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MOMENT ESTIMATES IMPLIED BY MODIFIED LOG-SOBOLEV
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Abstract. We study a class of logarithmic Sobolev inequalities with a general form of the energy
functional. The class generalizes various examples of modified logarithmic Sobolev inequalities consid-
ered previously in the literature. Refining a method of Aida and Stroock for the classical logarithmic
Sobolev inequality, we prove that if a measure on R" satisfies a modified logarithmic Sobolev inequality
then it satisfies a family of LP-Sobolev-type inequalities with non-Euclidean norms of gradients (and
dimension-independent constants). The latter are shown to yield various concentration-type estimates
for deviations of smooth (not necessarily Lipschitz) functions and measures of enlargements of sets
corresponding to non-Euclidean norms. We also prove a two-level concentration result for functions of
bounded Hessian and measures satisfying the classical logarithmic Sobolev inequality.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Concentration of measure inequalities constitute one of the strongest and most widely used tools in modern
high dimensional probability, geometry and analysis, crucial in establishing e.g. limit theorems or existence
proofs by probabilistic method. Their importance was first noted in the 1970s and since then many powerful ap-
proaches have been established, which allow to prove concentration results, such as isoperimetric, transportation
or functional inequalities (we refer to the monograph [30] by Ledoux for an overview). Among the functional
inequalities approaches, the two which have proven particularly useful are those based on the Poincaré and log-
arithmic Sobolev inequalities. Recall that a Borel probability measure 1 on R™ satisfies the Poincaré inequality
with constant D if

Var, f < DE,|V f|?

for all sufficiently smooth functions f: R™ — R, whereas the logarithmic Sobolev inequality holds if for all
such f,
EntufZ < D]E,u|vf|2a
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where Ent, f? = E,f?log f> — E,f?logE, f? is the usual entropy of f? (throughout the article we use the
probabilistic notation, treating f as a random variable on the probability space (R™, B(R™), 1), in particular
E, denotes integration with respect to p). Above and in the rest of the paper |- | = |- |2 always denotes the
standard Euclidean norm in R™.

As is well known, the Poincaré inequality yields subexponential concentration of Lipschitz functions, whereas
the logarithmic Sobolev inequality implies sub-Gaussian estimates. There are also other functional inequalities,
based either on a modification of the variance functional in the Poincaré inequality [10,29] or a modification
of the right-hand side in the logarithmic Sobolev inequalities [15, 20, 21], which yield concentration estimates
with super-Gaussian rates or with rates between subexponential and sub-Gaussian. The general form of such
log-Sobolev inequalities is

Ent, f*> < DE,¥ (VTf) f? (1.1)
for an appropriate function ¥: Ry — R, (we postpone the introduction of technical conditions on the function
¥ to subsequent sections).

Together with the discovery of two-level concentration inequalities by Talagrand (initially for the exponential
distribution [38]), which improve the estimates based on Poincaré inequality and provide sub-Gaussian estimates
for relatively small deviations and subexponential bounds for larger ones, a natural question arose whether
results of this type could also be obtained via functional inequalities. It was soon answered in the affirmative by
Bobkov and Ledoux [13] who derived new modified logarithmic Sobolev inequalities, which were subsequently
extended by Gentil, Guillin and Miclo [20,21] to inequalities yielding other (two-level and also more general)
types of concentration.

Concentration estimates are usually derived from modified logarithmic Sobolev inequalities via differential
inequalities on the log-Laplace transform of the function, a method commonly known as the Herbst argument.
This method, being very elegant and powerful is however restricted to functions with finite Laplace transform,
such as Lipschitz functions. For functions which do not satisfy the Lipschitz condition one can still use a
modification of the Herbst approach, proposed by Aida and Stroock [4]. It relies on the analysis of moments and
provides L,-type Sobolev inequalities, which can yield concentration, provided that one controls the gradient of
a function. More precisely, Aida and Stroock proved that the logarithmic Sobolev inequality implies inequalities
of the form

£ =Bl < Cov|I9l]

for p > 2, where ||g|, = (]Eu\g\p)l/p is the pth moment of the function g. Clearly, controlling all moments of V f
allows then to derive concentration results.

