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Abstract

We propose an approach to obtaining explicit estimates on the resolvent of hypocoercive
operators by using Schur complements, rather than from an exponential decay of the evolution
semigroup combined with a time integral. We present applications to Langevin-like dynamics
and Fokker-Planck equations, as well as the linear Boltzmann equation (which is also the
generator of randomized Hybrid Monte Carlo in molecular dynamics). In particular, we make
precise the dependence of the resolvent bounds on the parameters of the dynamics and on
the dimension. We also highlight the relationship of our method with other hypocoercive
approaches.

1 Introduction

Degenerate dynamics appear in many contexts. Two prominent examples are Langevin-type dy-
namics in molecular dynamics (whose associated generators are Fokker—Planck operators), and
Boltzmann-type equations in the kinetic theory of fluids. From an analytical viewpoint, these op-
erators have a degenerate dissipative structure. For instance, Fokker—Planck operators are partial
differential operators with degenerate second order derivatives, in contrast to generators associated
with non-degenerate diffusive dynamics which have full second order derivatives. The key point
in proving the longtime convergence of degenerate dynamics is to retrieve some dissipation in all
degrees of freedom by a combination of the transport part of the evolution and the degenerate
diffusion — as provided by the hypocoercive techniques reviewed below.

We first briefly describe the two models which motivate our study (Langevin-type dynamics and
linear Boltzmann equation), and then provide a review of existing hypocoercive approaches. We
then turn to our motivation, namely providing bounds on the resolvent of the partial differential
operator under consideration directly, without going through kinetic estimates on the evolution
semigroups; and describe our approach based on Schur complements.

Paradigmatic hypocoercive dynamics. Our first motivation for studying hypocoercive oper-
ators stems from molecular dynamics [41, 82, 57, 60|, the computational armed wing of statistical
physics [9]. One family of dynamics commonly used to compute average properties according to
the Boltzmann—Gibbs measure are Langevin dynamics. These dynamics evolve the positions ¢
and momenta p of given particles interacting via a potential energy function V(gq) according to
the following stochastic differential equation:

dgs = pe dt,
dpy = —=VV(q) dt —ypy dt + o dWr,

where W; is a standard Brownian motion and «, o are positive numbers. The first result on the
convergence of Langevin-like dynamics to the stationary measure is [81], which however does not
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provide explicit convergence rates. The generator associated with Langevin dynamics
o2
ELang =Dp- Vq — VV((]) . Vp — P - Vp + 7Ap

is degenerate since second derivatives in g are missing.

Another classical example of hypocoercive equation is the linear Boltzmann equation modelling
the behaviour of material particles interacting with the environment and subjected to a poten-
tial V. The behavior of the particles is described in an average way by the density f(¢,y,v) which
gives the probability to observe a particle at position y with velocity v at time ¢. This density
evolves as

of

E(tvya 1)) - VV(y) ! V'Uf(ta y,’U) +uv- Vyf(tvya 1)) = (Mf)(ta y,’U). (1)

Here, M is the collision operator modelling the interactions between the particles and the envi-
ronment, which leads to some dissipative structure in the velocities. In its simplest form, it is
constructed from an integral operator with kernel k:

(Mt3.0) = [ o0 (t.9.) dw = () £ ,0),

with the equilibrium condition
/ k(y, v, w) dv = oy, w),
Rd

meaning that there is neither creation nor annihilation of particles. A special case is to choose
for k(y,v,w) a positive multiple of a Gaussian density with identity covariance in the v variable
(independent of y, w), which corresponds in molecular dynamics to the generator of the so-called
randomized Hybrid Monte Carlo method [17]. The operator

Loty =VV -V, —v-V, + M

generates a strongly continuous semigroup in L?, and under various conditions on k and o, it
decays exponentially fast towards a global equilibrium in long time. This exponential decay arises
from some coupling between the Hamiltonian transport part and the dissipation in the velocities.
Besides the hypocoercive techniques reviewed below, let us mention other convergence results
specific to this equation, based on spectral methods [83, 84], control theory [46] or the theory
of positive semigroups (see [13, 66] and references therein). However, these methods are not
constructive and therefore do not provide explicit quantitative estimates of the exponential rate
of decay. This is in contrast with hypocoercive approaches, which allow to obtain quantitative
bounds by a clever combination of the transport and dissipation part of the dynamics.

A literature review on convergence results for operators with degenerate dissipation.
Let us list various approaches to study the exponential convergence of semigroups associated
with hypoelliptic or degenerate generators, in a somewhat chronological order (see also the recent
review [50]):

e A first set of results is based on Lyapunov techniques [86, 63, 75], the typical Lyapunov
function being the total energy of the system plus some term coupling positions and mo-
menta. This approach was mostly used for Fokker—Planck operators such as the generators of
Langevin dynamics, but it can also be used for specific Boltzmann-type operators [17, 24, 22].
The corresponding convergence rates are however usually not very explicit in term of the
parameters of the dynamics, because it is difficult to quantify the constants appearing in
the so-called minorization condition in terms of the parameters of the dynamics (such as
the friction v for Fokker—Planck operators associated with Langevin dynamics). There were
however recent attempts at providing more quantitative minorization conditions, using tools
from Malliavin calculus [39].



e Subelliptic estimates [37, 51, 47] allow to obtain detailed information on the spectrum of
Fokker—Planck operators (discrete nature, localization in a cusp region). The spectrum is
completely known for systems with zero potential on a torus [55], or for quadratic potential
energy functions (see [65, 73]).

e H! hypocoercivity was pioneered in [80, 70] and later abstractified in [85]. The application
of this theory to Langevin dynamics allows to quantify the convergence rates in terms of the
parameters of the dynamics; see for instance [45] for the Hamiltonian limit and [58, 60] for
the overdamped limit. The method can be extended to Generalized Langevin dynamics [72]
and certain piecewise deterministic Markov processes (whose generators are a specific form of
Boltzmann operators) [28]. It can also be used to study the discretization of Fokker—Planck
equations [34, 42].

Exponential convergence in H' can be established using only L? bounds on the initial data
by hypoelliptic regularization [49]. The latter technique can also be adapted to discretization
schemes [74].

e Entropic estimates for Fokker—Planck operators were initiated in [29] and abstractified in [85],
though under conditions stronger than those for H'. Recently, it was shown in [27] how to
remove the assumption that the Hessian of the potential is bounded. Entropic hypocoercivity
for the linear Boltzmann equation was studied in [40, 69], and for linearized BGK models
(that generalize the linear Boltzmann equation) in spatial dimension one in [1].

e A more direct route to proving the convergence in L? was first proposed in [48], then extended
in [32, 33|, and revisited in [43] where domain issues of the operators at play are addressed.
This method can be applied to Fokker—Planck operators and Boltzmann-type operators.
It is based on a modification of the L? scalar product with some regularization operator.
This more direct approach makes it even easier to quantify convergence rates; see [31, 43]
for studies on the dependence of parameters such as friction in Langevin dynamics, as well
as [2, 5] for sharp estimates for equilibrium Langevin dynamics and a harmonic potential
energy function.

