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Abstract. — We analyze recent proofs of decay of correlations
and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities for unbounded spin systems in
the perturbative regime developed by B. Zegarlinski, N. Yoshida, B.
Helffer, Th. Bodineau. We investigate to this task a simple analytic
model. Proofs are short and self-contained.

Let u be a probability measure on R satisfying, for some constant C' > 0 and
for every smooth enough function f on R, either the Poincaré (or spectral gap)
inequality

Var,(f) < C / £y

where Var,(f) is the variance of f with respect to u (see below), or the logarithmic
Sobolev inequality

Ent,(f?) < C / g

where Ent,,(f?) is the entropy of f? with respect to u (see below). It is well-known
that the product measure u” of p on R™ then satisfies the preceding inequalities
(with the Euclidean length of the gradient of the function f on R"™) with the same
constant C, in particular independent of the dimension n.

Let now H be a smooth function on R" such that [ e #du" < co. Define @ the
probability measure on R"™ with density

I g

—e

Z

with respect to u™, where Z is the normalization factor. It is a natural question to
ask under which conditions on H, the probability measure @ will satisfy a Poincaré
or logarithmic Sobolev inequality, and to control the dependence of the constants
on H. For example, one may consider potentials H of the form

H(z) = (Az,xz) + (B,z), =z ¢€R",



where A is an n X n matrix and B € R". In particular, it might be of interest
to describe classes of matrices A and vectors B for which the spectral gap and
logarithmic Sobolev constants are independent on the dimension n. The simple
example of

H(z) = Z.’L’ixi+1, xr eR",

=1

where x,11 = x1, discussed at the end of Section 1 already raises a number of
non-trivial questions.

This setting includes classical examples of spin systems in statistical mechan-
ics. Logarithmic Sobolev inequalities for compact spin systems have been studied
extensively during the past years, in particular in the papers [S-Z1], [S-Z2] by D.
Stroock and B. Zegarlinski, [L-Y] by S. L. Lu and H. T. Yau and [M-O1], [M-O2] by
F. Martinelli and E. Olivieri. Recently, B. Zegarlinski [Zel], N. Yoshida [Yol], [Yo3],
B. Helffer [He2] and Th. Bodineau [B-H1], [B-H2] investigated the more general
and delicate unbounded case. For example, for a finite subset A in Zd, d>1, and
boundary condition w € de, consider the measure Q = Q™% with density, with
respect to the product measure p® of 1 on A, % e~ 7H where J € R and

H(z) = HA""(x) = Z TpTq + Z Tpwy, T = ('Tp)pEA e RM,

P,qEN,p~q PEA,qEA,p~q

where the summations are taken on nearest neighbors p ~ ¢ in Z%. Results in the
preceding references assert that for one-dimensional phase measures dy = % e “dr
where w is strictly convex at infinity, both Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev inequal-
ities hold uniformly in cubes A and boundary conditions w provided the interaction
coefficient J is small enough (perturbative regime). A typical example of phase u
is given by the double-well function u(z) = z* — B2, * € R, 8 > 0. Spectral gap
and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities represent smoothing properties of the associ-
ated stochastic dynamic of fundamental importance in the control of convergence to
equilibrium for various spin systems (cf. [S-Z4], [Zel], [Yo2]), thus providing strong
motivation for their investigation.

Our aim in this work is to analyze these results on the preceding abstract model,
and to describe at each step the conditions required on H. Spectral gaps and decays
of correlations are presented following the Witten Laplacian approach by Helffer-
Sjostrand [He-S], that we however describe in an elementary way by classical semi-
group methods. This global analysis does not seem to work for logarithmic Sobolev
inequalities for which the usual induction procedure on the dimension has to be
performed as developed in [Zel] and [Yol]|. Together with appropriate correlation
bounds, the proof may actually be described in a rather simple minded way.

The purpose of this work is a mere clarification and simplication of the argu-
ments of the papers [Zel], [He2|, [Yol] and [B-H1] (see also [Yo3], [B-H2]). We adopt
the convexity assumptions on the phase p of [B-H1|. We only consider the perturba-
tive regime where the coupling constants are small. For the matter of clarity, all the
constants are explicit. We do not study here the non-perturbative case, for which
spectral gaps and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities usually do not hold uniformly,



but for which a formal equivalence between spectral gap, decay of correlation, and
logarithmic Sobolev inequality has been shown in [S-Z3] for the compact spins and
in [Yo3] for the unbounded case.

Section 1 collects a number of classical results on spectral gaps and logarithmic
Sobolev inequalities, tensorization, convexity and I's conditions etc, essentially by
means of simple semigroup arguments taken from [Bal], [Le2]. The next section em-
phasizes some correlations inequalities from [He2], [Yol], [Yo3], [B-H1]. In Section
3, we present Helffer’s method for spectral gaps that we describe in the generality of
our analytic model. This method unfortunately breaks down for logarithmic Sobolev
inequalities so that we have to develop the usual inductive proof. To this end, we
describe, in Section 4, marginal distributions when the phase is strictly convex at
infinity following [B-H1|. We then proceed to the Markov tensorization of the loga-
rithmic Sobolev inequality (martingale method). In Section 6 we present the main
result about uniform logarithmic Sobolev inequalities for the more specific spin sys-
tems mentioned above. We conclude with some remarks and extensions. While the
paper might look long for what it announces, note that the first part (Section 1) is
a self-contained review on known facts and results on spectral gaps and logarithmic
Sobolev inequalities that can be skipped by readers familiar with the theory (and
aware for example of references [Bal, [Ro|, [He3], [An], [G-Z]...).

1. General results and known facts

Throughout this work, if m is a probability measure on a measurable space
(E, &), we denote by

Var, () = [ fdm - ( / fdm>2 — [ (7~ Jfam)*am

the variance of a square integrable real-valued function f on (E, &) and by

Ent,,(f) = / flog fdm — / fdmlog ( / fdm)

the entropy of a non-negative function f on (E, &) such that [ flog(1+ f)dm < .

Let m be a probability measure on R" equipped with its Borel o-field. We say
that m satisfies a Poincaré inequality if there exists A > 0 such that for all smooth
enough functions f on R",

AVar(f) < / IV [2dm (1.1)

where |V f| is the Euclidean norm of the gradient of f. We denote by SG(m) the
largest A > 0 such that (1.1) holds for all smooth functions f. (By smooth, we
understand here and throughout this work, enough regularity in order the various
expressions we are dealing with are well defined and finite.) Similarly, we say that



m satisfies a logarithmic Sobolev inequality if there exists p > 0 such that for all
smooth enough functions f on R",

pEnton(2) < 2/\Vf|2dm. (1.2)

We denote by LS(m) the largest p > 0 such that (1.2) holds. The normalization in
(1.2) in chosen in such a way that the classical inequality

LS(m) < SG(m) (1.3)

holds. In particular, logarithmic Sobolev inequalities are stronger than Poincaré
inequalities. The proof of (1.3) follows by applying (1.2) to 1 + ef and by letting
e tend to 0. Logarithmic Sobolev inequalities go back to the foundation paper [Gr]
by L. Gross where they are shown to describe equivalently smoothing properties
in the form of hypercontractivity. The prime example of measures satisfying (1.1)
and (1.2) is the Gaussian measure with density (2m)~"/2e~171*/2 with respect to
Lebesgue measure on R".