The aim of this work is to provide a uniform framework which would allow to treat the aforementioned
modified logarithmic inequalities and provide concentration estimates with general profiles of the deviation
bound for functions which are not necessarily Lipschitz. Our approach is based on a further refinement of
the method by Aida and Stroock, which gives L,-type Sobolev inequalities with non-Euclidean, p-dependent
norms of the gradient on the right-hand side. The form of these norms corresponds to the type of concentration
satisfied by the measure. As a particular case we obtain moment inequalities for smooth functions, which
generalize moment estimates for linear combinations of independent random variables, derived by Gluskin and
Kwapien [22] (see Thm. 3.14 below).

We remark that even in the classical Euclidean framework under defective log-Sobolev inequalities, our results
improve certain aspects of the work by Aida and Stroock.

The precise form of the inequalities we obtain depends on the function ¥ in the modified logarithmic Sobolev
inequality (1.1) and to describe it we need to introduce some technical notation. For this reason we postpone
the precise formulation to subsequent sections and now we just announce that we will obtain inequalities of the
form

9

p

If = Esflly < CoIV 1,
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for some norm | - |y, on R™ associated with p and the function ¥. The geometry of the norms | - [g, will be
responsible for the character of concentration of measure valid for the measure p. In the classical case, considered
by Aida and Stroock, we have simply |z|g, = \/p|z|.

As corollaries we obtain concentration results for not necessarily Lipschitz functions as well as bounds on the
size of enlargement of sets in a setting more general than considered before. We also prove some concentration
results for Banach space valued polynomial chaos in the case of not necessarily product measures, extending
previous work by Borell [17], Arcones—Giné [6], Lochowski [31] and Adamczak [1]. Additionally we derive
comparison principles for real-valued polynomials (or more generally functions with bounded derivatives of
higher order) generalizing previous estimates by Adamczak and Wolff [1] and a two-level concentration result
for functions with bounded Hessian and measures satisfying the classical logarithmic Sobolev inequality.

Organization of the paper. In Section 2 we introduce the general framework for the inequalities we consider.
Section 3 is devoted to the presentation of our results. The proofs are deferred to Section 4.

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Basic notation

We will be working mostly with a fixed probability measure p, therefore we will denote || f||, = (E,|f[?)'/?,
suppressing the dependence on p in the notation.

Unless otherwise stated, x;, i = 1,...,n, will denote coordinates of a point x € R™, i.e. z = (21,...,%p)-
To distinguish norms on R™ from the notation for moments, we will denote the former with single bars, e.g.
for 7 > 1, | - |, will stand for the ¢? norm, defined by |z|, = (31, |z;|")'/". Other important norms will be
introduced in the sequel. In the case of r = 2 we will often suppress the subscript 7 and write simply |- | for |- 2.

By C,c¢ we will denote universal constants, whereas the notation C(a) or C, will be used for constants
depending only on a parameter a. The values of constants may differ between occurrences.

2.2. Generalized Orlicz functions and modified logarithmic Sobolev inequalities

To formulate our results let us first introduce the general abstract form of the inequalities we will consider.
Next we will illustrate it with examples of inequalities known in the literature, which fit our framework.

In what follows we will consider generalized Orlicz functions on R"™, satisfying some standard technical
conditions given in the following

Definition 2.1. We will say that a function ¥: R™ — Ry U {cc} satisfies the condition (C) if the following
holds

(C1) ¥(0) = 0 and ¥ is continuous at 0,

(C2) w(z) >0 for x # 0,

(C3) lim|y| 00 ¥(x) = o0,

(C4) for every x € R™, the function ¢ — ¥(tz) is left-continuous on (0, c0),
(C5) for every x € R™, the function ¢ — ¥(tz)/t is non-decreasing on (0, o),
(C6) ¥ is symmetric, i.e. ¥(x) = ¥(—x) for all x € R".

Consider a probability measure p on R", absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure. The
general class of functional inequalities we will consider is described in the following definition.

