, i) + κ−(η, i).

It is natural to introduce the additional quantity

κ∗ = min

{

inf
η,i
κ+(η, i), inf

η,i
κ−(η, i)

}

.

Finally, compared to [5], we make the additional assumption that for all η, i, j we have

∇+
i c(η, γ

+
j ) ≤ 0; (27)

∇+
i c(η, γ

−
j ) ≥ 0. (28)

Notice in the case c(η, γ−j ) = ληj (corresponding to V − as in (26)) the second additional assumption (28) is always
satisfied.

It is important to note that this is the only example that we discuss where the cardinality of the state space is
not finite and that, because of this, there are some additional technical difficulties and not all the considerations
of Section 2 can be directly applied here. In this paper, to deal with the infinite cardinality of the state space,
we proceed as in [5] and make use of a localization argument, which we now briefly describe; more precisely,
with this procedure and with φ and θ satisfying Assumption 2, we explain how to derive inequality (3) from
establishing (8) for a localizing sequence of finite state space Markov chains. Let ΩN = {η ∈ Ω | ηi ≤ N ∀i ∈ [d]},
and on ΩN consider the Markov chain with moves γ+,Ni (η) = η + ei1ηi<N and γ−,Ni (η) = η − ei1ηi>0, rates
cN (η, γ±,Ni ) = c(η, γ±i ) and reversible measure mN = m

m(ΩN ) . Finally, denote by BN and AN the corresponding
quantities B and A for this Markov chain. The main theorem of this section reads as follows.

Theorem 4.17. With the previous notation, suppose that for all η ∈ Ω and i, j ∈ [d] we have

κ+(η, i) ≥ 0,

κ−(η, i) ≥ 0,

∇+
i c(η, γ

+
j ) ≤ 0,

∇+
i c(η, γ

−
j ) ≥ 0.

Let also θ be a weight function satisfying Assumption 1. Then we have that

BN (ρ, ψ) ≥
(κ∗
2

+Mθκ∗

)

AN (ρ, ψ)

for all N ≥ 2, for all functions ρ : ΩN → R>0 and ψ : ΩN → R.

Remark 4.18. With θ as in Assumption 2, by the discussion of Section 2 the previous theorem allows to deduce
the convex Sobolev inequality (3) for all Markov chains (Ωn, Ln,mn) with uniform constant. As observed in [5],
this allows to deduce the same convex Sobolev inequality for the original Markov chain on by taking limits, when
φ is lower bounded (as it is the case for φ = φα with α ∈ [1, 2] in particular), cf. Corollary 2.1 of [5].

Remark 4.19 (Comparison with [5]). In [5, Thm. 3.1], Conforti establishes inequality (10) for the localizing
sequence of Markov chain on ΩN with a uniform constant K, and thus also CSIφ(2K) for the original Markov
chain, with constant K equal to
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• κ∗

2 for general convex φ satisfying convexity of (11);

• ακ∗

2 for φ = φα with α ∈ (1, 2].

Compared to our assumptions on the model, he does not assume non negativity in (27), (28); however, these
additional assumptions are satisfied in the examples of Section 4.4.2.
By the discussion in Section 2, we therefore obtain a complementary result to [5, Thm. 3.1].

4.4.1 Proof of Theorem 4.17

Fix N : since there is no ambiguity, we drop the sub(/sup)scripts N . We apply Lemma 3.1 and so to prove the
theorem it is enough to show that

1

4

∑

η,σ

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, σ)ccpl(η, ση, γ, γ̄)J(η, σ, γ, γ̄) ≥ KA (ρ, ψ), (29)

where the sum is for η ∈ ΩN , σ, γ, γ̄ ∈ G. We define the same coupling rates as in [5], namely for (η, γ+i ) ∈ S

ccpl(η, γ+i η, γ, γ̄) =































min{c(η, γ), c(γ+i η, γ)} if γ = γ̄
max

{

∇+
i c(η, γ̄), 0

}

if γ = γ+i and γ̄ 6= γ+i , γ
−
i

max
{

−∇+
i c(η, γ), 0

}

if γ 6= γ+i , γ
−
i and γ̄ = γ−i

κ+(η, i) if γ = γ+i , γ̄ = e,
κ−(η, i) if γ = e, γ̄ = γ−i ,
0 otherwise.

Correspondingly, for (η, γ−i ) ∈ S we set also ccpl(η, γ−i , γ, γ̄) = ccpl(γ−i η, γ
+
i γ

−
i η, γ̄, γ).

The left hand side of equation (29) reads (summing for i ∈ [d])

1

4

∑

η,i

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, γ+i )c
cpl(η, γ+i η, γ, γ̄)J(η, γ

+
i η, γ, γ̄)

+
1

4

∑

η,i

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, γ−i )c
cpl(γ−i η, η, γ̄, γ)J(η, γ

−
i η, γ, γ̄).

Using reversibility (6) and that J(η, σ, γ, γ̄) = J(ση, σ−1, γ̄, γ) (when σ−1ση = η) we get that the second
summand is equal to the first and so we can rewrite our quantity as

1

2

∑

η,i

∑

γ,γ̄

m(η)c(η, γ+i )c
cpl(η, γ+i η, γ, γ̄)J(η, γ

+
i η, γ, γ̄).

With this explicit choice of coupling rates the left hand side of (29) becomes 1
2 (Ã+ B̃ + C̃ + D̃), where

Ã =
∑

η,i,γ

m(η)c(η, γ+i )min
{

c(η, γ), c(γ+i η, γ)
}

J(η, γ+i , γ, γ),

B̃ =
∑

η,i

∑

γ 6=γ±

i

m(η)c(η, γ+i )max{∇+
i c(η, γ), 0}J(η, γ

+
i , γ

+
i , γ),

C̃ =
∑

η,i

∑

γ 6=γ±

i

m(η)c(η, γ+i )max{−∇+
i c(η, γ), 0}J(η, γ

+
i , γ, γ

−
i ),

D̃ =
∑

η,i

m(η)c(η, γ+i )
[

κ+(η, i)J(η, γ+i , γ
+
i , e) + κ−(η, i)J(η, γ+i , e, γ

−
i )
]

.
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This is then lower bounded (since J ≥ I by (17)) by 1
2 (A+B + C +D) where

A =
∑

η,i,γ

m(η)c(η, γ+i )min
{

c(η, γ), c(γ+i η, γ)
}

I(η, γ+i , γ, γ),

B =
∑

η,i

∑

γ 6=γ±

i

m(η)c(η, γ+i )max{∇+
i c(η, γ), 0}I(η, γ

+
i , γ

+
i , γ),

C =
∑

η,i

∑

γ 6=γ±

i

m(η)c(η, γ+i )max{−∇+
i c(η, γ), 0}I(η, γ

+
i , γ, γ

−
i ),

D =
∑

η,i

m(η)c(η, γ+i )
[

κ+(η, i)J(η, γ+i , γ
+
i , e) + κ−(η, i)J(η, γ+i , e, γ

−
i )
]

.

We also have

A (ρ, ψ) =
1

2

∑

η,i

m(η)c(η, γ+i )θ
(

ρ(η), ρ(γ+i η)
)[

ψ(η)− ψ(γ+i η)
]2

+
1

2

∑

η,i

m(η)c(η, γ−i )θ
(

ρ(η), ρ(γ−i η)
)[

ψ(η)− ψ(γ−i η)
]2

=
∑

η,i

m(η)c(η, γ+i )θ
(

ρ(η), ρ(γ+i η)
)[

ψ(η)− ψ(γ+i η)
]2

using reversibility again.

