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Abstract

On a large class of Riemannian manifolds with boundary, some dimension-free
Harnack inequalities for the Neumann semigroup is proved to be equivalent to the
convexity of the boundary and a curvature condition. In particular, for p;(z,y) the
Neumann heat kernel w.r.t. a volume type measure p and for K a constant, the
curvature condition Ric — VZ > K together with the convexity of the boundary is
equivalent to the heat kernel entropy inequality

pi(z, 2) Kp(z,y)?
1 dz) L —++"=, t>0 M
/]\4pt($vz) 0g pe(y, 2) p(dz) < 2(62Kt — 1)7 >0,x,y € M,

where p is the Riemannian distance. The main result is partly extended to manifolds
with non-convex boundary and applied to derive the HWI inequality.
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1 Introduction

Let M be a connected complete Riemannian manifold possibly with a boundary OM. Let
L = A+ Z for a C? vector field Z on M. Let P, be the (Neumann if M # ) diffusion
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semigroup generated by L. Then for any measure p equivalent to the Riemannian volume,
P, has a heat kernel {p;(z,y) : z,y € M} with respect to u, i.e.

Puf(r) = /M prla ) f () p(dy)

holds for any bounded measurable function f. When OM = (), there exist many equivalent
statements on the semigroup P, for the following curvature condition (known as the Ty
condition of Bakry and Emery [2]):

(1.1) Ric(X, X) — (VxZ, X) > —-K|X|>, X €TM,

where K € R is a constant. See e.g. [Il B] for equivalent gradient and Poincaré/log-
Sobolev inequalities, [I1] for equivalent cost (or Wasserstein distance) inequalities, and
[14] for equivalent dimension-free Harnack inequalities. These equivalences also hold if M
has a convex boundary (cf. [I4]). The main purpose of this paper is to provide equivalent
heat kernel inequalities for (ILI]) and the convexity of OM. To this end we first recall two
known Harnack type inequalities for P;.

According to [I3] Lemma 2.2], if OM is either empty or convex, then (II]) implies the
Harnack inequality

Kap(x,y)*

(P f ()
[%a—DQ—e”m

Pifef(y)

for all & > 1, where .#," (M) is the set of all positive measurable functions on M, and
p is the Riemannian distance on M. It is also proved in [14] that, if (I.2]) holds for all
a > 1 then () holds. In this paper we shall prove that (L2]) is equivalent to (L)) for
each fixed a > 1.

Next, when OM is either empty or convex, we prove that (L)) is also equivalent to
the following log-Harnack inequality, a limit version of (.2)) as @ — oo (see Section 2):

(1.2) <ex

J,feMﬁM@J>QLyeM

Kp(z,y)?

(1.3) Pi(log f)(x) <log P, f(y) + (1 — o 2K’

f>1Lt>0,x,y € M.
Note that this type inequality was used in [4] for the study of HWI inequalities on mani-
folds without boundary. In conclusion we have the following result.

Theorem 1.1. Assume that OM 1is either empty or convex. Let K € R. Then the following
statements are equivalent to each other:

(1) Ric(X,X) = (VxZ, X) > —K|X[]?, X e€TM.

(2) The Harnack inequality (I.2) holds for all o > 1.
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(3) The Harnack inequality (Z2) holds for some a > 1.
(4) The log-Harnack inequality (I.3) holds.

(5) For any o > 1,

1

[ e )t < e

(1.4) pe(y, 2)
t>0,z,y e M.
(6) There exists o« > 1 such that (1.4) holds.
(7) The following entropy inequality holds:
pt(iU,Z) Kp(l‘,y)2
1.5 1 do) < ——222— t>0 M.
N R L e R L

To see that the assumption on the boundary is essential, we intend to prove that
when dM is non-empty, each of (L2), (L3), (L) and (LH) implies the convexity of OM.
Due to technical reasons for estimates on local times, we assume that Lpy is bounded for
small py, where py is the Riemmanian distance to M. This assumption is trivial when
the manifold is compact. Moreover, by Kasue’s comparison theorems [7], this assumption
follows if there exists ry > 0 such that (Z, Vps) is bounded on the set {ps < ro}, OM has a
bounded second fundamental form and a strictly positive injectivity radius, the sectional
curvature of M is bounded above, and the Ricci curvature of M is bounded below (see

e.g. [15 16] for details).

Theorem 1.2. Let M have a boundary OM such that for some constant rq > 0 the
function ps is smooth with bounded Lpy on the set {ps < ro}. Then ([I.3) implies that
OM is convex. Consequently, each of statements (2)-(7) in Theorem[11 is equivalent to

(8) OM is convex and (L) holds.

Obviously, Theorem implies the assertions claimed in Abstract. We remark that a
formula for the second fundamental form was presented in a recent work [17] for compact
manifolds with boundary by using the gradient estimate due to Hsu [5]. As a consequence,
the manifold is convex if and only if the gradient estimate

VP, fIP <ef'P|VFIP, t>0,f€cCHM)

holds for some p > 1 and K € R. When OM is empty it is well known that such a gradient
estimate is equivalent to the curvature condition (1) (see e.g. [I1]), but the equivalence
with the convexity of boundary was first observed in [I7]. Theorem in this paper
provides more equivalent semigroup (heat kernel) properties for (LI]) and the convexity
of OM without using gradient.