In this section, we review basic facts on spectral gaps and logarithmic Sobolev
inequalities as well as known criteria in order for these inequalities to hold. To de-
scribe measures satisfying either Poincaré or logarithmic Sobolev inequalities is a
challenging question. Equivalent conditions in dimension one in terms of the distri-
bution function of m are presented in [B-GJ. These conditions are however difficult to
tract and in any case do not extend to higher dimensions. Poincaré and logarithmic
Sobolev inequalities are however well suited to product measures.

Lemma 1.1. If m is a probability measure on R, and if m™ denotes the product
measure of m on R", then, for each n,

SG(m™) =SG(m) and LS(m"™)=LS(m).

Although classical, let us briefly present the argument leading to Lemma 1.1
since it plays a crucial role in the investigation of logarithmic Sobolev inequalities
in dependent cases (cf. Section 5). Let f be a smooth function on R", and let fj
on R*, k =1,....n, be the conditional expectation of f given x1,...,xk. In other
words, in this independent case,

fe(xy, ... xK) :/f(xl,...,xn)dm(:ck+1)~-~dm(xn), (z1,...,2,) € RF. (1.4)
Now,

Var,,» (f) = ” [ fAdm™ — | fA_ dm”]
> | faeamt - [ st

where we agree that fo = [ fdm™. Since fx_; is also the conditional expectation of
fr given x1,...,xr_1, and since m” is a product measure,

/f,fdm” - /fi?_1dmn = /Varmk(f,f)dm"



where we denote by my the measure m acting on the k-th coordinate xj. Therefore,
n 9 .
SG(m) Vary»(f) <Y /](‘kak} dm
k=1

where 0y denotes partial derivative with respect to the k-th coordinate. Now,

mn—/mnHMWMJ - /mﬂMan dmf(zy)

so that, by Jensen’s inequality,
SG(m) Var,m (f) < Z/}akf,2dmn
k=1

from which the claim concerning SG(m™) follows.

To reach a similar conclusion for LS(m™), we have to modify (1.4) into

fe(z, .. @) = (/fQ(ml"”’x”>dm(mk+1)'--dm(xn)>1/2

that does not induce any fundamental changes in the argument. However, since now

200fi = [2heidfiidm(onan) = -+ = [2f00fdm(a) - dmiz,). (15)

it is necessary to make use of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to get
0 < [ 101 Pdm(aia) - dm(a)

where we used that f2 = [ f2dm(z41) - -dm(xy,). In the dependent cases we study
in this paper, the derivatives Jy f involve correlation terms (cf. (5.4)) that have to
be handled separately by the arguments developed in Sections 2 and 3. The use of
f? instead of f; induces furthermore a number of difficulties in the dependent case
that motivate Proposition 2.2 below (cf. Sections 4 and 5).

If m is the product measure of my,...,m,, we have similarly that

SG(m™) = min SG(m;) and LS(m")= min LS(m;).

1<i<n 1<i<n

Spectral gap and logarithmic Sobolev constants are stable by simple perturba-
tions. Let U be a smooth potential on R" such that Z = fe_Ud:I: < oo and let
m be the probability measure on the Borel sets of R™ defined by dm = Z e~ Ydz.
Assume m satisfies a spectral gap or logarithmic Sobolev inequality with respective
constants SG(m) and LS(m). We then have



Lemma 1.2. Let m’ be the probability measure defined by dm’ = 4 e~ U'dx
where ||{U —U’||,, < C. Then m' satisfies a Poincaré inequality and a ]oganthmw
Sobolev inequality with constants

SG(m') > e 4°SG(m) and LS(m’) > e *°LS(m).

Proof. First note that e CZ7' < Z <e®Z'. Now, for a given smooth function f,

Var,,(f) = 1nf/’f —a’ dm

a€R

and similarly for Var,, (f). Therefore, for every A < SG(m),

A Var, (f _Amf/}f U=V zZ2' " dm

< [ |vyPim
S 620/|vf‘2€U/—Uzlz—ldm/

< 640/ IV fI2dm/.

Similarly, as put forward in [H-S], for every a,b > 0, bloghb —bloga—b+a >0
and

Ent,,(f?) = inf /[f2 log f* — f*loga — f* +a] dm
Therefore, for every p < LS(m),
p Ent,, (f?) = pcibg%/[fQ log f* — f?loga — f + a V' z7 Nam
< e’ pEnt,, (f?)
2e20/|Vf|2dm
2e4C/|Vf\2dm’.
Lemma 1.2 is established. O

Known examples where Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities hold have
been described by the so-called Bakry-Emery I'; criterion [Ba-E], [Bal] that involves
log-concavity assumptions on the measure (rather its density). Assume as before that
m is a probability measure on R"™ with smooth strictly positive density with respect
to Lebesgue measure dm(z) = - e~V @) dx where U is a smooth potential on R™ such
that [e”Ydz = Z < co. Let the second order differential operator L = A — (VU, V)
that satisfies the integration by parts formula

[ f-Loydm = [ (94, g)m (1.6)



for smooth functions f and g on R™. Under mild growth conditions on U, we may
consider the invariant and time reversible semigroup (P;),-, with infinitesimal gen-
erator L (cf. [Bal], [Ro] for details in this respect). Strict convexity (or only strict
convexity at infinity) of U assumed throughout this work easily enters this frame-
work. Now, since for a smooth function f on R", Pyf = f and Pxf = [fdm, we

may write that
Var,,(f) = /f(—/ LPJdtdm)dt
0

:/OOO (/Pt/gf(—LPt/Qf)dm)dt (L.7)

:/Ooo </|VPt/2f|2dm)dt.

Set F(t) = [|VP.f|*dm, t > 0. By (1.6) again,

F'(t) =2 / (VP,f, VLP,f)dm = —2 / (LP,f)2dm.

Assume now that for some x > 0 and every f,

o [19sPam < [(ryam.

Then —F'(t) > 2k F(t) for every t > 0 so that F(t) < e 2*F(0) and

Var,,(f) < /OOO e "'F(0)dt = %/|Vf\2dm.

