SUPERDIFFUSIVE SCALING LIMITS FOR THE SYMMETRIC
EXCLUSION PROCESS WITH SLOW BONDS
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ABSTRACT. In [2], the hydrodynamic limit in the diffusive scaling of the symmetric simple
exclusion process with a finite number of slow bonds of strength n~” has been studied. Here n
is the scaling parameter and 8 > 0 is fixed. As shown in [2], when 8 > 1, such a limit is given by
the heat equation with Neumann boundary conditions. In this work, we find more non-trivial
super-diffusive scaling limits for this dynamics. Assume that there are k equally spaced slow
bonds in the system. If k is fixed and the time scale is k*n’, with 6 € (2,1 + ), the density is
asymptotically constant in each of the k boxes, and equal to the initial expected mass in that
box, i.e., there is no time evolution. If k is fixed and the time scale is k>n'*”, then the density is
also spatially constant in each box, but evolves in time according to the discrete heat equation.
Finally, if the time scale is k?n'*# and, additionally, the number of boxes k increases to infinity,
then the system converges to the continuous heat equation on the torus, with no boundary
conditions.
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The subject of interacting particle systems involving boundary conditions and how those
boundary dynamics influence its macroscopic limits has attracted a lot of attention in recent
decades. As just one example among many, Franco, Goncalves, and Neumann studied the
hydrodynamic limit of symmetric exclusion processes with a slow bond in [2]. The exclusion
process is a well-known and widely studied model in Probability and Statistical Mechanics. It
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involves random walks with a hard-core interaction, meaning that each vertex of the graph
can host at most one particle.

In a symmetric exclusion process, the jump rates are associated with the edges of the graph:
when the Poisson clock of an edge rings, the particles at the two vertices connected by that
edge swap places. If we consider as the underlying graph a discrete torus with n vertices, the
slow bond corresponds to an edge whose jump rate is smaller than of the other bonds. More
precisely, while most edges have a jump rate of one, the slow bond has a rate of n=?, where
B > 0 is fixed parameter.

Combining [2] and [3], it follows that the hydrodynamic limit of the symmetric exclusion
process exhibits a phase transition in . If § € [0, 1), the hydrodynamic limit is driven by the
heat equation on the torus (that is, no boundary condition appears in the limit). If § = 1,
then the hydrodynamic equation is the heat equation with Robin boundary condition at the
macroscopic point close to the slow bond. Moreover, this Robin boundary condition can be
interpreted as Fourier’s Law at that point. Finally, if 8 > 1, then the hydrodynamic equation is
given by the heat equation with Neumann boundary conditions, meaning that the slow bond
in this case is strong enough to create an impenetrable barrier in the limit.

In this paper, we investigate the case § > 1 in more detail. We show the existence of three
more scaling limits for this system. To be more precise, we consider not a single slow bond,
but & slow bonds of rate n=?, 8 > 1, equally spaced in the discrete torus with nk sites. A box
refers to the n sites between two consecutive slow bonds.

If k is fixed and the time scale is k*n?*?, with € (0,3 — 1), then the particle density
evolution is asymptotically constant in each of the k boxes, and equal to the initial mass in
each box between two slow bonds; that is, the equilibrium is achieved instantaneously inside
each box, and there is no sharing of mass between boxes (thus no time evolution).

If k is fixed and the time scale is k?n'*#, then the density is also spatially constant in
each box, but now the boxes shares masses; furthermore the vector of densities (of each box)
evolves in time according to the discrete heat equation.

Finally, if the time scale is k>n'*? and, additionally, the number of boxes k increases to
infinity, under a proper definition of the empirical measure, the system converges to the
continuous heat equation on the torus, with no boundary conditions. In other words, each
box can be seen as a single site, those sites interact and its hydrodynamic limit is the same as
the one of the homogeneous symmetric exclusion process.

It is worth mentioning the different approaches required here. For the case where k is fixed,
we follow Varadhan’s Entropy Method, while for & — oo, we use the refined Yao’s Relative
Entropy Method, developed by Jara and Menezes [4]. These two approaches were not merely
a choice; as will become clear in the paper, when considering the time scale k?n't5 the
Replacement Lemma within a box (a fundamental component of the entropy method) only

holds when k& does not grow too fast, namely, only if £ = o(n%). On the other hand, as
we will show, the refined Yao’s Relative Entropy Method of Jara and Menezes works for any
k — oo, but not when & is fixed.

The paper is divided as follows: in Section 2 we state results; in Section 3 we deal with the
scenario where k is fixed by following the Varadhan’s Entropy Method approach; in Section 4
we deal with with the scenario where k£ = k(n) converges to infinity by following the refined
Yao’s Relative Entropy Method of Jara and Menezes.
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2. STATEMENT OF RESULTS

Denote by T = R/Z = [0, 1) the one-dimensional continuous torus and by T, = Z/nkZ =
{0,...,nk — 1} the one-dimensional discrete torus with nk points, where k¥ = k(n) will be
specified later. Define also the state space €2, := {0,1}"*.

Fix o > 0 and 8 > 0. We consider the exclusion process with slow bonds which is the Markov
process {n; : t > 0} whose infinitesimal generator £,, acts on local functions f : Q,;, — R as

2.1 D IRl Can BN O
€Tk
where 7%**1 is the configuration obtained from 7 by exchanging the occupation variables

n(z) and n(x + 1), i.e

n(x), ify=z+1,
(2.2) ™ (y) =3 nlz+1), if y==z,
n(y),  otherwise

the conductantes £7* w41 are given by

enk an™®, ifx=jn—1forjec{1,2,..., k},
wrtl T, otherwise.

Throughout this article we shall assume that § > 1, and when we say that the process is
speeded up by a function f(n), we mean that we are considering the process under the
generator f(n)L,.