In Section 2 we shall provide in the next section some general properties for Harnack
type inequalities, which are interesting by themselves. Using these properties we are able
to present complete proofs for the above two theorems in Sections 3 and 4 respectively.
The log-Harnack inequality is established in Section 5 for a class of non-convex manifolds.
As an application, the HWI inequality is presented in Section 6. Finally, two technical
points, i.e. the exponential estimates of the local time and a simple proof of Hsu’s gradient
estimate on non-compact manifolds, are addressed in the Appendix.

2 Some properties of Harnack Inequalities

Let (E, p) be a metric space, and P(x,dy) a transition probability on F, which provides
a contractive linear operator P on %,(F), the set of all bounded measurable functions on
L

Pi(x) = /E f()P(r,dy), € ByE).xeE.

Let %, (E) be the set of nonnegative elements in %,(E). We shall study the following
Harnack inequality with a power a > 1:

2
N N acp(x,y

@) (PR@)Y < Pre)es PO fe g m)ny e,

where ¢ > 0 is a constant. To state our first result in this section, we shall assume that F

is a length space, i.e. for any = # y and any s € (0, 1), there exists a sequence {z,} C F

such that p(z, z,) = sp(x,y) and p(z,,y) = (1 — s)p(x,y) as n — oo.

Proposition 2.1. Assume that (E, p) is a length space and let aq, ag > 1 be two constants.
If (21) holds for a = aq, a, it holds also for o = aas.

Proof. Let

5 — Oél—l’ 1_82(11(0(2—1)’
1y — 1 19 — 1

and let {z,} C E such that p(x, z,) — sp(x,y) and p(z,,y) — (1 — s)p(z,y) as n — oo.

Since ([2.]) holds for o = oy and a = a, for any f € %, (E) we have

2
o0 o . Q1acp(T, 2,
(P (@) < (P (2))" exp |22 E ]
Oél—l
ala O‘la2cp(x> Zn)2 a2Cp(Zn> y)2
< P 1G22 .
< (Ppe(y)) exp [T 4 S|

Letting n — oo we arrive at



arases®p(x, y)? N ase(l — 8)?p(x,y)?

(PF@))1* < (Pf*(y)) exp |

a1 — 1 g — 1
aragep(e,y)?
— (P fouare2
(Pfs(y)) exp [T
]
Proposition 2.2. If (Z1) holds for some a > 1, then
P(log f)(x) <log Pf(y) +cp(e,y)?, w,y € B, f > 1, f € By(E).
Proof. By Proposition 21} (LH) holds for a™(n € N) in place of . So,
2
n n ep(z,
PF (@) < (PF(y) " exp [LL0N].
a™ —1

Therefore, by the dominated convergence theorem

_ for-1

P(log f)(z) = nl1_>no10P(7> (2)
-n cp(z,y)?
L (Piw) -1 noxp [T — 1

< (0%

- nh—>I20{ o~ +(PIW) o~ }

=log Pf(y) + cp(z,y)*.

]

Proposition 2.3. Let ® be a positive function on E X E such that ®(x,y) — 0 asy — x
holds for any x € E. Then the log-Harnack inequality

(2.2) P(log f)(z) <log Pf(y) + ®(z,y), x,y€ L, f>1,f€B(E)
implies the strong Feller property of P, i.e. PAB,(F) C Cy(FE).

Proof. Tt suffices to prove that Pf € Cy(E) for f € %, (F). Applying [22) for 1 +¢f in
place of f, we obtain

log(1+¢f)
€

PI(y) — el fI < P (1) < Zlog(1+ePf) + ==L, c>0.my e

Letting first y — x then ¢ — 0, we arrive at

limsup Pf(y) < Pf(x).
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On the other hand, we have

M (2) - “P(f'; y) - élogu +ePf(y) < Pf(y)-

Letting first y — x then ¢ — 0, we arrive at

P

Pf(z) < liminf Pf(y).
y—z

0

Obviously, each of (2] and (Z2) implies that P(z,-) and (P(y,-) are equivalent to
each other. Indeed, if P(y, A) = 0 then applying (21 to f = 14 or applying (2.2]) to
f =1+ nl, and letting n — oo, we conclude that P(x, A) = 0. By the same reason,
P(z,-) and P(y,-) are equivalent for any =,y € E if

(2.3) (Pf(x)* < (Pf*(y)¥(2,y), x,y€E, [€B(E)
holds for some positive function ¥ on £ x E. In these cases let

P(z,dz)

Pay(?) = 5——

P(y,dz)
be the Radon-Nikodym derivative of P(x,-) with respect to P(y,-).