Hence, SG(m) > k. On the other hand, by invariance and the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality,

/\Vf|2dm: /f(—Lf)dm
= [~ Fram)-tyim < Voo ()2 [02am) s

so that SG(m) < k. Therefore, the largest k > 0 is exactly SG(m). This is one
simple instance of the Witten Laplacian approach of J. Sjostrand and B. Helffer
[He-S], [Hel] summarized in the next statement.

Proposition 1.3. The spectral gap SG(m) of m is equal to the largest k > 0
such that

o [[9sPan < [wrpan

for every smooth function f on R".



In order to produce spectral gap inequalities, it is thus of interest to study lower

bounds on k. To this task, note that by simple calculus (using invariance of L in the
form [ Lodm = 0),

/ (Lf) dm = — / (VLf, V f)dm
- / ( Zn: (055.f) + (Hess (U)V , Vf))dm_ (1.8)

1,7=1

The characterization of Proposition 1.3 thus reads

o [1itan < [ (3 @067+ Ges@)VED Jim (19

i,j=1
for every smooth f.

Convexity conditions on U, extending the Gaussian example, lead then to simple
criteria ensuring the validity of (1.9).

Corollary 1.4. Let dm = e~V dx where, as symmetric matrices, Hess (U)(z) >

cld for some ¢ > 0 uniform in x € R". By (1.9), kK > ¢ so that

SG(m) > c.

This convexity result goes back to A. Lichnerowicz in Riemannian geometry (cf.
[G-H-L]), and also follows from the deeper Brascamp-Lieb inequality [B-L].

Proposition 1.3 has been developed similarly for logarithmic Sobolev inequalities
by D. Bakry and M. Emery [Ba-E] in terms of the so-called 'y operator. Let, for a
smooth function f on R",

n

Da(f) = S LUVE V) — (VE VL) = 3 (@) + {Hess (U)V £, V ).

1,7=1

Note that [ Ta(f)dm = [(Lf)?>dm. Arguing almost as for the variance, for a smooth
positive function f on R",

Ent,, (f) :/OOO%(/PtflogPtfdm)dt:/()oo(/%f\VPtf\Qdm)dt.

Set now F'(t) = [ %f |V P, f|?dm, t > 0. After several use of the integration by parts
formula (1.6), and by definition of I'e, it may be shown that

F'(t)= -2 /Ptffg(logPtf)dm.

Assume now that for some x > 0 and every f,

f@/f|V10gf|2dm < /ng(logf)dm.



Since F(t) = [ %f |VP.f|?dm = [P, f|Vlog P, f|*dm, it then follows that —F"(t) >
2k F(t) for every t > 0 so that F(t) < e 2% F(0). Therefore,

Ent (f) < /Ooe—%tm)dt: i/%Wﬁzdm.

0

Hence, changing f into f2, LS(m) > k. We may thus state

Proposition 1.5. If for some x > 0 and every f,

f@/f|V10gf|2dm < /ng(logf)dm, (1.10)
then LS(m) > k.

The only, however main, difference with spectral gap is that here LS(m) is not
characterized in general by x of (1.10) as shown by the following example commu-
nicated to us by B. Helffer. Let dm = %e‘“dw be the probability measure on R
with

u(z) = z* — Bx?, x €R, (1.11)

where 5 > 0. Although u is not uniformly strictly convex, it is clearly convex at
infinity so that, by Corollary 1.7 below, LS(m) > 0. However, if we let f(z) = e™#*"
x € R, it is easily seen that

/fI‘g(log fdm = 452/ [1+ (122° — 25)x2}e—w4dj’” <0

for § large enough so that (1.10) certainly fails (more generally, see [B-H2]).

The same convexity condition as in Corollary 1.4 however leads to the logarith-
mic Sobolev inequality.

Corollary 1.6. Let dm =  e~Ydx where, as symmetric matrices, Hess (U)(z) >
cId for some ¢ > 0 uniform in x € R"™. By the definition of I's applied to log f, (1.10)
holds with k = ¢ so that

LS(m) > c.

It might be important to recall at this stage that the condition Hess (U) > cId
for some ¢ > 0 may be used in a slightly different way in proofs of spectral gap and
logarithmic Sobolev inequalities. Inspired by results in Riemannian geometry and
the stochastic calculus of variation, it may be shown indeed (cf. [Bal], [Ba2]) under
the condition Hess (U) > cId that, for every smooth function f and every ¢ > 0,

VP f|? <e P (IVf]?) (1.12)

at each point). Under this condition, by invariance,
Yy

/|VP,,f|2dm < e 2t /Pt(|Vf|2)dm = e_QCt/|Vf|2dm



so that, by (1.7), Vary,(f) < 2 [ |V f|*dm whenever ¢ > 0. The proof of (1.12) is a
variation on the principle leading to Propositions 1.3 and 1.5. Indeed, fix ¢ > 0 and
define, for every s < t, G(s) = e 2 Py(|VP,_s f|?). Then, by the definition of T3,

G'(s) = 2e~ 2P, (FQ(Pt_Sf) . \VPt_SfF) >0

from which the result follows. This argument may be used similarly for logarith-
mic Sobolev inequalities but requires the strengthening of (1.12) into |VPif| <
e " P,(|V f]). We refer to [Ba2|, [Le2] for details.

It follows from the perturbation result of Lemma 1.2 together with Corollar-
ies 1.4 and 1.6 that whenever dm = Le Udz is such that U = V + W with
Hess (V)(z) > cId for some ¢ > 0 uniformly in x € R" and W is bounded (such
a potential will be called below strictly convex at infinity), then the probability
measure m satisfies both a spectral gap and a logarithmic Sobolev inequality. Note
however that by example (1.11), strict convexity at infinity may fail criterion (1.10)
of Proposition 1.5.

Corollary 1.7. Let dm = + e Vdx where U =V + W with Hess (V) > cId for
some ¢ > 0 and ||W||_, < oo. Then

SG(m) > LS(m) > ce Wl > ¢ (1.13)

One odd feature of this perturbation argument is that it yields rather poor con-
stants as functions of the dimension. Typically in R", the cost would be exponential
in n.

In other directions, it was shown recently by S. Bobkov [Bo2] that whenever
Hess (U) > 0, SG(m) > 0, but again dependence in the dimension is poor. Further-
more, if Hess (U) > cId for some ¢ € R, F.-Y. Wang [Wa] and S. Aida [Ai] (see also
[Lel]) showed that whenever m is integrable enough in the sense that

/e""m'zdm(a:) < 00

for some o > 2max(0, —c), then LS(m) > 0 depending on the value of the preceding
integral. Thus again, this result is rather useless for dimension free estimates.

As is pointed out in [Ro], the class of potentials strictly convex at infinity con-
tains the class of potentials U = V + W, Hess (U) > cId for some ¢ > 0 and W
Lipschitz. To check it, let 7, be the Gaussian density (2ro2)~"/2 e_|m|2/2"2, o >0,
on R"™ and write

U=V+Wskv,)+ (W -—=Wsxkv,).