Let M be the compact space of non-negative measures on T with total mass bounded by
one endowed with the weak topology. Denote by II} € M the usual empirical measure on T
associated to the configuration 7;:

I} (du) = I"(ng,du) = — Z Nt (7) 0z k. (du) -
me’ﬂ‘nk
We would like to investigate the scaling limit of IT". The behavior of the system we shall prove
is the following: under the time scale k%n2*? for any 6 > 0, the process reaches equilibrium
immediately inside each box, but the behavior exhibits a phase transition at § = §—1. Namely;
the average occupations of boxes stay unchanged if # < 3 — 1, and they evolve asymptotically
according to a heat equation at the critical value § = 8 — 1. In any case, the information that
the process equilibrates immediately inside each box plays a fundamental role. This motivates
the next definitions. We first define the measure II" by

k—1 (i+1) 1 G n-
- - 1
I} (du) = 0" (., du) = — >~ Z ( Z /)G i)
=0 zx=in =
That is, compared to the definition of I1", instead of assigning mass —kn( r) at point . € T,
we a551gn k times the average occupation in the i—th box at this point. We shall show that
II" and II" are close in a certain sense, which indicates an immediate mixing of the process
inside each box. It remains to derive the scaling limit of II™. Since for II", what we are
really interested in is the evolution of 1 Z;Ztln nt(y), thus instead of dealing with 11", we
consider the following simplified measure.
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Define 7' to be the averaged empirical measure on T associated to the configuration 7;:
(i+1)n—1

(2.3) m(du) = 7" (g, du) = kZ< Z ne(x )z/k du) .

T=in

Differently from the measure II", here we treat each box as a whole and assign to each point
i/k a random mass which is 1/k times the average occupation in the i-th box. Since there is
at most one particle allowed at each site, both II" and 7" are random elements of M.

Let v : T — [0,1] be a continuous density profile and let ;™ be the sequence of Bernoulli
product measures of slowly varying parameter associated to the profile ~, i.e.,:

(2.4) p{n:n(x) =1} = v(z/kn),
for all x € Ty,,. Assume that the process {n;" : t > 0} starts from the measure p".

As we discussed above, instead of deriving the scaling limit of II", we will first show that
IT" and II™ are close with respect to the weak topology, then we obtain the scaling limit of 7.

In fact the process equilibrates immediately inside each box under time scale k%n>t9 for any
0 > 0. This is the content of the next proposition.

Proposition 2.1 (Immediate equilibrium inside each box). Assume that k is fixed or
k = k(n) 1 oo. Fix & > 0 and speed up the process by k?n**?. Then, for any t € [0,7] and
any function G € 0172([0 T] x T),

k—1 (i+1)n—1 1 (i+1)n—1
e[| [ 230 3 @m0 -5 3 ww)a] <o

The next two results are the laws of large numbers for the averaged empirical measure
under the condition that & is either constant or not too large.

Theorem 2.2. Fix T > 0 and k € N. We speed up the process by k*n>t% with § < § — 1.
Then for every t € [0,T], the sequence of random measures 7;' converges in probability to the
(time-independent) measure on the continuous torus T

Z’Y z/k du

where 7 : Ty, — [0, 1] is the function given by ¥(i) = k L(/Z]jl /k du.

Theorem 2.3. Fix T > 0 and speed up the process by k*n'tP. Assume that k is fixed. Then, for
every t € [0, T, the sequence of random measures ;' converges in probability to the measure

(2.5) Zpt )3/ (dur)
on the continuous torus T, where p;(-) is the unique solution of the following discrete heat equa-
tion:
atpt(i) = OCAth(.) i € Ty,
(2.6) (z+1)/k

where A}, is the discrete Laplacian, i.e., Akpt(z) = k2 [pt(i + 1) + pei — 1) — 2p4(3)].
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FIGURE 1. The graph of the macroscopic profile v : T — [0, 1] and its averages
in each of the k boxes of size n. Note the embedding of the discrete torus Ty,
into the continuous torus T = [0, 1).

Assume that v is smooth and additionally that there exists ¢y € (0,1/2) such that g <
v(u) < 1 —gg for every u € T. By the maximum principle, if p; is the solution of continuous
heat equation with initial condition v, then ¢y < p;(u) < 1 — ¢ for every u € T.

Theorem 2.4. Fix T > 0 and speed up the process by k*n'*5. Assume that k = k(n) 1 oo as
n 1 oc. Then, for every t € [0, T| and every G € C?*(T),

[(m.6) = [ Glomtad] = o,
where p(-) is the strong solution of the heat equation:

Opt(u) = alAp(u), weT
2.7
@7 {Po(u) ~ (). weT.

hm ]E/J"
n—oo

The proofs of Theorem 2.3 and Theorem 2.2 are based on Varadhan’s entropy method,
see [5] for details on the subject. The same method could be used to achieve Theorem 2.4,

but only if £ = o(n% ). This restriction arises from the proof of the replacement lemma (see
Lemma 3.1), which can only be established under the assumption k& = o(n%).

To drop this restriction on the growth of k£, we employ the refined Yau’s entropy method
introduced by Jara and Menezes in [4], which requires some regularity on the initial profile
but, as we shall see, does not impose any bound on how fast £ can grow. However, this
method does not cover the case where £ is fixed. This explains why two different approaches

are needed: one for £ fixed and one for &k — oo.

3. FIXED NUMBER OF BOXES

In this section we prove the following results concerning k fixed: Proposition 2.1, which
says that the systems immediately equilibrates inside each box, Theorem 2.2, which says that
there is no time evolution if the speed is strictly smaller than k*n'*#, and Theorem 2.3, which
describes the limit of the system as being governed by the discrete heat equation when the
speed is k*n!5,
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3.1. The replacement lemma. It is straightforward to check that the process has a family of
reversible invariant measures given by the Bernoulli product measures of constant parameter.
Let us denote by v" the Bernoulli product measure of constant parameter equal to 1/2 on
Q. Given a function f : Q,; — R, define the associated Dirichlet form with respect to a
measure v by

(i) = [ 3 @bl — Pavta).

€T,k

If v is the invariant measure v", we write D (f; ") simply as ©( f). We also define the Dirichlet
form corresponding to the jump over a bond (z,z + 1) by

Dpeni(fiv) = / Y — F)dv(n).

