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Abstract

We investigate the cutoff phenomenon for Markov processes under information di-

vergences such as f -divergences and Rényi divergences. We classify most common

divergences into four types, namely L2-type, TV-type, separation-type and KL diver-

gence, in which we prove that the cutoff phenomenon are equivalent and relate the

cutoff time and window among members within each type. To justify that this classifi-

cation is natural, we provide examples in which the family of Markov processes exhibit

cutoff in one type but not in another. We also establish new product conditions in these

settings for the processes to exhibit cutoff, along with new results in non-reversible or

non-normal situations. The proofs rely on a functional analytic approach towards cut-

off.
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1 Introduction

Given a family of Markov processes, the cutoff phenomenon describes the abrupt convergence
to equilibrium of these processes when measured by a suitable probability metric. It was
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first observed in the context of card shuffling that entails the total variation (TV) cutoff
(Aldous and Diaconis 1986; Diaconis 1996). Since then, the cutoff phenomenon has been
studied in a diverse suite of important models with different probability metrics, such as
cutoff under separation distance of birth-death processes (Diaconis and Saloff-Coste 2006),
Lp distances with 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ (Chen 2006; Chen and Saloff-Coste 2010), relative entropy
or KL divergence for random walk on groups or samples of Markov chains (Barrera et al.
2006; Su 1995), squared Hellinger distance and cutoff on product chains (Chen and Kumagai
2018), cutoff for Lévy driven OU processes under the Wasserstein distance (Barrera et al.
2021), cutoff for overdamped and underdamped Langevin dynamics (Barrera and Jara 2020;
Lee et al. 2023), cutoff for the Dyson OU processes under KL, TV, squared Hellinger and
Wasserstein distance (Boursier et al. 2023), cutoff for deep neural networks (Avelin and
Karlsson 2022), cutoff for the Ising model on lattice (Lubetzky and Sly 2013), to name but
a few.

In information theory, an important and natural family of information divergences is
known as the f -divergences (Sason and Verdú 2016). With different choices of the function
f , this family encompasses most of the common divergences in the literature such as the TV
distance, KL divergence, squared Hellinger distance, chi-squared divergence and α-divergence
Dα. This family is also related to the Rényi divergences Rα. We shall give a brief review
of these divergences in Definition 2.3 below. In the context of cutoff phenomenon, the total
variation cutoff remains to be a focus in a majority of papers in the literature. It thus
naturally raises a question: is total variation cutoff equivalent to other cutoff such as the
separation cutoff? This has been answered in the negative in the paper (Hermon et al.
2016). In this paper, we aim at providing a systematic and unifying framework as well as a
natural classification of these divergences under which the cutoff phenomnenon is equivalent
within each type. Specifically, we propose four main types of information divergences in this
context, namely L2-type, TV-type, separation-type and KL divergence. We prove that the
cutoff phenomenon is equivalent among members within each type, along with some new
product conditions to verify cutoff in these settings. We summarize these results in Table 1.

In order to justify that the above classification scheme is natural and is not due to artifacts
in our proofs, we provide examples in which the family of Markov processes exhibit cutoff
in one type but not in another, see the list below for pointers:

• L2-type and TV-type are not equivalent: Aldous’ example (Example 3.6), Pak’s ex-
ample (Example 3.7)

• L2-type and KL-type are not equivalent: Product chains (Example 3.8)

• L2-type and separation-type are not equivalent: Pak’s example (Example 3.7)

• TV-type and KL-type are not equivalent: Pak’s example (Example 3.7)

• TV-type and separation-type are not equivalent: (Hermon et al. 2016)

• KL-type and separation-type are not equivalent: Pak’s example (Example 3.7)
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Reversible Normal
Non-reversible

(bounded perturbation)

L2-type

Lp (1 < p ≤ ∞) Lp (1 < p <∞)
(Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008) Theorem 4.1, 4.3

Dα (1 < α <∞), Theorem 3.1, 3.3, 4.2
Rα (1 < α <∞), Theorem 3.2, 3.3, 4.2

TV-type

Total variation distance
Dα (0 < α < 1)
Rα (0 < α < 1)

Squared Hellinger distance
Vincze-Le Cam distance

Jensen-Shannon divergence
Bhattacharyya distance

Theorem 3.7, Corollary 3.4
KL-type KL divergence, Theorem 3.4

Separation-type
Separation distance

Reverse-R∞ divergence
Section 3.5

Table 1: Classification of some f -divergences and probability metrics by equivalence under
cutoff phenomenon

We stress that, for possibly non-normal Markov generators that satisfy a bounded per-
turbation condition, we are able to characterize Lp-cutoff (1 < p < ∞) with a product
condition, and hence to prove its equivalence with α-divergence or Rényi divergence cutoff
in Section 4.2. It should be noted this is among the few results on cutoff for non-normal
Markov processes. Owing to the absence of symmetry or reversibility, this direction has not
received much attention in the literature.

In addition to these information divergences, we also consider cutoff under π-weighted
KL divergence and TV cutoff. These divergences are appealing to study for at least two
reasons. First, these weighted divergences appear naturally as the information divergence
rate between two Markov chains as well as the rate function in large deviations of Markov
chains. Second, these weighted divergences present an “average-case” analysis of cutoff rather
than the typical worst-case (TV or KL) cutoff. We highlight that in these settings, we obtain
product-type sufficient conditions for the family of Markov chains to exhibit cutoff in these
divergences in Section 3.3.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide a brief overview on
various notions in Markov processes, cutoff phenomenon as well as information divergences.
In Section 3, we present some of our main results. Specifically, we first investigate the equiv-
alence of L2-type divergences among α-divergence and Rényi divergence by introducing the
so-called Fp,q family in Section 3.1 and 3.2, followed by studying π-weighted KL divergence
and TV cutoff, and new product conditions in these settings in Section 3.3. We then move
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on to discuss cutoff phenomenon of TV-type divergences in Section 3.4 and separation-type
in Section 3.5. We conclude this section by illustrating the results with examples in Section
3.6. We proceed to focus on cutoff phenomenon of normal Markov chains on finite state
spaces in Section 4.1, and then to non-normal Markov chains via perturbation theory in
Section 4.2.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we will follow the discussions as in (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008) to introduce
some basic definitions and properties related to the cutoff phenomenon for general Markov
processes. We first begin by introducing some basic definitions of Markov processes.

2.1 Markov process

Consider a sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 with {T}∞n=1 being the time index

set for the nth Markov process {X(n)
t }t∈T , where we may write T = [0,∞) for continuous-

time Markov process, while T = N for discrete-time Markov chains. We denote Xn as the
state space of {X(n)

t }t∈T , which can be continuous or discrete. Besides, we set pn(t, x, ·)
with x ∈ Xn as the transition probability measure for nth Markov process. When analyzing
some general properties of a Markov process without stressing the order of it in the sequence
n ≥ 1, for simplicity of notation, we may omit the subscript/superscript n and simply use
p(t, x, ·), X , T and {Xt}t∈T to represent the transition probability measure, state space, time
index set and Markov process respectively.

For a Markov process {Xt}t∈T on state space X with p(t, x, ·) as the transition probability
measure, we define Pt as the Markov semigroup, which satisfies

Ptf(x) := E
x[f(Xt)] =

∫

X
f(y)p(t, x, dy), x ∈ X

for any bounded measurable function f on X , and it is easy to verify that Pt+s = Pt ◦ Ps.
Besides, we denote

µPt(A) :=

∫

X
p(t, x, A)µ(dx)

as the probability measure ofXt if the initial distribution X0 ∼ µ for any probability measure
µ. Moreover, {Xt}t∈T has an infinitesimal generator A, which satisfies Pt = etA if T = [0,∞)

and A = P−I if T = N. As to a sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1, we similarly

define Pt,n as the Markov semigroup of the nth process.

Suppose a Markov process {Xt}t∈T on X admits π as its unique stationary distribution, we
say the process is normal if the adjoint operator P ∗

t of Pt on L
2(X , π) satisfies PtP

∗
t = P ∗

t Pt,
and the process is reversible if P ∗

t = Pt. Particularly for a finite Markov chain with transition
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matrix (P (x, y))x,y∈X , the chain is reversible if π(x)P (x, y) = π(y)P (y, x) for all x, y ∈ X ,
and the adjoint transition matrix P ∗ of P with respect to π is given by the time reversal, i.e.

P ∗(x, y) =
π(y)P (y, x)

π(x)
, ∀x, y ∈ X .

For any given initial distribution µ0, if we denote ht =
dµ0Pt

dπ
as the probability density

function of µ0Pt with respect to π, we have ht = P ∗
t h0, since for any A ∈ B(X ),

∫

A

htdπ =

∫

A

dµ0Pt = µ0Pt(A) =

∫

X
Pt1Adµ0 =

∫

X
Pt1Ah0dπ =

∫

A

P ∗
t h0dπ.

A fundamental fact regarding this is the time evolution of ht under continuous-time, i.e.

d

dt
ht = A∗ht, t ∈ [0,∞), (1)

where A∗ is the adjoint operator of A on L2(X , π), and this equation can be also referred to
as Kolmogorov’s backward equation in the context of diffusion processes.

For a finite Markov chain {Xk}∞k=0 with transition matrix P and stationary distribution

π, we define its continuized chain
{
X̂t

}
t≥0

on the same finite state space X with transition

matrix

Pt(x, y) := et(P−I)(x, y) = e−t

∞∑

k=0

P k(x, y)tk

k!
, (2)

then πP = π is equivalent to πPt = π, i.e. π is also the stationary distribution of {X̂t}t≥0.

Moreover, P − I is also the generator of {X̂t}t≥0, which implies Pt is the semigroup for the
continuized chain.

Denote the Dirichlet form on L2(X , π) as EA(f, g) := 〈f,−Ag〉π. Particularly for a
discrete-time Markov chain with generator A = P1 − I and one-step transition probability
p(x, ·) on state space X , we have

EA(f, g) =
∫

x,y∈X
f(x) (g(x)− g(y)) p(x, dy)π(dx),

and further if A is reversible,

EA(f, g) =
1

2

∫

x,y∈X
(f(x)− f(y)) (g(x)− g(y)) p(x, dy)π(dx), (3)

EA(f, f) =
1

2

∫

x,y∈X
(f(x)− f(y))2 p(x, dy)π(dx). (4)

When estimating the convergence performance of a Markov process {Xt}t∈T with generator
A to stationary distribution π, spectral gap is an important tool, and the spectral gap is
defined in terms of Dirichlet form.
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Definition 2.1 (Spectral gap of Markov process). For a Markov process {Xt}t∈T with in-
finitesimal generator A and stationary distribution π, the spectral gap is defined as

λ = λ(A) := inf
{
EA(f, f) : f ∈ L2(X , π),Eπ [f ] = 0, ‖f‖2 = 1

}
.

If A is non-reversible, we have λ(A) = λ(A∗) = λ
(A+A∗

2

)
.

Particularly for a finite Markov chain with transition matrix P , we can assume its gener-
ator as the generator of the continuized chain, i.e. A = P − I, and its spectral gap satisfies
λ(A) = 1 − λ1 if P is reversible, where λ1 is the second largest eigenvalue of P . It can
be readily seen that the discrete-time finite Markov chain and its continuized chain share
the same spectral gap. A useful application of spectral gap is the following Proposition
2.1, which involves a corollary of spectral mapping theorem, see (Haase 2018, Chapter 4) or
(Whitley 1968).

Proposition 2.1 (Convergence rate of Markov semigroup). Assume a Markov process have
a semigroup Pt, stationary distribution π and spectral gap λ ≥ 0. For all f ∈ L2(X , π) and
t ∈ T , we have

‖(Pt − Π)(f)‖2 ≤ e−λt‖f‖2, T = [0,∞), (5)

‖(Pt − Π)(f)‖2 ≤ κt‖f‖2, T = N, (6)

where κ is the second largest singular value of P1. Moreover, if Pt : L
2(X , π)→ L2(X , π) is

normal, we have

‖Pt − Π‖L2→L2 = e−tλ, T = [0,∞),

‖Pt − Π‖L2→L2 = κt, T = N,

where Πf(x) := π(f), ∀x ∈ X .

This result applies in both cases of continuous and discrete-time, and will play an impor-
tant role in analysis of cutoff phenomenon. Further explanations and pointers can be found
in (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Section 3.2).

2.2 Cutoff phenomenon and f-divergence

Next, we will give a brief overview on cutoff phenomenon and recall some definitions and
properties of f -divergences. The terminology cutoff describes a phenomenon that a se-
quence of Markov processes {X(n)

t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 may exhibit a sharp transition in their mixing
time to stationary distribution as n → ∞ under suitable probability metrics or informa-
tion divergences. Now, we give a formal definition of cutoff phenomenon from (Chen and
Saloff-Coste 2008, Definition 2.1).
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Definition 2.2 (Cutoff phenomenon, Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008). Consider a sequence of
non-increasing functions gn : T → [0,∞] which vanish at infinity, i.e. gn(∞) = 0 for all
n ≥ 1. If M := lim supn→∞ gn(0) > 0, where M can be infinity, then

(i) {gn}∞n=1 present a precutoff if there exist a sequence {tn}∞n=1 with tn > 0 and b > a > 0
such that

lim sup
n→∞

sup
t>btn

gn(t) = 0, lim inf
n→∞

inf
t<atn

gn(t) > 0.

(ii) {gn}∞n=1 present a cutoff if there exists a sequence {tn}∞n=1 with tn > 0 such that for
any ε ∈ (0, 1),

lim sup
n→∞

sup
t>(1+ε)tn

gn(t) = 0, lim inf
n→∞

sup
t<(1−ε)tn

gn(t) =M,

and in this case we say {gn}∞n=1 have a cutoff sequence {tn}∞n=1.

(iii) {gn}∞n=1 present a (tn, wn) cutoff if tn > 0, wn ≥ 0, wn = o(tn), and

lim
c→+∞

G(c) = 0, lim
c→−∞

G(c) =M,

where

G(c) := lim sup
n→∞

sup
t>tn+cwn

gn(t), G(c) := lim inf
n→∞

sup
t<tn+cwn

gn(t),

and in this case we call {wn}∞n=1 as the cutoff window.

There is a deep connection between cutoff phenomenon and mixing times. Given a
sequence of non-negative functions gn on T as described earlier, for any ε > 0, the mixing
time of gn is defined as

t(gn, ε) := inf{t ∈ T : gn(t) ≤ ε}.
We note that the following result indicates that the choice of ε does not play a fundamental
role in the analysis of cutoff phenomenon:

Proposition 2.2 (Equivalence in ε, Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Corollary 2.5). Consider
a sequence of non-increasing functions gn : T → [0,∞] vanishing at infinity, and M :=
lim supn→∞ gn(0) > 0. If T = [0,∞), then we have the following statements.

(i) If {gn}∞n=1 has a cutoff, then for any 0 < δ < M , {t(gn, δ)}∞n=1 is a cutoff sequence.

(ii) {gn}∞n=1 has a cutoff sequence {tn}∞n=1 if and only if tn ∼ t(gn, δ) for any 0 < δ < M .

(iii) If {gn}∞n=1 has a cutoff sequence {tn}∞n=1, then {gn}∞n=1 has a cutoff sequence {sn}∞n=1

if and only if tn ∼ sn.
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Here for two sequences of numbers an and bn, an ∼ bn means an/bn → 1 as n → ∞.
Moreover, under discrete-time T = N, if there exists δ0 > 0 such that limn→∞ t(gn, δ0) =∞,
then the statements above also hold.

Usually gn(t) can be chosen as a specific information divergence between the distribution

of X
(n)
t and the stationary distribution πn of the nth process. Typical examples include

gn(t) = sup
x∈X

TV(δxPt,n, πn),

where we have used the total variation distance to measure the distance between the distri-
butions, see (Levin and Peres 2017, Chapter 18) and (Ding et al. 2010). Another common
choice is the separation cutoff phenomenon in finite Markov chains with transition matrix
(P (x, y))x,y∈X , which utilize

gn(t) = max
x,y∈X

{
1− Pt,n(x, y)

πn(y)

}
,

see for example (Diaconis and Saloff-Coste 2006). It turns out that this two choices entail
TV-type cutoff and separation-type cutoff, that we shall introduce in Section 3.