It is easily seen that for every a € R",
|(Hess (W * v, )a, )| < Ko~ ?|al?
where K is the Lipschitz constant of W whereas

IW s 70 — W, < Kv/no.



Provided o is large enough so that K < co?, the claim follows. (The preceding
argument was kindly communicated to us by L. Miclo.)

To conclude this recall section, and in order to motivate our investigation, let
us consider the following simple example that concentrates most of the questions
we will deal with next. Let, on the real line R, du = %e_“dx where w is strictly
convex at infinity, that is « = v + w with v” > ¢ > 0, and w bounded. A typical
such example is u(z) = 2* — 322, 3 > 0. As we have seen in Corollary 1.7, y satisfies
both a spectral gap and a logarithmic Sobolev inequality. On R", consider then the

probability measure

1
dQ(z) = 7 e V@) dy

with

n

U(x) = Zu(xz) + Jixixi_i_l, z e R,

=1 =1

where J € R and z,, 11 = 1. We would like to known whether () satisfies a Poincaré
or a logarithmic Sobolev inequality with constants independent of n, at least if J is
small enough for example. The preceding general results allow us to conclude in two
cases. If J =0, @ is the n-fold product measure p™ of pu for which, by Lemma 1.1,
both Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities hold with constants independent
of n. If w = 0, then it is not difficult to see that, at every x € R", and for every
a=(ag,...,a,) € R",

(Hess (U)(z)a, a) = Za?u”(wi) + ZJZO@O@'H > (C — 2|J\)|Oé|2
i=1

=1

that is thus strictly positive as soon as J is small enough (with respect to ¢ > 0).
Therefore, Hess (U) > ¢ Id for some ¢ > 0 so that, by Corollaries 1.4 and 1.6,
() satisfies a Poincaré and a logarithmic Sobolev inequality independently of the
dimension. The main trouble now comes from the fact that if the two situations
are mixed, none of the preceding general arguments may be used to conclude, and
a rather delicate analysis is needed to take into account the perturbation in the
product. This is the problem we investigate below.

2. General correlation inequalities

In this section, we make use of the preceding semigroup tools to describe some
correlation inequalities that will be crucial in the analysis of logarithmic Sobolev
inequalities for spin systems. We start with general L? correlation inequalities drawn
for the paper [He2]. We take again the notation of the preceding section.

Proposition 1.3 may be adapted to estimates on correlations by a simple change
of metric. If m is a measure on (E, &), denote by Cor,,(f,g) the correlation (or
covariance)

Cor,(f.9) = [ fodm [ fam [ gdm



of the square integrable functions f and g. The correlation may also be written by
duplication

Corm(frg) = 2 [ [ [f@) — £@)] [9(@) — 9(9)]dim(z)dm(y).
2

Let dm = % e Ydx be as in Section 1 and denote by (Pt);> the semigroup with
generator L = A — (VU, V). As for (1.7), for smooth functions f, g on R",

Cor(f.9) = [ (£ = [ Fam)gdm

:_/Ooo</gLPtfdm)dt
:/()oo</<vptf, Vg)dm)dt

where we used integration by parts (1.6) in the last step. This formula is the semi-
group version of the correlation representation put forward in [H-S|, [Hel] via the
Witten Laplacian on forms L®™ + Hess (U). Now, let D be an invertible n x n
diagonal matrix with diagonal (d;);.;.,,- We may clearly write

Cor,,(f,9) = /OOO(/<DVPtf,D_1Vg)dm>dt

0o 1/2 1/2
g/ (/|DVPtf|2dm) </|D—1vg|2dm) dt.
0

We analyze F(t) = [|DVP,f|*dm, t > 0, as for the spectral gap in Section 1. We
have

F'(t) = —2/LPthDPtfdm
where

LPf = i d;0; f — i d;0;Ud; f.
=1 =1

If for some k > 0 and every f,

m/\DVf\Qdmg/LfLDfdm, (2.1)

then —F'(t) < 2kF(t) for every t > 0 so that F(t) < e 2*F(0). Hence we conclude
to the following result.

Proposition 2.1. If (2.1) holds for some diagonal matrix D and some rk > 0,
for every smooth functions f and g on R",

1/2 1/2
r Cory, (f, g9) < </|DVf|2dm> </|D—1vg\2dm) :



As in (1.8), it is useful to interpret (2.1) with the help of the Hessian of U as

/ LfLP fdm = / ( Z d; (93 f)* + Z d?@jU@f@f)dm- (2.2)
i,j=1 i,j=1

In particular, x > ¢” whenever

DHess (U)D™ > cP 1d. (2.3)

We turn to our second correlation inequality, put forward in [S-Z1], [S-Z2] and
adapted to the unbounded case in [B-H1] (see also [Yo03]). It will prove useful in the
inductive proof of logarithmic Sobolev inequalities. Although we will only use this
result in dimension one below, we state it in R™ for possible independent interest.

Proposition 2.2. Assume dm = %e_de satisfies the logarithmic Sobolev

inequality with constant p > 0. Then, there is a constant C' > 0 only depending on
p > 0 such that such that for all smooth functions f, g on R",

1/2 1/2
Corn(.9) <20 Vgl [ 2am) ([ 1ospam)

The proposition of course applies when U = V + W, Hess (V) > cId for some
¢ > 0and ||W]|_, < oo since then, by (1.13), LS(m) > ce #IWll= > 0.

Proof. We may assume by homogeneity that ||Vg||, < 1. By duplication and
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

Corn(£2.9) = 5 [ [ 17@) = @] [F@) + )] [9(2) — 9o dm(z)dm(y)
1 5 1/2
< (3 [ [ 15~ s am@)am))

X (% // @) + F)[[g(z) - g(y)}Qdm(«T)dm(y))l/Q

< Var(f)1/? (2 [ £@lote) - g<y>}2dm<x>dm<y>)m'
Now, for a,b > 0, ab < aloga + ¢, so that, for every ¢ > 0,
[ £@lste) - g)Pam(z)dmy
< eEnt,,(f%) +¢ / F2dm / / el9@=9WI/ g (1) dm (y).

Since LS(m) > p, by the Herbst inequality as in [A-M-S] (see [Lel], p. 151), whenever

ep >4,
/ / el9@ =W/ gy (2)dm(y) < .

V1—4/ep’



Summarizing, for every ep > 4 and some C(g) > 0 only depending on ¢ and p,

1/2
Cor,, (f2,9) < Va,rm(f)l/2 <5Entm(f2) + C(e) /dem)

1/2

< (/dem)l/Q (aEntm(fQ) +C(€)Varm(f)>

Since m satisfies SG(m) > LS(m) > p > 0, the conclusion follows. Proposition 2.2
is established. O

As is clear, the proof of Proposition 2.2 actually shows that for every € > 0
such that ep > 4, there exists C'(¢) > 0 only depending on € and p such that for all
smooth functions f, g on R",

1/2

Cornts.0) < 9ol [ £20m) " (eBnen?) + Clovarn) . 1)

an inequality of independent interest in the perturbative regime [Yo3|, [B-H2].