Proposition 2.4. Let &,V be positive functions on E x E.
(1) (23) holds if and only if P(x,-) and P(y,-) are equivalent and p,, satisfies

(2.4) P{p D (z) < U(z,y)/ ., z,yeE.

(2) (23) holds if and only if P(x,-) and P(y,-) are equivalent and p,, satisfies

(2.5) P{logpyy}(z) < ®(z,y), z,y€E.

Proof. (1) Applying @3) to f,.(2) := {n A p,,(2)} @Y, n>1, we obtain

(Pfu(2))® < W(a,y) PFo(y) = Uiz, y) / {1 APy (2)} D Py, dz)
< U(z,y) /E {1 A pay(DIVO D P2, dz) = Ua, y) Pfo(o).

Thus,



P{p/cD}(z) = lim Pf,(x) < (z,y)" D

So, (23) implies (2.4]).
On the other hand, if ([24]) holds then for any f € %, (E), by the Holder inequality

(a-1)/
Pf(x) = /{pmy}( )f(2)P(y,dz) < (Pfa(y))l/a([Epm,y(z)a/(a_l)P(yadz))
= (Pf(y)*(Ppy D (@)oo < (Pf(y)Y Wz, y)t.

Therefore, (23) holds.
(2) We shall use the following Young inequality: for any probability measure v on M,
if g1, 92 > 0 with v(g;) = 1, then

v(g192) < v(g1loggr) + logv(e?).

For f > 1, applying the above inequality for g1 = p,,, g2 = log f and v = P(y,-), we
obtain

P(log f)(x / {p2y(2)log f(2)} P(y, d2)

< P(logpay) () +log P f(y).
So, ([23) implies (Z2). On the other hand, applying [2.2) to f, = 1 + np,,, we arrive at

P{logpsy}(x) < P(log fn)(z) —logn
1
<log Pf,(y) — logn + ®(z,y) = log i

+ ®(z,y).

Therefore, by letting n — oo we obtain (2.3]). O

3 Proof of Theorem I.1]

By [13, Lemma 2.2], if OM is either convex or empty then (ILI)) implies (I.Z). Combining
this with Propositions 2.2 and 2.4 for P = P, so that p, ,(z) = £ tgy 2 it remains to prove
that (3] implies (LI)).

Let x € M (when M has a convex boundary, we take z in the interior) and X € T, M
be fixed. For any n > 1 we may take f € C;°(M) such that f > 1, f is constant outside
a compact set, and

(3.1) Vf(z) =X, Hessf(x) =0, f(x)>n.
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If M has a convex boundary dM, we may assume further that f is constant in a neigh-
borhood of M so that the Neumann boundary condition is satisfied. Such a function
can be constructed by using the exponential map as follows. Let rq > 0 be smaller than
the injectivity radius at point x such that the exponential map

exp, :{Y eT,M: |Y|<ry} = B(z,rg) ={2€M:p(x,z) <ro} C M\ oM
is diffeomorphic. Then the function

g(2) = (X,exp, *(2)), z¢& B(x,m)

is smooth and satisfies Vg(x) = X, Hessy(x) = 0. Let F' € C§°(M) such that F|g(.o/1) =
1 and F|gr/2e = 0. Then f := gF + R meets our requirements for a large enough
constant 1 > 0.

Taking vy, = exp,[—2tV log f(x)], we have p(z,v;) = 2t|V log f|(z) for t € [0, ], where
to > 0 is such that 2¢y| X | < rof(x). By (L3) with y = 7, we obtain

32) Plog f)(x) < log Puf() + “XCIV O8I -y ¢ g gy

Since Lf € CZ(M) and Llog f = 0 around dM, and noting that Hess;(z) = 0 implies
V|V f|?(x) = 0, at point 2 we have

d L
4 P 1og flico = Llog f = 2L — 19108 112,

dt f
d? L? Lf)? 2|Vf|*’L LIV f|?
o o = iog s = SL - IV gy - 21
2 4
AL AL awpvsp vy

_LAf O (Lf)? 2 LIVFP CAVSPLE 6V

== f2<VLf,Vf> T o A.
Thus, by Taylor’s expansions,
33)  PlogNl@) = log f(x) + (/" Lf — [V log ) (@) + S A+ o)

holds for small ¢ > 0. On the other hand, let N, = //,,,,Vlog f(z), where //,_,, is the
parallel displacement along the geodesic ¢ — ;. We have 44 = —2N; and V5, N, = 0. So,



d LP, 2(VP, f, N L 2
oePs0leo =(S 0 - AR )| 2 gy 1,
2 2 2
sloePe0leo =L - L w10, Vi0s) - 2921, 108 )
+ %(Vf, Viog f)Lf + 4Hess|og r(V log f, V1og f)
L (L (VLEVS) | IVIPLE VA
B Y A R T

where, as in above, the functions take value at point = and we have used Hess¢(z) = 0 in
the last step. Thus, we have

t2
log P.f () =log f(z) + t(f 7 Lf = 2|Vlog ) () + 5 B + o(£?).
Combining this with (8:2)) and B3], we arrive at

1 2Kt L/LIVf?=2(VLf, Vf) 2|Vf]4
(1= g ) IViog (@) < 5( - ) @) (1),
Letting ¢ — 0 we obtain
1 9 2 VS
Da(f, (@) = LIV () = (VLf, V(@) 2 K|V f[*(2) - 7 ().