Term D We have

J(η, γ+i , γ
+
i , e) =

(

θ
(

ρ(γ+i η), ρ(γ
+
i η)

)

+ θ(ρ(η), ρ(γ+i η))
)[

ψ(η) − ψ(γ+i η)
]2

and
J(η, γ+i , e, γ

−
i ) =

(

θ(ρ(η), ρ(η)) + θ(ρ(η), ρ(γ+i η))
)[

ψ(η) − ψ(γ+i η)
]2

and so

κ+(η, i)J(η, γ+i , γ
+
i , e) + κ−(η, i)J(η, γ+i , e, γ

−
i )

≥
{

κ∗
[

θ
(

ρ(γ+i η), ρ(γ
+
i η)

)

+ θ(ρ(η), ρ(η))
]

+ κ∗θ
(

ρ(η), ρ(γ+i η)
)}[

ψ(η)− ψ(γ+i η)
]2

≥(2Mθκ∗ + κ∗)θ
(

ρ(η), ρ(γ+i η)
)[

ψ(η) − ψ(γ+i η)
]2
.

Therefore we get
D ≥ (2Mθκ∗ + κ∗)A (ρ, ψ).

Other terms We now show that each one of the other terms is 0, concluding the proof of the theorem. Using
our additional assumptions we have

A =
∑

η,i,j

m(η)c(η, γ+i )c(γ
+
i η, γ

+
j )I(η, γ

+
i , γ

+
j , γ

+
j )

+
∑

η,i,j

m(η)c(η, γ+i )c(η, γ
−
j )I(η, γ

+
i , γ

−
j , γ

−
j ),

B =
∑

η,i,j 6=i

m(η)c(η, γ+i )∇
+
i c(η, γ

−
j )I(η, γ

+
i , γ

+
i , γ

−
j ),

C =
∑

η,i,j 6=i

m(η)c(η, γ+i ){−∇
+
i c(η, γ

+
j )}I(η, γ

+
i , γ

+
j , γ

−
i ).

To show A = B = C = 0 we proceed similarly to [5]. Again it is useful to have an auxiliary lemma.

Lemma 4.20. For all η ∈ Nd and i, j ∈ [d]

1. c(η, γ+j )c(γ
+
j η, γ

+
i ) = c(η, γ+i )c(γ

+
i η, γ

+
j ).
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2. c(η, γ−i )∇
−
i c(η, γ

−
j ) = c(η, γ−j )∇

−
j c(η, γ

−
i ).

3. c(η, γ+i )∇
+
i c(η, γ

+
j ) = c(η, γ+j )∇

+
j c(η, γ

+
i ).

4. I(γ+j η, γ
+
i , γ

−
j , γ

−
j ) = −I(η, γ

+
i , γ

+
j , γ

+
j ).

5. I(γ−i η, γ
+
i , γ

+
i , γ

−
j ) = −I(γ

−
j η, γ

+
j , γ

+
j , γ

−
i ) if ηi, ηj > 0.

6. I(η, γ+i , γ
+
j , γ

−
i ) = −I(η, γ

+
j , γ

+
i , γ

−
j ).

Remark 4.21. In general the quantities

• I(η, γ+i , γ
+
i , γ

+
j )− I(η, γ

+
i , γ

+
j , γ

+
j ),

• I(γ−i η, γ
+
i , γ

−
j , γ

−
i )− I(γ

−
i η, γ

+
i , γ

−
j , γ

−
j )

are not antisymmetric in i and j and so we could not get all the desired cancellations in the more general setting
of [5]: to overcome this issue, we introduced the additional assumptions (27) and (28).

Proof of Lemma. Statements 1–3 were already observed in the proof of [5, Thm. 3.1] and are easy to check, while
statements 4–6 are immediate from the definitions and the assumptions.

Term A Use reversibility in the second summand with

F (η, σ) = 1G−(σ)
∑

i

c(η, γ+i )I(η, γ
+
i , σ, σ).

This way we get
∑

η,i,j

m(η)c(η, γ+i )c(η, γ
−
j )I(η, γ

+
i , γ

−
j , γ

−
j )

=
∑

η,i,j

m(η)c(η, γ+j )c(γ
+
j η, γ

+
i )I(γ

+
j η, γ

+
i , γ

−
j , γ

−
j )

=−
∑

η,i,j

m(η)c(η, γ+i )c(γ
+
i η, γ

+
j )I(η, γ

+
i , γ

+
j , γ

+
j ).

Therefore A = 0 as desired.

Term B First, using reversibility with

F (η, σ) = 1G+(σ)
∑

γ∈G−,γ 6=σ,σ−1

∇σc(η, γ)I(η, σ, σ, γ)

and Lemma 4.20 we get the equivalent expression

B =
∑

η,i6=j

m(η)c(η, γ−i ){−∇
−
i c(η, γ

−
j )}I(γ

−
i η, γ

+
i , γ

+
i , γ

−
j ).

By exchanging i, j and using the lemma we see that B = 0.

Term C We have
C =

∑

η,i,j 6=i

m(η)c(η, γ+i ){−∇
+
i c(η, γ

+
j ), 0}I(η, γ

+
i , γ

+
j , γ

−
i ).

Similarly to the term B, by exchanging i, j and using Lemma 4.20 we see that C = 0.
This concludes the proof of the theorem.

4.4.2 Examples of interacting random walks

As anticipated before and following [5], as an application of Theorem 4.17 and looking for a discrete analogue of
Proposition 4.16 we now consider two particular examples of interacting random walks. In this subsection, we
stick to the particular choice of V − given in (26) and write V = V +.
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Example 1 For a function h : R → R write ∇+h(m) := h(m + 1) − h(m) and for η ∈ Ω set |η| =
∑

i|ηi|. We
consider a potential V of the form

V (η) := βh(|η|)

for some function h : R→ R and β > 0.

Corollary 4.22 (Cor 3.1 of [5]). With the notation of this section, suppose that h is convex and that

inf
m∈N

λ− (d− 1)
[

e−β∇
+h(m) − e−β∇

+h(m+1)
]

≥ 0.

Then the assumptions of Theorem 4.17 are satisfied and

κ∗ = inf
m∈N

λ− (d− 2)
[

e−β∇
+h(m) − e−β∇

+h(m+1)
]

.

In particular, if h is strictly increasing and

β ≥
log(d− 1)− log(λ)

h(1)− h(0)

then the assumptions of Theorem 4.17 are satisfied with

κ∗ = λ− (d− 2)e−β∇
+h(0).

Note that

• similarly to the classical Proposition 4.16, a convexity assumption on the potential comes into play;

• the necessary condition of a lower bound on β means this is a non perturbative criterion, since the resulting
reversible measure is far from being a product measure. It is known that product measures behave well with
the entropic curvature, i.e. they tensorise (see Theorem 6.2 of [11]). Therefore, it is particularly interesting
to have conditions implying positive entropic curvature for a Markov chain whose stationary measure is not
close to a product measure.

Example 2 Here, we see another example where a convexity condition on V is linked to inequality (8): in this
case, convexity takes the form of non-negativity of the entries of a discrete Hessian for the potential V .

Corollary 4.23 (Cor 3.2 of [5]). With the notation of this section, suppose that

∇+
i ∇

+
j V (η) ≥ 0 (30)

for all η ∈ Ω, i, j ∈ [d] and that

λ−
d
∑

j=1,
j 6=i

[

e−∇+

j V (η) − e−∇+

j V (γ+

i η)
]

≥ 0

for all η ∈ ω, i ∈ [d]. Then the assumptions of Theorem 4.17 are satisfied and

κ∗ = inf
η∈Ω
i∈[d]

λ+
[

e−∇+

i V (η) − e−∇+

i V (γ+

i η)
]

−
d
∑

j=1,
j 6=i

[

e−∇+

j V (η) − e−∇+

j V (γ+

i η)
]

.

If in addition

min
i∈[d]

λ−
∑

j=1
j 6=i

e−∇+

j V (0) ≥ 0 (31)

then κ∗ is given by the previous equation (31).
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5 Couplings and coarse Ricci curvature

In this section, we recall some well known related definitions of curvature for discrete and continuous time Markov
chains (generally referred to as “coarse Ricci curvature”), give some natural generalizations and discuss the relations
among them and with the concept of couplings. As an application, we show that in all the examples of Section
4 (except for Section 4.4 - which was however covered in [5, Sec. 3.3] - since we restrict to the case of finite
state space Markov chains), when the assumptions of the respective main theorems are satisfied then the coarse
curvature is positive, and for all starting probability densities we have exponential contraction of the p-Wasserstein
distances along the heat flow Pt (see the precise details later). The coarse Ricci curvature was first introduced
by Ollivier for discrete time Markov chains (see [24, 23]) and later modified to apply to continuous time models
(see [17, 28]). Compared to the entropic Ricci curvature, it is often easier to establish positive curvature for this
notion. However, it is not known whether positive coarse Ricci curvature implies some functional inequalities, and
in particular the modified log-Sobolev inequality (see Section 5.4 for a discussion).