The approach can be perturbatively extended to nonequilibrium situations [20, 79, 54] and
to discretizations of the generator, either via spectral methods [76] or with finite volume
schemes [14]. Tt also allows to consider non-quadratic kinetic energies (for which the associ-
ated generator may fail to be hypoelliptic) [78]. It can be applied to various dynamics, such
as Adaptive Langevin [59] or certain piecewise deterministic Markov processes [3]. Finally, a
combination of this approach with a mode-by-mode analysis in Fourier space was introduced
in [19] to establish polynomial decay estimates for dynamics without confinement, and ex-
tended in [18] to cover fractional diffusion operators. Alternatively, it is also possible to rely
on weak Poincaré estimates to obtain convergence rates when there is no confinement [44].

e It was shown recently how to use techniques from I's calculus for degenerate operators
corresponding to Langevin dynamics [10, 67]. This approach allows to study more degenerate
dynamics corresponding to the evolution of chains of oscillators [64].

e Fully probabilistic techniques, based on clever coupling strategies, can also be used to obtain
the exponential convergence of the law of Langevin processes to their stationary state [36].
One interest of this approach is that the drift needs not be gradient, in contrast to standard
analytical approaches for which the analytical expression of the invariant measure should be
known in order to separate the symmetric and antisymmetric parts of the generator under
consideration. This coupling approach can combined with ideas from T's calculus [26].

e Finally, it was recently shown how to directly obtain L? estimates without changing the
scalar product, relying on a space-time Poincaré inequality to conclude to an exponential
convergence in time of the evolution semigroup. The method was initially developped for
the generators of Langevin dynamics [4, 23], but can be extended to certain Boltzmann-type
operators [62] (see Appendix A below for a more detailed account).



Note that degenerate norms can be considered for approaches based on H', L? or Wasserstein
norms, as initially done in [80], and recently used in [10, 61, 54]. It is also possible to extend
various convergence results to singular interaction potentials [53, 52, 11, 21], and systems with
several conservation laws [25]. Let us finally mention that some approaches are related one to
another, such as Lyapunov techniques and estimates based on Poincaré inequalities [7].

Motivations. Our aim in this work is to directly obtain bounds on the resolvent £71, as for
subelliptic estimates [37, 51, 47], without going through kinetic estimates on the semigroup e**
which usually require a modified scalar product (often involving a small parameter which makes
the final estimates on the resolvent less quantitative). The motivation for obtaining such resolvent
bounds stems from the fact they are a key element for proving that a Central Limit Theorem
holds for time averages along realizations of Langevin-like dynamics, and for obtaining estimates
on the associated asymptotic variance; see for example [15] which shows that a sufficient condition
for the Central Limit Theorem to hold in this context is that —£~! is well defined on a subspace
of L?(u), where yu is the invariant measure of the underlying stochastic dynamics. Note that it is
also possible to use hypocoercive results to obtain non-asymptotic concentration inequalities for
time averages beyond the Central Limit Theorem [16, 68].

From a more algebraic perspective, our motivation was to understand the origin of the expres-
sion of the regularization operator which appears in the modified L? scalar product in [48, 32, 33],
as well as the algebraic manipulations of [4, 23], which bear some similarity with some computa-
tions in [48, 32, 33]. Our hope is to extract a structure as general as possible, which encompasses
many hypocoercive dynamics such as underdamped Langevin with non-quadratic kinetic ener-
gies [78], the linear Boltzmann equation or randomized Hybrid Monte Carlo with jump processes
on the momenta [17], Adaptive Langevin dynamics with a dynamical friction [52, 59], Langevin
dynamics with extra non-reversible perturbation [35], etc.

Saddle-point problems and Schur complements. We now motivate the technical approach
we use, which is based on Schur complements once the operator under consideration has been
written in a form reminiscent of a saddle-point problem. We illustrate the idea on a very simple
example of stationary equation displaying some hypocoercive structure, namely the stationary
Stokes equation:

V-u=0,

—alAu+ Vp=f,
where a > 0 is a viscosity constant, u :  — R is the velocity field and p :  — R is the pressure
field, with Q a subset of R? (d = 2 or 3). For simplicitly, we take for {2 the torus (R/(27Z))¢

with periodic boundary conditions, and add the constraints [,p = 0, [,u = 0. In a vector
representation, the equation can be rewritten as Lsiokes(p, u) = (0, f), with

o V7T
LStokcs = (v —CYA) .

Expanding p, u and f into Fourier series, the equation is decoupled for each mode n € Z?, resulting
in the (1 + d)-dimensional algebraic equation Lsiokes,n(Pn, un) = (0, fr), where

r (0 inT
Stokes,n — in Oé|n|21dd .

This (1+d) x (1+d) matrix is coercive in the last d variables (associated with the velocity field u),
but not in the first one (associated with the pressure field p). However, we can first use the second
equation to solve u,, as a function of p,:

un = o n| 7 (fn — inpn).



Next, replacing in the first equation, we obtain

6npn =in- (a_1|n|_2fn)u

T 1

where &,, = inTa™t|n|72%in = —a~! is the Schur complement. This shows that Lsiokesn iS
invertible for all n € Z\{0}; together with the zero-mean constraints on « and p, this implies that
the original problem has a unique solution. This scheme of proof generalizes to other types of
boundary conditions or equations (see for instance [38, Section 2.4]).

The Stokes equation is an example of a more general class of problems characterized by the

block operator structure
0 BT
=% %) )

This type of problems arises for instance as the Hessian of the Lagrangian of a minimization
problem with linear constraints. The expression of L corresponds to a splitting of the variables
as (u,p), where u are the primal variables and p the dual variables (Lagrange multipliers). In this
case, solutions are saddle points of the Lagrangian, hence the general name of saddle-point problems
(see [12] for a comprehensive review). As for the Stokes equation above, when A is invertible, one
can solve the equation for the second variable as a function of the first; in the finite-dimensional
case, this shows that the matrix L is invertible if and only if the Schur complement & = BTA~'B
is, which is equivalent to B having full column rank.

The main result of this paper is an infinite-dimensional generalization of this simple approach
that covers the case of Fokker-Planck and Boltzmann-type operators. In these applications, the
block structure corresponds to the separation between the indirectly dissipated variables (position)
and the directly dissipated ones (momentum). The algebraic structure is the same as the one above
(compare (2) and (4)), but the analytical structure (bounds on operators) that we use is adapted
to the specific case of kinetic operators.

Outline of the work. From a technical point of view, our approach based on Schur complements
allows to obtain a formal expression of the resolvent from a decomposition of the operator under
study according to the kernel and image of the degenerate symmetric part of the operator, which
is at the origin of the degenerate dissipation. To our knowledge, Schur complements were not
used to understand the behavior of hypocoercive operators, although they are well known in the
mathematical physics literature where they are used for spectral analysis (see for instance the
review [77]). As already hinted at above, the main benefit of our approach is that it avoids
the appearance of somewhat uncontrolled prefactors in the bounds on the resolvent, in contrast
to estimates obtained from the exponential decay of the evolution semigroup; see in particular
Theorem 1 for general estimates, and for instance Corollary 1 and Proposition 3 for illustrative
applications of this general result.

We start by presenting the method in an abstract setting in Section 2, and then apply it to
various dynamics in Section 3. We discuss some relationship with the recent works [4, 23] in
Appendix A.

Extensions and future work tracks. This work calls for various extensions and refinements,
on which we are currently working, including in particular:

(i) obtaining resolvent estimates for (z — £)~!, for negative real parts of z sufficiently small
compared to the imaginary values of z (as already obtained with subelliptic estimates [37,
51, 47]);

(ii) extending the approach to more degenerate dynamics, starting with the Generalized Langevin
dynamics [72], and if possible addressing oscillator chains.