Definition 2.2. Given a function ¥, satisfying the condition (C) and a positive constant D we will say that
satisfies the modified logarithmic Sobolev inequality mLSI(W, D) if for every bounded locally Lipschitz function
f:R™ — (0,00),

Ent, f*> < DE,¥ <fo> f2. (2.1)
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Note that by the Rademacher theorem, V f exists p-a.s. Under additional continuity assumptions on ¥, by
standard arguments one can show that p satisfies mLST(¥, D) if and only if the above inequality is satisfied by
all smooth functions of bounded support.

We will also consider defective versions of the logarithmic Sobolev inequalities.

Definition 2.3. Given a function ¥, satisfying the condition (C) and constants D,d > 0 we will say that
u satisfies the defective modified logarithmic Sobolev inequality dmLSI(¥,D,d), if for every bounded locally
Lipschitz function f: R™ — (0, c0),

Ent, f? < DE,¥ (VTf> f2+dE, 2 (2.2)

As already mentioned, inequalities of this form have been considered by many authors starting from the
classical work by Stam [37], Federbush [18], Gross [24] on the logarithmic Sobolev inequality, which in our
language corresponds to the choice ¥ (z) = |z|?, where |-| is the standard Euclidean norm. Modified versions were
first considered by Bobkov—Ledoux [15], then e.g. by Bobkov—Zegarlinski [16], Gentil—Guillin—Miclo [20, 21],
Barthe—Roberto [9] and Barthe—Kolesnikov [8]. The defective versions were investigated e.g. by Rothaus [34],
Bobkov—Zegarlinski [16], Barthe—Kolesnikov [8], who obtained general criteria under which one can infer the
non-defective version from the defective one. For instance it is known that under some additional conditions on
the function ¥, the defective inequality implies the non-defective version if one assumes certain Poincaré type
inequalities.

Below we present the best known examples of modified log-Sobolev inequalities.

e The inequality (2.1) with ¥(x) = ||«]|?, where ¢ € (1,2] and || - || is some norm on R™ was introduced by
Bobkov and Ledoux in [15].

e In [13] Bobkov and Ledoux considered ¥(z) = Y7 | H(x;), where
2?2 for x| <1/2
oo for |z >1/2.
This inequality was used to recover Talagrand’s concentration inequality for the exponential distribution [38].
In [20,21] Gentil, Gullin and Miclo generalized the Bobkov—Ledoux inequality, by considering H(z) =
2*1z1<1y + D(|2|)1{jz)>13 for a convex function @. When &(x)/2? is non-decreasing on the positive half-
line, the characterization of measures on R which satisfy mLSI(H, D) for some finite D was obtained in [9]
(the characterization of the classical case ¥(z) = 2? was obtained earlier in the seminal paper [14] by
Bobkov—Gotze).

e The inequalities (2.1) and (2.2) for general ¥ corresponding to a measure p(dz) = e~V @ dx on R", un-

der certain Bakry—Emery type conditions relating ¥ and V' were studied e.g. by Barthe—Kolesnikov [8],
Gentil [19], Shao [36].

Since the aforementioned articles introduce many different approaches for proving modified logarithmic Sobolev
inequalities and the presentation of all of them is beyond the scope of this paper let us only mention that there
is a multitude of examples of measures satisfying the inequalities in question. Currently available tools allow
to both find mild sufficient conditions for a measure to satisfy the inequality (2.1) (resp. (2.2)) with a given
function ¥ or starting from a measure find an appropriate ¥ so that the inequality (2.1) (resp. (2.2)) holds.
Moreover, the usual tensorization and perturbation arguments developed for the classical logarithmic Sobolev
inequality [5] work also in the modified setting and allow to construct further examples. In particular, the one-
dimensional characterizations of modified logarithmic Sobolev inequalities allow to consider inequalities on R™
with ¥(z) = Y7 | H(z;), first for product measures and then for their bounded perturbations.
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2.3. Families of Orlicz norms

Let us introduce another notion we need to formulate our results, namely a family of (quasi-)norms related
to the function ¥. In the Sobolev type inequalities we are about to derive these norms will be applied to the
gradient of a function.