Throughout this section, we switch to a more standard notation, and we don’t employ the description of the
Markov chain in terms of its allowed moves. As anticipated, we always assume in this section that we are working
with finite state space, irreducible and reversible Markov chains. We use the letter Ω for the state space, x, y, w, z
for elements of Ω, P for a stochastic transition matrix and L,Q for a generator L with transition rates Q, so that
the action of L on a function ψ : Ω→ R is given by

Lψ(x) =
∑

y

Q(x, y)(ψ(y)− ψ(x)).

Here we have Q(x, y) ≥ 0 and we do not assume Q(x, x) = 0, and in fact we often change the value of Q(x, x)
(without loss of generality) depending on convenience; on the other hand, we sometimes identify L, as a linear
operator, with a matrix, in which case by construction L(x, x) = −

∑

y 6=xQ(x, y). We typically identify measures
with row vectors: in particular, let δx be the row vector with entry 1 corresponding to x and 0 everywhere
else, which is identified with the Dirac measure at x; on the other hand, densities with respect to π and other
functions on the state space are identified with column vectors. We also introduce a simple graph structure,
where x ∼ y if and only if x 6= y and P (x, y) > 0 or Q(x, y) > 0 respectively, and correspondingly consider the
unweighted graph distance d. With respect to this graph distance d, we will consider the p-Wasserstein distances
Wp. Couplings for the transition measures/rates from starting points x, y will be described by non-negative
functions Π(x, y, ·, ·), C(x, y, ·, ·) : Ω× Ω→ R≥0 respectively in discrete and continuous time, so that

{

∑

w Π(x, y, w, z) = P (y, z) for all z,
∑

z Π(x, y, w, z) = P (x,w) for all w,
(32)

{

∑

w C(x, y, w, z) = Q(y, z) for all z,
∑

z C(x, y, w, z) = Q(x,w) for all w.
(33)

The set of such admissible couplings is non empty, provided that in continuous time one redefines Q(x, x) appropri-
ately without loss of generality: notice indeed that the existence of the coupling rates implies (by summing overw, z)
that

∑

wQ(x,w) =
∑

z Q(y, z) =: Z; if this holds, the “product” coupling rates C(x, y, w, z) = 1
Z
Q(x,w)Q(y, z)

are admissible. Notice that, to compare with the notation of the previous sections of this work in terms of allowed
moves, we could write ccpl(η, σ, γ, γ̄) = C(η, ση, γη, γ̄ση) for a state η and moves σ, γ, γ̄.

5.1 Discrete time

An important notion of curvature for Markov chains is the coarse Ricci curvature introduced by Ollivier (see [24]
and [23]).

Definition 5.1. Given p ≥ 1 and x 6= y, we say that the Markov chain has (discrete time) p-coarse Ricci curvature
Kdc,p(x, y) in direction (x, y) if

Wp(δxP, δyP ) = (1−Kdc,p(x, y))d(x, y).

Remark 5.2. Ollivier focused in particular on the case p = 1; in these paper, however, it will be useful to consider
also other values of p sometimes.

We also give the following definition, inspired by the properties of the couplings constructed in the previous
sections.
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Definition 5.3. For x 6= y, we define the ∞-coarse Ricci curvature Kdc,∞(x, y) in direction (x, y) to be the
supremum of all K ∈ R such that there exists a coupling Π(x, y, ·, ·) of (δxP, δyP ) satisfying:

•
∑

w,z∈ΩΠ(x, y, w, z)1d(w,z)>d(x,y) = 0;

•
∑

w,z∈ΩΠ(x, y, w, z)d(w, z) ≤ (1−K)d(x, y).

We use the convention that sup ∅ = −∞.

Remark 5.4. We have that Kdc,∞(x, y) ∈ R≥0 ∪ {−∞}; if Kdc,∞(x, y) ≥ 0 then the supremum in the definition
is attained.

Notice that, equivalently, Kdc,∞(x, y) ≥ 0 means that there exists a coupling (X,Y ) of the one step probability
distribution (δxP, δyP ) which proves Kdc,1(x, y) ≥ Kdc,∞(x, y) and at the same time satisfies d(X,Y ) ≤ d(x, y)
almost surely.

For p ∈ [1,∞] we write
Ricdc,p ≥ K

if Kdc,p(x, y) ≥ K for all x 6= y ∈ Ω. The next propositions collect some useful results.

Proposition 5.5. The following hold:

1. For p ∈ [1,∞], if Kdc,p(x, y) ≥ K for all x ∼ y then Ricdc,p ≥ K.

2. For 1 ≤ p ≤ q <∞ we have Kdc,p(x, y) ≥ Kdc,q(x, y). Moreover if x ∼ y we have

Kdc,p(x, y) ≥
Kdc,∞(x, y)

p
.

3. If x ∼ y and limp→∞Kdc,p(x, y) ≥ 0 we have

Kdc,∞(x, y) ≥ 1− e− lim supp→∞ p·Kdc,p(x,y).

4. For p ∈ [1,∞), if Ricdc,p ≥ K then for any starting probability measures µ, ν and n ≥ 0 we have

Wp(µP
n, νPn) ≤ (1−K)nWp(µ, ν).

Proof. 1. If p < ∞, this is done as in [24, Prop. 19]: suppose d(x, y) = n and let x = z0 ∼ z1 ∼ . . . ∼ zn = y.
Then

Wp(δxP, δyP ) ≤
n−1
∑

i=0

Wp

(

δzi−1
P, δziP

)

≤ (1−K)n = (1−K)d(x, y).

Suppose now that p = ∞: if K = −∞ the conclusion is trivial, hence assume that K ≥ 0. Let again
n = d(x, y) and x = z0 ∼ z1 ∼ . . . ∼ zn = y: we prove the claim by induction over n. The base case
n = 1 follows directly by the assumption. Now suppose n > 1 and that the inductive hypothesis holds. Let
Π(x, zn−1, ·, ·) and Π(zn−1, y, ·, ·) be such that

∑

v,w

Π(x, zn−1, v, w)1d(v,w)>d(x,zn−1) = 0,

∑

v,w

Π(x, zn−1, v, w)d(v, w) ≤ (1−K)d(x, zn−1),

∑

v,w

Π(zn−1, y, v, w)1d(v,w)>1 = 0,

∑

v,w

Π(zn−1, y, v, w)d(v, w) ≤ (1 −K).

By the Gluing lemma (see [29]), there exists Π̂(x, zn−1, y, ·, ·, ·) ∈ P(Ω × Ω × Ω) such that p1,2#Π̂ =

Π(x, zn−1, ·, ·) and p2,3#Π̂ = Π(zn−1, y, ·, ·), where pi,j is the projection on coordinates i, j and # denotes
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the pushforward of a measure via a map. The measure Π(x, y, ·, ·) := p1,3#Π̂ then realizes a coupling with
the desired properties, since, given that d(v, w) ≤ d(v, s) + d(s, w), we have

∑

v,w

Π(x, y, v, w)d(v, w) =
∑

v,w,s

Π̂(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w)d(v, w)

≤
∑

v,w,s

Π̂(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w)(d(v, s) + d(s, w))

=
∑

v,s

Π(x, zn−1, v, s)d(v, s) +
∑

s,w

Π(zn−1, y, s, w)d(s, w)

≤(1 −K)(d(x, zn−1) + d(zn−1, y))

=(1 −K)d(x, y),

and similarly
∑

v,w

Π(x, y, v, w)1d(v,w)>d(x,y)

=
∑

v,w,s

Π̂(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w)1d(v,w)>d(x,y)

≤
∑

v,w,s

Π̂(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w)1d(v,s)+d(s,w)≥d(x,zn−1)+d(zn−1,y)

≤
∑

v,w,s

Π̂(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w)
(

1d(v,s)≥d(x,zn−1) + 1d(s,w)≥d(zn−1,y)

)

=
∑

v,s

Π(x, zn−1, v, s)1d(v,s)≥d(x,zn−1) +
∑

s,w

Π(zn−1, y, s, w)1d(s,w)≥d(zn−1,y)

=0.