Again, if v is the invariant measure v", we omit it in the notation. With these notations, we
have
Z gm m+1©:v,:v+1(f; V) .
z€T,k

Note that the definition above of Dirichlet forms does not include the acceleration of the
process. The next lemma tells us that for the speeded up process, k times the total cost of
replacing the end points of every box by the average occupation is negligible. Of course, k
cannot be extremely large: the correct assumption is to assume that k is either fixed or at
most a certain power of n, as we can see below. We note that only the case where £ is fixed

B=1
is necessary in this section; however, we include k = o(n 2 ) in the statement below since it
will come in handy when we study the large deviations of the problem in the future.

Lemma 3.1. Assume that k is fixed or k = k(n) = o(n%) and the process is speeded up by
k2n1*P. Then, for any t € [0, T] and any function G € CY2([0,T] x T),

lizn_)solépEun[ thG (£) < (i —1n) + ns(in —1) — % mz_:l ns(x)>dsH =0.
2=(i—1)n

Proof. Denote the term inside the time integral by V;. By the entropy inequality, the expecta-
tion in the lemma is less than or equal to

Hp"p™) | 1 !
3.1) o2+ o logE, [exp {Akn( /0 v, ds(}]
for any A > 0. A simple computation shows that H(u"|v™) = O(nk). Therefore the first term
in (3.1) vanishes as n — oo if we let A — oo, which will be made a posteriori. Using the
inequality el”l < e* + e~ and the fact that

1
limsup — log(a, + b,) = max { lim sup log Ay, lim sup log b }
n n

for all sequences {a,} and {b,,} of positive numbers, we see that we just need to estimate the
second term in (3.1) without the absolute value inside the exponential. Using the Feymann-
Kac formula (see [5, Lemma 7.2. p.336]), we reduce the problem to showing that

B
(3.2) limsup ¢- sup sup {/stdun - k%<\/?,(—£n)\/?>lm} = 0.

n—00 0<s<t f density
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To obtain the above expression we made use of the fact that the process is speeded up by
k*n'*8, so that the generator of the process is k?n't2L,,. We moreover note that the supre-
mum in time above, appears as a consequence of the fact that the test function G5 depends
on time.

Let us first deal with the replacement on the box {0, 1,...,n — 1}. Note that
n—1 n—1
1 n—
n(0) = = > nl@) = Y ——(nlz—1) —n(x),
=0 =1
and
1 n—1 n—1 z
nn—1) = =3 @) = Y ~(n(z) —nz—1)
=0 r=1
We thus get
2 in-2
n(0) +n(n—1) = => n(z) = —(n(z — 1) = n(x))
x=0 r=1

For each 1 < x < n — 1, performing the change of variables n — 7®*~!, for which v" is
invariant, we have that

/ (n(z — 1) — nx)) fd" = / n(@)(FO7°~1%) — f(n))dv™.
Writing f ("~ 4%) = f(n) = {/f ("= 5%) = /F () }H{/F (" ~1%) + \/f(n) } and using Young’s

inequality, we obtain that for any B > 0,

[ 60" e = 1)~ i) fa” < e1a(VF) + BIGI .

n

Summing z from 1 to n — 1, we have that

n—1 n—1
G3) [ GO{n0) + -1 = 23 @ " <Y e 1a(VE) + BalG.
=0 z=1

We can do the same estimate for the replacement on the box {in,..., (i + 1)n — 1} for every
1 <i<k—1. Summing i from 0 to k& — 1, we obtain that for any B > 0,

[Vt < Z0(/T) + Bl G,

To finish the proof, it remains to choose A = Y*~% and B = (k?n/+1)~1/2.

Following almost the same argument, one can easily obtain the next result.

Corollary 3.2. Assume that k is fixed and fix § > 0. We speed up the process by k?n**?. Then
for any t € [0,T], any function G € CY2([0,T] x T),

/OtklgGs(%)<ﬁs((i— 1)n) + ns(in —1) — % ns($)>d5H = 0.

x=n(i—1

limsup E,» [

n—oo

Here we also give the proof of Proposition 2.1, because it is quite similar to the proof of
the previous lemma.
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Proof of Proposition 2.1. Using almost the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 3.1, we
see that the expectation in the statement is bounded from above by

1 1 1 5  kn!t?
c(){5 + 52D + 1BullGlE - =—2(/D}
for any A, B > 0. Choosing A = kn?/? and B = k~'n~(*9/2 we finish the proof. [ |

3.2. Tightness. Let & be fixed. Denote by Q,~» the probability measure on D([0,T7], M) cor-
responding to the stochastic process 7" defined in (2.3), speeded up by k2n'*# and starting
from p".

Proposition 3.3. The sequence {Q,~ }nen tight with respect to the uniform topology.

Proof. To prove the tightness of 7", it is enough to prove the tightness of (7", G) for any
smooth function G : T — R. Consider the Dynkin’s martingale

t
3.4) MI(G) = (27, G) — (xl, G — k2nl+o / Lo (7", G)ds
0
A straightforward computation gives that
(3.5)
R =S N I . . .
2nlth L.y, G) = . Z G(E) 5 {n((z +1)n)—n((i+1)n—1)+ n(zn — 1) — n(zn)} .

7=

Performing a summation by parts and recalling that G is smooth, one can check that
(3.6) 0!t L, (x, G)| < C

for some constant C' depending on « and G(-) but not depending on 7. The quadratic variation
of the above martingale can be explicitly computed:

2148t o Rl i i
(Mn>t:kk27/0 W;ns((i—l—l)n—1)(1—778((2'—1—1)71)) [G( —Zl)_G(%)]QdS
Eplts rt oo k-1 i ;
+W/o 5 i) (1 = et~ 1) [ ) - G s

This implies that (M"); < Ctn~'k~! where C is a constant depending on a and G(-).