Since by the Bochner-Weitzenbock formula and (1)) we have V f(x) = X, f(z) > n and

Da(f, f)(x) = Ric(X, X) —(VxZ, X),
it follows that

X1t

Ric(X, X) — (VxZ, X) > —K|X|? — n>1.

This implies (ILI]) by letting n — oo.

4 Proof of Theorem

Since in the proofs of [I7, Theorem 2.1 and Lemma 2.2] only the boundedness of Lps on
{po < 1o} rather than the compactness of M is used, these two results hold true in the
setting of Theorem More precisely, we have the following result.



Proposition 4.1. If there exists 1o > 0 such that py is smooth with bounded Lpg on
{ps < 1o}, then there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that EI? < ct holds for all xg € OM
and t € [0,1], and

1 2
limsup — |El, — —+/t| < oo
ot T

holds uniformly in xq € OM.

Let N be the unit inward normal vector field of OM. Then

I(X,X):=—(VxN,X) >0, XeToM

is the second fundamental form of OM. By definition OM is called convex if T > 0.

For any x € OM and X € T,0M, let f € C*(M) be such that f > 1, N flopy = 0
and Vf(r) = X. We may further assume that f is constant outside a compact set. To
construct such a function, let f € Cg°(OM) such that Vgu f(z) = X, where Vg, is the
gradient on 0M with respect to the induced metric. Let f be supported on OM N B(x, m)
for some m > 0, where B(z,m) is the open geodesic ball around x with radius m. Then
there exists r; € (0, 1) such that the exponential map

U:=(B(x,m+3)NOM) x[0,r1) > (6,r) — expy[rN]

is smooth and one-to-one, which is known as the local polar coordinates around B(z, m +
2)NOM. Let h € C°([0,00)) such that hljp  are)/4 = 1 and hljmoar)/2,00) = 0. Since f
is supported on B(z, m) the function

f(O)h(r), if there exists (f,r) € U such that x = exp,[rN],

0, otherwise

MBfo(x)::R—l—{

for large enough constant R > 0 meets our requirements.
Let exp? : T,0M — OM be the exponential map on the Riemannian manifold OM
with the induced metric, and let

v, = exp? [— QtVIng(a:)], t>0.

Applying ([I3]) to y = v, we obtain

2K 12|V log f|*(x
(4.1) Plog f(z) <log P.f(v) + 1|_ e—2K11 ( ), t>0.

Since f and Lf satisfy the Neumann boundary condition, we have
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Plog f(x) =log f(x) +/0 P,Llog f(z)ds

= log f(x) +/0 PSLTf(x)ds — /0 P,|Vlog f|*(z)ds.

Let X, be the reflecting L-diffusion process with xo = x, and let [, be its local time on
OM. By the It6 formula for |V log f|*(x,) we obtain

(4.2)

PRIV log f(a) = [V 1og f(o) + | PLIV log P (a)dr + B | (V. V|V log f)(X, ).
0 0
Since f satisfies the Neumann boundary condition so that

(N, V|Vlog f[?) = 2f *Hess;(N, V f),
and since (Vf, V(N,Vf)) = 0 implies

Hessf(N, Vf) = _<VVfN7 Vf) = H(Vf, vf)a
it follows that

Py|Viog fI*(x) = |Viog fI*(z) + O(s) + 2f *(2)I(V f, V f)(2)ELs + o(EL).

Since due to Proposition Bl we have lim, ot~ '/?El, = %, this and (42) yield (recall
that Vf(z) = X)

¢ 3/2
(4.3) P,log f(x) = log f(:c)—l—/o PSLTf(x)ds—|Vlog f|2(x)—%H(X,X)+O(t3/2).

On the other hand, we have

Pf () = Fn) + / PuLf(7)ds

= J0)+ 1450, 90 ema + O + [ ' PLf(x)ds

2t 9 ! 2
= f(z) — mwﬂ (:c)+/0 P,Lf(x)ds + O(t).

Thus,

11



]‘ ¢ 2 2
bgﬂfwa—h%f@ﬂ+?65[:RLf@kb—2ﬂVk%f|@)+0@)-

Combining this with (4.1]) and (@3] we arrive at

# /Ot (pSLTf - Ps;f>(:)s)ds + %(1 —~ %)Iwogﬂ?(z)

I(X, X) + o(1).

(4.4) )
=377 A(0)

Obviously,

limi<1—27m) —0.

1— e—2Kt

So, to derive I(X, X) > 0 from (4] it remains to verify

Noting that Z is C?-smooth and f € C°°(M) is constant outside a compact set, we have
Lf € C3(M). Moreover, f > 1 and f satisfies the Neumann boundary condition. So, by
the It6 formula we have

/ Lf PLf)(x)ds:O.