One of the main aims of the manuscript is to study cutoff phenomenon under information-
theoretic f -divergences. To this end, let us now recall its definition:

Definition 2.3 (Csiszár’s f -divergence). Given two probability measures ν1, ν2 on X with
ν1 ≪ ν2, for a convex function f : [0,∞)→ R such that f(1) = 0, we define the f -divergence
from ν2 to ν1 as

Df (ν1‖ν2) :=
∫

X
f

(
dν1
dν2

)
dν2.

Many popular divergences belong to the family of f -divergences, and we refer to (Sason
and Verdú 2016) and (Van Erven and Harremos 2014) to give a few common examples:

• Total variation (TV) distance: f(t) =
|t− 1|

2
, denoted as TV(ν1, ν2).

• Relative entropy/Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence: f(t) = t ln t − t + 1, denoted as
KL(ν1‖ν2).

• χ2-divergence: f(t) = |t− 1|2, denoted as χ2(ν1‖ν2).

• χp-divergence (p > 0): f(t) = |t−1|p, denoted as χp(ν1‖ν2). When p = 1, 2, we recover
the total variation distance and χ2-divergence up to a constant.

• Jensen-Shannon divergence: f(t) = t ln t − (t + 1) ln
t+ 1

2
, denoted as JS(ν1‖ν2). It

also has the property

JS(ν1‖ν2) = KL

(
ν1

∥∥∥∥
ν1 + ν2

2

)
+KL

(
ν2

∥∥∥∥
ν1 + ν2

2

)
. (7)
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• α-divergence (α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1,∞)): f(t) = fα(t) =
tα − α(t− 1)− 1

α− 1
, denoted as

Dα(ν1‖ν2). A closely related divergence is the Rényi divergence defined as

Rα(ν1‖ν2) :=
1

α− 1
ln(1 + (α− 1)Dα(ν1‖ν2)) =

1

α− 1
ln

∫

X

(
dν1
dν2

)α

dν2. (8)

• Squared Hellinger distance: f(t) =
(√

t− 1
)2
, denoted as Hel2 (ν1, ν2).

• Vincze-Le Cam distance: f(t) =
(t− 1)2

t+ 1
, denoted as LC (ν1, ν2). An important rela-

tionship with χ2-divergence is that

1

2
LC (ν1, ν2) = χ2

(
ν1

∥∥∥∥
1

2
ν1 +

1

2
ν2

)
= χ2

(
ν2

∥∥∥∥
1

2
ν1 +

1

2
ν2

)
. (9)

In the following Proposition 2.3, we briefly recall some properties of information diver-
gences in the literature:

Proposition 2.3 (Some properties of information divergences). Given two probability mea-
sures on X such that ν1 ≪ ν2, for a convex function f : [0,∞)→ R such that f(1) = 0, then
the following properties hold.

(i) (Sason and Verdú 2016, Theorem 5) Denote f ∗(t) := tf
(
1
t

)
as the convex conjugate

of f(t), then we have

sup
ν1 6=ν2

Df (ν1‖ν2)
TV(ν1, ν2)

= f(0) + f ∗(0),

where f ∗(0) := limu→∞
f(u)
u
, and both f(0) and f ∗(0) can be infinity.

(ii) (Csiszár 1972, Theorem 3.1) If f is a strictly convex function, then there exists a
function φf with limt→0 φf(t) = 0 such that

TV(ν1, ν2) ≤ φf(Df (ν1‖ν2)).

(iii) (Monotonicity of Rα(ν1‖ν2) and Dα(ν1‖ν2) in α) Rα(ν1‖ν2) and Dα(ν1‖ν2) are non-
decreasing with respect to α ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1,∞), see (Van Erven and Harremos 2014,
Theorem 3, 6), (Sason and Verdú 2016, Theorem 36) and (Liese and Vajda 1987).
Moreover, we have

KL(ν1‖ν2) = lim
αր1

Rα(ν1‖ν2),

and we can also write KL(ν1‖ν2) as R1(ν1‖ν2) to extend to the case of α = 1. We also
have

KL(ν1‖ν2) = lim
αր1

Dα(ν1‖ν2),
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where the limits in above two equations can be also taken from upperside if Dα(ν1‖ν2) <
∞ for some α > 1. With the monoticity of Rényi divergence, we can also take the limit
α→∞ to define

R∞(ν1‖ν2) := lim
α→∞

Rα(ν1‖ν2) = ln

(
esssup
x∈X

dν1
dν2

)
.

(iv) (Pinsker’s inequality, Van Erven and Harremos 2014, Theorem 31) For α ∈ (0, 1], we
have

2αTV2(ν1, ν2) ≤ Rα(ν1‖ν2).

2.3 Lp-cutoff

The f -divergence family is a rich class of information divergences with elegant mathematical
properties, and it naturally suggests that there are many potential choices for gn(t) to study
cutoff phenomenon. One popular choice in the literature centers around the Lp-cutoff, which
utilize the following divergence

dp(x, t) :=

(∫

X

∣∣∣∣
dδxPt

dπ
− 1

∣∣∣∣
p

dπ

) 1
p

= ‖h(t, x, ·)− 1‖p, p ≥ 1, (10)

where h(t, x, y) is the probability density function of δxPt with respect to π. Taking supre-
mum over x ∈ X , we define

dp(t) := sup
x∈X

dp(x, t), d̃p(t) := π- esssup
x∈X

dp(x, t),

and take gn(t) = dp,n(t) or gn(t) = d̃p,n(t), where the n in subscripts refer to the nth process.
In particular when we take p = 1, it recovers the total variation distance up to a constant.
For the adjoint operator P ∗

t of Pt, we write

d∗p(x, t) :=

(∫

X

∣∣∣∣
dδxP

∗
t

dπ
− 1

∣∣∣∣
p

dπ

) 1
p

,

and similarly
d
∗
p(t) := sup

x∈X
d∗p(x, t), d̃∗p(t) := π- esssup

x∈X
d∗p(x, t).

For ε > 0, the Lp-mixing times are defined as

tp(ε) := inf
{
t ∈ T : dp(t) ≤ ε

}
, t̃p(ε) := inf

{
t ∈ T : d̃p(t) ≤ ε

}
, (11)

t
∗
p(ε) := inf

{
t ∈ T : d

∗
p(t) ≤ ε

}
, t̃∗p(ε) := inf

{
t ∈ T : d̃∗p(t) ≤ ε

}
. (12)

One of the reasons for the popularity of Lp-cutoff in the literature is that many useful
tools can be applied regarding the space Lp(X , π). We summarize some results from (Chen
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and Saloff-Coste 2008, Section 3.2, 3.3, 5.2, 5.3), (Dunford and Schwartz 1988), (Stein and
Shakarchi 2011) and (Bernard 2013) into Proposition 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, which may be used in
the rest of the paper. Here in the subscripts of norms, we use the shorthand Lp to denote
Lp(X , π).

Proposition 2.4 (Some properties of Lp(X , π) and dp(x, t), Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008,
Dunford and Schwartz 1988). Given a Markov process {Xt}t∈T with semigroup Pt, stationary
distribution π and h(t, x, ·) defined before, for p ∈ [1,∞], let q be the conjugate of p, i.e.
1
p
+ 1

q
= 1, then the following statements hold.

(i) Given a function f ∈ Lp(X , π), its Lp-norm satisfies

‖f‖p = sup {〈f, g〉π : g ∈ Lq(X , π), ‖g‖q ≤ 1} ,

applied on h(t, x, ·), we have

dp(x, t) = sup {(δxPt − Π)(g) : g ∈ Lq(X , π), ‖g‖q ≤ 1} .

(ii) The functions t 7→ dp(t) and t 7→ d̃p(t) are non-increasing and sub-multiplicative.

(iii) dp(t) and d̃p(t) can be interpreted as operator norms, i.e.

dp(t) = ‖Pt −Π‖Lq→B , d̃p(t) = ‖Pt − Π‖Lq→L∞ ,

where B(X ) = {f : f is bounded on X}, which is equipped with sup-norm. Similarly,
we have

d̃∗p(t) = ‖P ∗
t ‖Lq→L∞ = ‖Pt‖L1→Lp.

Proposition 2.5 (Riesz-Thorin Interpolation Theorem, Stein and Shakarchi 2011, Bernard
2013). Consider a linear operator A : Lp0(X , µ) ∪ Lp1(X , µ)→ Lq0(X , ν) ∪ Lq1(X , ν), where
p0, p1, q0, q1 ∈ [1,∞], and ν is semifinite. If there exists M0,M1 > 0 such that

‖Af‖q0 ≤M0‖f‖p0, ∀f ∈ Lp0(X , µ),
‖Af‖q1 ≤M1‖f‖p1, ∀f ∈ Lp1(X , µ),

then for any t ∈ (0, 1) and
1

p
=

1− t
p0

+
t

p1
,
1

q
=

1− t
q0

+
t

q1
, we have

‖Af‖q ≤M1−t
0 M t

1‖f‖p, ∀f ∈ Lp(X , µ).

As an application of Riesz-Thorin Interpolation Theorem, the next result from (Chen
and Saloff-Coste 2008, Proposition 5.1) shows that Lp-mixing times of Markov process are
equivalent for different choices of p in a broad sense.

Proposition 2.6 (Relationships between Lp-mixing times, Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008,
Proposition 5.1). Consider a Markov process with semigroup Pt and adjoint operator P ∗

t .
Recalling the Lp-mixing times defined in (11) and (12), we have the following relationships:
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(i) For any fixed ε > 0, the mappings p 7→ tp(ε) and p 7→ t̃p(ε) are non-decreasing on
p ∈ [1,∞].

(ii) For 1 ≤ p, r, s ≤ ∞ with 1 + 1
p
= 1

r
+ 1

s
and any ε1, ε2, ε3 > 0, we have

tp(ε
r/p
1 ε

1−r/p
2 ε3) ≤ max

{
1[1,∞)(p)t̃r(ε1), 1(1,∞](p)t̃

∗
r(ε2)

}
+ ts(ε3).

(iii) For 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ with 1
p
+ 1

p′
= 1 and any ε > 0, we have

t∞(ε2) ≤ tp(ε) + t̃∗p′(ε).

(iv) For 1 < p < q ≤ ∞ and any ε > 0, we have

tq(ε
mp,q) ≤ mp,q max

{
tp(ε), t̃

∗
p(ε)

}
,

where mp,q =
⌈
p(q−1)
q(p−1)

⌉
.

(v) If T = [0,∞), then d∞(t) = d
2

2

(
t
2

)
. If T = N, then d∞(t) ≤ d

2

2

(⌈
t
2

⌉)
.

The next result offers a characterization of Lp-cutoff for reversible Markov processes,
which states that in such divergences, cutoff phenomenon occurs if and only if the associated
product condition holds, that is, spectral gap multiplied by the Lp-mixing time tends to
infinity.

Proposition 2.7 (Characterization of Lp-cutoff, Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Theorem 5.3,

5.4). Consider a sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 with state space Xn, sta-

tionary distribution πn, spectral gap λn ≥ 0, second largest singular value 0 < κn ≤ 1 and
semigroup Pt,n, where Pt,n is reversible on L2(Xn, πn) for each n ≥ 1. Let gn(t) := dp,n(t)
and assume limt→∞ gn(t) = 0 for each n, if T = [0,∞), then the following statements are
equivalent:

(A1) There exists some p ∈ (1,∞] and some ε > 0 such that λntp,n(ε) tends to infinity.

(A2) For any p ∈ (1,∞] and any ε > 0, λntp,n(ε) tends to infinity.

(A3) There exists some p ∈ (1,∞] such that precutoff occurs.

(A4) For any p ∈ (1,∞], cutoff occurs.

(A5) For any p ∈ (1,∞] and any ε > 0, there is a
(
tp,n(ε), λ

−1
n

)
cutoff.

Here the n in subscripts refer to the nth process.
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Furthermore, if T = N, assume for some p ∈ (1,∞] and ε > 0, limn→∞ tp,n(ε) = ∞,
and we substitute λ′n = min {1,− ln κn} into λn in the items, then the items above are also
equivalent. If we further assume λn → 0 and that the Markov chains are lazy, i.e.

pn(x, x) ≥
1

2
, ∀n ≥ 1, x ∈ Xn, (13)

where pn(x, ·) be the one-step transition probability of the nth chain. Then, we can also take
λ′n = min {1, λn}.

3 Reversible cases

In this section, under a reversible setting, we extend Proposition 2.7 from Lp-mixing times to
other mixing times induced by general f -divergences satisfying some mild conditions. More-
over, we uncover new relationships between cutoff under different divergences by relating
their cutoff time and window, and develop a classification scheme among these divergences
based on equivalence in characterization of cutoff phenomenon.

3.1 Fp,q family and Rényi divergence with α ∈ [2,∞)

We begin this subsection by introducing a family of convex functions that we call the Fp,q

family, which generates a few divergences, for instance the α-divergence with α ∈ [2,∞).
The objective of this subsection is to prove that cutoff phenomenon are equivalent among
members of the Fp,q family and to give a product condition for cutoff to occur. We then
extend these results to Rényi divergence with α ∈ [2,∞).

Definition 3.1 (Fp,q family). Let 1 < p ≤ q <∞, we define

Fp,q :=

{
convex f : R+ → R, f(1) = 0 : ∃m,M > 0 s.t. ∀x ∈ [0,∞),

m (|x− 1|p + |x− 1|q) ≤ f(x) ≤M (|x− 1|p + |x− 1|q)
}
.

Example 3.1. For α-divergence with α ∈ [2,∞), the generator fα(t) =
tα − α(t− 1)− 1

α− 1
satisfies

lim
t→1

fα(t)

|t− 1|2 + |t− 1|α =
α

2
, lim

t→∞

fα(t)

|t− 1|2 + |t− 1|α =
1

α− 1
,

lim
t→0

fα(t)

|t− 1|2 + |t− 1|α =
1

2
,

which implies fα ∈ F2,α. Another example is that if f is strongly convex with f(1) = f ′(1) = 0
and f ′′(t) is bounded on [0,∞), then f ∈ F2,2. However, for 1 < α < 2, the α-divergence
may not belong to any Fp,q family.
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Analogous to the notations in Section 2.3, for a Markov process {Xt}t∈T on state space
X with semigroup Pt and stationary distribution π, we define

df(x, t) := Df (δxPt‖π), (14)

df (t) := sup
x∈X

df (x, t), d̃f(t) := π- esssup
x∈X

df(x, t), (15)

and the f -divergence mixing times

tf(ε) := inf
{
t ∈ T : df(t) ≤ ε

}
, t̃f(ε) := inf

{
t ∈ T : d̃f (t) ≤ ε

}
. (16)

In the following result, for f ∈ Fp,q, we give several equivalent criteria for the occurrence of
f -divergence cutoff. Moreover, we will use n in the subscripts to denote the nth process.

Theorem 3.1 (Characterization of f -divergence cutoff for Fp,q, 1 < p ≤ q <∞). Consider

a sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 with state space Xn, stationary distribution

πn, spectral gap λn ≥ 0, second largest singular value 0 < κn ≤ 1 and semigroup Pt,n,
where Pt,n is reversible on L2(Xn, πn) for each n ≥ 1. Let gn(t) := df,n(t) and assume
limt→∞ gn(t) = 0 for each n. If T = [0,∞), then the following statements are equivalent:

(B1) There exists some 1 < p ≤ q < ∞, some ε > 0 and some f ∈ Fp,q such that λntf,n(ε)
tends to infinity.

(B2) For any 1 < p ≤ q <∞, any ε > 0 and any f ∈ Fp,q, λntf,n(ε) tends to infinity.

(B3) For any 1 < p ≤ q <∞ and any f ∈ Fp,q, precutoff occurs.

(B4) For any 1 < p ≤ q <∞ and any f ∈ Fp,q, cutoff occurs.

(B5) For any 1 < p ≤ q <∞, any ε > 0 and any f ∈ Fp,q, there is a (tf,n(ε), λ
−1
n ) cutoff.

Moreover, items (B1) to (B5) are all equivalent to items (A1) to (A5).

For T = N, assume for some 1 < p ≤ q < ∞, some ε > 0 and some f ∈ Fp,q,
limn→∞ tp,n(ε) = ∞. If we substitute λ′n = min{1,− lnκn} into λn in the items, then the
statements above also hold. Besides, if λn → 0 and the chains are lazy, we can also take
λ′n = min {1, λn}.