In view of (3.4), the tightness of (7", G) follows from the tightness of the martingale
M} (G) and the tightness of the additive functional k%n'*+# fot L, (77, G)ds. The martingale
is tight with respect to the uniform topology because, by Doob’s inequality and the bound
(M™); < Ctn~'k~1, for every 7 > 0,

sup |M[‘(G)| >7'] < lim lEun“M{f(G)ﬂ = 0.

lim P
Hn n—oo T

n—oo |: 0<t<T
On the other hand, the additive functional part is relatively compact in the uniform topology
in view of (3.6) and the Arzela-Ascoli Theorem, thus tight by Prohorov’s Theorem. [ |

Let us use the same notation Q,~ to denote the probability measure on D([0,7], M) cor-
responding to the stochastic process 7", as defined in (2.3), but accelerated by k%n2* with
¢ < -1, and starting from p™. By applying similar arguments as before, we can also conclude
that the sequence {Q» }nen is tight with respect to the uniform topology.
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3.3. Characterization of limit points. Let Q* be the weak limit of some convergent subse-
quence {Q,; }jen of the sequence {Q,n }nen. To simplify the notation, we will denote this
subsequence by {Q, }nen.

First note that, as a probability distribution on the discrete set Ty, the measure Q* is actu-
ally absolutely continuous with respect to the uniform distribution.

We claim that every limit point Q* is concentrated on trajectories that at time 0 are equal

to
(i+1)/k

Z (k:/ ’y(u)du) Si/k -
i€T ifk

k
Indeed, by the weak convergence of Q,~» towards Q*, and the fact that x" is a product
Bernoulli measure associated to the profile v as defined in (2.4) one can show that, for every
e >0,

- (i+1)n . i .
| %kzl( 3 mo(@)) (1) — % (k:/( +1)/k7(u)du>G(%)‘ > ¢]
i=0  z=in+1 €Ty, i/k
< hmiolgf(@u"[ % S < (HZI)" no(:v))G(%) — % <k‘ /(Hl)/k 7(u)du>G(%)‘ > 8}
i=0  z=in+1 i€Ty, i/k
= hgngf,u"[ % kil < (”Zl)” no(l‘))G(%) — % <k /(H_l)/k 'y(u)du)G(%)‘ > 5} = 0.
i=0  z=in+1 i€Ty, i/k

Let us first consider the case that Q,» is the probability measure on D([0,7T], M) corre-
sponding to the stochastic process 7" defined in (2.3), speeded up by k2n'*#. For any function
G € C*(T), we claim that

t
(3.7) @*{77: (m¢, Gy — (70, G) — /0 (s, aArG)ds = 0,Vt € [O,T]} =1.

To prove this, it suffices to show that
t
@*{77: sup ‘(m,G> — {70, G) — / (ﬂs,aAkG>ds‘ > 5} —0,
0<t<T 0

for every § > 0. Since the supremum is a continuous function in the Skorohod metric, by
Portmanteau’s Theorem, the probability above is smaller or equal than

¢
liminf@un{ﬂ: sup ‘<7Tt,G> — (m,G) — / <7T8704AkG>d8‘ > 5}.
n—00 0<t<T 0

Since Q,» is the measure on the space D([0, 7], M) induced by IP,,, via the empirical measure,
we can rewrite the expression above as

t
limianP’Mn{n- : sup ‘(ﬂ?,G> — (ny,G) — / <7T?,0¢AkG>ds‘ > 5}.
n—00 0<t<T 0

Adding and subtracting k*n'*? £, (n", G) to the integral term above, we can see that the
previous expression is bounded from above by the sum of

t
(3.8) limsupIP)un{ sup ‘(W{‘,G) — (7, G) — / E2n' P L, (7", G) ds‘ > 5/2}

n—00 0<t<T 0
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and

t
(3.9 limsup[P’Hn{ sup ‘/ (k:QnHB Loy, G) — afmy, ApG)) ds‘ > §/2 } .

n—00 o<t<T

Consider the Dynkin’s martingale

t
M = <7T;L,G>—<7rg,a>—/0 (K217 £, (x2, G) bds.

As in the proof of tightness, one can bound the quadratic variation of M by Ctn~'k~! and
then using it to show that expression (3.8) is null.

We now show that (3.9) also vanishes. Recalling (3.5), from the Replacement Lemma 3.1,
we have that

limsupPynq  sup ‘/ k2!l L, (x", G)

n—00 O<t<T
_ ; 1 (i+2)n—1 1 in—1 (i+1)n—1
—akZG(ﬁ[; S om@ s X ml@) - D )| ds| > 6/} =
1=0 z=(i+1)n z=(i—1)n T=1in
Performing a summation by parts, it is then enough to prove that
. — 1 1
imsw?e{ s | [ 0"@78 HE() +6(7) - 26(p))
—alr?, AG)) ds | > 5/4} = 0.

This holds trivially because the expression inside the absolute value is zero. Since & is fixed,
there is a unique solution of (2.6), and hence uniqueness follows.

We now consider the case that k is fixed and Q,» is the probability measure on D([0, T], M)
corresponding to the stochastic process 7" defined in (2.3), speeded up by k*n?t? with 6 <
B — 1. In this case we claim that

(3.10) @*{w: (1, Q) — (m0,G) = 0,Vte [O,T]} — 1

for any function G € C*(T). Similar to what we did before, it is sufficient to show that

t
(3.11) limsupIP)un{ sup ‘<7T;L,G> — (75, G) — / k2?0 L, (n", G)ds | > 5/2} =0
n—oo 0<t<T 0
and
(3.12) limsupP,»q sup ‘/ k220 L, (n", Q) ds | > 5/2} =
n—00 O<t<T

To prove (3.11), we can define the martingale

S

t
My = (n},G) — (75, G) — / k2n2t0 £, (z", G) ds
0
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and examine its quadratic variation, which vanishes as n — oo. In order to prove (3.12),
using Corollary 3.2 and performing a summation by parts, it is enough to guarantee that

(i+1)n—1

limsupP,nq sup ‘/nﬁ o 12 < Z ns( ) Z_{];l)—’_G(ikl)_QG( )}dS‘

n—00 O<t<T

> §/2 } ~ 0,
which holds obviously because 6 + 1 < 3. Thus, we can conclude.