In the spirit of Proposition 2.2, one may establish by related tools stronger L*
correlation bounds. More precisely, one can show, mostly on the basis of the material
developed in Section 1, that if dm = % e Ydr where U =V + W, Hess (V) > cld,
c>0,||W|, <ocand|VW|_, < oo, then, for some constant C' > 0 only depending
on ¢, |[W] and [[VIW]_, and for all smooth functions f, g on R",

Cot(£.9) < C Vg, [ 1V51dm. (2.5)

Applied to f? instead of f, it yields a stronger conclusion than Proposition 2.2 of
possible independent applications (see the final comments after Theorem 6.3).

3. Spectral gaps for some families of potentials

Let u be a smooth function on R such that z = [ e “dz < oo and denote by u
the probability measure on the Borel sets of R defined by

1
du(x) = B e =) dy.

Let now H be a smooth potential on R™ such that Z = [e™#du™ < oo and consider

the probability measure

1
dQ = Ee_Hd,u”. (3.1)

In the notation of Section 1,

dQ = — e Ydx



with

n

ZU% + H(x), x=(x1,...,2,) €R",
=1
(and Z' = 2"7).
Whenever iy,...,i; are distinct in {1,...,n}, we denote below by Q%1 %k
the conditional measure on R™" " given z;,, ..., x;, defined by

dQ$117.~7 ik (x] :,_7 % 217 . '77’]{3) — We H( ) H d/,l/(w])

JFULse ik
where
R S T
JFULse ik
These should actually only be considered for almost every (z;,,...,%;, ) € R”. We

will ignore below the negligeable sets involved in this definition.

In this section, we describe, following [He2|, conditions on H in order that @
satisfies a Poincaré inequality. The following proposition has been observed by B.
Helffer [He2] by means of his Witten Laplacian approach. The proof is elementary.

Proposition 3.1. Assume that for some h = hg and h = hq inR, Hess (H)(x) >
h1d and maxi<;<n 0;;H (x) < h uniformly in x € R". Let

§=8Q = inf SG(Q$1 ~~~~~ $i71,$i+1,...,mn)

where the infimum is running over all x1,...,2;-1,%it+1,...,Zp iIn R and 1 <17 < n.
Then

SG(Q) > s+ h — h.

Proof. By Proposition 1.3 and (1.9) of Section 1, it is enough to show that
/Lf dQ = /< (015 )? (Hess(U)Vf,Vf>)dQ2(s+h—7z)/\Vf|2dQ
i,j=1

where we recall that U(z) = "7, u(x;) + H(x). For a smooth function f on R",

n

> (0if)*+(Hess (U)Vf, V)

ij=1

= D @50+ D _u"(@:)(0:f)* + (Hess (H)Vf, V f)

ij=1 i=1

> (0af)?+ Y u"(@)(0if)? + BV
=1 =1



Now, for every i = 1,...,n,
(02 + '@ @.0]d0Q
> / [(0uf)* + (" (2) + 0 H) (0:£)°]dQ — / (03 £)2dQ
= [ ([ 1017 + (0w + 0uty@ug Plagremsminon g

— B/(aif)%z@.

The one-dimensional measure QQ*1:~%Fi-1,Ti+1:--»Tn hag g spectral gap bounded below
by s. By Proposition 1.3, it thus also satisfy the corresponding integral criterion (1.9)
with x = s. Now, the definition of QQ®1»¥i-1:Fit1:-»Tn ghows that

1

2/ T15 T —1,Ti4150-,Tn

del ..... Ti1,Lid1,yLn (xz) — e—u(wi)—H($)dwi (32)

so that (19) apphed to Q$1a~~~7$i—1,$i+1,...,$n y1€lds that
/ [(anf)Q + (u//(l‘i) + aﬂH) (aif)2:|dQ:El,u.,.'Ei_l,$i+1’..,7wn
S /(8if)2de1,...,wi—1,mi_;,_l,...,:(:n ‘

Proposition 3.1 is established. O

Proposition 2.1 may be used in the same way to produce correlation bounds. If
D is an invertible n x n diagonal matrix, let h” € R be such that

DHess (H)D™* > hP 1d.

Together with Proposition 2.1 and (2.2), note that

Z df(@]f)g—i— Z dgangazfazf

1,7=1 1,7=1
= Z d2(0; f) +Zd2 ") (8 f)% + ZdZaUHafaf
t,j=1 1,j=1
>Zd2 (85 f)? + u” () (0i f)? +hDZd28f
=1 =1

One then argue as in the proof of Proposition 3.1 to conclude to the following result
of B. Helffer [He2].

Proposition 3.2. In the notation of Proposition 3.1, for every smooth functions
f,g onR",

1/2 1/2
(s +hP — h) Corg(f, g) </|D v f? dQ) </|DVg|2dQ) .



Note that Proposition 3.2 includes the case f = g of Proposition 3.1 with optimal
constant. A similar result holds with h” .

Typical applications of Propositions 3.1 and 3.2 are the following. Assume for

example that
H(z) = (Az,z) + (B, 2)

where A is an n X n matrix with zero diagonal and B € R". Then Hess(H) = A+'A
so that h is the infimum of the eigenvalues of the symmetric matrix A + ‘A while
0;;H = 0 for every i. Furthermore s = infger SG(ug) where, for every 6 € R,

1
dupg(z) = " P du(x).

In another direction, assume that w is strictly convex at infinity, that is u = v+w,
for some ¢ > 0, u”(z) > ¢ uniformly in z and ||w|, < oco. Provided that for some
' <e,

8”1-[(:70) Z —C// (33)
for every x € R™ and i = 1,...,n, then
s> (c—c")e vl (3.4)

Indeed, by (3.2), along the i-th coordinate,
u(z;) + H(x) = v(z;) + H(z) + w(x;)

with v"(z;) + 0;;H(xz) > ¢ — ¢" > 0 and |lw||, < oo. The claim thus follows from
(1.13). In particular, if max;<;<p ||0:iH||, < " <c¢,

SG(Q)>s+h—h>(c—c"ye tIvle . p ¢

Some examples with non-convex phase have been constructed recently by I.
Gentil and C. Roberto [G-R] using perturbations via Hardy inequalities.

4. Marginal distributions

Due to example (1.11), we cannot hope for Proposition 3.1 to hold similarly
for logarithmic Sobolev inequalities. We thus have to turn back to the induction
method for product measures. In particular, we need to apply a logarithmic Sobolev
inequality at each step. To this task, we describe following [B-H1] the marginals of
our probability measure @). It will be enough to consider one-dimensional marginals.