(rA - 2w

:/0 (PLLTf_ P?f)(x)errE/os (ﬁ_%)w,vwxm)dl

Since & is bounded and X, — x as r — 0, it follows from Proposition E.1] that

(4.6)

f
. 1 o1 1
s (% |, (e~ 7 0 TH e
. VLo 1 -1
< llliljélp TEOS rSEI[JE)I?s} |f(Xe)™ = fl2) |)

2

Ejs>1/2 (E st |F(X) — f(x)‘1\2)1/2 o

rel0,s]

< [V L oo i sup
s—0

Therefore, ([.H) follows from (4L.0) immediately.
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5 An extension to non-convex manifolds

In this section we aim to established the log-Harnack inequality on a class of non-convex
manifolds. To this end, we need the following assumption.

(A) The boundary OM has a bounded second fundamental form and a strictly positive
injectivity radius, the sectional curvature of M s bounded above, and there exists r > 0
such that Z is bounded on the r-neighborhood of OM .

Under this assumption, we have sup, € Me?t < oo for all A > 0 (see Proposition [.]
in Appendix). Let

Upy(s) = sup E*e®, z,ye M,s>0.
z:p(z,2)Vp(2,y) <p(,y)
As a complement to known equivalent statements for lower bounds on curvature and
second fundamental form derived recently in [18], the following result provides two more
equivalent statements.

Theorem 5.1. Assume (A). Let K,0 € R be two constants. Then the following state-
ments are equivalent each other:

(1) Ric—VZ>-K,1>—o0.

(2) P(log f)(x) < logP.f(y) + P holds for all f € B (M) with
4f0t 0*2K5{U¢c’y(s)} ds
f>1,t>0, and x,y € M.

(3) Jupile,2)log 55

zgu(dz) < — Pyl  holds forallt > 0,2,y € M.
4 [ye ZKS{Ux,y(S)} ds
Proof. Since Proposition 2.4] ensures that (2) and (3) are equivalent, it suffices to prove
the equivalence of (1) and (2).
(a) (1) implies (2). According to (1), the following Hsu’s gradient estimate holds (see
Proposition in Appendix):

(5.1) VPSP < (B{IVFI(X0)e Tt })* < (PIV f )2k,
Let v : [0,1] — M be the minimal curve with constant such that v(0) = y and
(1) = x. We have |§| = p(z,y). Let h € C*(]0,]) be such that h(0) = 0 and h(t) = 1.

By (G.1) and the definition of U, , we have

%PS log P_sf(y 0 h(s))
= —P|Vlog Py f|*(v 0 h(s)) + h(s) (¥ o h(s), VPslog Pis f (7 © h(s)))
< —P,|Vlog Py f (7 0 h(s)) + () p(x, y)e K {U, , () P,V log Pr_s f|*(7 0 h(s)) } '/

1.
Z\h(s)ﬁp(aj,y)zUx,y(s)eﬂ(s, s € [0,¢].

IN
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This implies

Pylog f(x) <log P.f(y) + (I;Ly)2 / h(5) U, ()67 ds.
0

Therefore, we prove (2) by taking

sy = Jo )
Jy e {Usy(r)} 1
(b) (2) implies (1). Let x € M \ OM. There exists 6 > 0 such that the closed geodesic

ball B(x,20) at x with radius 26 is contained in M \ M, i.e. B(x,26)NOM = (. Let 7
be the hitting time of X to the boundary, we have (cf. [I7, Proposition A.2])

s €[0,¢].

P*(r <t) < Ce /080 - ¢ B(x,0)

for some constant C' > 0 and all ¢ > 0. Moreover, by [I5 Proof of Lemma 2.1], we have

(5.2) C' = sup E?e*" < 0.
z€OM

Since [; = 0 for t < 7 and [; is increasing in t, it follows that

Ee*™" < P(7 > t) + El{r<y BXe®"
<14 C'Ce™/80 e o,1].

Thus, for any y € B(z,J),

t e—2Ks t - 5 e2Kt -1 5
ds:/e_ *ds + o(t°) = + o(t”),
[ o= = )

where o(t?) is uniform in y € B(z, ). Combining this with the proof of Theorem [ we
derive Ric — VZ > —K from (2).
Now, let x € OM. By Proposition L] and (5.2)) we have

4o
sup B7e®" < 1+ —t+ O(t).
VT

zeM 7T
Then
/t U, ()Y Hds >t + el /t Vsds +o(t3?) =t + 8—0153/2 + o(t3/?)
0 o N VT Jo 3V '

So, (2) implies

14



p(z,y)?
Pilog f(x) < log P, f(y) + 1+ %t?’ﬂ + o(t?’/?)'