2 Abstract resolvent estimates

2.1 Schur decomposition of the generator

We consider the Hilbert space L?(u) for some Boltzmann-Gibbs probability measure y(dz) on
a configuration space X = R (the analysis could however be straightforwardly extended to
situations such as X = TP with T = R/Z). The space L?(u1) is equipped with its canonical scalar
product, denoted by (-, -). The induced norm is denoted by ||-||. We consider a stochastic dynamics
with generator

L=S+ A,

seen as an unbounded operator on L?(u), where

L+L L—r

S
2 2

are respectively the symmetric (dissipation) and antisymmetric (transport) parts of £. Adjoint
operators are considered with respect to the scalar product (-,-). We assume that the space € of
smooth and uniformly bounded functions with uniformly bounded derivatives is a core for both A
and S. In the following, with some abuse of notation, we denote by .4 and S the closure of these
operators.

We assume that g is invariant by the dynamics, which translates into:

Yo €F, /&pdu:().
X

We also assume that £1 = 0 (which for instance is obviously the case for generators associated
with diffusion processes; note that for hypocoercive dynamics, the assumption of the existence of
an invariant probability measure implies that no blowup can occur). We define the subspace of
functions of L?(u) with average 0 with respect to p:

={oer2w)| [ oo uan) = .1 =0}

In the orthogonal decomposition L?(11) = Ran(1) @ H, the operator £ can therefore be written as

0 0
L= (o ,cm)’

where L]y denotes the restriction of £ to H. In particular, the inverse of £ cannot be defined on
the whole space L?(u), but only on H. In the sequel, we work on the Hilbert space H only. We
still denote by L, S, A the restrictions of £, S, A to H.

Our first structural assumption is the following.

Assumption 1. There exists an orthogonal projector Iy such that I1o6¢ C € and
Iy Ally =0, STy =1IpS = 0. (3)
We denote by I, = 1 — Iy the orthogonal projector complementary to Ily, and by
H=Ho D Hs

the resulting decomposition of the Hilbert space. In the sequel, when T is an operator on H and
a, 3 labels, we use the notation H, = Ran(Il,) for the subspaces of H and

Taﬁ = HQTHB : H,@ — Ha,



for the restrictions (blocks) of T. When T, is a bounded operator, we denote its operator norm

by
[ Tas
|Tagll = sup +222L
rersnioy Il
In view of Assumption 1, the operator £ can be written on H = Hg @ H. as
_ O £0+ _ O A0+

E o (£+0 £++) o (.A+O £++> (4)
with Ag+ = —A%,. We next formally compute the action of L~ by solving the following linear

system for a given couple (¢g, ¢+) € Ho X Ha:

0 A0+ Uuo _ ¢0
A+O £++ U+ ¢+ ’
The second line leads to us = L3} (¢+—Asoug), and then the first line to ug = (Ags L1z Aso) ~ 1 (— o+
Ao+ L1 p+). Therefore,

1o Che —6y  Age L3 )
T\ L AS LA+ L A S Ao L

where
60 = _A0+ ﬁ:,_l A+0 = Ato ﬁ:,_l A+O

is the Schur complement associated with the decomposition (4). The subscript 0 in & emphasizes
that this operator acts on Hy.

To give a meaning to the computations leading to (5), we need to ensure that both L.. and &g
are invertible, and that the operators appearing in (5) are bounded. We start with conditions
ensuring the invertibility of L.

Assumption 2. There exists s > 0 such that —S > sll. in the sense of symmetric operators.
This shows in particular that —L.. is coercive on H., and therefore invertible, with
Jea <

It is clear from (4) that if Ao has a non trivial kernel, then £ cannot be invertible. We therefore
need a quantitative assumption about the injectivity of this operator (a property called “macro-
scopic coercivity” in [33]).

Assumption 3 (Macroscopic coercivity). There exists a > 0 such that
VoeHoNE, [l Awel = allgl. (6)

Let us next introduce the range of A.:

1 = Ran (Au) = (Awp, 9 € HoN G} .

Assumption 3 ensures that — A+ Avg = A% Ao = a?, so that — A+ Ay is invertible on Hg. It is
then easily seen that the operator

I = Aso (AlgAso) AL (7)

is an orthogonal projector, and that its range is H;, so that II; is the orthogonal projector onto H;.



We further decompose H. orthogonally as H. = Hi & Ha, which boils down to defining
Ho = (Ho ® ’H,l)l. We denote by IIs the orthogonal projector onto Hs. We therefore have the
following decomposition of H:

H="Ho D H1 Ho,
——
=H.+

which induces the following decomposition of the generator:

0 Ann O
L=|Aw L1 Li2], Ao1 = —Ajp-
0 Lo1 Log

The operator Ay : Ho — H; is injective by Assumption 3, and surjective by definition of H;. It
is therefore invertible, and the norm of its inverse A, is bounded by 1/a in view of (6). It can
be easily checked that the explicit expression of the inverse is

Afg = (AfpAio) M AL = (Al As) T A

Remark 1. Note that A}y is quite similar to the regularization operator R = (1+ A Aw) 1A%
introduced in [48, 32, 33] to modify the scalar product on L*(11) for proving hypocoercive properties.
More precisely, the main steps of the proof in [32, 33] are to introduce a modified L*(u) scalar
product, induced by the modified norm (M. f, ) with

1 eR
Me = <ER* 1 )
and equivalent to the canonical one; and to prove that —L is coercive with respect to this modified
scalar product, i.e. (—MLf, ) = w(M.f, f) for some k > 0. The proof can be extended to
any regularization operator of the form R = (n + AlyAw) T Afy with n > 0. The inverse .Afol

is recovered in the limit 7 — 0. QOur algebraic derivation therefore provides a complementary
viewpoint on the origin of the regularization operator in [48, 32, 33].

We next remark that
60 = Aroﬁ;lAH) = IO I:E;l] 11 AlO- (8)
Both operators — L.+ and —Ls5 are coercive and hence invertible. We can then consider a second
Schur complement to compute the action of [E;l] 1
17 _ -1 _ —1
L5, =61 61 = L11 — L12L55 Lo,
Therefore, &g = A&7 " Ao, and so

Sy ' = Ay (L1 — L12L55 L) Ay

_ _ (9)
= (AgAuo) T Al (L11 — L12L55 La1) Aro (Al As) "

We introduce a final structural assumption, which simplifies the action of some of the operators.

Assumption 4. There exists an involution R on H (i.e. a bounded operator for which R* =1)
such that
RIly = IIpR = 1, RSR =S, RAR = —A.

This assumption is motivated by the physical notion of microscopic reversibility for kinetic dy-
namics, where R can be chosen as the momentum-reversal operator (see Section 3). Assumption 4
implies in particular that

RLR = L. (10)



Since RIL, = R(1 —IIp) = IR, it holds
RAg = — Ao, (11)

and therefore RII; = —II;. Similarly, II;’R = —II;. The operator R can therefore be decomposed
as

1 0 0
R=[0 -1 O
0 0 Ra

It then follows from (10) that £1; is symmetric, i.e. £11 = S11. In view of the latter equality and
of (9), we finally assume the following to ensure the invertibility of the Schur complement &j.