Proof. We first consider the case of continuous-time. The proof sketch is that we will first
prove items (B2) to (B5) are equivalent, then prove (B2) to (B5) and (A1) to (A5) are
equivalent, and finally (B1) and (B2) to (B5) are equivalent.

(B2)⇒(B5): For any given 1 < p ≤ q <∞, ε > 0 and f ∈ Fp,q, by definition we have for
some m,M > 0 depending on f such that

m (|x− 1|p + |x− 1|q) ≤ f(x) ≤M (|x− 1|p + |x− 1|q) ,
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which yields

m
(
dpp,n(x, t) + dqq,n(x, t)

)
≤ df,n(x, t) ≤ M

(
dpp,n(x, t) + dqq,n(x, t)

)
. (17)

Following the proof in (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Theorem 3.3), we denote µx
t,n = δx,nPt,n

and let 1
p
+ 1

p′
= 1, 1

q
+ 1

q′
= 1. For t = u+ v and any g ∈ Lp′(Xn, πn), we have

(
µx
t,n − πn

)
(g) =

(
µx
u,n − πn

)
(Pv,n − Πn) (g), (18)

then by Hölder’s inequality and Riesz-Thorin Interpolation Theorem as in Proposition 2.5,
we have

∣∣(µx
t,n − πn

)
(g)
∣∣ ≤ dp,n(x, u) ‖(Pv,n − Πn)(g)‖p′
≤ dp,n(x, u)2

|1−2/p|e−vλn(1−|1−2/p|)‖g‖p′, (19)

where the second inequality comes from ‖Pv,n −Πn‖L1→L1 ≤ 2, ‖Pv,n − Πn‖L∞→L∞ ≤ 2
and (5) in Proposition 2.1. Taking supremum over g ∈ Lp′(Xn, πn), ‖g‖p′ = 1 and g ∈
Lq′(Xn, πn), ‖g‖q′ = 1 respectively, according to Proposition 2.4 item (i), we have

dpp,n(x, u+ v) ≤ dpp,n(x, u)2
|p−2|e−vλn(p−|p−2|),

dqq,n(x, u+ v) ≤ dqq,n(x, u)2
|q−2|e−vλn(q−|q−2|),

Plugging into (17), we have

df,n(x, u+ v) ≤MCp,q

(
dpp,n(x, u) + dqq,n(x, u)

)
e−vλnap,q

≤ MCp,q

m
· df,n(x, u) · e−vλnap,q ,

where Cp,q := max
{
2|p−2|, 2|q−2|} > 0, ap,q := min {p− |p− 2|, q − |q − 2|} > 0. Taking

supremum over x ∈ X , we have

df,n(u+ v) ≤ MCp,q

m
· df,n(u) · e−vλnap,q . (20)

Now taking u > tf,n(ε), v = λ−1
n c with c > 0 in (20), by monotonicity of df,n(t) in t as shown

in Proposition 2.4 item (ii), we have

G(c) = lim sup
n→∞

sup
t>tf,n(ε)+cλ−1

n

df,n(t) ≤
MCp,q

m
· εe−cap,q ,

and similarly taking 0 < u < tf,n(ε) + λ−1
n c, v = −λ−1

n c with c < 0, we have

G(c) = lim inf
n→∞

inf
t<tf,n(ε)+cλ−1

n

df,n(t) ≥
m

MCp,q

· εe−cap,q .

The desired result follows by taking c→ +∞ and c→ −∞ respectively.
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(B5)⇒(B4)⇒(B3): By definition.

(B3)⇒(B2): We follow the proof in (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Theorem 4.2). Accord-
ing to (17) and Proposition 2.4 item (iii), we have

df,n(t) ≥ md
q

q,n(t) = m ‖Pt,n − Πn‖Lq′→B

≥ m ‖Pt,n −Πn‖Lq′→Lq′ ,

where 1
q
+ 1

q′
= 1. By Riesz-Thorin Interpolation Theorem, we have

e−λnt = ‖Pt,n − Πn‖L2→L2 ≤ ‖Pt,n −Πn‖q
′/2

Lq′→Lq′ ‖Pt,n −Πn‖1−q′/2
L∞→L∞

≤ 21−q′/2 ‖Pt,n − Πn‖q
′/2

Lq′→Lq′ , q′ ∈ (1, 2],

and

e−λnt = ‖Pt,n − Πn‖L2→L2 ≤ ‖Pt,n −Πn‖
1− q′

2(q′−1)

L1→L1 ‖Pt,n − Πn‖
q′

2(q′−1)

Lq′→Lq′

≤ 2
1− q′

2(q′−1) ‖Pt,n −Πn‖
q′

2(q′−1)

Lq′→Lq′ , q′ ∈ (2,∞),

hence we have

‖Pt,n −Πn‖Lq′→Lq′ ≥ 21−2/q′e−2λnt/q′ ≥ 1

2
e−2λnt, q′ ∈ (1, 2], (21)

‖Pt,n −Πn‖Lq′→Lq′ ≥ 2−(q′−2)/q′e−2λnt(q′−1)/q′ ≥ 1

2
e−2λnt, q′ ∈ (2,∞), (22)

which implies

df,n(t) ≥
m

2
e−2λnt. (23)

Next, we suppose there is a precutoff sequence {sn}∞n=1, then there exist 0 < a < b and δ > 0
such that

2δ = lim inf
n→∞

df,n(asn) > 0, (24)

0 = lim sup
n→∞

df,n(bsn) ≥
m

2
lim sup
n→∞

e−2bλnsn, (25)

here (24) implies sn = O(tf,n(δ)), otherwise for some small η > 0,

df,n(asn) = df,n

(
asn

(1 + η)tf,n(δ)
(1 + η)tf,n(δ)

)
≤ δ, as n→∞.

Combined with (25) which indicates λnsn → ∞, we have λntf,n(δ) → ∞. Similar to the
proof of (B2)⇒(B5) where only some fixed p, q, f and ε are studied, it is easy to verify that{
tf,n(δ)

}∞
n=1

is a cutoff sequence. Further by Proposition 2.2 items (ii) and (iii),
{
tf,n(ε)

}∞
n=1

is a cutoff sequence with tf,n(ε) ∼ tf,n(δ) for any ε > 0, hence λntf,n(ε)→∞ for any ε > 0.
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(B2) to (B5) ⇐⇒ (A1) to (A5): It suffices to prove (B2)⇒(A1) and (A2)⇒(B2). For
any p > 1, f is convex with f(1) = 0, and any ε > 0, we denote

T p,n(ε) :=
{
t ∈ T : dp,n(t) ≤ ε

}
, T f,n(ε) :=

{
t ∈ T : df,n(t) ≤ ε

}
.

Next, for any given 1 < p ≤ q <∞ and f ∈ Fp,q, by (17), if t ∈ T q,n(ε), then

df,n(t) ≤M(εp + εq),

where we have used monotonicity of Lp distance in p. Similarly if t ∈ T f,n(ε), we have

dq,n(t) ≤
( ε
m

) 1
q

,

and these two inequalities above imply

T q,n(ε) ⊂ T f,n (M(εp + εq)) , T f,n(ε) ⊂ T q,n

(
(ε/m)

1
q

)
,

taking infimum we obtain

tq,n(ε) ≥ tf,n (M(εp + εq)) , tf,n(ε) ≥ tq,n

(
(ε/m)

1
q

)
. (26)

Now if (B2) holds for some 1 < p ≤ q < ∞ and ε′ = M(εp + εq) with some f ∈ Fp,q such
that λntf,n(ε

′) → ∞, by the first inequality in (26), we have λntq,n(ε) → ∞, which is (A1).

Moreover, if (A2) holds, then for any given 1 < q < ∞ and any ε′′ = (ε/m)
1
q such that

λntq,n(ε
′′)→∞, by the second inequality in (26) we have λntf,n(ε)→∞, which is (B2).

(B1)⇐⇒ (B2) to (B5): We only need to prove (B1)⇒(A1), then by (A1)⇒(B2) to (B5)
and (B2) to (B5)⇒(B1) we can get the result. Suppose there exist some 1 < p ≤ q < ∞,
some ε > 0 and some f ∈ Fp,q such that λntf,n(ε)→∞. Similar to the proof of (B2)⇒(B5),
there is a

{
tf,n(ε), λ

−1
n

}∞
n=1

cutoff. According to Proposition 2.2 item (ii) and (iii), for any

δ > 0,
{
tf,n(δ)

}∞
n=1

is a cutoff sequence. Again similar to the proof of (B3)⇒(B2) where only
some fixed p, q, f are studied, we can obtain that λntf,n(δ)→∞ for any δ > 0. Then by the
first inequality in (26), for any δ > 0, there exists δ0 > 0 which satisfies δ =M(δp0 + δq0) such
that λntq,n(δ0)→∞, and this yields (A1).

As to the case of T = N, the proof is similar.

As shown in Example 3.1, α-divergence belongs to the Fp,q family for α ∈ [2,∞), and we
note that Rényi divergence is a monotonic function of α-divergence, that is,

Rα(δxPt‖π) =
1

α− 1
ln (1 + (α− 1)Dα(δxPt‖π)) .

In view of the above, in the following result we shall give equivalent conditions for cutoff
phenomenon under Rényi divergence for α ∈ [2,∞). Analogous to the notations introduced
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earlier, we denote

dfα(x, t) := Dα(δxPt‖π), dRα
(x, t) := Rα(δxPt‖π),

dfα(t) := max
x∈X

dfα(x, t), dRα
(t) := max

x∈X
dRα

(x, t),

d̃fα(t) := π- esssup
x∈X

dfα(x, t), d̃Rα
(t) := π- esssup

x∈X
dRα

(x, t),

and the mixing times with respect to Rényi divergence for ε > 0 are defined as

tfα(ε) := inf
{
t ∈ T : dfα(t) ≤ ε

}
, t̃fα(ε) := inf

{
t ∈ T : d̃fα(t) ≤ ε

}
,

tRα
(ε) := inf

{
t ∈ T : dRα

(t) ≤ ε
}
, t̃Rα

(ε) := inf
{
t ∈ T : d̃Rα

(t) ≤ ε
}
,

and we still use n in the subscripts to denote the nth process.

Theorem 3.2 (Characterization of Rényi divergence cutoff for α ∈ [2,∞)). Consider a

sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 with state space Xn, stationary distribution

πn, spectral gap λn ≥ 0, second largest singular value 0 < κn ≤ 1 and semigroup Pt,n,
where Pt,n is reversible on L2(Xn, πn) for each n ≥ 1. Let gn(t) := dRα,n(t), and assume
limt→∞ gn(t) = 0 for each n. If T = [0,∞), then the following statements are equivalent:

(C1) There exists some α ∈ [2,∞) and some ε > 0 such that λntRα,n(ε)→∞.

(C2) For any α ∈ [2,∞) and any ε > 0, λntRα,n(ε)→∞.

(C3) For any α ∈ [2,∞) and any ε > 0, precutoff occurs.

(C4) For any α ∈ [2,∞) and any ε > 0, cutoff occurs.

(C5) For any α ∈ [2,∞) and any ε > 0, there is a (tRα,n(ε), λ
−1
n ) cutoff.

Moreover, items (C1) to (C5) are equivalent to items (B1) to (B5) and (A1) to (A5).

For T = N, assume for some α ∈ [2,∞) and some ε > 0, limn→∞ tRα,n(ε) = ∞. If we
substitute λ′n = min{1,− lnκn} into λn in the items, then the statements above also hold.
Besides, if λn → 0 and the chains are lazy, we can also take λ′n = min {1, λn}.

Remark 3.1. Theorem 3.1 and 3.2 indicate that for any given sequence of Markov processes,
Lp cutoff with p ∈ (1,∞], α-divergence cutoff with α ∈ [2,∞) and Rényi divergence cutoff
with α ∈ [2,∞) are all equivalent, and we call these three types of divergences as well as
members of the Fp,q family with 1 < p ≤ q < ∞ as L

2-type divergence under cutoff
phenomenon.

Proof. We only consider the case of continuous-time, and the proof for T = N is similar. The
proof sketch is that we first prove (C2) to (C5) are equivalent, and then prove (C1)⇒(B1)
and (B2)⇒(C2)⇒(C1).
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(C2)⇒(C5): For any given α ∈ [2,∞) and ε > 0, fα ∈ F2,α implies we can substitute
p = 2 and q = α into (17), and therefore by (20) we have

dfα,n(u+ v) ≤ M2α−2

m
· dfα,n(u) · e−2vλn ,

which yields

dRα,n(u+ v)

dRα,n(u)
=

ln
(
1 + (α− 1)dfα,n(u+ v)

)

ln
(
1 + (α− 1)dfα,n(u)

)

≤ dfα,n(u+ v)

dfα,n(u)
·
(
1 + (α− 1)dfα,n(u)

)

≤ M2α−2

m
· e−2vλn · exp

(
(α− 1)dRα,n(u)

)
.

Let ϕ(t) = te(α−1)t be an increasing function with respect to t ∈ (0,∞), we have

dRα,n(u+ v) ≤ M2α−2

m
· e−2vλn · ϕ

(
dRα,n(u)

)
,

using the same argument as the proof in (B2)⇒(B5), we take u > tRα,n(ε), v = λ−1
n c and

0 < u < tRα,n(ε)−λ−1
n c, v = −λ−1

n c with c > 0, as ϕ : R+ → R+ is strictly increasing, we get
the result.

(C5)⇒(C4)⇒(C3): By definition.

(C3)⇒(C2): By (23), we have

dRα,n(t) ≥
1

α− 1
ln

(
1 +

m(α− 1)

2
e−2λnt

)
,

which yields the result via a similar argument in the proof of (B3)⇒(B2).

(C1)⇒(B1): Suppose for some α ∈ [2,∞) and some ε > 0, λntRα,n(ε) → ∞. Similar to
the proof of (B2) to (B5)⇐⇒ (A1) to (A5), for any ε′ > 0, it is easy to verify that

tfα,n(ε
′) = tRα,n

(
1

α− 1
ln(1 + (α− 1)ε′)

)
, (27)

then if take some ε′ such that ε = 1
α−1

ln(1 + (α− 1)ε′), λntfα,n(ε
′)→∞.

(B2)⇒(C2)⇒(C1): Take p = 2, q = α and fα ∈ F2,α, for any ε > 0 we have λndfα,n(ε)→
∞, then by (27) we get the result.

3.2 α-divergence and Rényi divergence with 1 < α ≤ 2

While the previous subsection 3.1 investigates α-divergence and Rényi divergence with 2 <
α <∞, in this subsection we shall study equivalent conditions for cutoff phenomenon under
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α-divergence and Rényi divergence with 1 < α ≤ 2. The technique in this part utilizes an
argument about non-linear log-Sobolev/Poincaré inequalities (LSI/PI), which can be found
in (Chafäı 2004; Mossel et al. 2013; Polyanskiy and Samorodnitsky 2019; Raginsky 2016;
Varopoulos 1985).

Definition 3.2 (Non-linear functional constants). Given an infinitesimal generator A and
its associated Dirichlet form EA with π as the stationary distribution, we define

(Non-linear LSI) ρ(p) :=
p2

4(p− 1)
inf

Entπ[fp]>0

EA (f, f p−1)

Entπ[f p]
, (28)

(Non-linear PI) λ(p) :=
p2

4(p− 1)
inf

Varπ[f
p
2 ]>0

EA (f, f p−1)

Varπ[f
p
2 ]

, (29)

where p > 0, p 6= 1, f > 0, Entπ[f ] := Eπ

[
f ln f

Eπ[f ]

]
and Varπ[f ] := Eπ

[
(f − Eπ[f ])

2]. We

can also extend to case of p = 1 by taking limits, i.e.

ρ(1) := inf
Entπ[f ]>0

EA (f, ln f)

4Entπ[f ]
, λ(1) := inf

Varπ[f
1
2 ]>0

EA (f, ln f)

4Varπ[f
1
2 ]
.

In particular, it can be seen that ρ(2) is the classical log-Sobolev constant, λ(2) is the spectral
gap or classical Poincaré constant and ρn(1) is the classical modified log-Sobolev constant as
in (Bobkov and Tetali 2006).