Thus, instead of (£4)) the proof of Theorem [[2 yields

M/ Lf PLf)(:v)dH%(t—t— 8—01&3/2+0(t3/2)>|Vlogf\2(x)

7 3/
X 1).
< g 1) ol
By this and (&5 and letting ¢t — 0 we deduce that I(X, X) > —o| X% O

6 HWI inequality

To study the HWI inequality, we consider the symmetric case that 7 = VV for some
V € C%*(M) such that p(dr) = e¢V®dgz is a probability measure on M, where dz is the
Riemannian volume measure on M. Let P, be the semigroup of the reflecting diffusion
process generated by L on M, which is then symmetric in L?(x). When OM is convex
(L) implies the following gradient estimate (cf. [10, [13])

(6.1) [VPf| < e PIVfl, feCy(M).

Combining this estimate and an argument of [4] (see also [9]), we can easily obtain the
following HWT inequality:

(6.2)  u(f*log f?) <23/ p(IVfI2) Waf2u, 1) + = Wz(f2u,u)2, n(f?) =

where W is the L?-Wasserstein distance induced by the Riemannian distance function p
on M. More precisely, for a probability measure v on M (note that we are using p? to

replace 3p® in [4])

Walvip)? = int [ play)rlde,dy)
MxM

TEE (v,p1)

where € (v, 1) is the class of all couplings of v and p.

Theorem 6.1. Let Z = V'V for some V € C*(M) such that ju is a probability measure.
Assume (A) and (). Let 1> —o for some o € R. Then

ma(s) == sup E%eMs < 00, s, A >0
xeM
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holds, and for any t > 0,

Wao(f2p, p)?

2
, — 1
4]; e 2Ksp, (s)~1ds wr)

63) (g ) <4 | t ()05 ) (V) +

Proof. By Proposition [[T] in Appendix, it remains to verify ([6.3). Let f € C}(M) and
t > 0. We have

d VP_sf*?

(6.4) EPS{(B_sﬁ)logPt_sf?}:Ps| o sEld

By Proposition below and the Schwartz inequality we have

|VPt—sf2|2
Pt—sf2

Q2K () (EY{|V f?[(Xi—s)e7 2 })?
(y) S Pt—sf2(y)

< 4XKIEH|V (X, )} = e g (y), s € [0,y € M.

Combining this with (6.4]) we obtain

t
Pt(f2 log f2) < (Bf2) log P, f* + 4/ e2K(t_s)Psgsds.
0

Since p is an invariant measure of P;, taking integral for both sides with respect to pu we
arrive at

t
(6.5) (2108 1) < p((Pf) log Pf?) +4 [ #0-9(g,)ds.
0
Let P be defined by

PPh(z) = E*[h(X,)e*"], h € Cy(M).

Then it is easy to see that u(t, z) := PZh(x) solve the heat equation with Robin boundary
condition

Owu = Lu, u(0,-) = h, (Nu+ 20u)|am = 0.

In particular, since L is symmetric in L?(x) under the Robin boundary condition, so is
P?. Therefore,

p(gs) = mu(PL IV f?) = u(IVFPPL1) < p(IVF*)mo (t — s).
Combining this with (6.5]) we obtain
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t

06)  u(los ) < u((PF) o Pf?) + (T FP) [ € as)ds.
0
On the other hand, for any x,y € M, let z. : [0,1] — M be the minimal curve linking
x and y with constant speed. We have |i,] = p(z,y). Let h € C'([0,]) be such that
ho = 1, h; = 0. Then by Proposition below, we have

Pilog f(a) ~log ) = [ -Pullog P f) o)

b, P22
< [ {lhcdote VP08 Pl (o) — e L O Y
(6.7) 0 =
T 7 |VPt—8.f2| K(t—s)+ol |VPt—sf2|2
< hy_g L A §)tTolt—s __ V=~ V7o 1
< [ {dote ) S (e (X0 fas

2 L
< AL [* R (s)ds = 0o,
0

Now, let u(f?) = 1 and © € € (f*u, i) be the optimal coupling for Wa(f?u, p). It
follows from the symmetry of P, and (6.7)) that

WP s P = n(FPPlog P?) = [ Rllog ) (a)e(de. dy)

< [ {logPuf’) + clp(a. )} a(de.dy
M xM
= pu(log Porf?) + c(t)Wa( f?p, ) < c(t)Wa(fpu, 1)?,
where in the last step we have used the Jensen inequality that

p(log Parf*) < log u(Parf?) = 0.
Combining this with (6.6) we obtain

t 2 2 t .
W0 £2) < (V) / (g (s A S ) / F2e2K g (5)ds.

Then the proof is completed by taking

[fe (u)~'du

2Ku,r]20
f(;f e—2Ku772U(u)—1du’

hs = s € [0,t].



7 Appendix

We aim to confirm the exponential integrability of the local time and Hsu’s gradient
estimate used in Section 5 and Section 6 for the non-convex case, which are known in [15]
and [5] respectively for the compact case. Here we shall reprove them for the non-compact
case under assumption (A).

To estimate EeMt for A > 0, we introduce some concrete conditions in terms of as-

sumption (A). Let Sectys be the sectional curvature of M and igy > 0 be the injectivity
radius of OM. Let

67"(2) = és)uj\l/)[<Zu VP8M>_7 r > 0.