2. The first statement follows by the inequality Wp(µ, ν) ≤ Wq(µ, ν) for 1 ≤ p ≤ q < ∞. For the second
statement, suppose K ≥ 0 and x ∼ y. Let Π be the optimal coupling in the definition of Kdc,∞(x, y). Then
notice that

Wp(δxP, δyP ) ≤ [1−K]
1
p ≤ 1−

K

p
,

from which the conclusion follows.

3. Let K = lim supp→∞ p ·Kdc,p(x, y) ≥ 0. By restricting to appropriate subsequences, we can find sequences
(pn)n ⊂ [1,∞), Kn ⊂ (−∞, 1] and couplings (Πn(x, y, ·, ·))n, Π of (δxP, δyP ) such that pn →∞ and Πn → Π
as n→∞, Wpn(δxP, δyP ) ≤ (1−Kn) when using coupling Πn, that is

(

∑

w,z

Πn(x, y, w, z)d(w, z)
pn

)
1

pn

≤ 1−Kn.

We claim that the coupling Π has the desired properties. Notice indeed that

2pn
∑

w,z

Πn(x, y, w, z)1d(w,x)≥2 +
∑

w,z

Πn(x, y, w, z)1d(w,x)=1

≤W pn
pn

(δxP, δyP )

≤(1 −Kn)
pn

≤e−Knpn .

Letting n→∞ in the previous we deduce
{

∑

w,z Π(x, y, w, z)1d(w,x)≥2 = 0,
∑

w,z Π(x, y, w, z)1d(w,x)=1 ≤ e
−K ,

which yields the conclusion.

30



4. Let Πµ,ν and Πx,ybe the optimal couplings in the definitions of Wp(µ, ν) and Kdc,p(x, y) respectively. Then

W p
p (µP, νP ) ≤

∑

x,y

d(x, y)p
∑

w,z

Πµ,ν(w, z)Πw,z(x, y)

≤ (1−K)p
∑

w,z

Πµ,ν(w, z)d(w, z)
p

≤ (1−K)pW p
p (µ, ν).

5.2 Continuous time

In this subsection, we describe the analogue notions of coarse Ricci curvature for continuous time Markov chains
with generator L (see [28, 17, 22]). Recalling we identify L with a matrix with zero row sums, we use the notation

P̃t = I + tL,

so that for t > 0 small enough P̃t is a stochastic matrix too and we expect it to approximate Pt (given it corresponds
to the first order Taylor expansion of Pt = etL). The next definition is motivated by the study of the idleness
function in [3].

Definition 5.6. Let T = (maxx∈Ω−L(x, x))
−1

=
(

maxx∈Ω

∑

y 6=xQ(x, y)
)−1

. Fix x 6= y ∈ Ω and let p ∈ [1,∞).

Then we define the function Ip,x,y : [0, T ]→ R by

Ip,x,y(t) :=W p
p (δxP̃t, δyP̃t).

For simplicity, we drop the subscripts x, y when there is no confusion. Notice that Ip(0) = d(x, y)p. The next
propositions and lemma are straightforward adaptations of the results in [3], where the case p = 1 was considered.
Our motivation here is to establish linearity of t → Ip(t) for small values of t, hence the differentiability at t = 0
(cf. Proposition 5.9): this allows us to consider a first definition of coarse Ricci curvature in continuous time, cf.
Definition 5.11. This definition was first given for p = 1 in [17] for combinatorial graphs (i.e. simple random walks
on graphs), and later studied in a more general setting in [22].

Proposition 5.7. The function t→ Ip(t) is convex.

Proof. We use Kantorovich duality, where for ψ : Ω→ R we denote by ψc,p its dp transform, i.e.

ψc,p(x) := inf
y
d(x, y)p − ψ(y).

Then we have for t ∈ [0, T ]

W p
p (δxP̃t, δyP̃t)

= sup
ψ

{

∑

z∈Ω

ψ(z) ·
(

δxP̃t

)

(z) + ψc,p(z) ·
(

δyP̃t

)

(z)

}

=sup
ψ

{

ψ(x)

(

1− t
∑

z

Q(x, z)

)

+ ψc,p(y)

(

1− t
∑

z

Q(y, z)

)

+ t

[

∑

z

Q(x, z)ψ(z) +Q(y, z)ψc,p(z)

]}

.

This is the supremum of affine functions of t, hence t→W p
p (δxP̃t, δyP̃t) = Ip,x,y(t) is convex.

Lemma 5.8. Let 0 ≤ t1 < t2 < T and suppose that (ψ, ψc,p) is a pair of optimal Kantorovich potentials in the
definition of both Wp(δxP̃t1 , δyP̃t1) and Wp(δxP̃t2 , δyP̃t2). Then t→ Ip(t) is linear over [t1, t2].
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Proof. We already know the function t → W p
p

(

δxP̃t, δyP̃t

)

is convex, hence is suffices to show it is also concave

over [t1, t2]. This follows by the assumption using Kantorovich duality, since for α ∈ [0, 1]

W p
p

(

δxP̃αt1+(1−α)t2 , δyP̃αt1+(1−α)t2

)

≥
∑

z∈Ω

ψ(z) ·
(

δxP̃αt1+(1−α)t2

)

(z) + ψc,p(z) ·
(

δyP̃αt1+(1−α)t2

)

(z)

=ψ(x)

(

1− (αt1 + (1− α)t2)
∑

z

Q(x, z)

)

+ ψc,p(y)

(

1− (αt1 + (1− α)t2)
∑

z

Q(y, z)

)

+(αt1 + (1− α)t2)

[

∑

z

Q(x, z)ψ(z) +Q(y, z)ψc,p(z)

]

=αW p
p

(

δxP̃t1 , δyP̃t1

)

+ (1 − α)W p
p

(

δxP̃t2 , δyP̃t2

)

.

Proposition 5.9. The function Ip is linear over [0, T2 ].

Proof. Fix t < T
2 and let ψ and Γ be a couple of optimal Kantorovich potential and plan for Wp

(

δxP̃t, δyP̃t

)

. Then

it is easy to see that Γ(x, y) > 0 (since the laziness of P̃t is at least 1− t/T > 1
2 ) and so ψ(x)+ψc(y) = d(x, y)p (cf.

[29, Thm. 5.10] for example). This implies that (ψ, ψc) is optimal also for Wp(δxP̃0, δyP̃0) =Wp(δx, δy) = d(x, y).
The conclusion follows by Lemma 5.8 and by letting t→ 1

2T (by continuity at T
2 , which follows from the convexity

of Ip).

Since linear functions are easily differentiated, the previous proposition immediately implies the following
corollary, which gives an expression for the derivative of Ip(t) at t = 0.

Corollary 5.10. For x 6= y there exists

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

W p
p

(

δxP̃t, δyP̃t

)

= −
1

s

(

d(x, y)p −W p
p

(

δxP̃s, δyP̃s

))

(34)

for all 0 < s ≤ T
2 .

Definition 5.11. The continuous time p-coarse Ricci curvature in direction (x, y) is defined via

Kcc,p(x, y) := −
1

d(x, y)

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

Wp

(

δxP̃t, δyP̃t

)

= −
1

p · d(x, y)p
d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

W p
p

(

δxP̃t, δyP̃t

)

=
1

sp



1−
W p
p

(

δxP̃s, δyP̃s

)

d(x, y)p



 (35)

for all 0 < s ≤ T
2 .