Lemma 3.1. The mappings p 7→ ρ(p) and p 7→ λ(p) are both non-increasing within p ∈ (0, 2],
and non-decreasing within p ∈ [2,∞).

Proof. According to (Mossel et al. 2013, Theorem 1.7), p 7→ ρ(p) is non-increasing within
p ∈ (0, 2]. For 2 ≤ p < q <∞, it suffices to prove

p2

4(p− 1)
inf

Entπ [fp]>0

EA (f, f p−1)

Entπ[f p]
≤ q2

4(q − 1)
inf

Entπ[fq]>0

EA
(
f

p
q , f

q−1
q

p
)

Entπ[f p]
(30)

by substituting f
q
p to f in the right hand side. For g = f p, according to (Mossel et al. 2013,

Theorem 2.1), we have

q2

q − 1
EA
(
g

1
q , g

q−1
q

)
≥ p2

p− 1
EA
(
g

1
p , g

p−1
p

)
,

plugging into (30) we have ρ(p) ≤ ρ(q). The proof for the case of λ(p) is similar.

The non-linear functional constants introduced above will be used in the proof of our
next result, which is presented in the following theorem.
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Theorem 3.3 (Characterization of α-divergence and Rényi divergence cutoff for 1 < α ≤ 2).

Consider a sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 with state space Xn, stationary

distribution πn, generator An, spectral gap λn ≥ 0, second largest singular value 0 < κn ≤ 1
and semigroup Pt,n, where Pt,n is reversible on L2(Xn, πn) for each n ≥ 1. If T = [0,∞),
let gn(t) := dfα,n(t) and assume limt→∞ gn(t) = 0 for each n, then the following statements
are equivalent:

(D1) There exists some 1 < α ≤ 2 and some ε > 0 such that λntfα,n(ε)→∞.

(D2) For any 1 < α ≤ 2 and any ε > 0, λntfα,n(ε)→∞.

(D3) For any 1 < α ≤ 2 and any ε > 0, precutoff occurs.

(D4) For any 1 < α ≤ 2 and any ε > 0, cutoff occurs.

(D5) For any 1 < α ≤ 2 and any ε > 0, there is a
(
tfα,n(ε), λ

−1
n

)
cutoff.

Meanwhile, if we take gn(t) := dRα,n(t) and assume limt→∞ gn(t) = 0 for each n, then the
following statements are equivalent:

(D1’) There exists some 1 < α ≤ 2 and some ε > 0 such that λntRα,n(ε)→∞.

(D2’) For any 1 < α ≤ 2 and any ε > 0, λntRα,n(ε)→∞.

(D3’) For any 1 < α ≤ 2 and any ε > 0, precutoff occurs.

(D4’) For any 1 < α ≤ 2 and any ε > 0, cutoff occurs.

(D5’) For any 1 < α ≤ 2 and any ε > 0, there is a
(
tRα,n(ε), λ

−1
n

)
cutoff.

Moreover, items (D1) to (D5) are equivalent to items (D1’) to (D5’).

For T = N, assume for some 1 < α ≤ 2 and some ε > 0, limn→∞ tfα,n(ε) = ∞ and
limn→∞ tRα,n(ε) =∞ respectively. If we substitute λ′n = min{1,− lnκn} into λn in the items
and assume κn → 1, then the statements above also hold. Besides, if λn → 0 and the chains
are lazy, we can also take λ′n = min {1, λn}.

Remark 3.2. Theorem 3.3 and 3.2 have a common ground of the R2 divergence for α = 2,
which indicates that items (D1) to (D5) and items (D1’) to (D5’) are all equivalent to items
(A1) to (A5), (B1) to (B5) and (C1) to (C5), and hence we can still call α-divergence and
Rényi divergence with 1 < α < 2 as L2-type divergences under cutoff phenomenon, although
some mild assumptions like (13) may be added in discrete-time case.

Remark 3.3. In Proposition 2.7, Theorem 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3, if we replace the sup-norm with
π- esssup-norm, i.e. gn(t) = d̃p,n(t), d̃f,n(t), d̃Rα,n(t), d̃fα,n(t) respectively, then the results still
hold.
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Proof. We first consider T = [0,∞). We first show that (D2)⇒(D5)⇒(D4)⇒(D3)⇒(D2),
then the case for (D2’)⇒(D5’)⇒(D4’)⇒(D3’)⇒(D2’) is similar using the idea in the proof of
Theorem 3.2. Finally we prove (D1’)⇐⇒ (D2’) to (D5’), and (D1)⇐⇒ (D1’) to (D5’)⇐⇒
(D1) to (D5) to complete the proof.

(D2)⇒(D5): Given 1 < α ≤ 2 and ε > 0, we use hxt,n(y) = hn(t, x, y) to represent the
probability density function of δxPt,n with respect to πn as shown in (10), and hence

dfα,n(x, t) =
1

α− 1

(∫

Xn

hαn(t, x, y)πn(dy)− 1

)
=
‖hn(t, x, ·)‖αα − 1

α− 1
.

Taking differentiation with respect to t and use (1), we have

∂

∂t
dfα,n(x, t) =

α

α− 1

∫

Xn

hα−1
n (t, x, y)

∂

∂t
hn(t, x, y)πn(dy)

=
α

α− 1

∫

Xn

(
hxt,n(y)

)α−1A∗
nh

x
t,n(y)πn(dy)

= − α

α − 1
E
(
hxt,n,

(
hxt,n
)α−1

)

= −4(α− 1)

α
· α2

4(α− 1)
·
EAn

(
hxt,n,

(
hxt,n
)α−1

)

∥∥hxt,n
∥∥α
α
− 1

· dfα,n(x, t).

Since Eπ

[(
hxt,n
)α/2] ≤ Eπ

[
hxt,n
]α/2

= 1 for 1 < α ≤ 2 by Hölder’s inequality, recalling the

non-linear Poincaré constant defined in (29), we have

∂

∂t
dfα,n(x, t) ≤ −

4(α− 1)

α
· α2

4(α− 1)
·
EAn

(
hxt,n,

(
hxt,n
)α−1

)

Varπn

[(
hxt,n
)α

2

] · dfα,n(x, t)

≤ −4(α− 1)

α
· λn(α) · dfα,n(x, t),

where λn(α) denotes the non-linear Poincaré constant of the nth process. According to
Lemma 3.1, we have

λn(α) ≥ λn(2) = λn, 1 < α ≤ 2,

therefore
∂

∂t
dfα,n(x, t) ≤ −

4(α− 1)

α
· λn · dfα,n(x, t),

integrating from t = u to t = u+ v for any u, v ≥ 0 yields

dfα,n(x, u+ v) ≤ dfα,n(x, u) exp

(
−4(α− 1)

α
· λnv

)
. (31)

Taking supremum over x ∈ Xn and use the same argument in the proof of (B2)⇒(B5) we
get the result.
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(D5)⇒(D4)⇒(D3): By definition.

(D3)⇒(D2): Recalling Proposition 2.3 items (iii) and (iv), for any given 1 < α ≤ 2, we
have

dfα,n(x, t) ≥ KL (δxPt,n‖πn) ≥ 2TV2(δxPt,n, πn) =
1

2
d21,n(x, t).

Then by Proposition 2.4, we have

dfα,n(t) ≥
1

2
d
2

1,n(t) =
1

2
‖Pt,n − Πn‖2L∞→B ≥

1

2
‖Pt,n − Πn‖2L∞→L∞ .

Recalling that ‖Pt,n −Πn‖L2→L2 = e−λnt as stated in Proposition 2.1, using Riesz-Thorin
Interpolation Theorem we have

e−λnt = ‖Pt,n −Πn‖L2→L2 ≤ ‖Pt,n −Πn‖
1
2

L1→L1 ‖Pt,n −Πn‖
1
2
L∞→L∞

≤ 2
1
2 ‖Pt,n −Πn‖

1
2
L∞→L∞ ,

hence

tfα,n(t) ≥
1

8
e−4λnt,

then by similar argument in the proof of (B3)⇒(B2) we get the result.

Equivalence within items (D2’) to (D5’): Similar to the proof in Theorem 3.2.

(D1’)⇒(D2’): We follow the proof of (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Proposition 5.1).
Suppose for some 1 < α ≤ 2 and ε > 0, λntRα,n(ε) → ∞. We first recall that Rényi
divergence can be written as the following form:

dRα,n(x, t) =
α

α− 1
ln
∥∥hxt,n

∥∥
α
, (32)

and that by Proposition 2.4,

∥∥hxt,n
∥∥
α
= sup

{
µx
t,n(g) : ‖g‖α′ ≤ 1

}
,

where we denote µx
t,n := δxPt,n, and α′ as the conjugate of α, i.e. 1

α
+ 1

α′ = 1. Then, for

t = u+ v with u, v ≥ 0 and any g ∈ Lα′
(Xn, πn), we have

µx
t,n(g) = µx

u,nPv,n(g),

hence by Hölder’s inequality, for any given 1 < β < α,

∣∣µx
t,n(g)

∣∣ ≤
∥∥hxu,n

∥∥
β
‖Pv,n(g)‖β′ ≤

∥∥hxu,n
∥∥
β
‖Pv,n‖Lα′→Lβ′ ,

where 1
β
+ 1

β′ = 1. Taking supremum over g ∈ Lα′
(Xn, πn) yields

∥∥hxt,n
∥∥
α
≤
∥∥hxu,n

∥∥
β
‖Pv,n‖Lα′→Lβ′ . (33)
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For some 1 < γ < α with 1
γ
+ 1

γ′ = 1 which satisfies 1
α′ =

1
β′ +

1
γ′ or equivalently 1+ 1

α
= 1

β
+ 1

γ
,

by the Riesz-Thorin Interpolation Theorem we have

‖Pv,n‖Lα′→Lβ′ ≤ ‖Pv,n‖γ/β
′

L1→Lγ ‖Pv,n‖1−γ/β′

Lγ′→L∞

=
∥∥P ∗

v,n

∥∥γ/β′

Lγ′→L∞ ‖Pv,n‖1−γ/β′

Lγ′→L∞

= ‖Pv,n‖Lγ′→L∞

≤ ‖Pv,n‖Lγ′→B ,

where we recall that the processes are reversible. Therefore, we have

∥∥hxt,n
∥∥
α
≤
∥∥hxu,n

∥∥
β
‖Pv,n‖Lγ′→B .

Plugging the above into (32), and observe that by Proposition 2.4,

dRα,n(t) =
α

α− 1
ln ‖Pt,n‖Lα′→B, (34)

we obtain

dRα,n(u+ v) ≤ α′

β ′dRβ ,n(u) +
α′

γ′
dRγ ,n(v),

which implies for any ε1, ε2 > 0,

tRα,n

(
α′

β ′ ε1 +
α′

γ′
ε2

)
≤ tRβ ,n(ε1) + tRγ ,n(ε2).

If we further take ε1 = ε2 = ε,

tRα,n (ε) ≤ tRβ ,n(ε) + tRγ ,n(ε). (35)

Note that the argument above does not have specific requirements for α except for α > 1,
we can take

1

αi

=

(
1− 1

β

)
i+

1

α
, i = 0, 1, 2, ...

which satisfies 1 + 1
αi

= 1
αi+1

+ 1
β
, α0 = α and αi ≤ β if and only if i + 1 ≥ β′

α′ . Combining

with (35), we get

tRαi
,n (ε) ≤ tRβ ,n(ε) + tRαi+1 ,n

(ε), i = 0, 1, ...,

⌈
β ′

α′

⌉
− 1,

taking summation we have

tRβ ,n(ε) ≤ tRα,n (ε) ≤
(⌈

β ′

α′

⌉
+ 1

)
tRβ ,n(ε), (36)

where the left inequality comes from the monotonicity of Rényi divergence as shown in
Proposition 2.3 item (iii). Recalling that by Proposition 2.2, (D1) implies for any δ > 0,
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there is a
(
tRα,n(δ), λ

−1
n

)
cutoff, which further yields for any δ > 0, λntRα,n(δ)→∞, then by

(36) we obtain that for any 1 < β < α and any δ > 0, λntRβ ,n(δ)→∞. For α ≤ β ≤ 2, the
result also holds via monotonicity of Rényi divergence.

(D1)⇐⇒ (D1’) to (D5’)⇐⇒ (D2) to (D5): Use the identity (8).

Next, we consider T = N. The discrete-time case for α-divergence is not that trivial
compared with Lp-cutoff, since the techniques in the continuous-time case involve taking
derivative with respect to t which may not apply in discrete-time setting. We only need to
give an adapted version of the proof in (D2)⇒(D5), and the rest are similar to the continuous-
time case. The idea for the proof is borrowed from (Miclo 1997, Proposition 6). In this case,
the Markov semigroup satisfies Pk,n = P k

1,n, and we denote the one-step transition probability
of adjoint generator as p∗n(x, ·).

We observe that for any t, s ≥ 0 and any 1 < α ≤ 2,

tα − 1

α− 1
≥ sα − 1

α− 1
+
αsα−1

α− 1
(t− s) +

(
t
α
2 − sα

2

)2
, (37)

which can be easily verified via taking derivative with respect to t
s
≥ 0. For any µ0,n on Xn,

let f =
dµ0,n

dπn
be the initial density for simplicity of notation, and we have P ∗

1,nf =
dµ0,nP1,n

dπn
.

Plug t = f(z) and s = P ∗
1,nf(y) into (37), and take expectation on both sides with respect

to p∗n(y, dz), we have

P ∗
1,n

(
fα − 1

α− 1

)
(y) ≥

(
P ∗
1,nf(y)

)α − 1

α− 1
+

∫

z∈Xn

(
f(z)

α
2 −

(
P ∗
1,nf(y)

)α
2

)2
p∗n(y, dz)

≥
(
P ∗
1,nf(y)

)α − 1

α− 1
+ Varp∗(y,·)

[
f

α
2

]

=

(
P ∗
1,nf(y)

)α − 1

α− 1
+ P ∗

1,n (f
α) (y)−

(
P ∗
1,n

(
f

α
2

)
(y)
)2
.

Taking expectation on y with respect to πn, we have

dfα,n (µ0,n‖πn) ≥ dfα,n (µ0,nP1,n‖πn) +
〈
f

α
2 ,
(
I − P1,nP

∗
1,n

)
f

α
2

〉
πn
. (38)

Similar to the proof in the continuous case, we have
〈
f

α
2 ,
(
I − P1,nP

∗
1,n

)
f

α
2

〉
πn

dfα,n (µ0,n‖πn)
≥ (α− 1)

〈
f

α
2 ,
(
I − P1,nP

∗
1,n

)
f

α
2

〉
πn

Varπn

[
f

α
2

] ≥ (α− 1)λ
(
P1,nP

∗
1,n − I

)
,

(39)
where λ

(
P1,nP

∗
1,n − I

)
is the spectral gap of the generator P1,nP

∗
1,n− I. If the Markov chains

are lazy and λn → 0, denote qn(x, ·) as the transition probability of P1,nP
∗
1,n. Hence, we have

πn(dx)qn(x, dy)

dxdy
≥ πn(dx)pn(x, x)p

∗
n(x, dy)

dxdy
≥ 1

2

πn(dx)p
∗
n(x, dy)

dxdy

=
1

2

πn(dy)pn(y, dx)

dxdy
,
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where the second inequality comes from the laziness (13). Recalling (4), we have

〈
f

α
2 ,
(
I − P1,nP

∗
1,n

)
f

α
2

〉
πn
≥ 1

2

〈
f

α
2 , (I − P1,n) f

α
2

〉
πn
, (40)

therefore

λ
(
P1,nP

∗
1,n − I

)
≥ 1

2
λ (P1,n − I) =

1

2
λn,

combined with (38) and (39) we obtain

dfα,n (µ0,nP1,n‖πn) ≤
(
1− α− 1

2
λn

)
dfα,n (µ0,n‖πn)

≤ exp

(
−α− 1

2
λn

)
dfα,n (µ0,n‖πn) . (41)

On the other hand, if we use the condition of κn, recalling that P1,n = P ∗
1,n, we have

λ
(
P1,nP

∗
1,n − I

)
= 1− κ2n,

hence

dfα,n (µ0,nP1,n‖πn) ≤
(
1− (α− 1)(1− κ2n)

)
dfα,n (µ0,n‖πn)

≤ exp
(
−(α− 1)(1− κ2n)

)
dfα,n (µ0,n‖πn)

≤ exp
(
2(α− 1)κ2n ln κn

)
dfα,n (µ0,n‖πn) , (42)

where we have used 1 − x ≥ −x ln x for x ≥ 0 in the last inequality. For (41), the desired
result follows directly by using similar argument as in the continuous-time setting. For (42),
since κn → 1, we get the result.