Assumption 5. The operators S11 and L1 A1 (Afofb,of1 are bounded.

As we shall see in Section 3, Assumptions 1 to 5 are satisfied for generators of Langevin-like
dynamics, under suitable conditions on the potential and kinetic energies. The final result can
then be summarized as follows.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1 to 5 hold true. Then, L is invertible on H and

S Raz ||| L21A10(AfgAvg) 72 3
Ha121|\+|| 22|[| L21.A10(AlgAso) || >+E'

S

et <2
Proof. From (9) and since £1; = Si1, we obtain the following bound:
1851 < IMA5' S Ai | + || (Aodeo) ™" AfgLaz| (1€ | £a1ro (Azpduo) ™!
Since (£12)* = (£*)21 = (RLR)21 = —Raa Lo,
H(AfoA+o)71AT0512H = H(Lu)* Aio (Aiofho)*lH < [|R22|| HﬁzlAlo (At0A+O)71H-

From Assumption 2 we have HE;;H < s71. Therefore,

|S11]| N IRzl HEQIAIO(AjoA+O)71H2
a? '

S <
1667l < .

(12)

We now turn to the other terms in (5). Note first that R+ LssRes = L, 50 that R Lo Res =
L. In view of (8) and (11), the Schur complement Sy is in fact symmetric and can be written
as 69 = Aj, [E:,}L Ao, where Ty, = (T + T%)/2 denotes the symmetric part of an operator T.
Since [T~ = T—*T,T~ ", the operator [—£}]s = — LS+ L1} is a positive bounded self-adjoint
operator, with a well-defined square root. The Schur complement is therefore symmetric negative
and can be factored as

Go=-Q'Q, Q=[-LVAw.
Consider now the second term in the lower right corner of (5):

£;1A+0661Ai0£;1 — —E;l[—ﬁ;l]::l/Q Q(Q*Q)*l@* [—E;l]::l/QE;l )

T T Ts

The operator 75 is an orthogonal projector, hence has a norm bounded by 1. We bound T3 by
noting that

T3Ts = L [—LNT L0 = =2 (Lon [£5) + £1] £L)‘1 = 2(Lw + L) = =S5



and therefore || T3]| < 1/4/s by Assumption 2. Similarly, |71 < 1/1/s, so that ||£5! A0Sy AL L] <
1/s. To bound the operator in the upper right corner of (5), we remark that &y ALy =
—(Q*Q)™1Q* T3, so that (using | A]|? = ||AA*|| with A = (Q*Q)~1Q™)

IS
o 1l

—1 g% - 1 * - *|| 1 * — —
160 AL LM < %H(Q Q) = ﬁ\/ﬂ(@ Q)=

The same bound holds for the operator in the lower left corner of (5).
By gathering all the estimates, we finally obtain

L7 < ool + 127 os][ + 1270l +[1(£75)]

Isg’] | 2
S

_ 1y, 3
<[l&g || +2 +2 <280 + <,

which, together with (12), gives the desired bound. O

3 Applications and extensions

3.1 Langevin dynamics

For Langevin dynamics (also known as underdamped Langevin dynamics, or kinetic Langevin dy-
namics in some communities), the reference measure is the phase-space Boltzmann—Gibbs measure
defined on X = D x R? with D = T? or R, which reads

p(dgdp) = v(dg) k(dp),  v(dg) = Z,; e PV @Ddq,  r(dp)=2;'e "W dp,  (13)

where Z,, Z, € (0,+00) are normalization constants ensuring that v, k are probability measures.
The dynamics reads, for some positive friction v > 0,

dg; = VU (pt) dt,

/2

Dynamics in an extended space can also be considered, as we shall see in Section 3.3. Note also that
while for the classical Langevin dynamics the kinetic energy is simply U(p) = |p|?/2, we consider
a general kinetic energy U in order to emphasize the structure of the dynamics. In particular, VU
can vanish on an open set, in which case the generator associated with the corresponding Langevin
dynamics is not hypoelliptic [78]. The antisymmetric part of the generator is the generator of the
Hamiltonian dynamics

A= Lham = VU(p)TVq - VV(q)TVp, (14)
while the symmetric part is (the subscript 'FD’ stands for "fluctuation/dissipation’)
1 1.,
S=1Lep, Lep=-VU()'V,+ EAP = _Evpvp' (15)

When the kinetic energy is quadratic, the choice (15) corresponds to considering an Ornstein—
Uhlenbeck process on the momenta. The projector Il is

Moe)(a) = [ ola.p) wldp). (16)

Simple computations show that Assumptions 1 and 4 hold true when U is even, upon choosing
the momentum reversal operator Rf(q,p) = f(q,—p) in Assumption 4. Note that R is unitary
when U is even, in which case ||Raz| = 1.

10



3.1.1 General estimates

We assume that v and k satisfy Poincaré inequalities. As we will see below, we also need growth
conditions on the potential in order to apply some results from [33]; as well as moment estimates
for derivatives of U. To state them, we denote by dy = 95! ...05¢ and |a] = a1 +--- + aq for
any a = (aq,...,aq) € N9,

Assumption 6. The function V is smooth and such that e #V € LY(D). There exists K, > 0
such that, for any ¢ € H*(v),
Jo- [ e
D

Moreover, there exist ¢; > 0, co € [0,1] and c5 > 0 such that

1
< = IVadllL2)-
L2(v) K, ! ©

d
AV < cpd + %Wvﬁ, V2V = 37 100,00,V < & (d+ WV, (17)
i,j=1
where | - | denotes the standard Euclidean norm on RY.

Assumption 7. The function U is smooth and even, and such that e Y € L' (R?). There erists
K, > 0 such that, for any ¢ € H*(k),

o= for
Rd

Moreover, the kinetic energy U is such that 05U belongs to L*(k) for any |o| < 3, and (95U) (Bg/U)
is in L*(k) for any |a| < 2 and |o/| = 1.

1
< =

||v <PHL2 K)*
L2 (k) K” ? v

We refer to [6] for simple conditions on U and V' that ensure that Poincaré inequalities hold.
The scaling with respect to the dimension of the constants in the bounds (17) is motivated by the
case of separable potentials for which V(¢) = v(¢q1) + - - - + v(gq) for some smooth one dimensional
function v, which corresponds to tensorized probability measures. The bounds (17) then follow
from the inequalities

v < e+ %(v/)a |v//|2 < Cg (1 T |’Ul|2) .

These bounds generally hold if v has polynomial growth for example. The scaling of the constants
should be similar for particles on a lattice (such as one dimensional atom chains) with finite
interaction ranges, or systems for which correlations between degrees of freedom are bounded with
respect to the dimension, in the sense that each column/line of the matrix V2V has a finite number
of nonzero entries. Note finally that a careful inspection of the proof of Lemma 2 below shows
that it would be possible to choose c2 € [0,2), but the final estimates would be more cumbersome
to write, which is why we stick to the condition ¢z € [0, 1].

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions 6 and 7 hold true. Then, the resolvent of the generator
of the Langevin dynamics satisfies the following bound:

23y
— I Lepll
)\mln(M)KEH 1~FD 1”

48 (3 2 . 1|2, 2 . —1|?
+ W Z + HH"'EhamHO (A+0-/4+0) H + Y HH2£FDH1£hamHO (-/4+0A+0) H )

I£7H <
(18)

where Amin(M) > 0 denotes the smallest eigenvalue of the symmetric positive definite matriz

M= | YVUds =8| VU®VU dk.
R4 R4
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Note that | £71| indeed scales as min(y,7 '), as noted in various previous works [31, 43, 54]
(upon possibly integrating in time the bounds on the evolution semigroup).