Proposition 7.1. Let ro,0,k, > 0 be such that 6,,(Z) < 0o, —o <1 <~ and Secty < k.
Then

Ad Ad
sup E*eMt < exp [—T + (— + Ao, (Z) + 2)\2)t], t>0,A>0
zeM 2 r

holds for any

< i 1 . Vk
0 <r <min<ign, 7o, ﬁarcsm \/ﬁ )

Proof. Let

h(s) = cos (\/%s) — %sin (\/Es), s> 0.

Then A is the unique solution to the equation

" +kh =0, h(0)=1,1(0)=—.
By the Laplacian comparison theorem for pgas (cf. [?, Theorem 0.3] or [16]),

d— 1)K . _
Apon > %(ﬂaM)u porr < ioar A RT(0).
Thus,
d—1)n
(7.1) Lpon = %(P@M) —6.(Z), pom <1
Now, let

o = (1— ()~ / (h(s) — h(r)*ds,
W(s) = 1 /Os(h(t) — h(r))4dt /tr (h(u) — h(r))*'du, s>0.

« Ar
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We have 1(0) = 0,0 < ¢ < ¢/(0) = 1. Moreover, as observed in [I5, Proof of Theorem
1.1],

r r? dr

2 > — = < — < —.
(7.2) a2l w(eo) = vl s o<
Combining this with (7.I]) we obtain (note that ¢’(s) = 0 for s > )

/ " ]' d

(7.3) Lp o parr = " 0 parnr Lpons + 0" 0 parr > S 6-(2) > T 6.(2).
On the other hand, since ¢'(0) = 1, by the It6 formula we have
(7.4) A o porr(Xy) = V20 0 pong (Xy)dby + Lt 0 pons (Xy)dt + dl,

where b; is the one-dimensional Brownian motion. Then it follows from (7.2) and (Z.3)
that (note that [¢/| < 1)

EoMt — Eexp [w o ponr(X2) + (d% + )\6,,(Z)>t — V2 / Y o paM(Xs)dbs}
0

1/2

< exp [%)\dr + (@ + Adr(Z))t] (IE exp [4% /0 t (4 0 paM(XS))stD

1
< exp |:§)\d7’ + (i—)\ + X6, (Z) + 2)\2>t} :

Proposition 7.2. Assume that (A). Let ky, ke € Cy(M) be such that

(7.5) Ric—VZ > —ky, 1> —ky
hold on M and OM respectively. Then

wo) R <E{vices | [ meess [Cacow] )

holds for all f € CH(M),t >0,z € M.

We first provide a simple proof of (Z.6) under a further condition that |V P f| is
bounded on [0,7] x M for any T > 0, then drop this assumption by an approximation
argument. Since this condition is trivial for compact M, our proof below is much shorter
than that in [5].
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Lemma 7.3. Assume that f € C}(M) such that |V P.f| is bounded on [0,T] x M for any
T > 0. Then (7.0) holds.

Proof. For any € > 0, let

G = Vet VP[P (X)), s<t.

By the 1t6 formula we have

L|VPt—sf|2 - 2<VLB—sf7 VPt—Sf)
2\/5 + |VPt_sf|2)2
IVIVPf P

T A VP st

d¢, =dM, + (X,)ds

N|th—sf|2
2\/e+ |VP_sf]?

where Mj is a local martingale. Combining this with (5] and (see [8, (1.14)])

(Xy)dls, s<t,

V|Vu|??
| 2 > 2, [VIVUl®
(7.7) L|Vu|* = 2(VLu,Vu) > —2k1|Vul* + 2V
we obtain
I€1|th_sf‘2 H2‘vf)t—8f‘2
d¢, > dM, — STl oy e g = P2V TP e g1 s <t
G 2 a+\va_sf\2( Joods = = |VPt_sf|2( )< °

Since (, is bounded on [0, ], x; and k9 are bounded, and by Proposition [I1] below Ee*t <
oo for all A > 0, this implies that

s K1|th—r.f|2 /s /{2|vpt—rf|2
t o — " (X,)d ————(X,)dl,
0,45 5 Gy exp [/ e [T )

is a submartingale for any £ > 0. Letting € | 0 we conclude that

0,t] 2 s — |[VP_sf|(Xs) exp {/ k1(X,)dr +/ I{Q(Xr)dlr]
0 0
is a submartingale as well. This completes the proof. O

By Lemma [73], to prove Proposition it suffices to confirm the boundedness of
IVP.f| on [0,T] x M for f € CL(M). Below we first consider f € C5°(M) satisfying the
Neumann boundary condition.