4. RELATIVE ENTROPY METHOD AND PROOF OF THEOREM 2.4

The purpose of this section is to prove Theorem 2.4. The proof is based on the refined Yau’s
relative entropy method by Jara and Menezes. In Section 4.1 we define the time-dependent
reference measure and estimate the corresponding relative entropy. In Section 4.2 we present
some auxiliary results that will be used in Section 4.3, where we estimate the terms coming
from the entropy production. In Section 4.4 we use the bound on the relative entropy to
derive the hydrodynamic limit.

4.1. Main estimate. Fix 7' > 0. Recall that the process has been speeded up by k2n'*5.
Denote, for every ¢t € (0,71, by pj the distribution of the accelerated process at time ¢. Let us
define the time-dependent reference measure v;*, 0 < ¢t < T. For every x € Tk, let m, (x) be
the index of the box which = belongs to. Let v/}* be the Bernoulli product measure such that

4.1) vin:in(@) =1) = p(mn(z)) = pt(%), Vin<z<(i+1)n-1,

where p.(-) is the solution of heat equation given in (2.7). Recall that we are denoting by
v"™ the uniform measure on Q, of constant parameter equal to 1/2. Let f;* be the Radon-
Nikodym derivative of yj’ with respect to v}":

duy
-
and let ¥} be the Radon-Nikodym derivative of v;* with respect to v, that is,
o
L odun

The next lemma is a version by Jara and Menezes (see Lemma A.1 of [4]) of the so-called
Yau’s inequality (see Lemma 1.4 of Chapter 6 in [5]), which provides an upper bound for the
time derivative of the relative entropy H'(uy'|v}') in terms of f;* and ¥}'. We note that while
the standard Yao’s inequality takes the invariant measure ™ as reference, here the reference
is the Bernoulli product measure v;".

Lemma 4.1 (Refined Yao’s Inequality, Lemma A.1 of [4]). For every t > 0,

OH (i) <~k P (VI + / (W25 1 = o log Wi | fravy,
where L7, ;, is the adjoint generator of L, with respect to the measure vy".

Throughout this section, the constant C' may change from line to line, but never depends
on k and n. Since v is smooth, we can assume that there exists a constant x > 0 such that

lpe(u+¢e) — pr(u)] < er



12 DIRK ERHARD, TERTULIANO FRANCO, AND TIECHENG XU

for every ¢t € [0,7], every € € (0,1) and every u € T. Now we apply the previous lemma to
prove the following proposition.

Proposition 4.2. There is a constant C' > 0 independent of k and n such that
O H (pi'vy') < CH(pi|vf") + o(kn),

Proof. Using Equation (A.1) in [4] and a straightforward computation show that

L)
= me%n &. :1:+1{ z+1)(1 = n(x)) V[L;(/Z?;;l) — n(z)(1 -z + 1))}
+ x;%ﬂ ek o {n@)(1 =z + 1))%{’;;1) e+ D - )}
= 2 Senlate D000 ZEZ:E?E; pOrt D) )1 e 1))
I e sat L LR )}

This identity can be rewritten as

= 3 ek {pulma(a)) — pelmale+ 1))

z€Tkn

y { n(z+ D1 —n(z)] B n(x)[1 —n(z+1)] }
pr(mn(z + D)L = pe(ma(@))]  pe(mn(@)[L = pe(ma(z + 1))]

Using equation (A.3) in [4], we have that

Z §x x+1{pt mn - Pt(mn(x + 1))}

€Tk
{wi(z +1) —wi(z) + (pe(mp(z + 1)) = pe(mn(2)))we(z)we(z + 1)},

where

n(x) — pr(mn(z))
pie(mn(2))(1 = pe(mn(x)))

4.2) we(z) =

After a summation by parts,

(4.3)
E;Fm]l (n) =

> i) € pilmat@ = 1) = pelma(@)} = €251 {pr(mn(@)) — polmn(@ + 1))}

z€Tkn

— 3 [p(ma(a + 1)) — pe(mn(@))] *we(@)we(z + 1) .

€Ty,
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By definition m,,(x) is a constant for every x in the same box, thus the first parcel on the right
hand side of (4.3) is equal to

k—1 . . . .
4.4 Zwt(ni)%[pt(z ; 1 - pt ] —{—Zwt (i4+1) 1)% [pt(%) — pt(%)} .
=0

The second parcel on the right hand side of (4.3) is equal to

4.5) — i % [pt(%) — pt(%)]zwt(m — Dwy(ni) .
=0

Let us now deal with ¥}(n), which is the Radon-Nykodim derivative between v;* and v". By
means of some simple calculations, we can check that

v =TT {n@2000ma(@)) + (1 = n@)20 = p(ma(@)}
) =
log ¥} = 3 () log (200(mn(@))) + (1 = () log (201 = pr(ma(2)))) -
Thus, o
Olog Wi () = > wi(@)dhpi(ma(a))

€Ty,
=« Z wt Apt mn( ))
€Ty,
k—1 (i+1)n—1

(4.6) —akQZ > w@{p(CE) + (50 — 2D} + 0D

r=in

where we have used above that p is the solution of the heat equation given in (2.4) and
the approximation of the continuous Laplacian by the discrete one. Putting together (4.4),
(4.5) and (4.6) and writing the discrete Laplacian as the difference of discrete derivatives, we
obtain that

/ {k2n1+6ﬁ,’;7t]l — 9 log qf;}} frdun

k—1(+1)n—1 i1
@47 = ak?/z > funlmni) — 0} [ = o] sy
k—1(+1)n—1 .
@9 ol [S D i) - 1) = w@ a0 - ] e
k—1 . .
4.9 —om/Zk:Z [pt(zzl) — pt(%)rwt(m— Dwy(ni) frdvi
=0
+0(2)
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In order to finish the proof we need to estimate (4.7)—(4.9) in terms of the Dirichlet form so
that we can apply Lemma 4.1. This is the content of the technical Lemmas 4.6 and 4.7, which
will be formulated and proven in Section 4.3. This finishes the proof. [

Corollary 4.3. For every 0 <t < T, it holds that H(u}|v}) = o(kn).
Proof. Aslong as we can show that
H(p"|vg) = o(kn),

this corollary follows immediately from Proposition 4.2 and Gronwall’s inequality. In fact we
are going to prove a sharper bound: that there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

(4.10) H(u"lvy) < Cn.