Proof. We apply Theorem 1, and check to this end that Assumptions 2, 3 and 5 hold true. The
Poincaré inequality in the momentum variable implies that Assumption 2 holds with

2
K

To check Assumptions 3 and 5, we use 0, = —0p, + 0, U and 0, = —0,, +39,,V to rewrite the
generators as

d
1
S:FY‘CFD—__Za* Dis A:‘Chamzﬁza;aqi_agiapi'

We also use the following rules

0p,:0g,] =0, OpTlo=0,  Ted5, =0,  [0,,,0;]=p0;, U
to obtain
1 K 1 1<
AloAn = 75 ZZHOa;apia;jaano = VMYl = 5 > MTled;, 04,0y, (19)
i=1 j=1 i,j=1

To prove that M is a symmetric positive definite matrix, we write, for £ € RY,
2
T Me = ﬁ/d |ETvU | di.
R

If the latter quantity was 0 for some element & € R9\{0}, then VU would be 0 in the direction of &,
and hence U would be constant in this direction, which would contradict the assumption e ?Y €
L'(R9). We then obtain, for a smooth function ¢ with compact support and average 0 with respect
to ,

1 Amin M
gl = 5 [ (Fallog)” MV, Thog dy > 222

where we used the Poincaré inequality for v in the last step. This shows that Assumption 3 holds
true with

Amin (M) K2
Va0l > " Mo,

)\min (M)
a=K, | ————=.
B
We finally turn to Assumption 5. Note first that
1 2 d
~AiLenAn = VNV Ny = [ (V0] ak= Y [ @000, ,,0)dx
Rd ij i IR

so that, in view of (7) and (19),

—IIi Lpplly =

d
§ z]a

QI)—‘

with
Ty =800y,  Tiy =0y (ViMV,) " ViINV, (ViMV,) 82,

12



where ﬁ-j is seen as an operator on L?(v). Note that T;; is bounded since it is the composition
of operators of the form IIy0p, and their adjoints, such operators being bounded because, by an
integration by parts,

o0y, 0 = B/d @ 0p, U dk,
R

so that
IMo0p,. 2l 2,y < BllOpUll L2 ol 21 -

The operators ﬁj are also easily seen to be bounded, as a linear combination of composition of

operators of the form (V;qu)_l/2 95, (which are bounded from L?(v) to L%(v), the subspace

of functions of functions of L?(v) with average 0 with respect to ) and their adjoints. This allows
to conclude that S11 = yI11 Lepll; is bounded.
Let us next consider

L1 Aro (A% Avg) ™! = TS AT (A% Aso) ™" + T ATy (A% As) L (20)

We start by the second operator on the right hand side of the latter equality. Since Il = II5I1,, it
suffices in fact to prove that I1..4%I1y (.AiOAJ,O)*l is bounded. First, for a smooth function ¢ with
compact support, we compute A?Ilyp = VUT(Vgﬂogo)VU — VVT(V2U)V,Ilyp, and therefore

d
H+.A2H0g0 = Z Mijaiyqj HQ(p — Vij (6%‘/) 6%,1'[0, (21)
i,j=1
with )
Usj = [(@in) (9,U) = EMU} . V=05 ,U - M. (22)

The boundedness of the operator II,.4%IIy (AﬁOAJro)*l then follows from the fact that the oper-
ators IL.0;, , o (Ao Awo) ™" and I1, (8,,V) 0q; o (A% Aso) " are bounded (in view of (17), see
respectively [1337 Proposition 5] and [78, Lemma A.4]; see also the proof of Proposition 1 below).

Let us finally bound the first operator on the right hand side of (20), using the following
equality as operators from Hg to Ho:

d d

LS ATy (AL Aw) = —ﬂl > 750, (AAw) ™, Ti=> 050,051
j=1

2
i=1

The result then follows from the fact that 8,, (A%Asw) " is bounded from Ho to H, and

d

T =p Z {ﬁ (0,U) (6131'@' U) - agi’pf P U} o

j=1

is a bounded operator on L?(p), because of the L?(k)-bounds on the derivatives of U (see As-
sumption 7). The estimate (18) finally follows by Theorem 1. O

3.1.2 Scaling with the dimension

The aim of this section is to make precise the dependence on the dimension of the various terms
in (18). We consider to this end the simple situation where the kinetic energy is quadratic and
where all degrees of freedom are associated with the same mass m > 0, i.e.

Up) =Y ulp),  ulp) = 2. (23)

=1

In this case, x(dp) is a tensor product of Gaussian measures with variances m/f3, so that the
Poincaré constant is K2 = 3/m.
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Corollary 1. Suppose that Assumption 6 holds true. Then, the resolvent of the generator of the
Langevin dynamics with quadratic kinetic energy (23) satisfies the following bound:

2 4m (3
B7+m(

1 < 2P A
127 < 5 :

2
[T R0 (Ao o) ™| ) . (24)
The operator norm on the right hand side can be bounded using Proposition 1 below, or
Proposition 2 in Section 3.1.4 under some extra assumptions on the potential V. Let us emphasize
that a particularly nice feature of the estimate (24) is that there is no uncontrolled prefactor in
the estimate, as usually obtained by writing the resolvent as the time integral of the semigroup.

Proof. First, M = m~'1d so that Apin(M) = m~t. Consider next ITy LppIl;. Since LrpLpamllo =
—LhamIlp/m and therefore A} LrpAvg = — A%y Aw/m, it holds Lypll; = II; Lppll; = —II; /m.
Since II; is an orthogonal projector, we finally obtain ||TI; LrpIl1 || < m~!. Moreover, IIoLppll; =
0 since LrpIl; = —II; /m by the above computations. The estimates finally follow from (18). O

In addition to Assumption 6, and similarly to what is done in [23], we consider two possible
conditions on the potential energy: (i) V is convex; (ii) the Hessian of V is bounded below as
VgV > —KId for some K € R;. Notice that the second condition implies the first one when
K = 0. The following result, whose proof is postponed to Section 3.1.3, is key in understanding
the dependence on the dimension of the bound provided by (24).

Proposition 1. Suppose that Assumption 6 holds. Then,
2 * —1 2 l
HH+£hamHO(A+OA+O) H § 2 C + o |

where C' and C' can be chosen as:
(i) If V is convez, then C =1 and C' = 0;
(it) If V2V > —KId for some K >0, then C =1 and C'=K;

Vd + 2 max (%, %)]

The scaling with respect to the dimension of the bound for item (iii) above is better than
the one in [23], because we directly integrate into our assumption (17) how the prefactors in the
estimates should depend on the dimension, and then carefully track this dependency in the proofs
of Lemmas 1 and 2 below (the latter lemma being directly obtained from [85, Lemma A.24]).

iii) In the general case, C = 2 and C' = 2c3
g

To finally discuss more precisely the dependence on the dimension of the upper bound (24), we
would need to understand how the Poincaré constant K, and constants ci, c3, c3 in Assumption 6
depend on the dimension:

(i) As discussed after Assumption 6, ¢1, ¢z, c3 can be chosen independently of the dimension for
simple systems (in particular for separable potentials, in which case the Langevin dynamics
can be seen as the juxtaposition of d one dimensional Langevin dynamics).