Remark 3.4. (36) indicates that mixing times of Rényi divergences, and hence α-divergences,
are equivalent for different α ∈ (1,∞).

With the discussions before, we have a direct corollary of a common sufficient condition
of cutoff phenomenon under all the L2-type divergences in continuous-time finite state space.
In discrete-time case, results similar to the following may not hold, and readers can check
(Montenegro, Tetali, et al. 2006, Remark 4.14) for counterexamples.

Corollary 3.1 (Common sufficient condition in terms of spectral gap and log-Sobolev con-
stant, continuous-time, finite state space). According to (Diaconis and Saloff-Coste 1996,
Corollary 3.11), under the assumption of continuous-time finite state space, suppose
the nth Markov process has log-Sobolev constant ρn(2), then

t2,n (1/e) ≥
1

2ρn(2)
,

which implies that the common sufficient condition for cutoff phenomenon for all the L2-type
divergences under this situation is

λnρn(2)
−1 →∞, as n→∞. (43)
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Remark 3.5. The advantage of Corollary 3.1 lies in relaxing the requirement for the lower
bound of mixing times, although extra knowledge of log-Sobolev constant is needed to check
(43). There have been several numerical methods to approximately determine the log-Sobolev
constant of a given Markov chain, for example the semidefinite programming with sum-of-
squares method (Faust and Fawzi 2024).

3.3 (π-weighted) KL divergence and total variation distance

In previous subsections, we have pointed out the equivalence of α-divergence or Rényi di-
vergence within α ∈ (1,∞) under cutoff phenomenon. However, in the special case when
α = 1 such that the divergence reduces to the KL divergence, the criterion for cutoff is more
delicated. Generally the sufficient condition and necessary condition for cutoff may not be
the same, and we will give an explicit explanation in the sequel, where the worst-case KL
divergence and π-weighted KL divergence or TV distance are considered.

Analogous to the notations introduced earlier, we write that

dKL(x, t) := df1(x, t) = KL (δxPt‖π) ,
dKL(t) = max

x∈X
dKL(x, t), d̃KL(t) := π- esssup

x∈X
dKL(x, t),

and the mixing times

tKL(ε) := inf
{
t ∈ T : dKL(t) ≤ ε

}
, t̃KL(ε) := inf

{
t ∈ T : d̃KL(t) ≤ ε

}
,

based on which we have the following result derived from non-linear log-Sobolev inequality
as introduced in Definition 3.2.

Theorem 3.4 (Characterization of KL divergence cutoff via modified LSI). Recall the
functional constants defined in Definition 3.2. Consider a sequence of Markov processes
{X(n)

t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 with state space Xn, stationary distribution πn, generator An, spectral
gap λn ≥ 0, modified log-Sobolev constant ρn(1) ≥ 0 and semigroup Pt,n, where Pt,n is re-

versible on L2(Xn, πn) for each n ≥ 1. If T = [0,∞), let gn(t) := dKL,n(t) and assume
limt→∞ gn(t) = 0 for each n, then the following statements hold:

(i) For any ε > 0, if ρn(1) · tKL,n(ε)→∞, then there is a
(
tKL,n(ε), ρ

−1
n (1)

)
cutoff.

(ii) For any ε > 0, if precutoff occurs, then λntKL,n(ε)→∞.

For T = N, assume the Markov chains are lazy. Let λn → 0, and for some ε > 0,
limn→∞ tKL,n(ε) = ∞. If we substitute λ′n = min{1, λn} into λn in the items, then the
statements above also hold.

Proof. We first consider the continuous-time case.
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(i): For hxt,n = dδxPt

dπ
, recalling that

dKL,n(x, t) =

∫

Xn

hxt,n(y) lnh
x
t,n(y)πn(dy) = Entπn

[
hxt,n
]
,

if we differentiate with respect to t and follow by using (1), then we have

∂

∂t
dKL,n(x, t) =

∫

Xn

∂

∂t

(
hxt,n(y) lnh

x
t,n(y)

)
πn(dy)

=

∫

Xn

(
A∗

nh
x
t,n(y) lnh

x
t,n(y) +A∗

nh
x
t,n(y)

)
πn(dy)

= −EAn

(
hxt,n, ln h

x
t,n

)

= −4 ·
EAn

(
hxt,n, ln h

x
t,n

)

4Entπn

[
hxt,n
] · dKL,n(x, t)

≤ −4ρn(1) · dKL,n(x, t),

where ρn(1) is defined in Definition 3.2. Taking integration from t = u to t = u + v with
u, v ≥ 0 yields

dKL,n(x, u+ v) ≤ e−4ρn(1)·vdKL,n(x, u),

taking supremum over x ∈ Xn and use the same argument in the proof of (B2)⇒(B5), we
get the result.

(ii): Similar to the proof of (D3)⇒(D2).

If T = N, similar to (40), since f and ln f have same monotonicity, we have

ρ
(
I − P1,nP

∗
1,n, 1

)
≥ 1

2
ρ (I − P1,n, 1) =

1

2
ρn(1),

where ρ
(
I − P1,nP

∗
1,n, 1

)
is the modified log-Sobolev constant of the generator I − P1,nP

∗
1,n.

Then the result is direct to obtain via (Miclo 1997, Proposition 6).

Remark 3.6. There is a slight difference in the discrete-time case compared with results in
Section 3.1 and 3.2: We do not have result in terms of second largest singular value, since
in the proof of sufficient condition, we have used modified log-Sobolev constant instead of
spectral gap.

In Theorem 3.4, we have used log-Sobolev constant to characterize the cutoff phenomenon
for KL divergence, which is inconsistent with the necessary condition yet. In finite Markov
chains, the log-Sobolev constant ρ usually has a lower bound related to the parameters of
whole state space X , stationary distribution π and transition matrix, for instance πmin :=
minx∈X π(x), |X |, diameter of the state space and so on. For example, in (Montenegro,
Tetali, et al. 2006, Corollary 4.15) it is stated that

ρ ≥ λ

2 + ln 1−πmin

πmin

≥ λ

2 + ln 1
πmin

. (44)
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We also refer readers to (Cryan et al. 2021) where extra conditions on π are proposed. In
general state space Markov processes, similar lower bounds also exist using other quantities
of the process, for example in (Wang 1997). These results can imply a lower bound of ρ in
terms of spectral gap λ, which further suggests possible criteria for KL-cutoff. As a concrete
example, (44) implies that a sufficient condition for KL divergence cutoff is

λntKL,n(ε)

2 + ln 1
πmin,n

→∞, as n→∞. (45)

Moreover, curvature is also a useful tool in bounding the divergences and functional con-
stants, for example Bakry-Émery curvature (Bakry and Émery 2006), Ollivier-Ricci curva-
ture (Ollivier 2009), and entropic-Ricci curvature (Erbar and Fathi 2018; Erbar and Maas
2012). Specifically in the problem of cutoff phenomenon, (Salez 2023) utilizes curvature to
give a criterion for TV-cutoff.

In the remaining of this subsection, we shall limit ourselves to the setting of finite Markov
chains. We will use the π-weighted KL divergence between the transition matrix P and Π
investigated in (Wang and Choi 2023; Wolfer and Watanabe 2021) and determine its affiliated
criterion of cutoff phenomenon. Generally, the π-weighted f -divergence for two transition
matrices M,L on a common finite state space X is defined as follows:

Definition 3.3 (π-weighted f -divergence, Wang and Choi 2023). Let f : R+ → R be a
convex function with f(1) = 0. Given a finite state space X and any positive probability
measure π ∈ P(X ), for any two transition matrices M,L on X which may be irrelevant to
π, the π-weighted KL divergence from L to M is defined as

d̂f (M‖L) :=
∑

x∈X
π(x)

∑

y∈X
L(x, y)f

(
M(x, y)

L(x, y)

)
, (46)

where we follow the convention that 0f
(
0
0

)
:= 0 and 0f(a

0
) := af ′(+∞) with f ′(+∞) :=

limx→0+ xf(
1
x
) for a > 0 in the definition above.

For a Markov chain with transition matrix P and stationary distribution π, we take
M = Pt and L = Π = (πT , πT , ..., πT )T in (46) to define the following π-weighted divergences
and mixing times of its continuized chain with transition matrix (Pt(x, y))x,y∈X defined in
(2).

• π-weighted KL divergence and its mixing time:

d̂KL(t) := d̂KL (Pt‖Π) =
∑

x∈X
π(x)

∑

y∈X
Pt(x, y) ln

Pt(x, y)

π(y)
,

t̂KL(ε) := inf
{
t ≥ 0 : d̂KL(t) ≤ ε

}
.
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• π-weighted χ2-divergence and its mixing time:

d̂22(t) := d̂22 (Pt‖Π) =
∑

x∈X
π(x)

∑

y∈X
π(y)

(
Pt(x, y)

π(y)
− 1

)2

,

t̂χ2(ε) := inf
{
t ≥ 0 : d̂22(t) ≤ ε

}
.

• π-weighted total variation distance and its mixing time:

d̂TV(t) := d̂TV (Pt,Π) =
1

2

∑

x∈X
π(x)

∑

y∈X
|Pt(x, y)− π(y)| ,

t̂TV(ε) := inf
{
t ≥ 0 : d̂TV(t) ≤ ε

}
.

The motivation for introducing the π-weighted divergence d̂KL(t) in this paper is to
address the shortcomings of the result in Theorem 3.4: to provide a sufficient criterion for
cutoff in terms of spectral gap instead of log-Sobolev constant, since the log-Sobolev constant
is in general less tractable than the spectral gap. Moreover, we seek to reduce the dependence
of the criterion on other parameters of the chain such as curvature, landscape of stationary
distribution, etc., which requires us to impose additional conditions in the least restrictive
manner. Compared to the worst-case KL-cutoff as in Theorem 3.4, an intuitive advantage
of π-weighted KL divergence is that the influence of any single initial point can be mitigated
to a certain extent via taking weighted average, hence the dependence on the whole state
space may be reduced.

In the following result, we present a criterion which is weaker than the product condition
type conjecture that spectral gap times mixing time tends to infinity.

Theorem 3.5 (Characterization of π-weighted KL divergence cutoff via spectral gap, finite

state space). Consider a sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 with finite state

space Xn, stationary distribution πn, spectral gap λn ≥ 0 and transition matrix Pt,n, where

Pt,n is reversible on L2(Xn, πn) for each n ≥ 1. If T = [0,∞), let gn(t) := d̂KL,n(t) and
assume limt→∞ gn(t) = 0 for each n, then the following statements hold:

(i) For any ε > 0, if
λnt̂KL,n(ε)

ln |Xn|
→ ∞, as n→∞, (47)

then there is a
(
t̂KL,n(ε), λ

−1
n ln |Xn|

)
cutoff.

(ii) For any ε > 0, if there is a precutoff, then λnt̂KL,n(ε)→∞.

For discrete-time finite Markov chains, assume these chains are lazy. Let λn → 0, and for
some ε > 0, limn→∞ tKL,n(ε) = ∞. If we substitute λ′n = min{1, λn} into λn in the items,
then the statements above also hold.
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Proof. (i): Recalling the monotonicity of α-divergence as stated in Proposition 2.3 item (iii),
for any initial distribution µ0,n, we have

KL (µ0,nPs,n‖πn) ≤ χ2 (µ0,nPs,n‖πn) ≤ e−2λnsχ2 (µ0,n‖π) ,

where the second inequality follows from the case of α = 2 in the proof of (D2)⇒(D5).
Taking µ0,n = Pt,n(x, ·) for any x ∈ Xn, we have

KL (Pt+s,n(x, ·)‖πn) ≤ e−2λnsχ2(Pt,n (x, ·)‖π) ,

taking expectation on x with respect to πn, we have

d̂KL,n(t+ s) ≤ e−2λnsd̂22(t),

which implies for any given t ≥ 0 and ε > 0,

t̂KL,n(ε) ≤ t+
1

2λn

(
ln

1

ε
+ ln d̂22(t)

)
.

For any η > 0, plug t = t̂KL,n(η) into above inequality, we have

t̂KL,n(ε)− t̂KL,n(η) ≤
1

2λn

(
ln

1

ε
+ ln d̂22

(
t̂KL,n(η)

))
. (48)

Note that for t = t̂KL,n(η),

χ2 (Pt,n(x, ·)‖πn) = χ2 (δxPt,n‖πn) ≤ e−2λntχ2 (δx‖πn) ,

which implies

d̂22,n
(
t̂KL,n(η)

)
≤ e−2λnt

∑

x∈Xn

πn(x)
∑

y∈Xn

πn(y)

(
δx(y)

πn(y)
− 1

)2

= e−2λnt
∑

x∈Xn

πn(x)

(
πn(x)

(
1

πn(x)
− 1

)2

+ 1− πn(x)
)

= e−2λnt (|Xn| − 1) .

Plugging into (48) yields, for η > ε,

t̂KL,n(ε)− t̂KL,n(η) ≤
1

2λn

(
ln

1

ε
− 2λnt̂KL,n(η) + ln (|Xn| − 1)

)

≤ 1

2λn

(
ln

1

ε
+ ln |Xn|

)
, η > ε,

and similarly for η < ε,

t̂KL,n(η)− t̂KL,n(ε) ≤
1

2λn

(
ln

1

η
+ ln |Xn|

)
, η < ε,
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therefore for the fixed ε > 0 and any η > 0,

∣∣t̂KL,n(ε)− t̂KL,n(η)
∣∣ ≤ 1

2λn

(
ln

1

ε ∧ η + ln |Xn|
)

= Oη

(
λ−1
n ln |Xn|

)
, (49)

where Oη is the big Oh notation with constant depending on η. According to (Chen and
Saloff-Coste 2008, Proposition 2.3), under the condition (47), there is a

(
t̂KL,n(ε), λ

−1
n ln |Xn|

)

cutoff.

(ii): Suppose the nth original discrete-time Markov chain before continuization has tran-
sition matrix

(
P(n)(x, y)

)
x,y∈Xn

which satisfies Pt,n = et(P(n)−I). For any eigenvalue γ 6= 1 of

the transition matrix P(n) and its eigenvector f on Xn such that P(n)f = γf , we have

Pt,nf = et(P(n)−I)f = e−t
∞∑

k=0

tkP k
(n)f

k!
= e−t

∞∑

k=0

tkγkf

k!
= et(γ−1)f,

thus for any x ∈ Xn,

∣∣et(γ−1)f(x)
∣∣ = |Pt,nf(x)| =

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

y∈Xn

f(y) (Pt,n(x, y)− πn(y))
∣∣∣∣∣

≤
(
∑

y∈Xn

|f(y)|
)(

∑

y∈Xn

|Pt,n(x, y)− πn(y)|
)
,

taking expectation on x with respect to πn on both sides, we have

et(γ−1) ‖f‖1 ≤ 2 ‖f‖1 d̂TV,n(t),

further by taking γ = 1−λn, and using the Pinsker’s inequality for π-weighted KL divergence
as shown in (Wang and Choi 2023, Proposition 3.5) (with corrected constant), we obtain

d̂KL,n(t) ≥ 2d̂2TV,n(t) ≥
1

2
e−2λnt. (50)

Use the same argument in the proof of (B3)⇒(B2) we get the result.

For discrete-time finite Markov chains, the proof for the sufficient condition is similar to
the proof in Theorem 3.3. As to the necessary condition, we observe that

d̂KL,n(t) ≥
1

2
(1− λn)2t ≥

1

2
exp

(
− 2λnt

1 − λn

)
, (51)

recalling the condition that λn → 0 we get the result.