Remark 5.12. The original definition in [17] (see also [22]) focused on the case p = 1, but in this paper it will be
useful to consider also other values of p.

Next, we prove a few preliminary results needed for the proof of Lemma 5.16, which will show that we can
define Kcc,p also by involving Pt instead of P̃t. For p = 1, this shows the equivalence with the notion of continuous
time coarse Ricci curvature defined in [28], which was first proved in [22, Thm. 5.8].

Lemma 5.13. Let X,Y be finite sets and µ, µ̃ ∈ P(X), ν ∈ P(Y ) probability measures. Suppose that Γ ∈ Π(µ, ν)
is a coupling. Then there exists a coupling Γ̃ ∈ Π(µ̃, ν) that satisfies

‖Γ̃− Γ‖TV = ‖µ̃− µ‖TV

where ‖µ− µ̃‖TV ∈ [0, 1] is the total variation distance.
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Proof. We will construct a coupling Γ̃ ∈ Π(µ̃, ν) such that

Γ̃(x, y) ≥ Γ(x, y) if and only if µ̃(x) ≥ µ(x). (36)

Notice that this implies the thesis since we would have

‖Γ̃− Γ‖TV =
1

2

∑

x∈X,y∈Y

∣

∣

∣
Γ̃(x, y)− Γ(x, y)

∣

∣

∣

=
1

2

∑

x,y:µ̃(x)≥µ(x)

[

Γ̃(x, y)− Γ(x, y)
]

+
1

2

∑

x,y:µ̃(x)<µ(x)

[

Γ(x, y)− Γ̃(x, y)
]

=
1

2

∑

x:µ̃(x)≥µ(x)

[µ̃(x)− µ(x)] +
1

2

∑

x:µ̃(x)<µ(x)

[µ(x) − µ̃(x)]

=
1

2

∑

x∈X

|µ̃(x)− µ(x)|

= ‖µ̃− µ‖TV.

Let us thus construct Γ̃ that satisfies (36). To do that, for every x ∈ X, y ∈ Y set

α(x) = µ̃(x)− (µ̃ ∧ µ)(x),

β(y) = ν(y)−
∑

x∈X:µ̃(x)<µ(x)

Γ(x, y)
µ̃(x)

µ(x)
−

∑

x∈X:µ̃(x)≥µ(x)

Γ(x, y).

It is easy to see that
∑

x∈X α(x) =
∑

y∈Y β(y) = ‖µ− µ̃‖TV. Then we define

Γ̃(x, y) := 1µ̃(x)<µ(x)
µ̃(x)

µ(x)
Γ(x, y) + 1µ̃(x)≥µ(x)Γ(x, y) +

1

‖µ− µ̃‖TV

α(x)β(y).

It is easy to check that Γ̃ ∈ Π(µ̃, ν) and that Γ̃ satisfies (36).

Corollary 5.14. Let X,Y be finite sets, µ1, µ2 ∈ P(X), ν1, ν2 ∈ P(Y ) and c : X × Y → R≥0 be a cost function.
For any probability measures µ ∈ P(X), ν ∈ P(Y ), let T (µ, ν) be the optimal transport cost associated to the cost
c. Then

|T (µ1, ν1)− T (µ2, ν2)| ≤ 2 max
x∈X,y∈Y

c(x, y) · (‖µ1 − µ2‖TV + ‖ν1 − ν2‖TV).

Proof. Let M := maxx∈X,y∈Y c(x, y) ≥ 0. Notice that

|T (µ1, ν1)− T (µ2, ν2)| ≤ |T (µ1, ν1)− T (µ2, ν1)|+ |T (µ2, ν1)− T (µ2, ν2)|,

hence it suffices to show that

|T (µ1, ν1)− T (µ2, ν1)| ≤ 2M · ‖µ1 − µ2‖TV,

|T (µ2, ν1)− T (µ2, ν2)| ≤ 2M · ‖ν1 − ν2‖TV.

We prove only the first inequality, since the proof of the second one is similar. Let Γ be an optimal coupling in
the definition of T (µ1, ν1) and Γ̃ be the coupling for (µ2, ν1) given by Lemma 5.13. Then it follows that

T (µ2, ν1) ≤
∑

x,y

c(x, y)Γ̃(x, y)

≤
∑

x,y

c(x, y)
(

Γ(x, y) +
∣

∣

∣Γ̃− Γ
∣

∣

∣(x, y)
)

≤ T (µ1, ν1) + 2M‖Γ̃− Γ‖TV

≤ T (µ1, ν1) + 2M‖µ1 − µ2‖TV.

Similarly one shows that
T (µ1, ν1) ≤ T (µ2, ν1) + 2M‖µ1 − µ2‖TV,

which concludes the proof of the corollary.
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Corollary 5.15. For any probability measures µ, ν ∈ P(Ω) and t > 0 small enough we have

∣

∣

∣W p
p (µPt, νPt)−W

p
p

(

µP̃t, νP̃t

)∣

∣

∣ = O(t2)

as t→ 0.

Proof. Fix µ, ν ∈ P(X) and t > 0 small and let D := diam(Ω). Since Ω is finite, we have that D < ∞ and
‖µP̃t − µPt‖TV, ‖νP̃t − νPt‖TV = O(t2). By applying Corollary 5.14 for t > 0 small enough with µ1 = µPt, µ2 =
µP̃t, ν1 = νPt, ν2 = νP̃t, we find

∣

∣

∣W p
p (µPt, νPt)−W

p
p

(

µP̃t, νP̃t

)∣

∣

∣ ≤ 2Dp ·
(

‖µP̃t − µPt‖TV + ‖νP̃t − νPt‖TV

)

= O(t2),

as desired.

We can finally give an equivalent definition of Kcc,p using Pt instead of P̃t.

Corollary 5.16. For x 6= y ∈ Ω we have

Kcc,p(x, y) = −
1

d(x, y)

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

Wp(δxPt, δyPt). (37)

Proof. Recalling Definition 5.11, it suffices to show that

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

Wp

(

δxP̃t, δyP̃t

)

=
d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

Wp(δxPt, δyPt).

Equivalently, since Wp(δxP0, δyP0) =Wp

(

δxP̃0, δyP̃0

)

= d(x, y) > 0, it is enough to show

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

W p
p

(

δxP̃t, δyP̃t

)

=
d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

W p
p (δxPt, δyPt),

but this follows from Corollary 5.15.

Remark 5.17. As anticipated, for p = 1 the right hand side in (37) corresponds to the definition of curvature
for continuous time Markov chain introduced by Veysseire (see [28]). For p = 1, the identity in the corollary was
established in [22] (in a more general setting).

As in discrete time, we define also the curvature for p =∞.

Definition 5.18. For x 6= y, we define the continuous time ∞-coarse Ricci curvature Kcc,∞(x, y) in direction
(x, y) to be the supremum of all K ∈ R such that there exist coupling rates C(x, y, ·, ·) satisfying:

•
∑

v,z∈ΩC(x, y, v, z)1d(v,z)>d(x,y) = 0;

•
∑

v,z∈ΩC(x, y, v, z)d(v, z) ≤
(

∑

v,z C(x, y, v, z)−K
)

d(x, y).

Remark 5.19. We have that Kcc,∞(x, y) ∈ R≥0 ∪ {−∞}; if Kcc,∞(x, y) ≥ 0, the supremum in the definition
is attained. Notice that if C(x, y, ·, ·) gives optimal coupling rates, then we can change the value C(x, y, x, y)
arbitrarily obtaining other optimal coupling rates.

As in discrete time, for p ∈ [1,∞] we write
Riccc,p ≥ K

if Kcc,p(x, y) ≥ K for all x 6= y ∈ Ω.
The next results shows that, given coupling rates from x 6= y, we can construct a coupling for the probability

measures
(

δxP̃t, δtP̃t

)

for any t > 0 small enough. This will be useful to connect the notions of coarse Ricci
curvature for discrete and continuous time Markov chains, when we consider a natural correspondence between
stochastic transition matrices P and generators L, see Section 5.3.
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Lemma 5.20. Let x 6= y ∈ Ω and C(x, y, ·, ·) denote coupling rates from x, y and set

M :=
∑

v,w

C(x, y, v, w) =
∑

v

Q(x, v) =
∑

w

Q(y, w).