Let @ be as defined by (3.1). Denote by Q); its marginals on the i-th coordinate,
i =1,...,n. Q; is a probability measure on R with density e~ i with respect to
Lebesgue measure given by H;(z;) = u(z;) — K;(x;) where

1
K;(z;) = log (Z_Z /e_H(x) Hd,u(ajj)), x; € R.

JFi



In order to show that @); satisfies a Poincaré or logarithmic Sobolev inequality, we
will use the convexity criteria on H; developed in Section 1. To this task, let us
describe the second derivative of H;. Denote by Q% the probability () conditionally
on x;. It is easy to check that

K'(z;) = Varge: (0;H) — /OiinQxi. (4.1)
By the definition of the spectral gap,

SG(Q™) Varg=; (0; H) < / VO, H|>dQ" (4.2)
where the gradient V is acting on the coordinates x1,...,2i—1,Tit1,...,ZTn.

In order to make use of (4.2), we follow the observation of [B-H1] by imposing
convexity condition on the one-dimensional phase measure p. Assume namely that
u is strictly convex at infinity, that is, for some ¢ > 0, u = v + w with v” > ¢ > 0,
|lw||,, < oco. Assume furthermore that for some ¢’,¢”, ¢ +¢” <,

/\V&iH\QdQ‘“ < SG(Q") and /ﬁiinQ“ > ¢’

uniformly in z; € R. Then, provided that SG(Q**) > 0, H; = (v — K;) + w where,
by (4.1) and (4.2),
(v—K;)(z;) >c— = ".

Hence, by (113), LS(Qz) > (C —c - C”) e_4le|oo.

We may summarize these conclusions in the following statement.

Proposition 4.1. Assume that u is convex at infinity, that is u = v + w,
v >¢e>0, ||w||,, < oo. If for some ¢/, ", ¢ + " <,

/ VO H2dQ% < ¢ SG(Q*) and / Oy HdQ™ > —” (4.3)

uniformly in x; € R, 7 =1,...,n, the one-dimensional marginal Q; of () has density
e~ i with respect to Lebesgue measure on R where H; = v;+w, v!’ > c¢—c —¢" > 0,

|wl]|so < 00. In particular, SG(Q;) > LS(Q;) > (¢ — ¢/ — ") e~ *llwle~,

In the setting of Proposition 4.1, we may apply furthermore Proposition 2.2 to
the marginals @);. Assume thus that (4.3) of Proposition 4.1 holds. We write below
f = f(z;) to indicate that a smooth function f is actually a one-variable function
only depending on the i-th coordinate, i = 1,...,n. Let f = f(x;) and g be smooth
functions on R". To apply Proposition 2.2, observe first that

Corg(f,g) = Corg,(f,G)

where G(z;) = [¢dQ*" (conditional expectation under @ of g given z;). We thus
deduce from Proposition 2.2 that for some constant C' > 0 only depending on
c—c =" >0 and ||w]e < o0,

1/2 1/2
Corg(%,9) < 201 [r2a@) ([ 17a@) (14)



In the following, we will show that ||G’||_ can be made small in several instances.
To that purpose, note that

G (z;) = /@ngmi — Corgei (g,0;H) (4.5)

and G(z;) = g(z;) if g = g(=;). If g does not depend on x;, we will see below how
the L? bounds of Proposition 3.2 on the correlations Corg=: (g, 9; H) will ensure that
|G"||, is small as a function of the distance between the supports of f and g.

5. Logarithmic Sobolev inequalities

In this section, we investigate the logarithmic Sobolev inequality with the pre-
ceding tools. Consider the probability measure ) of (3.1) defined by d@Q = % e Haun.
We follow in a natural way the proof of Lemma 1.1 and perform a Markov tensoriza-
tion (the so-called martingale method [L-Y]).

Given a smooth function f on R", define, for £k = 1,...,n, fr on R” as the
square root of the conditional expectation of f2 given z1,...,z; under the law Q.

Since f2 = f? and f§ = [ f2dQ,
Bug() = Y- | [ 2106 f2aQ ~ [ 12 s10g f2 a0,
k=1

Now, fZ | is also the conditional expectation of f2 given x1,...,z5_1 so that it
may be represented as

f,?_l(xl,...,mk_l) = /fg(xl,...,xk)del“"w’“1(xk,...,xn) (5.1)

where we recall that Q*':~%+=1 is the conditional distribution given x1,...,z5_1.
Therefore,

Furthermore, since f,? is a function of x1,...,xk, and since Q*1*k-1 is a measure
of the variables xg, ..., x,,

where Q) ""“*7" is the first marginal of Q*1~*~1 (marginal in the z;, coordinate).

Let u on R be strictly convex at infinity, v = v+ w, v > ¢ > 0, ||w||, <

00. Assume that each one-dimensional marginal QZl"“’x’“’l satisfy a logarithmic
Sobolev inequality with constant p > 0 uniform in xq,...,25-1 and k = 1,...,n.

By Proposition 4.1, this is ensured in particular if, for some ¢/, ", ¢ + ¢’ < ¢,

/|V8RH|2de1”xk S C/ SG(le,,wk) and /&kkHdel”xk Z _C// (52)



uniformly over z1,...,2,_1 and k = 1,...,n, with p = (¢ — ¢/ — ") e 4w~ In

5.2), the gradient V is a priori acting on the coordinates x1,...,z,. In this case
_|_
therefore,
pButo(f?) <23 [ 10ufiPaa. (53)
k=1

In the next step, we evaluate the partial derivatives O fi. As a substitute to
(1.5), we now have, for every 1 < k < /¢ < mn,

2fe0fo = Opfi = /2f4+13kfz+1dQ$1""’” — Corgoree (f71, 0 H). (5.4)

This formula displays the importance of correlation bounds to investigate logarith-
mic Sobolev inequalities.