Note that this bound is indeed sharper, since we are in the regime where k tends to infinity
with n. By the relative entropy’s formula,

H(p"wy) = > p"(n)log ) up tog 200

NEQng v (n) NEQnk vy (n)
- Z(i+12)rf_1{ (2)log LZ/7E) 41 ) M}
" nen M08 i) ) log T—5

€T, x=in

Since ~ is smooth and ¢y < () < 1 — €y, there exists a constant C' = C(eo, ), independent
of n and k, such that

A /nk)
o8 = /k)

Similarly, the following inequality also holds:

1 —y(z/nk) P
oo = (R

These two estimates imply the desired estimate (4.10). [ |

k/k
(i/k)

< log (1+ ) < Cleg,m)kL.

log

4.2. Some auxiliary results. In this subsection we present some results that will be used in
the next subsection. First we state an integral by parts formula, which is a simple consequence
of Lemma E.3 in [4].

Lemma 4.4. Fix a measure v on Q. Fix x € Ty, and let h : Qf, — R be such that h(n) =
h(n®®*1) for every n € Quy. Then, for any A > 0 and any density f with respect to v,

/h(w(:v+1) —w(@)fdv < ADsari(V ov) + Aigo/hZfdy
= [ptmatar+ 1)) = pma(@))] [ Booyte + 1fav,

where we recall that D, ,11(V/f;v) == [ [/ f(n®*+1) — \/f(ﬁ)]zd’/-

Note that the condition h(n) = h(n™**1) for every n € €, is crucial here. It means that h
depend on the sites {z,z + 1} only as a function of the sum 7(z) 4+ n(z + 1). In particular, if
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{x,z+1} is not a slow bond, by definition of m,,(-), and choosing A to be of the form A = én?
the third term on the right hand side vanishes:

(4.11) /h(w(x +1) —w(@)fdv < n*Dy01(Vfov) 65:]1712 R%fdv.

On the other hand, if {z,z + 1} is a slow bond, assuming without loss of generality that
x =ni — 1 for some 0 < i < k — 1, we have that by choosing A of the form A = §n?>~#

4AnB
/ hw(ni) = w(ni = 1) fdv < o0 Dy (VFv) + = [ B2 fdv
0

1 1—1 ) )
- [p(E) —p( ’ )] /hw(m — Dw(in) fdv.
Writing w((i 4+ 1)n — 1) —w(in — 1) as a telescopic sum, by (4.11) and (4.12), and recalling
that 5 > 1, we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 4.5. Fix i € Ty. Let h : 4, — R be such that h(n) = h(n***1) for every in — 1 <
x < (1+4i)n —2and every n € Q. Then, for any § > 0,

4.12)

(i+1)n—1 8

/h( G+ Dn—1) —wlin—D)fdv <on® Y &5 Dewri(VFiv) + 56’(;‘”2 h2 fdy

rz=in—1

_ [p(%) o - by /hw(m — w(in) fdv.

4.3. Estimate of the terms (4.7), (4.8) and (4.9). The first lemma estimates the sum of
(4.7) and (4.8).

Lemma 4.6. There exists a constant C' > 0 independent of n and k such that

k—1(+1)n—1

ozk;Q/{Z Z {wtm — wy(w )}[pt(izl)—pt(%)]
1 (i+1)n—1 ) ‘
+kz +Z {w(n(i+1)—-1) — wt(w)}[Pt(Z—gl) - pt(%)]} Jduy
k2nith o

< TQ(\/ fivE) + Ckn®7.
Proof. The first sum on the left hand side of the inequality in the lemma can be written as
k—1(i+1)n—2

—1
akz/ Z Z z+1n—1—x){wt —wt:v+1)}[,ot( ’ ) pt( )}}ft"dut
By Lemma 4.4 and the Lipschitz continuity of p; for any § > 0, this is bounded by
k—1 (i+1)n—2 2
4 4Ck*n
2 n.,,n 2 2 n
Ckzz ;:n {5n D1 (VI VP + il } < Ckon*D(\/F) + o
k2nith o Chkn27P
T DWW v+ -
0
by choosing § = 40 . The second sum on the left hand side in the lemma can be dealt with

in the same way, concluding the proof. |
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The third term to be dealt with, namely (4.9), is estimated in the next lemma.

Lemma 4.7.

i 12
) = o) wini = Dywe () £y

= i—1
fe— 2 —
om/z;k: {pt( ?
k2Znlth
< —5 DWW ) + Cleo, ) H (pi'[vr’) + o(kn)

Proof. Define the function G : Ty, — R by

2
1.2 i1\ (i e i<k
Gz) = ak [Pt(—k ) pt(k)} , frxr=in—1forsome0<i<k-—1

0, otherwise.
Keep in mind that G(z) is nonzero only when z is the right vertex of a slow bond. Moreover,
|G|l can be estimated from above by some constant that depends only on x and «, and is
bounded uniformly over k£ and n since p;(-) is smooth. With this notation, the term that needs
to be estimated in the lemma can be written as

(4.13) /n Z x)w(z + 1) flHdv .

€Ty,

Given ¢ € N, let Ay, = {0,1,...,¢ — 1} and let p, be the uniform measure on Ay, that is,
pe(z) = % for 0 < x < ¢ — 1 and zero otherwise. Let ¢, be the measure on Z given by the
convolution of p, with itself, that is,

= > peW)pe(z — y)

YEZ

Note that ¢, has support in Ayy_; and that there exists a constant C' > 0 such that g,(z) <
C¢~! for any 2. Given / < kn/2, define

wh(x) = Z w(r +y)qe(y) -
YEL

The idea to estimate the integral in (4.13) goes as follows. We will first replace w:(z + 1) by
w{(z + 1) and then estimate the remaining integral. Afterwards it only remains to estimate
the cost of performing the replacement.