Then for any 0 < t ≤ 1
M−C(x,y,x,y) we have that Γt is a coupling for

(

δxP̃t, δtP̃t

)

, where we define

Γt(v, w) =

{

C(x, y, v, w) · t if (v, w) 6= (x, y),

1−M · t+ C(x, y, x, y) · t if (v, w) = (x, y).

Proof. Clearly for 0 < t ≤ 1
M−C(x,y,x,y) we have Γt(v, w) ≥ 0. Now if v 6= x we have
∑

w

Γt(v, w) = t
∑

w

C(x, y, v, w) = tQ(x, v) = (δxP̃t)(v).

If v = x then
∑

w

Γt(x,w) = t
∑

w 6=y

C(x, y, x, w) + 1−M · t+ C(x, y, x, y) · t = 1 +Q(x, x) · t−M · t = (δxP̃t)(x).

Similarly one checks that the second marginal of Γt is δyP̃t.

The next propositions collect some useful results, and it is a continuous time analogue of Proposition 5.5.

Proposition 5.21. The following hold:

1. For p ∈ [1,∞], if Kcc,p(x, y) ≥ K for all x ∼ y then Riccc,p ≥ K.

2. For 1 ≤ p ≤ q <∞ we have Kcc,p(x, y) ≥ Kcc,q(x, y). Moreover if x ∼ y we have

Kcc,p(x, y) ≥
Kcc,∞(x, y)

p
.

3. For p ∈ [1,∞), if Ricdc,p ≥ K then for any starting measures µ, ν and t ≥ 0 we have

Wp(µPt, νP t) ≤ e
−KtWp(µ, ν).

Proof. 1. Suppose first that p <∞ and let n = d(x, y) with x = z0 ∼ z1 ∼ . . . ∼ zn = y. Then for t > 0 small
enough we have that

−Wp(δxP̃t, δyP̃t) ≥
n−1
∑

i=0

−Wp

(

δziP̃t, δzi+1
P̃t

)

by the triangle inequality. Therefore adding n and dividing by t

d(x, y)−Wp(δxP̃t, δyP̃t)

t
≥

n−1
∑

i=0

1−Wp

(

δziP̃t, δzi+1
P̃t

)

t
.

Letting t→ 0 and using the assumption gives the conclusion.

Suppose now that p = ∞: if K = −∞ the conclusion is trivial, hence assume that K ≥ 0. Let again
n = d(x, y) and x = z0 ∼ z1 ∼ . . . ∼ zn = y: we prove the claim by induction over n. The base case
n = 1 follows directly by the assumption. Now suppose n > 1 and that the inductive hypothesis holds. Let
C(x, zn−1, ·, ·) and C(zn−1, y, ·, ·) be such that

∑

v,w

C(x, zn−1, v, w)1d(v,w)>d(x,zn−1) = 0,

∑

v,w

C(x, zn−1, v, w)d(v, w) ≤

(

∑

v,w

C(x, zn−1, v, w) −K

)

d(x, zn−1),

∑

v,w

C(zn−1, y, v, w)1d(v,w)>1 = 0,

∑

v,w

C(zn−1, y, v, w)d(v, w) ≤

(

∑

v,w

C(zn−1, y, v, w)−K

)

.
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Without loss of generality, by changing if needed the values of C(x, zn−1, x, zn−1), C(zn−1, y, zn−1, y), Q(x, x),
Q(zn−1, zn−1), Q(y, y), we can assume that

∑

v

Q(x, v) =
∑

z

Q(zn−1, z) =
∑

w

Q(y, w) =
∑

v,w

C(x, zn−1, v, w) =
∑

v,w

C(zn−1, y, v, w) =:M > 0.

Therefore, we can apply the Gluing lemma (which easily extends to measures having the same total mass)
to conclude that there exists Ĉ(x, zn−1, y, ·, ·, ·) : Ω × Ω × Ω → R≥0 such that p1,2#Ĉ = C(x, zn−1, ·, ·) and
p2,3#Ĉ = C(zn−1, y, ·, ·), where pi,j is the projection on coordinates i, j and # is the pushforward, so that

∑

w

Ĉ(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w) = C(x, zn−1, v, s),

∑

v

Ĉ(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w) = C(zn−1, y, s, w).

Defining C(x, y, ·, ·) := p1,3#Π gives coupling rates with the desired properties, analogously to the proof of
Proposition 5.5. Indeed, we have that

∑

v,w

C(x, y, v, w)d(v, w) =
∑

v,w,s

Ĉ(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w)d(v, w)

≤
∑

v,w,s

Ĉ(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w)(d(v, s) + d(s, w))

=
∑

v,s

C(x, zn−1, v, s)d(v, s) +
∑

s,w

C(zn−1, y, s, w)d(s, w)

≤(M −K)(d(x, zn−1) + d(zn−1, y))

=(
∑

v,w

C(x, y, v, w) −K)d(x, y),

and similarly
∑

v,w

C(x, y, v, w)1d(v,w)>d(x,y)

=
∑

v,w,s

Ĉ(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w)1d(v,w)>d(x,y)

≤
∑

v,w,s

Ĉ(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w)1d(v,s)+d(s,w)≥d(x,zn−1)+d(zn−1,y)

≤
∑

v,w,s

Ĉ(x, zn−1, y, v, s, w)
(

1d(v,s)≥d(x,zn−1) + 1d(s,w)≥d(zn−1,y)

)

=
∑

v,s

C(x, zn−1, v, s)1d(v,s)≥d(x,zn−1) +
∑

s,w

C(zn−1, y, s, w)1d(s,w)≥d(zn−1,y)

=0.

2. The first statement follows by the inequality Wp(µ, ν) ≤Wq(µ, ν): indeed it implies

d(x, y)−Wp(δxP̃t, δyP̃t)

t d(x, y)
≥
d(x, y) −Wq(δxP̃t, δyP̃t)

t d(x, y)
,

from which the conclusion follows by letting t → 0. For the second statement, suppose Kcc,∞(x, y) ≥ 0 for
x ∼ y. Let C(x, y, ·, ·) be optimal coupling rates in the definition of Kcc,∞(x, y). Then for t > 0 small enough
consider the coupling Γt given by Lemma 5.20. It is easy to see that this coupling is such that

∑

v,w

Γt(v, w)1d(v,w)>1 = 0;

∑

v,w

Γt(v, w)1d(v,w)=0 ≥ Kcc,∞(x, y) · t.
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Therefore, it shows that

Wp

(

δxP̃t, δyP̃t

)

≤ (1−Kcc,∞(x, y) · t)
1
p ≤ 1−

Kcc,∞(x, y) · t

p
.

Hence we have
1−Wp(δxP̃t, δyP̃t)

t
≥
Kcc,∞(x, y)

p
,

from which the conclusion follows by letting t→ 0.

3. Let Πµ,ν and Πx,y,t be optimal couplings in the definitions of Wp(µ, ν) and Wp(δxPt, δyPt) respectively. Then
notice that

W p
p (µPt, νPt) ≤

∑

x,y

d(x, y)p
∑

w,z

Πµ,ν(w, z)Πw,z,t(x, y)

=
∑

w,z

Πµ,ν(w, z)W
p
p (δwPt, δzPt),

and so
W p
p (µPt, νPt)−W

p
p (µ, ν)

t
≤
∑

w,z

Πµ,ν(w, z)
W p
p (δwPt, δzPt)− d(w, z)

p

t
.