(ii) When V2V > RId with R > 0, the Poincaré constant K2 is bounded from below by the
positive constant SR by the celebrated Bakry—Emery criterion [8], independently of the
dimension. For separable potentials, the Poincaré constant for the full measure is dimension-
free as long as the marginal distribution of any single position itself satisfies a Poincaré
inequality (with some uniform lower bound on the Poincaré constant), by the tensorization
property. Sufficient conditions for dimension-free constants for functional inequalities when
the potentials have weak enough interactions have been well-studied, see for example [87, 71].

These considerations allow to further make precise the estimates on the resolvent.
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3.1.3 Proof of Proposition 1

We start by noting that, for the quadratic kinetic energy (23), the expressions (21)-(22) simplify
as

V1 <i,j <d, Ui; =

and
H+£}21amH0(A+OA+0 90 - Z Z/{ azi q; +OA+0)
1,7=1
Besides, a simple computation gives ||uij||2L2(n) =1/(m?p?) for i # j, and HZ/{ii”Qp(n) =2/(m?p?),
as well as (Uij,Uni) () = 0 when {i,j} # {k,1}. Therefore, for ¢ € L*(p),

Iy (AfgAvo) ™ 80‘

qz qj

d
2
* —1 2
ML £ oAz Avo) ]| = D7 10k [0
ij=1

L2(v) N m2ﬁ2 ‘

’v2H0 A+0A+0 Sﬁ‘

< mzﬁz Z H 0.0, 10 (AspAvo) - ‘P’

LQ(U
so that, using A Aw = (mfB)~'ViV,Ilo,

“H+£ﬁamH0(AiOA+o)_ls0”2 <2 va (ViV,)

The proof is then directly obtained from the following technical result (where we denote by CS°(D)
the set of C*° functions with compact support).

Lemma 1. It holds, with the same constants C, C' e R4 as in Proposition 1,

vueCE(D), ||V}, Z\

1,j=1

* ! 2
2ot poy S CIVaVquliag) +C IV gulga .

To prove this result, we need the following lemma.
Lemma 2. Suppose that Assumption 6 holds. Then,

4d01

16
Ve H' (),  [6VV|ia, < @HWH%QM —l¢ll72 ) (25)

Proof of Lemma 2. We closely follow the proof of [85, Lemma A.24], precisely keeping track of all
constants (which leads to estimates with a better scaling than in [23, Lemma 2.2]). First, for a
given function ¢ € C°(D),

||¢VVHL2(1, /¢2|VV| du—ﬂ/ div (¢*VV) d /qsw VVdr+ = /¢2AVdV

so that, in view of Assumption 6,

Cld (6]
16V V132, < ||v¢||m<u 169Vl 22 + 190220 + 516V V s

By a Young inequality with parameter n > 0, we then obtain

C2

Cld
<1 -2- _) 16TV |72, < I\V¢|\L2 w + g 18lza)

Choosing n = /4 and recalling that ¢y € [0, 1] provides the claimed estimate by the density of
C>(D) in H(v). O
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We can finally turn to the proof of Lemma 1.

Proof of Lemma 1. We fix u € C°(D) and follow the proof of [23, Lemma 2.3], which relies on
Bochner’s formula

- 2 2 * T2 * |un|2
> |02 u] = Vau Y, (ViVu) = (Vo) V2V V0 - V9, | 245 )
Q=1

to write

7,7=1
This already gives the desired result when either V' is convex (i.e. V2V > 0) or V2V > —KId.
Let us next consider the general case given by Assumption 6. Note that |V2V| < c3(vVd+|VV]).
We first obtain from (26) that

924, ’m =||Viv uHLQ( /D(vqu)Tvgvvqudu. (26)

2 N 2
V2] < 195V g0l[5n,, + esVaIVauldag) + esl Vaullzaw) 950l 9oV, - 27)

Note that, from (25),

d
2 2 4dcy 2
11V qul |qu|||L2(y) = Z HaQiuquHLz(y) Z HV (Og;u) HL2 ) +— 3 ||aQiuHL2(V)
i=1
16 9 112 4dcl
= @ ||unHL2(y) IV uHL2

Using a Young inequality to bound the last term on the right hand side of (27) with the inequality
above then leads to

1 4d
I3y < 1030l 0 (VA 5 ISl + 57 (53 Il + 52l )
and finally
8 . 1 2nd
(1= ) 130l < 19l + 0 (VA 3+ 252 ) 19l

We next choose n = 3%¢/(8c3) for some ¢ € (0,1) to be determined, so that

||V21LHL2 1—8 [HV vqu||L2(l, +Ld6 ”V uHL2 y):|

with

4 d
Ld,a:CS(\/E+g+bE)a a:§7 bZicclg.

When d is large, one should choose € small enough in order for be to have a limited growth. Such
a choice implies that the denominator 1 — ¢ in the expression of Ly . will be close to 1. In order
to balance the diverging term a/e as € — 0, one should set ¢ = m. We however want to keep
€ < 1/2 in all cases, which suggests choosing

€ = min 1 g
- 27 b b

in which case (using that b < 4a when € = 1/2)

Lj.=cs Vd + 2 max (2a, \/%)] =c3

Vd + 2max <%, %)] .

The conclusion then follows from the fact that 1 —e > 1/2. O
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3.1.4 Improving the dependence on the dimension under a log-Sobolev inequality

It is possible to improve the explicit dependence on the dimension from v/d to logd in item (iii)
of Proposition 1, but under some extra assumptions on the potential, and if we strengthen the
Poincaré inequality assumption into a logarithmic Sobolev inequality.

Definition 1. A probability measure v on D is said to satisfy a logarithmic Sobolev inequality
with constant Cpgr if

vfeCX(D),  Enty(f?) = /DfQIngde— £ 720 log [1 £ 72y < Crstl V£ lIZ2,)-

A Poincaré inequality can be derived by linearizing this inequality, so it is strictly stronger
than the Poincaré inequality we used above. However, it is still valid for uniformly log-concave
distributions, and tensorizes with dimension-free constants. We refer to [56] for background infor-
mation, and more general sufficient conditions for LSI to hold. To state the result giving bounds
on the resolvent with respect to the dimension, we define, for a matrix M € R?*?, the operator
norm

|M |52y = sup [ME].
l§1<1

We also denote by |¢]oo = max(|¢1], ..., |€4|) the £° norm on RY.

Proposition 2. Consider the quadratic kinetic energy (23). Assume that e~V € LY(D), that v
satisfies a logarithmic Sobolev inequality, and that

Vo € RY, V2V (@) g2y < €3 (14 [VV(2)]0) - (28)

Then the conclusion of Proposition 1 holds true with

1
_ 72 — QCSCLSI‘O'LVI
C =2, C'=2 <C3 + 5eiCia [logd +log (i_r?%d/ o du)]) .

Note that for this proposition to be useful, we implicitly assume the exponential integrability
of the partial derivatives of V' with respect to v. If we look at nice enough separable potentials,
the dependence of C’ on the dimension is of order logd, since the other quantities involved in the
bound are dimension-free. Note that a logarithmic scaling in d is typically correct for maximas of d
independent quantities [30, Lemma 2.2] (which here would correspond to the case of a separable
potential). Note also that the assumption (28), while natural for separable potentials, is not
invariant under a change of orthonormal basis.