Next, we control the correlation terms in (5.4) together with (4.4) above. Under
(5.2), we may apply (4.4) to each Q"' to see that, uniformly in z1, ..., zy,

1/2
‘COI‘le AAAAA zy (f£2_|_1, akH)‘ < 2C - Ck’[+1f[ ( /|6g+1fg+1|2de1"“’”) (55)

(vecall f7 = [f7 ,dQ™ ") where, by (4.5), for 1 <k < < n,

Ck:,E—i—l = Hag+17kHHOO + ‘ sup Coerl »»»»» Tyt (8kH, 6g+1H)\. (5.6)
Now, by (5.4) and (5.5),

1/2
| feOk fe| < /\f4+13kfé+1\de1"“’” +C‘Ck:,e+1f£(/\3é+1fé+1\2dQ“"“’”) :

Since again f7 = [ f£2+1de1"“’”, we get from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that

1/2

By the triangle inequality in L? and the composition of conditional expectations, it
follows by iteration that, for every 1 < k < n,

1/2 n—1
|6kfk| < </|akf|2de1,,wk) +CZCR,Z+1(/|8£+1f6+1|2de1"“’wk)
=k

Hence (since (a+b)? < 2a2 + 252 and f2 = f2),
> [1ousaQ
k=1
- n n—1 e
§2Z/|8kf|2dQ+2CQZ/ <ch7£+1</|6£—|—1f£+1|2dQ$1""’$k) ) dQ
k=1 1 —

n n—1

n n—1
<2y / 0 f7dQ +2C ) Y " Crjur > Cruoa / 10041 foy1]2dQ
k=1 =k

k=1 j=k

1/2



where we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Now,

n n—1

n—1
YD Crjr1 Y Cren / |Oe41 fee[2dQ
=k

k=1 j=k

n

1 ¢ n—1
= Z <Z Z Ck,j+1Ck;,E+1) /‘a€+1f€+1|2dQ‘

=1 Nk=1j=k

Provided that ,
n—1

1
m?XZ Z Ck’j+10k,g+1 S 4—6'2 (57)

k=1 j=k

(where C' > 0 is the constant of (4.4)), it follows that

Z/|3kfk|2dQ < 4Z/|3kf|2dQ-
k=1 k=1

Hence, under (5.7) and together with (5.3), the logarithmic Sobolev inequality for
(@ holds, with a constant only depending on p.

Proposition 5.1. Assume that, for some ', ", ¢/ + " < ¢,
/|VakH|2de1,,xk S C/ SG(le,,IEk) and /akkHdel,,xk Z _C//

uniformly over x1,...,x, and k = 1,...,n and that the coefficients Cy, ¢+1 of (5.6)
satisfy (5.7). Then, for every smooth function f on R",

S Ent(f) <2 [ [V/PdQ

with p = (¢ — ¢’ — ") e=4I*ll=_ In other words, LS(Q) > 1 (c — ¢/ — ") e~*lIvli=.

It will be the purpose of the next section to describe models and conditions
under which the hypotheses of Proposition 5.1 may be seen to be easily satisfied.

6. Logarithmic Sobolev inequalities for spin systems

We illustrate in this section the preceding general conclusions in the context
of unbounded spin systems with nearest neighbors interaction. We develop here
the tools to check the conditions in Propositions 3.1 and 5.1 for these specific spin
systems. For a finite subset A in 7%, d > 1, denote by p® the product measure of

/4 on R*. Given the boundary condition w € RZd, consider the probability measure
dQ = dQM = % e Hdu™ on R* with Hamiltonian

H(z) = HM (z) = > Tpg(Xp,m4), T = (p),cp € RY (6.1)
{p,a}NA#D,p~q



In (6.1), the summation is taken on couple (p, q) = (g, p) of nearest neighbors p ~ ¢
in Z%, and when p ¢ A, x, = wy. The functions Jyq, p,q € 7%, are symmetric
smooth functions on R?. The typical choices for J,, are Jy,(x,y) = Jry (cf. [Yol])
or Jpq(x,y) =V (x —y) (cf. [He2], [B-H1)).

We assume that the single spin phase p has a density that is strictly convex at
infinity, that is du(z) = %e_“(x)dx where u = v +w, v > ¢ > 0 and w is bounded.
The typical assumption on the functions Jp, in the definition (6.1) will concern the
quantity

J = 5up (11011 Tpglly + 19124l )- (6.2)

p.q
We will only be concerned with the perturbative regime where the coupling param-
eter J is small enough.

Since u is convex at infinity, U(z) = >, u(z,) + H(x), = (,),cp, is convex
at infinity on R™ as soon as J is small enough. In particular, Z = [ e Hdph < oo
for every A and boundary condition w. Furthermore, by Corollary 1.7, SG(Q**) >

LS(Q*»*) > 0 with bounds however depending on (the size of) A and w. It is the
purpose of this section to show that these can actually be made uniform.

We now check on this model the various conditions required in order to apply
the conclusions of the preceding sections. The various details might look tedious, but

are straightforward. Fix A ¢ Z¢ and w € RZ" and write sometimes for simplicity @
instead of @Q™*. Conditional distributions of Q = Q™ are of the same form Q"

for some A’ C A C Z% and o' € RZ".

We start with the spectral gap and the bounds h and h on Hess (H) and 9;; H
of Proposition 3.1 where H = H** is defined by (6.1). For r,r’ € A,

arrH = Z a11J7"p

prr

while when r # 7/,
arr’H = 812J7"7"’

if r ~ 7" and 9,,»H = 0 if not. In particular,

max |0, H|| , < 2dJ. (6.3)
reA

Similarly, for a = (a;),.cp € RA,

(Hess (H)a, o) = Z Opp H 0 + Z Oprr H 0ty tyr

> — o H 2_ o H o 6.4
> —max||0 ||oozrjar max |10 Hllos D lolle|  (64)
> —2dJ|al?.

Hence, together with (3.3) and (3.4), s > (¢ — 2d.J) e~ I*ll~ and

s+h—h>(c—2dJ)e v~ _ 447



As a consequence of Proposition 3.1, we may already state for this example the
following result of B. Helffer [He2]. It produces uniform spectral gaps in the pertur-
bative regime (J small).

Proposition 6.1. For every finite subset A C Z% and every boundary condition
d
w e R,
SG(QM) > (¢ —2dJ) e IWl= — 44,

In particular, there exist Jy > 0 and A > 0 small enough, only depending on d > 1,
¢ > 0 and ||w||, < oo, such that for every finite subset A C Z*, every boundary

condition w € de, and every |J| < Jy,
SG(Q™M) > .

In other words, the spectral gap inequality holds for the measures Q™% uniformly

over finite subsets A C Z% and boundary conditions w € RZ provided J is small
enough.

Now, we aim to use Proposition 3.2 to deduce some L? correlation inequalities
that will be of help later on. Again, fix A and w and write Q@ = Q™. Let p,q € A,
and denote by d(p, q) the graph distance between p and ¢ on Z%. Recall we write
f = f(zp), p € A, to express that a smooth function f on R" is actually a one-
variable function only depending on the coordinate z,. Let then f = f(x,) and
g = g(z4). Choose the diagonal matrix D in Proposition 3.2 with (d..),., given by
d, = e¥®7)_ Other choices are clearly possible at this stage, and might be helpful to
carefully follow the various constants involved into the problem. (What is actually

needed right now is a function o of the distance such that sup,- |°'£fzj;)1)| < 00.)

We however only consider this one for more simplicity. Then,

[10vsPae = [ 174

while

/\D—lvg|2dQ = ¢ 2dP0) /g’de.