Taking the lim supt→0+ and denoting by d+

dt
the upper Dini derivative (cf. Section C) we find that

d+

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

W p
p (µPt, νPt)

≤
∑

w,z

Πµ,ν(w, z)
d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

W p
p (δwPt, δzPt)

=
∑

w,z

Πµ,ν(w, z)pd(w, z)
p−1 d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

Wp(δwPt, δzPt)

≤−K p
∑

w,z

Πµ,ν(w, z)d(w, z)
p

=−K pW p
p (µ, ν),

where we also used Corollary 5.16. Therefore,

d+

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

W p
p (µPt, νPt) ≤ −KpW

p
p (µ, ν).

and Markovianity this extends to every t̄ > 0, i.e.

d+

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=t̄

W p
p (µPt, νPt) ≤ −KpW

p
p (µPt̄, νPt̄).

Noticing also that t→ W p
p (µPt, νPt) is continuous by Corollary 5.14, we can apply Lemma C.1 to conclude

that
W p
p (µPt, νPt) ≤ e

−KptW p
p (µ, ν),

as desired.

5.3 Comparison discrete and continuous time

There is a natural way to construct a continuous time Markov chain from a discrete time one: namely, for λ > 0
and a stochastic matrix P , the generator is defined by L = λ(P − I). On the other hand, it is readily seen that,
given a generator L, for any λ > 0 big enough there exists a corresponding stochastic matrix P = I + 1

λ
L (recall

we are assuming finiteness of the state space, so the entries of L are bounded).
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Remark 5.22. Let P be a stochastic matrix and λ > 0. In view of Definition 5.11, we see that for p = 1
the Ricdc,1 and Riccc,1 notions of curvature are essentially equivalent for the continuous time Markov chain with
generator L = λ(P − I) (and transition semigroup Pt) and the lazy discrete time Markov chain with transition
matrix P̃ := I+P

2 . Indeed, it follows from the identity in (35) with s = 1
2λ that

K
(P̃ )
dc,1(x, y) =

1

2λ
Kcc,1(x, y), (38)

where above K
(P̃ )
dc,1(x, y) is the curvature Kdc,p for the Markov chain with transition matrix P̃ , not P . Notice that

here it is fundamental to consider the lazy version with transition matrix P̃ . To see why, consider the following
simple example: the state space is the two-point space Ω = {x, y}, the stochastic matrix is

P =

(

0 1
1 0

)

and λ = 1. Then we have K
(P )
dc,1(x, y) = 0 for P , K

(P̃ )
dc,1(x, y) = 1 for P̃ and Kcc,1(x, y) = 2 for L = P − I. Hence

(38) is satisfied only when Kdc,p(x, y) is defined for P̃ and not for P .

The next proposition shows that an analogue relation as the one described in the above remark holds true also
for Ricdc,∞ and Riccc,∞.

Proposition 5.23. Suppose L = λ(P − I) for a stochastic matrix P and λ > 0. Then the following hold for any
x 6= y:

1. Kcc,∞(x, y) ≥ λK
(P )
dc,∞(x, y).

2. For the lazy Markov chain with transition P̃ = P+I
2 , we have K

(P̃)
dc,∞(x, y) ≥ 1

2λKcc,∞(x, y).

Proof. 1. Assume K(P )
dc,∞(x, y) ≥ 0, otherwise the claim is trivial. Let Π(x, y, ·, ·) be an optimal coupling in the

definition of K(P )
dc,∞(x, y) and define then the coupling rates C(x, y, w, z) = λ ·Π(x, y, w, z). It is easy to check

that these coupling rates are admissible and yield the first conclusion.

2. Again, assume Kcc,∞(x, y) ≥ 0, otherwise the conclusion is trivial. Let C(x, y, ·, ·) be optimal coupling rates
in the definition of Kcc,∞(x, y). Notice that for L = λ(P − I) and t = 1

2λ we have

P̃t = P̃ 1
2λ

= I +
1

2λ
· λ(P − I) = P̃ .

Therefore, since
∑

w,z

C(x, y, w, z) = C(x, y, x, y) +
∑

w,z:(w,z) 6=(x,y)

C(x, y, w, z)

≤ C(x, y, x, y) +
∑

w,z:w 6=x

C(x, y, w, z) +
∑

w,z:z 6=y

C(x, y, w, z)

= C(x, y, x, y) +
∑

w 6=x

Q(x,w) +
∑

z 6=y

Q(y, z)

≤ C(x, y, x, y) + 2λ,

we can apply Lemma 5.20 to obtain coupling Π(x, y, ·, ·) for
(

δxP̃ , δyP̃
)

. It is easy to check that this coupling

proves that K(P̃ )
dc,∞(x, y) ≥ 1

2λKcc,∞(x, y) for the lazy Markov chain P̃ .

5.4 Applications and related problems

Recalling Definition 5.18 and Proposition 5.21, we see that for a continuous time Markov chain on a finite state
space Ω we have that Riccc,∞ ≥ K > 0 if and only if for all neighbouring states x ∼ y ∈ Ω there exist coupling
rates C(x, y, ·, ·) satisfying
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•
∑

v,z∈ΩC(x, y, v, z)1d(v,z)>1 = 0;

•
∑

v,z∈ΩC(x, y, v, z)1d(v,z)=0 ≥ K.

Bearing this mind, we can see that in the examples of Section 4 the constructed coupling rates immediately yield
positive Riccc,∞ curvature: more precisely, we have the following result.

Theorem 5.24. The following hold:

• Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1, we have Riccc,∞ ≥ κ∗ for Glauber dynamics.

• Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.8, we have Riccc,∞ ≥ L for the Bernoulli–Laplace model.

• Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.12, we have Riccc,∞ ≥ κ∗ for the hardcore model.

In particular, by Proposition 5.21, under the respective theorems’ assumptions for all probability measures µ, ν ∈
P(Ω), p ≥ 1 and t ≥ 0 we have

Wp(µPt, νPt) ≤ e
−K

p
tWp(µ, ν), (39)

with K =











κ∗ for Glauber dynamics,

L for the Bernoulli–Laplace model,

κ∗ for the hardcore model.

We remark here that the estimate (39) was already established in [5] only for the specific case of interacting
random walks on the grid of Section 4.4 (see Theorem 3.2 of [5]), which doesn’t follow directly from the arguments
of this section since we restricted our discussion to finite state space Markov chains.
We also remark that Theorem 5.24 shows that, for some Markov chains, assumptions that are strictly connected
to positive Riccc,∞ curvature are useful for establishing the modified log-Sobolev inequality, positive entropic
curvature, positive discrete Bakry–Èmery curvature and other related inequalities (cf. the discussion in Section
2). This suggests interesting connections with some other open problems in the theory of functional inequalities
and discrete curvature for Markov chains, as we discuss next.

Peres–Tetali Conjecture One notable example is the following important unpublished conjecture by Peres
and Tetali, which links coarse Ricci curvature to the modified log-Sobolev inequality in the setting of lazy simple
random walks on finite graphs (see also [7, Con. 3.1], [13, Con. 4], [1, Rmk. 1.1]).

Conjecture 5.25. There exists a universal constant α > 0 such that the following holds. Let Ω be a finite
unweighted graph and consider the stochastic matrix P associated with the simple random walk on this graph,
P̃ = P+I

2 associated to the lazy simple random walk and the generator L = P − I. If Ricdc,1 ≥ K > 0 for the lazy

stochastic matrix P̃ (or, equivalently, if Riccc,1 ≥ 2K for L), then MLSI(αK) holds.

In all the examples of Theorem 5.24 we have positive Riccc,∞ curvature, which implies in particular positive
Riccc,1 curvature by Proposition 5.21. Therefore, it is natural to study the following problem related to the
above conjecture: assuming a strictly positive lower bound of Riccc,∞ (and under some additional assumptions),
is it possible to deduce a lower bound of the same order for the MLSI constant? In particular, if the additional
assumptions are that we are in the setting of simple random walks on finite graphs, this problem constitutes a
weaker form of the Peres–Tetali Conjecture.