It could be seen that the condition (47) is better than (45), since |Xn| ≤ 1
πmin,n

, although

such improvement is with respect to π-weighted KL divergence instead of the classical one.
Moreover, in the proof of Theorem 3.5, the properties of KL divergence that we have used are
monotonicity of α-divergence and Pinsker’s inequality for π-weighted KL divergence, which
indicates that we can obtain analogues of the conditions in Theorem 3.5 for π-weighted total
variation distance.
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Theorem 3.6 (Characterization of π-weighted TV distance cutoff via spectral gap, finite

state space). Consider a sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 with finite state

space Xn, stationary distribution πn, spectral gap λn ≥ 0 and transition matrix Pt,n, where

Pt,n is reversible on L2(Xn, πn) for each n ≥ 1. If T = [0,∞), let gn(t) := d̂TV,n(t) and
assume limt→∞ gn(t) = 0 for each n, then the following statements hold:

(i) For any ε > 0, if
λnt̂TV,n(ε)

ln |Xn|
→ ∞, as n→∞, (52)

then there is a
(
t̂TV,n(ε), λ

−1
n ln |Xn|

)
cutoff.

(ii) For any ε > 0, if there is a precutoff, then λnt̂TV,n(ε)→∞.

For discrete-time finite Markov chains, assume these chains are lazy. Let λn → 0, and for
some ε > 0, limn→∞ tTV,n(ε) = ∞. If we substitute λ′n = min{1, λn} into λn in the items,
then the statements above also hold.

Remark 3.7. Given a Markov chain on finite state space X with transition matrix P , we
say the chain is transitive if for any pair (x, y) ∈ X , there exists a bijection φx,y : X → X
such that

P (u, v) = P (φ(u), φ(v)), ∀u, v ∈ X .
According to (Levin and Peres 2017, Section 2.6.2), for a transitive Markov chain P , it can
be verified that P k is also transitive for any k ∈ N, and that its stationary distribution is the
discrete uniform distribution on X . Moreover, the π-weighted f -divergence is the same as
the worst-case divergence: Suppose φ(x) = z for some x, z ∈ X , then we have

∑

y∈X
f

(
P k(x, y)

π(y)

)
=
∑

y∈X
f

(
P k(z, φ(y))

π(φ(y))

)
=
∑

y∈X
f

(
P k(z, y)

π(y)

)
, x, z ∈ X .

It implies that, π-weighted KL divergence (resp. TV) cutoff is equivalent to the worst-case KL
divergence (resp. TV) cutoff for transitive Markov chains. There have been some results for
Lp-cutoff of transitive Markov chains, for example see (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Section
5.5).

Proof. We omit the same derivations that have appeared in the proof of Theorem 3.5, and
only consider the case of continuous-time.

(i): By the Pinsker’s inequality (Wang and Choi 2023, Proposition 3.5), we have

2d̂2TV,n(t + s) ≤ d̂KL,n(t + s) ≤ e−2λnsd̂22(t),

hence similar to (48), for any fixed ε > 0 and η > 0,

t̂TV,n(ε)− t̂TV,n(η) ≤
1

2λn

(
ln

1

2ε2
+ ln d̂22

(
t̂TV,n(η)

))
,
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then the result is direct to obtain.

(ii): Use (50) and same argument in proof of (B3)⇒(B2).

A direct corollary is that the sufficient conditions (47) and (52) can be improved using
the same proof.

Corollary 3.2 (Refinement on sufficient conditions). If we use α-divergence with 1 < α < 2
instead of χ2-divergence in the upper bound in the proof of Theorem 3.5 and 3.6 under the
same setting, the sufficient conditions (47) and (52) can be refined to be, respectively,

λnt̂KL,n(ε)

lnSα(πn)
→∞, λnt̂TV,n(ε)

lnSα(πn)
→∞, as n→∞, (53)

where Sα(πn) :=
∑

x∈Xn
π2−α
n (x), and the cutoff windows become λ−1

n lnSα(πn). Clearly we
have Sα(πn) ≤ |Xn|, which is an improvement on (47) and (52).

Proof. It suffices to calculate
∑

x∈Xn
πn(x)dfα,n (δx‖πn), which is given by

∑

x∈Xn

πn(x)dfα,n (δx‖πn) =
1

α− 1

(
∑

x∈Xn

πn(x)
∑

y∈Xn

πn(y)

(
δx(y)

πn(y)

)α

− 1

)

=
1

α− 1

(
∑

x∈Xn

π2−α
n (x)− 1

)

=
1

α− 1
(Sα(πn)− 1) .

If we want Sα(π) to be small, we may impose additional assumptions on π so that its
probability mass concentrates in some sense. The intuitive motivation is that Sα(π) attains
its maximum of |X |α−1 at the uniform distribution π(x) = 1

|X | , and its minimum of 1 if the
mass concentrates on a single point. In the following results, we first introduce a sparsity
condition on π which can be readily verified in some problems, and obtain a corollary about
the refined sufficient conditions.

Definition 3.4 ((C, θ)-sparse distribution). Given a finite state space X , for a probability
distribution π on X whose entries are sorted such that π(1) ≥ π(2) ≥ ... ≥ π(|X |), we say that
π is (C, θ)-sparse on X if

π(i) ≤ C · i−θ, ∀i = 1, . . . , |X |,

where C, θ > 0.
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Corollary 3.3 (Refined sufficient conditions under sparsity assumption). Under the same
setting in Theorem 3.5 and 3.6, if there exists a common pair C, θ independent of n with
θ > 1, such that πn is (C, θ)-sparse on Xn for all n, then the sufficient conditions (47) and
(52) can be refined to be

λnt̂KL,n(ε)→∞, λnt̂TV,n(ε)→∞, as n→∞,

and the cutoff windows become λ−1
n .

Proof. Based on Corollary 3.2, for θ > 1, take 1 < α < 2 − 1
θ
which satisfies (2 − α)θ > 1,

then we have

Sα(πn) =
∑

x∈Xn

π2−α
n (x) =

|Xn|∑

i=1

(
π(i)
n

)2−α

≤ C2−α

|Xn|∑

i=1

i−(2−α)θ ≤ C2−α

(
1 +

1

(2− α)θ − 1

)
, ∀n ≥ 1,

where
{
π
(i)
n

}|Xn|

i=1
is the sorted sequence of πn with descending order. This implies Sα(πn) are

uniformly bounded.

Finally, we illustrate how the stationary distribution of a lazy biased random walk on
{0, 1, . . . , n} fulfills Definition 3.4.

Example 3.2 (Biased random walk on {0, 1, . . . , n}). For Xn = {0, 1, ..., n} where n ≥ 1,

consider the lazy random walk {X(n)
k , k ∈ N}∞n=1 with transition matrix Pn = (Pn(i, j))

Pn(i, i+ 1) =
p

2
, Pn(i, i− 1) =

q

2
, Pn(i, i) =

1

2
,

for any 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1, and the boundary conditions

Pn(0, 1) = Pn(0, 0) = Pn(n, n) = Pn(n, n− 1) =
1

2
,

where 0 < p < 1
2
and p+ q = 1. The stationary distribution πn is, for k ∈ Xn,

πn(k) =
(p/q)− 1

(p/q)n+1 − 1
· (p/q)k,

and it can be readily verified that there exists C > 0, θ > 1 such that {πn}∞n=1 are uniformly
(C, θ)-sparse.
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3.4 TV-type f-divergences and Rényi divergence with 0 < α < 1

In this subsection, we will investigate a type of divergences, that we term as TV-type f -
divergences, in Definition 3.5 below. These divergences will be shown to be equivalent to TV
distance as well as Rényi divergence with 0 < α < 1 under cutoff phenomenon. We stress
that results in this subsection have no requirement for reversibility.

Definition 3.5 (TV-type f -divergences). Given a convex function f : [0,∞) → R such
that f(1) = 0, the f -divergence Df (·‖·) is called a TV-type f -divergence if there exists two
continuous and strictly increasing functions ψf ,Ψf : [0,∞)→ [0,∞) with ψf (0) = Ψf (0) =
0, such that for any two probability measures ν1, ν2 on any X with ν1 ≪ ν2,

ψf (TV(ν1‖ν2)) ≤ Df (ν1‖ν2) ≤ Ψf (TV(ν1‖ν2)) . (54)

Example 3.3. The upper bound of Ψf can be readily identified using Proposition 2.3 item

(i), and the lower bound ψf can be found via comparison between f(t) and |t−1|
2

, the generator
of total variation distance. Examples include:

• α-divergence with 0 < α < 1: fα(t) =
tα − α(t− 1)− 1

α− 1
, which satisfies

fα(0) = 1, f ∗
α(0) = lim

u→∞

fα(u)

u
=

α

1− α,

hence fα(0) + f ∗
α(0) =

1
1−α

. Together with Pinsker’s inequality in Proposition 2.3 item
(iv), we have

ψfα(s) =
1

α− 1

(
exp

(
α(α− 1)

2
s2
)
− 1

)
,

Ψfα(s) =
s

1− α.

• Squared Hellinger distance: f(t) =
(√

t− 1
)2
, by (Gibbs and Su 2002, Equation 8) or

(Cam 1972), we have
ψf(s) = s2, Ψf(s) = 2s.

• Vincze-Le Cam distance: f(t) =
(t− 1)2

t+ 1
, which satisfies

f(0) = 1, f ∗(0) = 1,

hence f(0) + f ∗(0) = 2. Besides, by (9), we have

LC(ν1, ν2) = 2χ2

(
ν1

∥∥∥∥
1

2
ν1 +

1

2
ν2

)
≥ 8TV2

(
ν1,

1

2
ν1 +

1

2
ν2

)

= 2TV2(ν1, ν2),

hence
ψf (s) = 2s2, Ψf(s) = 2s.
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• Jensen-Shannon divergence: f(t) = t ln t− (t+ 1) ln
t+ 1

2
, which satisfies

f(0) = ln 2, f ∗(0) = ln 2,

hence f(0) + f ∗(0) = 2 ln 2. Besides, by (7) and Pinsker’s inequality, we have

JS(ν1‖ν2) = KL

(
ν1

∥∥∥∥
1

2
ν1 +

1

2
ν2

)
+KL

(
ν2

∥∥∥∥
1

2
ν1 +

1

2
ν2

)

≥ 2TV2

(
ν1,

1

2
ν1 +

1

2
ν2

)
+ 2TV2

(
ν2,

1

2
ν1 +

1

2
ν2

)

= TV2(ν1, ν2),

therefore
ψf (s) = s2, Ψf(s) = 2s ln 2.

The main result of this subsection demonstrates the equivalence between TV-type f -
divergence cutoff and TV cutoff.

Theorem 3.7 (Equivalence between TV-type f -divergence cutoff and TV cutoff). Consider

a sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 with state space Xn, stationary distribu-

tion πn and semigroup Pt,n, where Pt,n is not necessarily reversible on L2(Xn, πn) for
each n ≥ 1. Suppose Df (·‖·) is a TV-type f -divergence, assume limt→∞ dTV,n(t) = 0 and
limt→∞ df,n(t) = 0, then the following statements hold.

(i) If there exists {wn}∞n=1 such that for any ε > 0, there is a
(
tTV,n(ε), wn

)
cutoff under

dTV,n(·), then for any δ > 0, there is a
(
tf,n(δ), wn

)
cutoff under df,n(·).

(ii) If there exists {wn}∞n=1 such that for any ε > 0, there is a
(
tf,n(ε), wn

)
cutoff under

df,n(·), then for any δ > 0, there is a
(
tTV,n(δ), wn

)
cutoff under dTV,n(·).

Note that dTV,n(t) and tTV,n(ε) are the worst-case TV distance and mixing time respectively,
while df,n(t) and tf,n(ε) are defined in (15) and (16).

Proof. (i): According to (54), for any x ∈ Xn,

ψf (dTV.n(x, t)) ≤ df,n(x, t) ≤ Ψf (dTV.n(x, t)) ,

taking supremum over x ∈ Xn we have

ψf

(
dTV.n(t)

)
≤ df,n(t) ≤ Ψf

(
dTV.n(t)

)
,

which implies for any given δ > 0,

tTV,n

(
ψ−1
f (δ)

)
≤ tf,n(δ) ≤ tTV,n

(
Ψ−1

f (δ)
)
. (55)
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Therefore, we have

tf,n(δ)− tf,n(η) ≤ tTV,n

(
Ψ−1

f (δ)
)
− tTV,n

(
ψ−1
f (η)

)
, ∀η > δ,

tf,n(η)− tf,n(δ) ≤ tTV,n

(
Ψ−1

f (η)
)
− tTV,n

(
ψ−1
f (δ)

)
, ∀η < δ.

Using (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Proposition 2.3) and the condition of TV cutoff in (i),
we have wn = o

(
tTV,n(ε)

)
for any ε > 0, and recalling the big Oh notation Oη defined after

(49), we arrive at

∣∣tTV,n

(
Ψ−1

f (δ)
)
− tTV,n

(
ψ−1
f (η)

)∣∣ = Oη(wn), ∀η > δ,∣∣tTV,n

(
Ψ−1

f (η)
)
− tTV,n

(
ψ−1
f (δ)

)∣∣ = Oη(wn), ∀η < δ,

and hence, for any η > 0, ∣∣tf,n(δ)− tf,n(η)
∣∣ = Oη(wn),

which shows that for any δ > 0, there is a
(
tf,n(δ), wn

)
cutoff under df,n(·).

(ii): The proof is similar using an alternative of (55), i.e.

tf,n (Ψf(δ)) ≤ tTV,n(δ) ≤ tf,n (ψf (δ)) , ∀δ > 0.

Corollary 3.4 (Extension to general divergences). If an information divergence d (·‖·) sat-
isfies

• for all ν1, ν2 on any X , d (ν1‖ν2) ≥ 0,

• for any ν1, ν2 on any X , d (ν1‖ν2) = 0 if and only if ν1 = ν2, ν2-a.e.,

• there exists some TV-type f -divergenceDf (·‖·) and strictly increasing functions ϕ1, ϕ2 :
[0,∞]→ [0,∞] with ϕ1(x), ϕ2(x) <∞ if x <∞, such that for all ν1 ≪ ν2 on any X ,

ϕ1 (Df (ν1‖ν2)) ≤ d (ν1‖ν2) ≤ ϕ2 (Df (ν1‖ν2)) ,

then d (·‖·) and TV distance are equivalent under cutoff phenomenon, i.e. analogues of
results in Theorem 3.7 also hold. Important examples include:

• Rényi divergence Rα with 0 < α < 1, which can be directly obtained via (8).

• Bhattacharyya distance: dB(ν1, ν2) := − ln
(∫

X
√
dν1dν2

)
, and we have

Hel2(ν1, ν2) = 2− 2 exp (−dB(ν1, ν2)) .
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3.5 Separation-type divergences

In this subsection, in the setting of finite discrete-time Markov chains, we will consider the
divergences which are equivalent to separation distance under cutoff phenomenon. Part of
the motivation stems from (Hermon et al. 2016) which states that separation cutoff and TV-
cutoff are not equivalent for discrete-time lazy reversible Markov chains. As such we seek
to find some divergences belonging to separation-type. For a Markov chain with transition
matrix P and stationary distribution π on finite state space X , the separation distance and
separation mixing time are defined as

dsep(x, t) := max
y∈X

{
1− P t(x, y)

π(y)

}
, t ∈ N,

dsep(t) := max
x∈X

dsep(x, t) = max
x,y∈X

{
1− P t(x, y)

π(y)

}
, t ∈ N,

tsep(ε) := inf
{
t ∈ N : dsep(t) ≤ ε

}
, t ∈ N, ε > 0.

Using a similar argument as in Section 3.4, the divergence d(·‖·) is equivalent to separation
distance under cutoff phenomenon if it satisfies

• For any discrete probability measures ν1, ν2 on X , d(ν1‖ν2) ≥ 0, and equality holds if
and only if ν1 = ν2.

• There exists two continuous and strictly increasing functions ψf ,Ψf : [0,∞)→ [0,∞)
with ψf (0) = Ψf(0) = 0, such that for any t ∈ N,

ψf

(
dsep(t)

)
≤ max

x∈X
d
(
P t(x, ·)‖π

)
≤ Ψf

(
dsep(t)

)
. (56)

Example 3.4. An example of divergence that satisfies the above items is the reverse-R∞
divergence, and it suffices to check (56).

• Reverse-R∞: Recalling Proposition 2.3 item (iii), we define

dR′
∞
(x, t) := R∞

(
π‖P t(x, ·)

)
= max

y∈X
ln

π(y)

P t(x, y)
,

and hence we have

dR′
∞
(x, t) = ln

1

1− dsep(x, t)
,

where the right hand side is strictly increasing in dsep(x, t).