One has now to control h” of Proposition 3.2 for this choice of D. But, for every
a=(ar),cp € R, it is easily seen as in (6.4) that

Z drd ) Oppr H atpctyr = Z O H 02 + Z ) o=y H oy

r,r! €A T rer’!

L DL LN DTN
> —2deJ|al?.

Therefore, if J is small enough,

s+hP —h>(c—2d])e HIvle —24(1 4 ¢)J > 0.



As a consequence of Proposition 3.2, we may therefore state for this example the
following result of B. Helffer [He2] on correlations bounds.

Proposition 6.2. If
(c—2dJ) e Hwll= _924(14+e)J >0 >0,

for every finite subset A C z4, every boundary condition w € de, and every smooth
functions f and g on R®, f = f(zp), 9 =9(xq), p.qg €A,

1/2 1/2

In particular,
Corgaw(f,g9) <07 e PP '] lg']|..

This result may be stated more generally as in [He2] and [B-H1]| (see also ([B-
H2]) for functions with arbitrary disjoints supports. We will not use this extension
below.

Finally, we investigate the logarithmic Sobolev inequality for these spin systems
through Propositions 5.1. Fix @ = @**. Recall that since the conditional distri-
butions of () are given by some QA/’”/, Propositions 6.1 and 6.2 apply to all the
conditional distributions of ) with the same uniform bounds. Let Jy > 0 be small
enough so that both Proposition 6.1, for some A > 0, and Proposition 6.2, for some
0 > 0, hold for every |J| < Jy. If r € A and if V is the gradient acting on RAMTY
then

VO H|> =Y [0, HI* < 2d.J.

r/~r

Recall also (6.3). Therefore, assuming that for some ¢/, ¢’ with ¢’ +¢” < ¢, J is small
enough so that

2dJ* <X and 2dJ <, (6.5)

the first hypothesis in Proposition 5.1 is clearly satisfied.

We turn to the control of the coefficients Cy 411 of (5.6). Given Q = Q™ it is
necessary to fix an enumeration ¢ = 1,...,n of a finite subset A of 7% with cardinal
n. To distinguish between points of the lattice and elements in the enumeration,
we use the letters p,q,r, ... for the first ones, and k, ¢, ... for the latter ones. By
Proposition 6.2 applied to Q*1»%¢+1 for 1 < k < /¢ < n, and the definition of .J,

re~kr/~f041

< Z Z J2(9_1 e—d(r,r')

r~kr/ ~04+1
< (2deJ)?9t e dlEH LK)



Therefore, for 1 < k < £ < n, together with ||0py1 1 H| < Jif £+ 1~k and 0
otherwise,

Cret1 < (e + (2de])?~ ) e 1),
It is then a simple matter to check that condition (5.7) will be fulfilled for every J

small enough. Setting, for fixed k (in A), I,, = {r € Z% d(k,r) = m},
n—1
Ze—d(j-ﬂ,k) _ Z Z 1{]—1—16[ } < Z mcard )
=k m=0

Therefore, for every k,

n—1 o)
Ze_d(jH’k) < Z 2d (m + 1) le™™ < oo.
=k m=0

Similarly, for every ¢,

)4 oo
Ze_d(ul’k) < Z 2d (m + 1) 1e ™™ < oo.

k=1 m=0
One deduces that
¢ n—1
m?Xl; ; Chji1Criop1 < M = M(J) (6.6)

where M (J) only depends on d, A and J. Furthermore, M(J) — 0 as J — 0.

To conclude, recall first Jy > 0 and A\, 0 > 0 have been chosen small enough so
that Propositions 6.1 and 6.2 hold uniformly in A, w and |J| < Jy. For ¢/ + ¢’ < ¢,
choose further Jy small enough such that (6.5) holds and such that in (6.6) M (J) <
402 for every |J| < Jy. Hence (5.7) is satisfied and Proposition 5.1 applies. We may
thus conclude in this way to the main result of the works [Zel], [Yol], [He2], [B-H1],
in the form presented in [B-H1], in the perturbative regime.

Theorem 6.3. Let u be convex at infinity, w = v + w with v > ¢ > 0,
|lwl||,, < oo. There exist Jy > 0 and p > 0 small enough, only depending on d > 1,
¢ > 0 and |lw|| < oo, such that for every finite subset A C Z*, every boundary

d
condition w € R”" | and every |J| < Jo,

LS(QY¥) > p.

In other words, the logarithmic Sobolev inequality holds for the measures Q™%

uniformly over finite subsets A C Z® and boundary conditions w € RZ provided J
is small enough.

We conclude by a brief discussion of possible extensions and generalizations.
The preceding proof may be adapted to the compact (continuous) spin systems for



which it provides a more simple analysis. We may consider different measures on
each fibers, with uniform spectral gap and logarithmic Sobolev constants. Nearest
neighbor interactions may also clearly by extended to finite range interactions. The
proof presented above possibly allows infinite range of exponentially decreasing in-
teractions. In another direction, appropriate polynomial decay of the correlations
in Proposition 6.2 is actually sufficient to conclude (under the assumption that the
one-dimensional marginals Q** satisfy uniformly a logarithmic Sobolev inequality).

In the particular case of the dimension d = 1, it has been proved by B. Zegar-
linski [Zel] that if the phase is super-convex (u” — 00), and satisfies some techni-
cal assumption, then the spectral gap and the logarithmic Sobolev inequality hold
uniformly whatever the value of J. In the non-perturbative regime (J arbitrary),
N. Yoshida [Yo3] (see also [B-H2]), extending [S-Z3] in the compact case, showed
the formal equivalence between spectral gap, decay of correlations and logarithmic
Sobolev inequalities.

The scheme of proof of Theorem 6.3, together with the L!-bounds on the cor-
relations (2.5), may be used exactly in the same way to prove by induction the
isoperimetric inequality, in its functional form,

1(f5aQ") < [V + O TFdQ" (6.7)

of [Bol] and [Ba-L] for Q. This inequality strengthens the logarithmic Sobolev
inequality. In (6.7), I is the Gaussian isoperimetric function defined as I = p o ®
where @ is the distribution function of the standard Gaussian distribution on R
and ¢ its density, and f is a smooth function with values in [0, 1]. Indeed, (6.7)
is stable by products as Poincaré and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities (cf. [Bol],
[Ba-L]), and the Markov tensorization of Section 5 together with the L! correlation
bounds apply similarly to yield the desired claim. However, since nearest neighbor
interactions produce a uniform lower bound (6.4) on Hess (H ), one may also use at a
cheaper price Theorem 4.1 of [Ba-L] to deduce directly the isoperimetric inequality
from the logarithmic Sobolev inequality of Theorem 6.3. Inequality (6.7) for discrete
spin systems is considered in [Ze2], [Fo].
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manuscript.
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