Coarse and entropic curvature Another important open problem consists in comparing the different notions
of discrete curvature. For example, it is not known when a positive lower bound for the coarse Ricci curvature
curvature implies a positive lower bound of the same order for the entropic curvature, or vice versa (and similarly for
the discrete Bakry–Émery curvature). In light of the results of this paper, the following is also a natural question:
assuming a strictly positive lower bound of Riccc,∞ (and under some additional assumption), is it possible to
deduce a lower bound of the same order for the entropic curvature? Interestingly, we remark that positive lower
bounds for the entropic curvature are linked to exponential contraction with respect to the metric W . Precisely,
if Rice ≥ K then

W (µPt, νPt) ≤ e
−Kt

W (µ, ν)

for all t ≥ 0 and starting probability measures µ, ν (see [11, Prop 4.7] and cf. Proposition 2.1). This is of course
reminiscent of the exponential decay of (39), which follows from Riccc,∞ ≥ K. However, not much is known
about the relationship between W and Wp (see [11, Prop. 2.12, 2.14] for a lower(/upper) bound of W in terms of
W1(/W2)), so it is not clear how these exponential decay estimates are connected.
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A Proof of Proposition 2.2

Here, we work in the setting of Section 5 and with that notation; recall in particular that the state space is finite
and the Markov chain is irreducible and reversible.

Proof. Suppose Ω is finite and Assumption 2 is satisfied and that (8) holds for all ρ : Ω → R>0 and ψ : Ω → R.
Fix now ρ : Ω→ R>0 and choose ψ = φ′ ◦ ρ. Notice then that

A (ρ, φ′ ◦ ρ) =
1

2

∑

x,y:ψ(x) 6=ψ(y)

π(x)Q(x, y)
ρ(x)− ρ(y)

(φ′ ◦ ρ)(x) − (φ′ ◦ ρ)(y)
[(φ′ ◦ ρ)(x)− (φ′ ◦ ρ)(y)]

2
= E(ρ, φ′ ◦ ρ). (40)

Moreover if ψ(x) 6= ψ(y) we have that

∇θ(ρ(x), ρ(y)) =
1

ψ(x)− ψ(y)
[1− φ′′(ρ(x)) θ(ρ(x), ρ(y)),−1 + φ′′(ρ(y)) θ(ρ(x), ρ(y))].

It follows that

C (ρ, φ′ ◦ ρ) =
1

4

∑

x,y

π(x)Q(x, y)

{

[1− φ′′(ρ(x)) θ(ρ(x), ρ(y)),−1 + φ′′(ρ(y)) θ(ρ(x), ρ(y))] ·

(

Lρ(x)
Lρ(y)

)}

· [(φ′ ◦ ρ)(x)− (φ′ ◦ ρ)(y)]

=
1

2
E(Lρ, φ′ ◦ ρ)−

1

2
E(ρ, (φ′′ ◦ ρ) · Lρ)

=
1

2
E(ρ, L(φ′ ◦ ρ))−

1

2
E(ρ, (φ′′ ◦ ρ) · Lρ)

D(ρ, φ′ ◦ ρ) =
1

2

∑

x,y

π(x)Q(x, y)(ρ(x) − ρ(y))(L(φ′ ◦ ρ)(x)− L(φ′ ◦ ρ)(y)) = E(ρ, L(φ′ ◦ ρ)).

Therefore

B(ρ, (φ′ ◦ ρ)) = −
1

2
E [ρ, (φ′′ ◦ ρ) · Lρ+ L(φ′ ◦ ρ)].

From this, letting ρt = Ptρ, we see that

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=0

E(ρt, φ
′ ◦ ρt) = −2B(ρ, φ′ ◦ ρ).

Therefore the inequality B(ρ, φ′ ◦ ρ) ≥ KA (ρ, φ′ ◦ ρ) is equivalent to inequality (10), from which CSIφ(2K)
follows.

Remark A.1. In the particular case when θ is the logarithmic mean, for any constant Z > 0 we have B(Z ·ρ, ψ) =
ZB(ρ, ψ) and A (Z · ρ, ψ) = ZA (ρ, ψ), so it suffices to consider the case where ρ is a density with respect to π
when proving inequality (8).

B Proof of Proposition 2.4

In this section we compute the parameter Mθ defined in (7) for the weight function θα, which was defined in (9)
with φ = φα as in (4), corresponding to Beckner functionals. In other words, we have

θ(s, t) =
α− 1

α

s− t

sα−1 − tα−1

for s 6= t > 0 and θ(s, s) = 1
α
s2−α.

Proof. Recall the definition of

Mθ := inf
s,t≥0:
θ(s,t)>0

θ(s, s) + θ(t, t)

2θ(s, t)
∈ [0, 1].
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For α = 2 the result is trivial, while for α = 1 it follows from equation (2.1) in [11]. Suppose hence that α ∈ (1, 2):
without loss of generality we can minimize over s > t > 0, so that substituting the expression of θαfrom (12) the
problem reduces to computing

Mθα = inf
s>t>0

1

2(α− 1)

(

s2−α + t2−α
)

·
(

sα−1 − tα−1
)

s− t

=
1

2(α− 1)

{

1 + inf
s>t>0

sα−1t2−α − s2−αtα−1

s− t

}

=
1

2(α− 1)

{

1 + inf
λ>1

λα−1 − λ2−α

λ− 1

}

(41)

where we set λ := s
t
> 1. If α ≥ 3

2 , the conclusion follows by noticing that λα−1−λ2−α

λ−1 ≥ 0 for λ > 1 and by letting
λ→ ∞. Suppose hence now that α ∈

(

1, 32
)

: to conclude that in this case Mθα = 1 it is enough to show that for
λ > 1

λα−1 − λ2−α

λ− 1
≥ 2α− 3. (42)

Notice that equality holds as λ→ 1+. By density of Q in R and by a continuity argument, it suffices to show that
for all λ > 1 and all even integers p, s ∈ N with p > s we have that

λ
s

p+s − λ
p

p+s

λ− 1
≥ −

p− s

p+ s
,

where we used the substitution α = 1 + s
p+s . Rearranging this and renaming λ ← λ

1
p+s we need to prove

equivalently that for all λ > 1
λp+s − 1

p+ s
≥
λp − λs

p− s
.

Equivalently, dividing both sides by λ− 1 and denoting by AM the arithmetic mean, we need to prove that

AM
(

1, . . . , λp+s−1
)

≥ AM
(

λs, . . . , λp−1
)

.

This last inequality holds true, since for λ > 1 and integers 0 < i < j we have that

λi−1 + λj+1 ≥ λi + λj

by the classical rearrangement inequality.

C Grönwall’s lemma with Dini derivative

For a continuous function f : I → R, where I ⊂ R is an interval, we consider the upper/lower Dini derivative,
which are defined respectively by

d+

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t0

f(t) = lim sup
h→0+

f(t+ h)− f(t)

h
,

d−

dt

∣

∣

∣

∣

t0

f(t) = lim inf
h→0+

f(t+ h)− f(t)

h
.

Clearly, d
−

dt
f(t) ≤ d+

dt
f(t). It may be useful to apply Grönwall’s lemma in absence of differentiability, by considering

instead the Dini derivatives. In particular, the following variant holds.

Lemma C.1 (Grönwall’s lemma). Let I = [a, b) ⊂ R be an interval,with a < b ≤ ∞, and consider real valued
continuous functions u, β : I → R. Suppose that for all t ∈ I

d−

dt
u(t) ≤ β(t)u(t). (43)

Then for all t ∈ I

u(t) ≤ exp

(∫ t

0

β(s)ds

)

u(a).
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Proof. Set v(t) = exp
(

−
∫ t

0
β(s)ds

)

, which satisfies v(t) > 0, v′(t) = −β(t)v(t). Notice that for all t ∈ I

d−

dt
[u(t)v(t)] = lim inf

h→0+

[u(t+ h)− u(t)]v(t+ h)

h
+
u(t)[v(t+ h)− v(t)]

h

=

[

d−

dt
u(t)

]

v(t) + u(t)v′(t)

≤β(t)u(t)v(t) − u(t)β(t)v(t)

=0.

Next, we notice as in [6, Eqn. (3.8)] that this implies that the continuous function u(t)v(t) is non-increasing on
I. In particular, we have u(t)v(t) ≤ u(a), which implies the thesis by substituting the expression for v(t) and
rearranging.
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