To simplify the computations, we assume furthermore that ¢ > n and that /¢ is divisible
by n. As can be seen in [4, Lemma 3.2 on p.13 and the comment on p.63, after the proof of
Lemma G.2] that there exists a function ¢, such that for all z € Ty,,,

w(x) — Z¢g w(z+z+1) —w(x+2)).
2€7Z

Moreover, the function ¢,(z) has support in A1, 0 < ¢¢(z) < 1 for every z € Z and hence
> ez e(2)? < 2. From the previous identity, rearranging the order of summation, we obtain

@14 Y (wle+1) -+ 1))u = 2 el +1) - w@),
€Ty 2€Tkn
where, for each z € Ty,

Zqﬁe (x —2)G(x — 2).

ZEZL
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A key observation is that h!_,(n***1) = h_,(n) for every n, which allows us to apply the
integral by parts formula stated in Subsection 4.2. Defining

V(G) == ) w@w+1)G(x), and

z€Typ
VH@) = Z w(z)w(z +1)G(x),
€Ty,

the integral in (4.13) can be rewritten as

n/V(G)f{‘dut".
As mentioned before, we shall estimate
n [ -vienrar,  ad o [ViG .
From the inequalities (4.11), (4.12) and the identity (4.14), we have that for any § > 0,
n [iG) - Vi@ rav: < snPD(/TFs)

k—1 (i+1)n—2 4’1’L
(4.15) + {560 Z / h ftnd’/t 56 /(h(z—i—l)n 2) ffduf}

=0 r=in

+§;{ 5 = ()] [ Hautin = Dty gy |

To simplify notation, define

(4.16) whG) = Y {nfh )+ Y ()
i=1 z=(—1)n
and
— i—1 i
(4.17) Z4G) = {n[pt( =) - pt(E)} /hfn_Qw(m— 1)w(m)fpdyp}.
=0

Choosing § = kznﬁfl/ 16 in (4.15), we see that in order to prove the theorem, it remains to
show that
k2pB+1

k
@18 [oViO s < (/I + Ceo)lGln{ Bl +

4 C(&Q,K)EQ
1 o 14 ngn o ZAZ0 T
(4 9) anﬁleo/W (G)ft th — kanGHgo ’
and
(4.20) / ZHG) frdv < Cleg)l,

and then choose ¢ = nv/k. These estimates will be proven in Lemmas 4.8, 4.11 and 4.12
respectively. u
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Lemma 4.8. Assume that n < ¢ < nk. Then there exists a constant C(eq) such that

k2pftl kn

O/ + CE)Cl{ HGs ) + 7}

Before coming to the proof we need to bring into play the concept of a subgaussian random
variable and the notion of /-dependence. Results about these notions are collected in the
appendix.

/ WV P <

Definition 4.9. We say that a real-valued random variable X is subgaussian of order o? if. for
every 0 € R,

1
log E[e?X] < 50292.

Definition 4.10. We say that a set B C T,, is ¢-sparse if |i — j| > { for any i # j € B. We say
that a collection of random variables {X; : i € T,,} is ¢-dependent if for any ¢-sparse set B C T,
the collection {X; : i € B} is independent. In particular a collection of 1-dependent random
variables are independent.

Proof of Lemma 4.8. Recall the definition of V¢(G) and keep in mind that ¢, can be seen as
the convolution of the uniform measure p, with itself. We claim that

(4.21) vVie) = > wia)w(z),
zE€Tn
where

whz) == Y w(x—y)Gx—yply), and

YEL

whz) = Z w(r+y+ 1)pe(y) -

yEZ

Indeed, note that

ViGE) = ) w@)G@w(z +y+ Dpe(2)pe(y — 2),
z,Y,2€Tkn

and
Yo W@ @)= Y w@-§GE - P +Z+ pe(@)pe(Z) -
€Tk, Z,9,2€Tkn,

Then, to check the claim, it only remains to use the following change of variables: x = = — v,
y=y+2z2,and z = 7.

Recall that G(z) # 0 if and only if z = in — 1 for some 0 < i < k — 1. Therefore ‘() can
be rewritten as

W) = Z w(in —1)G(in — 1)L,

i
z4+2—4<in<z+1

Note that since we assume ¢ > n, the cardinality of the set

Shn(z) = {0§i§k—1:w+2—€§in§x+1}

grows to infinity as n — co. The idea to proceed is to work with a perturbation of %*. More
precisely, it turns out to be useful to replace each appearance of w(in—1) by % ZZ=1 w(in—y)
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for every i € S"(z) in the definition of ’. More precisely, instead of working with ¢ we
will work with gz, where

gg(x) = Z 1 Z w(in — y)G(in — 1)¢71

n
iestn(z)  y=1

Consequently, since our goal is to estimate the expression in (4.21) we see that we need to
bound

(4.22) / > {wt(a) (z)} W0 () frdvy .
€Tk
We claim that the above term is bounded from above by
k2nf+1 n C(e0)|IG|% I knlog3
(4.23) 3 DV + %{H(Mt‘%) + 7 }

Indeed, for each 1 < y < n, writing w(in — 1) — w(in — y) as the telescopic sum

w(in —1) — w(in —y Z{w in—z)—w(in—z-—1)},
then summing over y from 1 up to n, we get
n n—1
nw(in —1) — Zw(m —y) = Z(n - z){w(in —z)—w(in—z— 1)}
y:l z=1

This identity then implies that

n—1
n{w(z) — p'@)} = > Glin—1)" (n—2){wlin - 2) —w(in -z — 1)}.
ieStn(z) z=1

Note that for each chosen 0 < i < k — 1, the number of 2’s such that i € S%"(z) is £. With this
fact at hand and inequality (4.11), we have that

/ S {F4a) — ' (2) B ) frdv]
€Ty,

(4.24)
< owD(/TEp) + 5oy O (Gl [ (@ @) s

€T

for any § > 0. To estimate the last term above we need to invoke results about subgaussian
random variables which are provided in the appendix. By Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.3, we
have

(4.25) w(x) is subgaussian of order 2(2/g) 2¢~ 1.