3.6 Examples

In this subsection, we will verify the cutoff phenomenon in some reversible models under
different types of divergences. Here for two sequences {an} and {bn}, we recall that an ∼ bn
means an/bn → 1, and use an = Θ(bn) to denote an and bn are of same asymptotic order.
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Example 3.5 (Lazy random walk on hypercube). Suppose the nth process is the lazy random
walk on hypercube {0, 1}n. At each step, we pick uniformly at random a coordinate from the
n coordinates and update it to 0 and 1 with probability 1

2
respectively. According to (Levin

and Peres 2017, Example 12.16, Section 18.2), these models exhibit TV-cutoff, with spectral
gap and mixing time satisfying

λn =
1

n
, tTV,n(ε) = Θ(n lnn).

Moreover, by (Bobkov and Tetali 2006, Example 3.7), the modified log-Sobolev constant ρn(1)
is of order 1

n
, and recalling that

t2,n(ε) ≥ tKL,n(ε) ≥ tTV,n

(√
ε

2

)
,

then by Theorem 3.1 to 3.4 and 3.7, there is cutoff under L2-type divergences, TV-type
divergences and KL divergence with cutoff window of the order n. Since the chains are
transitive, by Remark 3.7, they also exhibit π-weighted KL/TV-cutoff.

Example 3.6 (Aldous’ example). We consider the Aldous’ example which is a reversible
lazy random walk on finite state space, and readers can check (Basu et al. 2017, Example
7.1), (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Section 6.1) or (Chen 2006, Section 4.2) for more details.
This model has no TV-cutoff, and hence there is no cutoff for any TV-type divergence by
Theorem 3.7. However, we still have

lim inf
n→∞

λn > 0, tTV,n(ε) = Θ(n),

which implies there is a cutoff for any L2-type divergence by Theorem 3.1 to 3.3. This also
demonstrates that cutoff under L2-type divergence is not equivalent to cutoff under TV-type.

Example 3.7 (Pak’s example). We follow (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Section 6.2) to give

a review. Suppose the nth Markov chain {X(n)
t }t∈N on finite state space Xn has reversible tran-

sition matrix Pn and stationary distribution πn. We stress the dependency on Pn of various
quantities of interests: we write dTV(Pn, t) to be the worst-case TV distance and d2(Pn, t) as
the worst-case L2 distance at time t, tTV(Pn, ε) and t2(Pn, ε) as the TV and L2 mixing time of
nth chain respectively, the second largest singular value as κ(Pn), and let λ′(Pn) := − ln κ(Pn).

Assume {X(n)
t }t∈N has a TV-cutoff, λ′(Pn) → 0 and λ′(Pn)tTV(Pn, ε) → ∞, then L2-cutoff

also exists. Now, we consider another sequence of chain {Y (n)
t }t∈N on the same state space

Xn with transition matrix

Qn := (1− cn)Pn + cnΠn, cn ∈ (0, 1), (57)

then πn is also the stationary distribution of Qn, and we have

Qt,n = (1− cn)tPt,n +
(
1− (1− cn)t

)
Πn, (58)
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which yields for t ∈ N,

dTV(Qn, t) = (1− cn)tdTV(Pn, t), (59)

d2(Qn, t) = (1− cn)td2(Pn, t), (60)

‖Qt,n −Πn‖L2→L2 = (1− cn)t ‖Pt,n −Πn‖L2→L2 , (61)

and (61) together with Proposition 2.1 indicate that

λ′(Qn) = λ′(Pn)− ln(1− cn). (62)

In the following part, we will explain why the new process {Y (n)
t }t∈N can act as a counter-

example. First of all, we assume cn → 0, and λ′(Pn)c
−1
n → ∞, plugging into (62), we have

λ′(Qn) ∼ λ′(Pn). If cntTV(Pn, ε)→∞ for any ε, then by (59) we have

tTV(Qn, ε) ∼ c−1
n ln

1

ε
, (63)

and hence there is no cutoff for Qn under any TV-type divergence. However, we have
λ′(Qn)t2(Qn, ε) → ∞ for any ε > 0, hence cutoff still exists under L2-type divergence for
Qn.

Here we give a rigorous proof for (63). Without loss of generality, for ε < 1, when n is
very large, if there exists M > 1 such that tTV(Qn, ε) ≥Mc−1

n ln 1
ε
=: t, we have

ε ≤ dTV(Qn, t) = ε−Mc−1
n ln(1−cn)dTV(Pn, t)

≤ ε−Mc−1
n ln(1−cn) → εM , as n→∞,

which is a contradiction. On the other hand, if there exists 0 < m < 1 such that tTV(Qn, ε) ≤
mc−1

n ln 1
ε
=: t, we have

ε ≥ dTV(Qn, t) = ε−mc−1
n ln(1−cn)dTV

(
Pn, mc

−1
n ln

1

ε

)

→ εm, as n→∞,

where in the last step we have used c−1
n = o(tTV(Pn, η)) for any η > 0, and that Pn exhibits

TV-cutoff. This also forms a contradiction.

Secondly, we further suppose the original chain {X(n)
t }t∈N is 2

3
-lazy (i.e. Pn(x, x) ≥ 2

3
) for

each n, and denote its spectral gap as λ(Pn) and modified log-Sobolev constant as ρ(Pn, 1).

Since cn → 0, {Y (n)
t }t∈N is also lazy when n is large. Recalling that for lazy reversible chain,

the second largest singular value equals to the second largest eigenvalue, then by (61), we
have

1− λ(Qn) = (1− cn)(1− λ(Pn)),

and cn → 0 indicates λ(Qn) ∼ λ(Pn) ∼ λ′(Pn). We also assume that

ρ(Pn, 1) = Θ(λ(Pn)), (64)
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then plugging (57) into (3) and recalling ρ(Qn, 1) = O(λ(Qn)), we have ρ(Qn, 1) = Θ(λ(Qn)),
hence ρ(Qn, 1)tKL(Qn, ε) → ∞ by Pinsker’s inequality. Then by Theorem 3.4 there exists
KL-cutoff for Qn, where we recall that tKL(Qn, ε) is the worst-case KL mixing time. This
implies that TV-cutoff and KL-cutoff are not equivalent.

The assumption (64) can be easily verified. Recalling that the spectral gap and modified
log-Sobolev constant remain the same order after lazifying the chain (i.e. Pn ← 1

2
(Pn + I)),

we can list a few examples satisfying (64):

• Lazy random walk on hypercube: Example 3.5.

• Lazified random transpositions: (Bobkov and Tetali 2006, Example 3.12), (Diaconis
and Shahshahani 1981), (Diaconis 1996), (Goel 2004, Corollary 3.1), λ(Pn), ρ(Pn, 1) =
Θ
(
1
n

)
, tTV(Pn, ε) = Θ(n lnn).

• Lazified high-temperature Curie-Weiss model with Glauber dynamics: (Anari et al.
2021, Theorem 12), (Ding et al. 2009, Theorem 1), for the fixed inverse temperature
β < 1, λ(Pn), ρ(Pn, 1) = Θ

(
1
n

)
, tTV(Pn, ε) = Θ(n lnn).

Thirdly, under all the assumptions before, we further assume Pn exihibits separation
cutoff, and that for any ε > 0,

tsep(Pn, ε) = Θ(tTV(Pn, ε)), (65)

hence cntsep(Pn, ε)→∞. Recalling the separation distance defined in Section 3.5, according
to (58), we can write the separation distance of Qt,n to πn as

dsep(Qn, t) = (1− cn)tdsep(Pn, t),

and since dsep(Pn, t) ≤ 1, similar to (63), we can still obtain

tsep(Qn, ε) ∼ c−1
n ln

1

ε
,

hence there is no separation cutoff for Qn. However, there are KL-cutoff and L2-cutoff
according to the above discussions, and this implies that separation cutoff is not equivalent
to KL-cutoff or L2-cutoff. Here assumption (65) can be readily verified for example for the
lazy random walk on hypercube (Levin and Peres 2017, Theorem 18.8).

Example 3.8 (Product chains). We follow (Su 1995, Section 5.4) and (Chen and Kumagai
2018) to construct a sequence of continuized product chains as an example to show that KL-
cutoff and L2-cutoff are not equivalent. For the nth process, we consider the continuous-time
random walk on finite state space Xn = S⊗Gn, where S = {0, 1}, 0 ∈ Gn and |Gn| =: gn <∞
as n → ∞. At each step, according to a Poisson process with rate 1, we pick the first
coordinate S with probability pn <

1
2
and the second coordinate Gn with probability 1 − pn,

then take a random walk uniformly in that coordinate. The random walk on S has transition
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matrix S(x, y) = 1
2
, ∀x, y ∈ S, and the transition matrix on Gn is Gn(x, y) =

1
gn
, ∀x, y ∈ Gn.

In view of these choices, the transition matrix for the nth process {X(n)
t }t≥0 is reversible, and

can be written as

Pt,n = exp (t (pnS ⊗ I + (1− pn)I ⊗Gn − I ⊗ I)) (66)

= epnt(S−I) ⊗ e(1−pn)t(Gn−I), t ∈ [0,∞), (67)

and the stationary distribution is πn = µ ⊗ νn, where µ(x) = 1
2
and νn(x) =

1
gn
. Since both

S and Gn have eigenvalues 0 and 1, by (66) and (Levin and Peres 2017, Corollary 12.13),

the spectral gap of {X(n)
t }t≥0 is λn = pn.

By symmetry, the distribution of X
(n)
t at time t is independent of the initial state, and

without loss of generality we assume the initial state to be X
(n)
0 = (0, 0) ∈ S ⊗ Gn. Denote

X
(n)
t =:

(
U

(n)
t , V

(n)
t

)
, then by (67), {U (n)

t }t≥0 has transition matrix epnt(S−I) and {V (n)
t }t≥0

has transition matrix e(1−pn)t(Gn−I), hence we have

P

(
U

(n)
t = 1

)
=

1

2

(
1− e−pnt

)
, P

(
U

(n)
t = 0

)
=

1

2

(
1 + e−pnt

)
,

and

P

(
V

(n)
t = x

)
=

1

gn

(
1− e−(1−pn)t

)
, x 6= 0, x ∈ Gn,

P

(
V

(n)
t = 0

)
=

1

gn

(
1 + (gn − 1)e−(1−pn)t

)
.

Let dKL,n(X, t), dKL,n(U, t) and dKL,n(V, t) be the KL divergences of X
(n)
t , U

(n)
t and V

(n)
t

to their stationary distributions πn, µ, νn respectively, then we have

dKL,n(U, t) =
1

2

(
1− e−pnt

)
ln
(
1− e−pnt

)
+

1

2

(
1 + e−pnt

)
ln
(
1 + e−pnt

)
,

dKL,n(V, t) =
gn − 1

gn

(
1− e−(1−pn)t

)
ln
(
1− e−(1−pn)t

)

+
1 + (gn − 1)e−(1−pn)t

gn
ln
(
1 + (gn − 1)e−(1−pn)t

)
,

then the mixing time for U
(n)
t can be written as

tKL,n(U, ε) =
1

pn
φ(ε), (68)

where φ : (0,∞)→ (0,∞) is strictly decreasing and satisfies limε→0 φ(ε) =∞ and limε→∞ φ(ε) =
0. Moreover, using a similar argument in (Su 1995, Theorem 5.12), it is easy to check that
when gn →∞ is very large (e.g. gn ∼ exp(n2)), dKL,n(V, t) exhibits KL-cutoff at cutoff time

tKL,n(V, ε) ∼
1

1− pn
ln ln gn. (69)
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Similarly, for the L2 distances, we have

d2,n(U, t) = e−pnt,

d2,n(V, t) =
√
gn − 1 · e−(1−pn)t,

and the mixing times are

t2,n(U, ε) =
1

pn
ln

1

ε
, (70)

t2,n(V, ε) =
1

1− pn

(
ln

1

ε
+

1

2
ln(gn − 1)

)
∼ 1

2(1− pn)
ln gn, (71)

then V
(n)
t exhibits L2-cutoff by (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Proposition 2.3).

Now, we take gn →∞ sufficiently large (e.g. gn ∼ exp(n2)), and take pn = (ln ln gn)
−1 →

0, then we show that in this situation, for {X(n)
t }t≥0, there is L2-cutoff but not KL-cutoff.

We first prove that for ε < φ−1(1), the KL mixing time of X
(n)
t is

tKL,n(X, ε) ∼
1

pn
φ(ε) = φ(ε) ln ln gn. (72)

Without loss of generality, if there exists M > 1 such that tKL,n(X, ε) >
M
pn
φ(ε), then by

the tensorization rule of KL divergence for product chains as stated in (Barrera et al. 2006,
Proposition 6) or (Boursier et al. 2023, Lemma A.4), we have

ε ≤ dKL,n

(
X,

M

pn
φ(ε)

)
= dKL,n

(
U,
M

pn
φ(ε)

)
+ dKL,n

(
V,
M

pn
φ(ε)

)

≤ φ−1 (Mφ(ε)) + dKL,n

(
V,
M

pn

)

→ φ−1 (Mφ(ε)) < ε,

where the second inequality utilizes ε < φ−1(1), and the third line follows from the cutoff time

of V
(n)
t in (69). On the other hand, if there exists 0 < m < 1 such that tKL,n(X, ε) <

m
pn
φ(ε),

we have

ε ≥ dKL,n

(
X,

m

pn
φ(ε)

)
= dKL,n

(
U,
m

pn
φ(ε)

)
+ dKL,n

(
V,
m

pn
φ(ε)

)

≥ dKL,n

(
U,
m

pn
φ(ε)

)

= φ−1 (mφ(ε)) > ε,

therefore (72) is verified, and by (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Proposition 2.3), there is no

KL-cutoff for {X(n)
t }t≥0. Next, according to the tensorization rule of L2 distance (Boursier

et al. 2023, Lemma A.4), we have

d22,n(X, t) =
(
1 + d22,n(U, t)

) (
1 + d22,n(V, t)

)
− 1 ≥ d22,n(V, t),
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then by (71), we have
t2,n(X, ε) ≥ t2,n(V, ε) ∼ ln gn,

hence

λnt2,n(X, ε) ≥ pnt2,n(V, ε) ∼
ln gn
ln ln gn

→∞,

which implies there is L2-cutoff for {X(n)
t }t≥0 by Proposition 2.7.

4 Non-reversible cases

In this section, we will investigate the cutoff phenomenon of processes with non-reversible, or
more generally, non-normal Markov generators. Non-reversibility arises naturally in many
models as well as real-world applications. For example, non-reversible discrete-time algo-
rithms appear as discretization of continuous-time reversible stochastic differential equa-
tions for sampling and optimization tasks, like (Roberts and Tweedie 1996; Vempala and
Wibisono 2019; Zhang et al. 2017). Moreover, for finite state space Markov chains, breaking
reversibility can sometimes serve as an acceleration technique, see for instance (Chatterjee
and Diaconis 2021; Chen and Hwang 2013). However, current results about cutoff phe-
nomenon under non-reversible setting are still at primary stage, most of which only deal
with some specific models, and a universal criterion is still quite open. For references of
these non-reversible models, readers can check (Bordenave et al. 2019; Lancia et al. 2012).

Our aim is to give a common criterion to characterize non-reversible cutoff phenomenon.
In Theorem 4.1 and 4.3, we give a comparison of Lp-mixing times as complement to (Chen
and Saloff-Coste 2008, Theorem 4.2, 4.3), and extend (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Theorem
5.3, 5.4) to the non-reversible setting generated by slight perturbations.

4.1 Normal cases

In this subsection, given a Markov chain {Xt}t∈T on finite state space X with semigroup
Pt and stationary distribution π on X where T = [0,∞) or T = N, we will investigate the
case of normal processes, which refers to PtP

∗
t = P ∗

t Pt as discussed in Section 2.1. Although
Pt is not reversible, we still have the equalities in Proposition 2.1 which play a key role in
quantifying lower bounds of mixing times.

In Theorem 4.1, we prove the equivalence of worst-case Lp-cutoff for p ∈ (1,∞) for
normal processes, which is an extension of (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Theorem 4.2, 4.3).
In Theorem 4.2, we proceed to present similar results for α-divergence and Rényi divergence.