Lemma 7.4. Assume (A). If (Z1) holds then for any T > 0 and f € C§°(M) such that
Nflom =0, |VP.f| is bounded on [0,T] x M.
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Proof. We shall take a conformal change of metric as in [I6] to make the boundary convex,
so that the known estimates for the convex case can be applied. As explained on page
1436 in [16], under assumption (A) there exists ¢ € C°°(M) and a constant R > 1 such
that 1 < ¢ < R,|V¢| < R, Nlog ¢lonr > o, and V¢ = 0 outside 9,M. Since I > —a, by
[16], Lemma 2.1] M is convex under the new metric

<.7 > = (25_2(', >
Let A’ V', Ric’ be corresponding to the new metric. By [16, Lemma 2.2]

L' =¢L=AN+(d—2)¢Vo+¢’Z =N+ 7.

Following e.g. [16] we shall now calculate the curvature tensor Ric’ — V'Z” under the new
metric. By [I6] (9)], for any unit vector U € T M, U’ := ¢U is unit under the new metric,
and the corresponding Ricci curvature satisfies

Ric' (U, U") >¢*Ric(U,U) + ¢A¢ — (d — 3)| V|

(7.8) —2(U¢)? + (d — 2)¢pHess4(U, U).

Noting that

VY =VxY — (X, Viogp)Y — (Y, Viogp) X + (X, Y)Viogp, X, Y e€TM,
we have
(V2" UY =(NuZ' Uy — (Z',V1og ¢)
= ¢ (VuZ,U) + (U¢*)(Z,U) + (d — 2)(U¢)* + (d — 2)¢Hess, (U, U) — (Z', Vlog ¢).

Combining this with (Z.8), (L)), ||Z]|, < oo and the properties of ¢ mentioned above, we
find a constant K’ > 0 such that

Ric (U, U") — (V}, 2, U"Y > —K', (U',U") = 1.
For any x,y € M, let (X/,Y/) be the coupling by parallel displacement of the reflecting

diffusion processes generated by L' with (X{,Yy) = (z,y). Let p/ be the Riemannian
distance induced by (-,-)". Since (M, (-,-)’) is convex, we have (see [13] (3.2)])

P(X]Y)) <X (x,y), t>0.
Since 1 < ¢ < R, we have R™!p < p/ < p so that
(7.9) p(X[,Y!) < Re"'p(x,y), t>0.
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To derive the gradient estimate of P;, we shall make time changes

a(t) = /0 S(XN)ds, &(t) = /0 B (Y)ds.

Since L' = ¢?L, we see that X, := Xé,l(t
reflecting boundary. Again by 1 < ¢ < R we have

) and Y, =Y/,

are generated by L with
& ()

Rt <& M),6, () <t, t>0.
Combining this with |V¢| < R,1 < ¢ < R and (Z9) we arrive at

& (Ve (D)

G- 0l [ Rl = 6060 - & 0 0)
Ex (ONEy ()
&)
(7.10) = &0 &M (1) — &0 &) < / 6% (X0) — ¢*(Y])|ds

t
< 2R2p(:c,y)/ s ds < 2t R2p(z, y).
0

Therefore,

P () = Pof ()] = [BAF(Xr ) = FOVL a0}

7.11
T B L) = PO )+ (X ) — F (X H = T+ I

By (Z9) and &, () <t we obtain

(7.12) L < |V flloe™ " Rp(z, ).

Moreover, since f € C§°(M) with N f|ay = 0, it follows from the It6 formula and (Z.I0)
that

& (Ve (1) . . K
n<le [ L F(X2)ds| < | Fll<BlEs (1) = &7 (0)] < eatep(a.v)
¢

zHONE ()

holds for some constant ¢; > 0. Combining this with (Z.I1]) and (ZI2]) we conclude that

VP flloo < e2(1+t)eX", >0

for some constant ¢y > 0. O
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Proof of Prposition [T.3 Let f € CY(M). By Lemma we only have to prove the
boundedness of [VP.f| on [0,T] x M .

(a) Let f € C§°(M). In this case there exist a sequence of functions { f,, },>1 C C5°(M)
such that N f,|onr = 0, f, = f uniformly as n — oo, and ||V f,|lec < 1+ [V f]| holds

for any n > 1, see e.g. [12]. By Lemmas and [[4], ([Z4) holds for f, in place of f so
that Proposition [Z1] implies

|Ptfn(x) B Ptfn(y)|
p(z,y)
for some constant C' > 0. Letting first n — 0 then y — xz, we conclude that |V P.f| is
bounded on [0,7] x M.
(b) Let f € C°(M). Let {gn}n>1 € C3°(M) be such that 0 < g, < 1,|Vg,| < 2 and
gn T 1 asn 1 oo. By (a) and Lemma [[.3] we may apply (7.6]) to g, f in place of f such
that Proposition [Z1] implies

| Ee(gnf) () — Fi(gnf)(y)|
p(e,y)
holds for some constant C' > 0. By the same reason as in (a) we conclude that |V P f] is
bounded on [0, 7] x M.
(¢) Finally, for f € C}(M) there exist {f,}n>1 C C°(M) such that f,, — f uniformly
asn — 00 and ||V fu|leo <[V flleo + 1 for any n > 1. Therefore, the proof is complete by
the same reason as in (a) and (b). O

<C, t<Tn>lz#y

<C, t<Tn>1lx+#y
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