Moreover, it follows from Definition 4.10 that {(w’(z))? : # € Ty, } are (-dependent. In view
of Lemma 5.4, for any v > 0,

(4.26) / Z (ﬁg(w))thndV? < ’Y{ (ui'lvf) + - Z log/ V(W (@) dv{ }

€Ty, meTkn
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By (4.25) and Lemma 5.2,

if v = C(g0). Thus we can conclude that

| X @wpriar < ceolmta + ).

z€Tkn

To finish the proof of the claim, it remains to choose § = k%n°~1¢~1/8 in (4.24). And to
conclude the proof of this lemma, it remains to estimate

/ > nw(a) W () f vy
zE€Tn

Again by Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.3, recalling that G(x) # 0 if and only if x = ni — 1 for
some i € T}, we see that

(4.27) ngg(x) is subgaussian of order C(go)||G||%, ¢~

It is easy to see that {ngé(x)?f(:c) : x € Ty,} are 3¢(—dependent since ¢ > n. In view of
Lemma 5.4, for any v > 0,

(4.28) / S npl (@)@ @) [y < i{ (ur o) Z log / G @F @ g

z€Tp xeTkn

By (4.25), (4.27), and Lemma 5.2,
/e3fyfn}£e(m)1_vw(:v)dytn <3

if v = C(e0)||G||ot for a constant C(gg), which depends only on ¢ and is not necessarily
equal to the constant C'(gg) in (4.27). Under this choice of ~, inequality (4.28) gives us that

/ Z ngf(w)ﬁf(;c)f[bdyf < C(eo)HGHoo{H(uﬂuf) n kml;g?,}‘

zE€Tp

The Lemma follows immediately from this estimate and the bound of (4.22) by (4.23). [ |
Recall the definition of W*(G) in (4.16).

Lemma 4.11. There exists a constant C'(gg) > 0 such that

C(&o)fQ
WG flrdul .
ey 180/ CMidvi < TG

Proof. Recall that ¢y(z) < 1 for every z € Z and that G(z) # 0 if and only if x = ni — 1 for
some i € Ty. Therefore (h%)? < C(g0)|G|/%,¢?n 2. Then,

4 l n.j.n 4 2 2, B— 2
m/W(G)ft dvy < WZC £0) G5 €

This proves the lemma. u

Recall the definition of Z*(G) in (4.17).
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Lemma 4.12. There exists a constant C'(gg, k) > 0 such that
/ ZHG) frduv? < Cleo, k).

Proof. The proof of this lemma is very similar to the previous lemma. As in the proof of the
previous lemma we see that

K Qw(m—l)w(in)‘ < O(20)||Glootn .

From this estimate we can easily deduce that

k
[Z@par < Y ceno,
=1

concluding the proof. [

4.4. Proof of Theorem 2.4. In possess of the bound for the relative entropy H (u}|v}*) ob-
tained in Corollary 4.3, we are ready to prove Theorem 2.4.

Proof. Since both G and p(t, -) are continuous,

lim kzpt G6(1) = [ Gl

Therefore to prove the theorem, it is enough to show that
k—1 (i+1)n—1

(X b -aqo@] =o

r=1in

(4.29) lim [

n—oo

Applying the entropy inequality, for every v > 0, the expectation in the previous formula is
bounded from above by

1 k—1 (i+1)n—1

(4.30) poe H(pi|vy") + log Eyp {exp ‘VZ ( Z [ ( Pt(%)])

T=1in

)
—
|~
SN—
| I

Since el*l < ¥ 77 and

log a, i log b, }
n n J’

lim sup — log(an +b,) = max { lim sup m sup
n

n n
we can remove the absolute value symbol inside the exponential. By Lemma 5.1, since 7 takes
value in [0, 1] and p; € (g0, 1 —€o), under the product measure v*, 1;(x) — p;(%) is subgaussian

of order 1. By Lemma 5.3,

k-1 ,(t+1)n—1 ; ;
(X @ -apl)ep

is subgaussian of order n Zk 1 G(l/k)

the expression in (4.30) is bounded by

. Therefore, by definition of the subgaussian variable,

S
Q
>
~
=
no

1 Y
— HM) +
~kn (ki ') + n 4
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Choosing v = W, we have that
& i H(pi|vi')
4.31)  E,p [ Z( Z — pilma(@))] )G(7)]] < (C(6) + 1))/ =5

=0 r=in

To conclude the proof of this theorem, it only remains to use that H (uy|v}') = o(kn) which
was shown in Corollary 4.3. |

5. APPENDIX

In this appendix we collect some properties about subgaussian random variables. All the
results presented here are from Appendix F of [4], so we omit their proofs.

The first lemma, known as Hoeffding’s Lemma, provides a class of examples of subgaussian
random variables.

Lemma 5.1 (Hoeffding’s lemma, see [1], page 34). Let X be a random variable taking values
in [0, 1]. Then, for any 6 € R,
1
log E[e!X-EXD] < Zp2,
og [e ] <3
Recall that p;(u) € (g0, 1—¢¢) forall ¢ € [0, 7] and all u € T. From this fact and the previous
lemma, one can easily deduce that

(5.1) w(B) is subgaussian of order (2/g) 2B/,

where w(B) := [], .5 w(z) and w(x) was defined in (4.2). This is actually also the statement
of Lemma F.10 in [4]. The next lemma gives an upper bound for exponential moments of
products of two subgaussian random variables.

Lemma 5.2 (Lemma F.8 in [4]). Let X; be subgaussian random variables of order O'Z-Q, 1=1,2.

Then for any v < (40109)7",

B[] < 3.
The following lemma is the one-dimensional case of Lemma F.12 in [4].

Lemma 5.3. Let {X; : i € T, } be {-dependent. Assume that for any i € T,, X; is subgaussian
of order o2. Then forany f : T, - R,

Z fiXi is subgaussian of order 2¢ Z ol f?.
i€Tn i€Ty,
For ¢-dependent families {X; : i € T, }, we have the following form of relative entropy

inequality.

Lemma 5.4 (Lemma F.4 in [4]). Let 1 be a measure on a finite set ) and let f be a density
with respect to p. Let {X; : i € Ty} be ¢-dependent with respect to u with ¢ < n/2. Then for any

v >0,
/Zdeu < —{ (f|u) + %Zlog/ewxidu},

i€Ty, i€ Ty
where H(f|u) is the relative entropy of dv = fdu with respect to dp.
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