Proof. The proof follows the same general approach as that of Proposition 1, but with the extra
assumption on V, (27) can be replaced by

||v§u||iz(u) < ||v;vquuiz(y) + c3llVaullF2(, +03/|un|2|VV|Oodl/. (29)

We cannot use Lemma 2 to control the last term in the above equation, but use instead the
following classical entropy inequality: for g bounded measurable,

/ fPgdv <Ent, (%) + 1| f1I72(,) log (/ ed du) :
D D

This inequality is an immediate consequence of the fact that the entropy is the Legendre transform
of the log-Laplace functional, with respect to the duality between functions and measures, i.e.

Ent, (f?) = sup {/ fPgdv—|£72(, log (/ e’ du) , g bounded measurable} :
D D
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As a consequence, we obtain a bound of the form

1 1
BBV o < LBt (V) + 219l o ([ 771 av).

with ¢ > 0 a constant to be adjusted later. When v satisfies a logarithmic Sobolev inequality,
the first factor on the right-hand side can be controlled by CLSIHVguH%%,), using the inequality

IVIVfII? < |[V2f]2. The second factor can be bounded as

log (/ elVViee du) < log (Z/ ©l94; Vloo du) log d + log ( rrllaxd/ ecloq; V| du) .
D =1,...dJp

We therefore obtain the inequality

192l < 195900, + €519 un%z
| @Gt CgOLSI 192 HLz(u) HV a2, {logd—l-log( max /D clo de)} (30)
Taking ¢ = e Le3CLgr leads to
1920300y < 2= IV3Vaullhag,, + L VatliEag,
with

1 g 1
L, =_——_ log d + 1 e~ "¢c3CLsi|0;i V] d )
d.e = (cg + CLsr {og + log ( Fll,a.x.,d/pe v

We next set e = 1/2 and follow the same reasoning as in the end of the proof of Proposition 1 to
conclude. O

3.2 Linear Boltzmann equation

We turn in this section to another paradigmatic hypocoercive dynamics, known as the linear
Boltzmann equation in the community of researchers working on kinetic equations, while it corre-
sponds to the randomized Hybrid Monte Carlo method in computational statistics and molecular
simulation.
We consider the linear Boltzmann equation (1) with a more general kinetic energy U(v)
than |v]?/2, for the choice
kE(y,v,w) = ZlefﬁU(”).

K

This corresponds to the following dynamics

of
ot

0—BU()

O (1 y,v) VV(y)-va(hy,v)+VU(v)-Vyf(t,y,v)=7[ F(t,yow) dw — f(t,y,v)

Z’{/ Rd

We next change the unknown function from f(¢,y,v) to ¢(t,y,v) = f(t,y,v)/foo(y,v), with foo
the steady-state of the above equation. In fact, fo is the density of (13), namely foo(y,v) =
Z e BVW+U)  We then obtain the following dynamics on ¢:

Ot + Lyame = v(Ilp — 1),

with Iy defined in (16). This shows that the operator to consider for the longtime convergence of
the linear Boltzmann equation is £L = A+ S with A = —Lpam and

S =~ — 1). (31)
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Remark 2. We can alternatively interpret the generator as the Fokker—Planck operator associated
with a piecewise deterministic Markov process where Hamiltonian trajectories are interrupted at
random exponential times by a resampling of the momenta according to «. This corresponds to
the so-called Randomized Hybrid Monte Carlo method [17].

The estimates on the resolvent of the generator obtained by the approach described in Section 2
are the following.

Proposition 3. Suppose that Assumption 6 holds true and that U is smooth and even, with
e U ¢ LY(R?). Then, the resolvent of the generator L = A+ S with A given by the opposite of
the generator in (14) and S given by (31) satisfies the following bound:

208~ 2

170 < SRz 5 <§ |11 0o <AfoA+o>‘IHQ> '

Note that, here as well, the upper bound on the resolvent of the generator scales as min(y,y™').
The scaling with respect to the dimension d can be made precise as in Sections 3.1.2 and 3.1.4.

Proof. All the computations of Section 3.1.1 are valid upon taking s = «y. The only changes that
need to be made are in the verification of Assumption 5. Note first that I1; STI; = AII;T1.11; = ~I1;,
which immediately implies that ||II;STI;|| = 7. Next, S2; = 0, so that S»1.410 (AfOAJ,oY1 =0.
The final estimate then directly follows from Theorem 1. O

3.3 Adaptive Langevin dynamics

We show here how to apply the framework of Section 2 to Adaptive Langevin dynamics, which is a
Langevin dynamics in which the friction is a dynamical variable £ € R following some Nosé-Hoover
feedback dynamics. Therefore, z = (q,p,¢) and X = D x R? x R. We consider for simplicity the
case when

d
Ul(p) = @ = lzp% (32)
2 2~ ‘

After some suitable normalization (see [59]), the invariant measure of the dynamics reads

-1 p|? ¢

pdgdpd) = Z="exp | =B | 5 +V(a) + 5| | dgdpde,
and the generator is, for some ¢ > 0,
1

L = Lyam +vLrFD + ELNHv

with Lham and Lpp defined respectively in (14) and (15), and
2 d T 1 * * * *
L= (192 = 5) 0 = €57V, = 25 (0 = 90939, + 250 — ,8) .

Therefore, S = vLpp as for standard Langevin dynamics, while A = Lpam + ¢ 'Lya. The
framework introduced in Section 2 allows to retrieve the scaling on the resolvent of the generator
found in [59] using the techniques from [48, 33].

Proposition 4. Suppose that Assumption 6 holds true. Then there exists C € Ry such that

1 1
Vy,e >0, £~ < Cmax 752,7,—,—2 .
Y e
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Proof. Assumptions 1, 2 and 4 hold true as for Langevin dynamics. A simple computation next
shows that

2d 1
FEER

which, by tensorization of Poincaré inequalities, implies that Assumption 3 holds with

1 2d
ol = Bmin (?K3> .

Let us next turn to Assumption 5. Computations similar to the ones performed for Langevin
dynamics (see the proof of Corollary 1) show that IT; LppIl; is bounded and Sa1.41211 (B*B)_1 =
0 since Sa1 = YII2Lppll; = 0 for the choice (32). From the computations in the proof of [59,
Lemma 2.7], there exists R € Ry such that

At0A+O - ( 8;65 + Vzvq) HO,

_ 1
[ 22,00 (A2 A) Y| < Rimax <1, g> |

An application of Theorem 1 then allows to conclude. o

A Generalized Poincaré-type inequalities

We show here how to obtain Poincaré-type inequalities, as recently derived in [4] and revisited
in [23], relying on the algebraic framework presented in Section 2. We assume in all this section
that A1 = 0 and that S is a negative operator. Let us emphasize that some arguments are formal.
The main interest of our presentation in our opinion is to make explicit the algebraic framework
behind the estimates obtained in [4, 23] for Langevin dynamics, in order to extend the approach to
other hypocoercive dynamics (as done in [62] for various models of piecewise deterministic Markov
processes, as the one considered in Section 3.2). In particular, the framework used here allows to
simplify some algebraic manipulations, as for instance in the proof of [23, Theorem 2].