Theorem 4.1 (Characterization of worst-case Lp-cutoff with 1 < p < ∞, normal). Con-

sider a sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 on finite state space Xn, stationary

distribution πn, spectral gap λn, and semigroup Pt,n, where Pt,n is normal on L2(Xn, πn) for
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each n ≥ 1. If T = [0,∞), let limt→∞ dp,n(t) = 0 for each 1 < p < ∞, then the following
statements hold:

(E1) There exists some 1 < p <∞ and some ε > 0 such that λntp,n(ε)→∞.

(E2) For any 1 < p <∞ and any ε > 0, λntp,n(ε)→∞.

(E3) For any 1 < p <∞ and any ε > 0, precutoff occurs.

(E4) For any 1 < p <∞ and any ε > 0, cutoff occurs.

(E5) For any 1 < p <∞ and any ε > 0, there is a (tp,n(ε), λ
−1
n ) cutoff.

If T = N, assume λn → 0, and that for some 1 < p <∞ and ε > 0, limn→∞ tp,n(ε) =∞.
If we substitute λ′n = min{1, λn} into λn in the items, then the statements above also hold.

Proof. We only consider T = [0,∞), and the case for T = N is similar. We only prove
(E1)⇒(E2) and (E3)⇒(E2), and the other proof is same with Theorem 3.1.

(E3)⇒(E2): According to Proposition 2.1, we have

‖Pt,n − Πn‖L2→L2 = e−λnt,

then use similar proof in (B3)⇒(B2), we get the result.

(E1)⇒(E2): We first give a comparison between mixing times. For any 1 < s < ∞ and
r =
√
s, for x ∈ Xn, g ∈ Ls′(Xn, πn) and u, v > 0, let µx

t,n = δxPt,n, by (18), we have

∣∣(µx
t,n − πn

)
(g)
∣∣ ≤ dr,n(x, u) ‖(Pv,n − Πn)(g)‖r′
≤ dr,n(x, u) ‖Pv,n − Πn‖Ls′→Lr′ ,

taking supremum over x ∈ Xn, we have

ds,n(u+ v) ≤ dr,n(u) ‖Pv,n −Πn‖Ls′→Lr′ . (73)

By Riesz-Thorin Interpolation Theorem in Proposition 2.5, we have

‖Pv,n − Πn‖Ls′→Lr′ ≤ ‖Pv,n − Πn‖
1− 1

r

L1→L1 · ‖Pv,n −Πn‖
1
r

Lr′→L∞

≤ 2 · d
1
r

r,n(v), (74)

where the second inequality comes from ‖Pv,n −Πn‖L1→L1 ≤ 2. Plugging into (73), we have

ds,n(u+ v) ≤ dr,n(u) ‖Pv,n −Πn‖Ls′→Lr′

≤ 2 · dr,n(u) · d
1
r

r,n(v),
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taking v = u yields

ds,n(2u) ≤ 2 · d
1+ 1√

s√
s,n

(u),

which implies for any δ > 0,

ts,n

(
2δ

1+ 1√
s

)
≤ 2 · t√s,n(δ).

Since the dynamics xk+1 = ϕ(xk) =
√
xk converge to 1, it is easy to see that for any p, q ∈

(1,∞), there exists two increasing mappings δ 7→ ψp,q(δ), δ 7→ Ψp,q(δ) and mp,q,Mp,q > 0
such that for any δ > 0,

mp,q · tp,n (ψp,q(δ)) ≤ tq,n(δ) ≤Mp,q · tp,n (Ψp,q(δ)) . (75)

Now, suppose there exists some 1 < p < ∞ and ε > 0 such that λntp,n(ε) → ∞. By (Chen
and Saloff-Coste 2008, Corollary 2.5), for any δ > 0, there is a (tp,n(δ), λ

−1
n ) cutoff, and hence

λntp,n(δ)→∞. Then by (75), for any 1 < q <∞ and δ > 0, λntq,n(δ)→∞.

Theorem 4.2 (Characterization of worst-case α-divergence and Rényi divergence cutoff

with 1 < α < ∞, normal). Consider a sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 on

finite state space Xn, stationary distribution πn, spectral gap λn and semigroup Pt,n, where
Pt,n is normal on L2(Xn, πn) for each n ≥ 1.

If T = [0,∞), for each 1 < p <∞, let limt→∞ dfα,n(t) = 0, then the following statement
are equivalent:

(F1) There exists some α ∈ (1,∞) and some ε > 0 such that λntfα,n(ε) tends to infinity.

(F2) For any α ∈ (1,∞) and any ε > 0, λntfα,n(ε) tends to infinity.

(F3) For any α ∈ (1,∞), precutoff occurs.

(F4) For any α ∈ (1,∞), cutoff occurs.

(F5) For any α ∈ (1,∞) and any ε > 0, there is a
(
tfα,n(ε), λ

−1
n

)
cutoff.

If T = N, assume λn → 0, and that for some 1 < α <∞ and ε > 0, limn→∞ tfα,n(ε) =∞.
If we substitute λ′n = min{1, λn} into λn in the items, then the statements above also hold.

If we replace tfα,n(·) with tRα,n(·) in the above statements, then the results still hold.

Proof. We only consider continuous-time, and it suffices to prove (F3)⇒(F2) under dfα,n(·)
and (F1)⇒(F2) under dRα,n(·), and the rest are similar to the proof in Theorem 3.1, 3.2, 3.3
and 4.1.

(F3)⇒(F2): Similar to the proof of (D3)⇒(D2).

(F1)⇒(F2): Let hxt,n(y) =
Pt,n(x,y)
πn(y)

, for any 1 < α < ∞, β =
√
α and u, v ≥ 0, similar to

(73), we have ∥∥hxu+v,n

∥∥
α
≤
∥∥hxu,n

∥∥
β
‖Pv,n‖Lα′→Lβ′ ,
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taking supremum over x ∈ Xn, similar to (74), we have

‖Pu+v,n‖Lα′→B ≤ ‖Pu,n‖Lβ′→B ‖Pv,n‖Lα′→Lβ′

≤ ‖Pu,n‖Lβ′→B ‖Pv,n‖
1
β

Lβ′→B
,

and hence by taking v = u,

‖P2u,n‖Lα′→B ≤ ‖Pu,n‖
1+ 1

β

Lβ′→B
.

Recalling (34), we have

dRα,n(2u) ≤
α

α− 1
· β + 1

β
· β − 1

β
· dRβ ,n(u)

= dRβ ,n(u),

which implies for any ε > 0,
tRα,n(ε) ≤ 2 · tR√

α,n(ε).

Then similar to (E1)⇒(E2), we get the result.

Remark 4.1. (E1)⇒(E2) and (F1)⇒(F2) also hold for non-normal cases, since the proofs
have no requirement for normality.

4.2 Non-normal cases: A perturbation view

In this subsection, we shall consider non-normal Markov processes generated by suitably
perturbing reversible processes. On a finite state space X , we consider the Markov chain
with transition matrix P and its continuized chain with transition matrix Pt = et(P−I). To
obtain relatively tight bounds for mixing times under non-normal setting, we may need to
use other quantities apart from the classical spectral gap λ defined in Definition 2.1, which
may meet trouble in obtaining the lower bound of mixing times without reversibility. An
example can be found in (Hermon 2015, Page 6), where the worst-case TV mixing time is
much smaller than the relaxation time λ−1. There are already some techniques, like other
way of defining the spectral gap of non-reversible processes, for example the multiplicative
reversibilization in (Fill 1991), pseudo-spectral gap in (Paulin 2015) and Chatterjee’s spectral
gap in (Chatterjee 2023).

In the following part, we will use the eigenvalue of the second largest magnitude (resp. real)
part in discrete (resp. continuous) time as the intermediate quantity in proving the equiva-
lence of cutoff phenomenon between Lp distances.

Proposition 4.1 (Lower bound in terms of eigenvalue for non-normal chains, Montenegro,
Tetali, et al. 2006 Theorem 4.9). For a finite state space Markov chain with transition matrix
P , and its continuized chain Pt = et(P−I), let β1 be eigenvalue of P with second largest
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magnitude, and γ1 be the eigenvalue with second largest real part. Then, for the continuized
chain,

d1(t) ≥ e−(1−Reγ1)t, t1(ε) ≥
1

1− Reγ1
ln

1

ε
, t ∈ [0,∞), (76)

and for the discrete-time chain,

d1(k) ≥ |β1|k, t1(ε) ≥
|β1|

1− |β1|
ln

1

ε
, k ∈ N. (77)

Our motivation comes from a key observation. If a reversible transition matrix is slightly
perturbed, then the coefficients of its characteristic polynomial have only minor changes,
hence its spectrum should not change too much, and its spectral gap and 1−Reγ1 or 1−|β1|
should be approximately the same. To rigorously give a perturbation bound, we will use the
result from (Cuenin and Tretter 2016).

Definition 4.1 ((Q, a, b)-bounded perturbation). Let Q be a self-adjoint linear operator on
L2(X , π). We say the linear operator A is (Q, a, b)-bounded if there exists a, b ≥ 0 such that
for any f ∈ L2(X , π),

‖Af‖22 ≤ a2 ‖f‖22 + b2 ‖Qf‖22 . (78)

Proposition 4.2 (Cuenin and Tretter 2016, Theorem 2.1, 2.12). Let Q be a self-adjoint
linear operator on L2(X , π), and A is (Q, a, b)-bounded with a ≥ 0, 0 ≤ b < 1. Denote σ(S)
as the spectrum of any linear operator S, then the following statements hold.

(i) Suppose λ ∈ σ(Q) is an isolated eigenvalue with algebraic multiplicity 1 ≤ m <∞, set

λ− := sup{ν ∈ σ(Q) : ν < λ}, λ+ := inf{ν ∈ σ(Q) : ν > λ}.

If
√
a2 + b2λ2− +

√
a2 + b2λ2 < λ− λ−,

√
a2 + b2λ2 +

√
a2 + b2λ2+ < λ+ − λ, (79)

then the strip
{
z ∈ C : λ−

√
a2 + b2λ2 < Rez < λ+

√
a2 + b2λ2

}
contains exactly m

isolated eigenvalues of Q + A (counted with algebraic multiplicity).

(ii) The spectrum σ(Q+ A) of Q+ A lies between hyperbolas:

σ(Q+ A) ⊂
{
z ∈ C : |Imz|2 ≤ a2 + b2|Rez|2

1− b2
}
.

(iii) For any λ1, λ2 ∈ σ(Q) and σ(Q) ∩ (λ1, λ2) = ∅, if
√
a2 + b2λ21 +

√
a2 + b2λ22 < λ2 − λ1,

then

σ(Q+ A) ∩
{
z ∈ C : λ1 +

√
a2 + b2λ21 < Rez < λ2 −

√
a2 + b2λ22

}
= ∅.
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Theorem 4.3 (Characterization of worst-case Lp-cutoff with 1 < p < ∞, non-normal).

Consider a sequence of Markov processes {X(n)
t , t ∈ T}∞n=1 on finite state space Xn, sta-

tionary distribution πn, spectral gap λn, and semigroup Pt,n, where Pt,n is non-normal on
L2(Xn, πn) for each n ≥ 1.

If T = [0,∞), suppose Pt,n = et(Wn−I), where Wn is a transition matrix, and 1−λn is an

isolated eigenvalue of Wn+W ∗
n

2
. Let

ηn := sup

{
ν ∈ σ

(
Wn +W ∗

n

2

)
: ν < 1− λn

}
, (80)

assume Wn−W ∗
n

2
is
(

Wn+W ∗
n

2
, an, bn

)
-bounded with

√
a2n + b2n <

1

2
min {1− λn − ηn, λn} . (81)

Let limt→∞ dp,n(t) = 0 for each 1 < p <∞, then the following statements hold:

(i) For any 1 < p < ∞ and any ε > 0, if λntp,n(ε) → ∞, then there is a (tp,n(ε), λ
−1
n )

cutoff.

(ii) If for some 1 < p < ∞ and some ε > 0, there is a (tp,n(ε), λ
−1
n ) cutoff, then for any

1 < q <∞ and any δ > 0, there is a (tq,n(δ), λ
−1
n ) cutoff.

If T = N, suppose Pk,n = W k
n , 1 − λn is an isolated eigenvalue of Wn+W ∗

n

2
, and λn → 0.

We still denote ηn as in (80) and under the same assumption of (81), we further assume
that b2n < 3

4
for any n ≥ 1. Let limt→∞ dp,n(t) = 0 for each 1 < p < ∞, and substitute

λ′n = min{1, λn} into λn in the two items, then the statements above also hold.

Remark 4.2. The assumption of (81) can be readily verified in some instances. As a
concrete example, suppose U is a reversible transition matrix on L2(X , π), and transition
matrix V admits π as its stationary distribution. Consider the following linear combination
given by

W := (1− ε)U + εV, ε ∈ (0, 1),

which can be non-normal. In order that W−W ∗

2
is
(
W+W ∗

2
, a, b

)
-bounded, we need to ensure

∥∥∥∥ε
V − V ∗

2
f

∥∥∥∥
2

2

≤ a2 ‖f‖22 + b2
∥∥∥∥
(
(1− ε)U + ε

V + V ∗

2

)
f

∥∥∥∥
2

2

, ∀f ∈ L2(X , π). (82)

Since the left hand side above is smaller than ε2 ‖f‖22, after fixing a and b which satisfy (81),
we can take any 0 < ε ≤ a and (82) holds.

Proof. It suffices to prove item (ii). We first consider the continuous-time case. Denote γ1,n
as the eigenvalue of Wn with second largest real part. Since Wn can be viewed as adding a
perturbation to a reversible transition matrix:

Wn =
Wn +W ∗

n

2
+
Wn −W ∗

n

2
,
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then by condition (81), we have
√
a2n + b2nη

2
n +

√
a2n + b2n(1− λn)2 ≤ 2

√
a2n + b2n < 1− λn − ηn,√

a2n + b2n(1− λn)2 +
√
a2n + b2n ≤ 2

√
a2n + b2n < λn,

then by Proposition 4.2 item (i), we have

1− Reγ1,n ≤ 1−
(
(1− λn)−

√
a2n + b2n(1− λn)2

)

≤ λn +
√
a2n + b2n

≤ 3

2
· λn,

together with (76), for any ε1 > 0,

tp,n(ε1) ≥ t1,n(ε1) ≥
2

3λn
ln

1

ε1
, (83)

hence
tp,n(ε1)

tp,n(1/4)
≥ 2

3λntp,n(1/4)
ln

1

ε1
. (84)

The condition in item (ii) implies precutoff occurs for some 1 < p <∞, then if

lim inf
n→∞

λntp,n(1/4) = c <∞, (85)

plugging into (84) leads to

lim sup
n→∞

tp,n(ε1)

tp,n(1/4)
≥ 2

3c
ln

1

ε1
,

take ε1 → 0, according to (Chen and Saloff-Coste 2008, Proposition 2.3), we get the contra-
diction of (85). Therefore, for any δ > 0, λntp,n(δ)→∞. Then use the proof of (E1)⇒(E2)
or Remark 4.1, for any 1 < q <∞, λntq,n(δ)→∞, and hence there is a (tq,n(δ), λ

−1
n ) cutoff.

Next, we consider the discrete-time case. Denote β1,n as the eigenvalue ofWn with second
largest magnitude. Similar to the argument above, and according to Proposition 4.2 item
(ii), we have

1− |β1,n| ≤ |1− β1,n| ≤ 1− Reβ1,n + |Imβ1,n|

≤ 1−
(
(1− λn)−

√
a2n + b2n(1− λn)2

)
+

√
a2n + b2n
1− b2n

≤ λn + 3
√
a2n + b2n

≤ 4λn,

where in the third inequality we have used b2n <
3
4
. Since λn → 0, we have |β1,n| → 1. Then

by (77), when n is sufficiently large, for any ε1 > 0,

tp,n(ε1) ≥ t1,n(ε1) ≥
1

8λn
ln

1

ε1
,

which is similar to (83), then we get the result.
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Remark 4.3. Theorem 4.3 indicates that under the assumption (81), Lp-cutoff are equivalent
to L2-cutoff for 1 < p < ∞. Moreover, for α-divergence and Rényi divergence, the proof
and result are similar, and we can obtain that they are also L2-type divergences under cutoff
phenomenon.
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Cam, L. (1972). Théorie asymptotique de la décision statistique. les Presses de l’Université
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