We first show how to obtain Poincaré-type inequalities using the antisymmetric part of the
generator, in a static setting where only spatial degrees of freedom are considered. We then give
a somewhat abstract account of Poincaré-type inequalities in a space-time setting and recall how
they are used to prove the exponential decay of the evolution semigroup. We do not provide new
results in the space-time setting, but merely present the results of [4, 23] in the language of this
work.

Poincaré-type inequality using the antisymmetric part of the generator. We start by
proving the following Poincaré-type estimate. Recall that I, = 1 — ITy. We consider, in the result
below, a slight modification of Assumption 5.

Proposition 5. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 3 hold true, and that the operators (1 —8)1/21'11
and 11, A%T1y (A% Asw) " are bounded. Then,

VFEeCX(X),  |If = (£, 1) < Cull(1 = o) f|| + Call(1 — S) /2 AL, (33)
with

Cr=1+ HH+A2H0 (A:OA+O)—1H <400, Ch= H(l — Se) Y2 Aug (AtOA+o)‘1H < oo, (34)

Note that, for Langevin dynamics, [|(1 —S)~%/2:|| is a norm equivalent to the canonical norm
on L?(v, H=Y(k)) (since S = Lrp with Lrp given by (15)), so that (33) corresponds to the result
in [4, Theorem 1.2]. The assumption on (1 — 8)/2II; is automatically satisfied for operators
associated with linear Boltzmann dynamics, or Langevin dynamics with quadratic kinetic energies
(since STI; is proportional to II; in these cases and hence bounded, see the proof of Corollary 1).
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Proof. To prove (33), we first note that, since ||f|| < ||[(1 — Ip)f]| + ||TIof||, it is sufficient to
establish that there exists C; € Ry such that, for any f € C(X),

Mo f = (f. 1]l < Call(1 = To) f| + Call(1 = §) /2 Af . (35)

The inequality (33) then holds with ¢; = 1+ C;. To obtain (35), we assume without loss of
generality that (f,1)r2¢,) = 0 and compute

= <»A+Ofa A+0 (Ai0A+O)71 H0f>
= (Ao f, Aso (A% Aso) o f)
= (Af, Avo (Al Aso) T TIof) — (A(L — TIy) . Aso (AZpAso) o)

Lo £

<N =827 (1= 8)1/2 A (AZp )~ Thof

/(1 = o)1 || 10 A%l (AfgAso) ™ o |

Note that the operator (1 — 8)/2A. (A% As)” " can be written as the composition of (1 —
S)Y/211; (bounded by assumption) and the bounded operator Ao (A% As«)~'. This leads finally
to (33). O

Space-time Poincaré inequality (formal). We now turn to space-time domains. We fix a
time 7" > 0 and consider the reference Hilbert space

Hr = {gp c L2(/~LT) ‘ <907 1>L2(ﬁT) - O} ’

where .
pr(dtde) = Ap(dt)p(dx), Ar(dt) = Tl[O’T] (t)dt.

The space-time Poincaré inequality proved in [4, 23] is the following: For any T' > 0, there exist
C11,Cor € Ry such that, for any f € C([0,T] x X),

< Crrl|(1=To) fll2(ir) + Corll(1 = Lep) ™2 (=0 + Luam) L2 i)

Hf = (s D2y

L2(fir)

with Lpam and Lrp defined in (14) and (15) respectively.
This suggest considering the following space-time Poincaré inequality for generators £ = A+S:

Hf— (£ 1) 2 iy

Loy S Crr (1= o) fll2ry + Corll(1 = 8) 72 (=0, + A) fllr2Gir)- (36)

Formally, this corresponds to replacing £ in the statement of Proposition 5 by —0; + £, considered
on the Hilbert space Hp. The total antisymmetric part of the operator is then —d; + A. In
order to derive an inequality such as (36), it formally suffices to replace the operator A.q in the
derivation of (35) by —&;Ily + A.o. Let us emphasize that this operator does not correspond to
the restriction of —9; + A + S from Hy to H because of the term —d,I1y. There are however
some caveats in such a derivation, related to the boundary conditions in the time domain, which
is why a careful treatment is required; see [23, Lemma 2.6].

Exponential convergence. Let us finally show how to formally deduce an exponential conver-
gence from (36) (the complete rigorous argument would involve regularizations and truncations
in order to give a meaning to all time derivatives) when Assumption 2 holds true. Recall that
scalar products and associated norms are by default the ones on L2(u), unless explicitly mentioned
otherwise.
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In order to highlight the fact that it is possible to obtain lower bounds on the convergence rate
with respect to some parameter in the dynamics, we consider the case when the generator is of
the form

L=A+~S,

for some parameter v > 0. Consider p(t) = e*“¢p, for a given function ¢y € H. Note first that
(¢(t),1) =0 for all t > 0, so that (@, 1)2¢,) = 0. Moreover, ¢ — [[(t)|| is non-increasing since

d

% (316012) =7 (o001 Spt0) <o

Finally, from the evolution equation satisfied by ¢(t),

—1S¢(t) = (=0r + A)p(t) = TL (=0 + A)p(t),

which implies, upon applying (—S )_1/ 2 to both sides of the above equality (which is indeed possible

in view of Assumption 2), that

(00800t =7 |- 20)| = 2| =810 + Ayete)|
> =)o )|

Therefore, for any 7 € (0, 1),

le(MIZ = leO)II* = 29T (0, S¢) 127y,

2Tn _ 2
< =T (1= 0)s Mgy — = || (1= 8) 72 (=00 + Ay

L2 (i)
The choice n = v*sC3 1./ (v?sC3 1 + CF ) leads to
(D172 = N0(0)1 72,0

2vsT _
- <ciT 1= M)et) 2y + CE [ (1 = 8)7% (=1 + A)o(0)

2
Lz(ﬁT))

h _725022,T + Cl2,T
2
<t (Cur [ =)o)y + Corr | (1= 8) 72 (00 + ()|
’}/25022171 + 012,T ’ L2(fT) ) L2(fir)
vsT 2 vsT 2
<———5——7 i S — 5 lp(T :
ez, r oy e < e, rery Pl

where we used the Poincaré inequality (36), and the fact that ¢ — ||o(t)[|12(,) is non-increasing
in the last step. By rewriting this final inequality as

—1
, ) _ vsT
lo(D)Iz2(0) < @ llo(0)1Z2() O<ar= (1 + W) <

we can then conclude to an exponential convergence as in [4, 23]. It is also possible to make
explicit the scaling with respect to the dimension and the friction coefficient v in this setting, as
done for Langevin dynamics in Section 3.1. More precisely, for 7' > 0 fixed, it holds

_ 2 _ 2
ar ~ e ’YST/Cl,T7 ar ~ e T/(’YC2,T)7
v¥—0 y—+o00

which shows that the convergence rate of the semigroup et~ is indeed of order min(y,y~1).
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Remark 3. If the constants Cy 7, Car in (36) were uniformly bounded by values Cy,Cy > 0 with
respect to T > 0, it would be possible to take the limit T — 0 in the above estimates. This would
lead to

d 2 s 2
i (Ie0la) < =z e lelta,

and hence to an exponential convergence without prefactor, which is clearly false since this would
imply the coercivity of the generator for the canonical scalar product on L*(p). In [23], the con-
stant Cy 7 in (36) involves a term scaling as 1/T, which prevents taking the limit T — 0. It can
be traced back to the estimates on ¥ in [23, Lemma 2.6].
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