For p > 0 define

y(z) = 20 (pa).

Assume ¥ satisfies the condition (C). Then so does ¥, for all p > 0 and we consider a family of (quasi-)norms
| - |w, on R™, defined as

|z|g, = inf{a > 0: ¥y(xz/a) <1} = inf{a > 0: ¥(px/a) < p}.

It is easy to see that |x|y, is indeed a quasi-norm on R", i.e. |z|y, = 0 iff x = 0, |tz|y, = |t||z|g, for t € R and
|z 4+ ylw, < Ky, (|z|w, + |y|w,) for some constant Ky, . If ¥ is in addition convex, then |- |p, is a norm on R".
In what follows we will refer to the functional | - |z, as the ¥,-norm or simply the norm, even if the function ¥,
is not necessarily convex. Note also that from (C5) it follows that the norms | - |y, are non-decreasing in p, i.e.
for 0 < p < ¢ and any = € R",

|2lw, < |zle,. (2.3)

Example 2.4. To demonstrate the reasons for introducing the above abstract definition of the norms | - [,
and to show their role in the derivation of concentration of measure results, we will now list some families of
norms corresponding to special choices of the function ¥ and present some special cases of known Sobolev type
inequalities.

(1) Clearly, if ¥ is homogeneous, in particular if it is a norm on R, then for any p > 0, | - |y, = ¥. This shows
that to obtain interesting families of norms, | - |, , which can be used to control the behaviour of moments
of random variables, one needs to consider functions ¥ which grow faster than linearly.

(2) If ¥(z) = ||z||* for some norm ||-|| on R™ and o > 1, then |z[y, = p*/ ||z, where a* is the Holder conjugate
of a. This simple example can already illustrate the role played by the norms |- g, in our estimates. For
instance, it is well known [33] that for a standard Gaussian measure v on R”, for every smooth function
f:R™ — R and every p > 2,

I =y fly < Cvp|Ivr1. (2.4)

for some absolute constant C' (where the moments | - ||, are calculated with respect to 7). Note that if
|[Vf| <L onR", then by applying the Chebyshev inequality in L, and optimizing in p, one recovers (up to
constants) the classical Gaussian concentration inequality, i.e.

V(If =By f] = ) < 2exp(—ct?/L7)
for some universal constant c. It is easy to see that for ¥(x) = |z|?, the right hand side of (2.4) can be
written as CH|Vf|%

, so the Sobolev inequality (2.4) is equivalent to
P

1f =Bl < C| 1951,

(2.5)

P
(3) Let us now consider an example corresponding to a two-level concentration of measure. Let ¥(x) =
S (|ziP1gjz <1y + @il 1jz,y>13) for some 7 € [2,00). Recall that by |- |, we denote the £ norm,

i.e. for ¥ = (z1,...,2,), ||, = (31—, |zi|")*/". One can show that

[l = Vpla| + 0" el

where =~ denotes two-sided estimates matching up to a universal multiplicative constant.
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It turns out that the expression given above appears in Sobolev inequalities leading to two-level tail esti-

mates. Namely, in [3] it is proved that if € [2,00) and a measure u on R™ satisfies the mLSI(¥, D), then
for all smooth functions f and p > 2,

1f =Eufllp < Croo (VBIIV Sl + 91"

[V S1ell,) = Crop||V 1w,

)
p

(where the moments || - ||, are calculated with respect to ), which implies that for any Lipschitz function f
and t > 0, we have

YA
Wl ~Euf] > 1) < 2exp (—cr,D min (— b—)) | (2.6)

where a = sup,epn |V f(2)|2, b = supyepn |V f(x)]-. This corresponds to Talagrand’s two-level concentration
inequality. As we will see, a similar moment bound holds also for r € (1,2) and even for more general
functions ¥. We remark that for r € [1, 2], we have

(e, = P @) |+ VBIE) p |2

where a7 > ... > z¥ is the non-increasing rearrangement of the sequence |z1|,...,|zy].
(4) Let us remark that in the special case, when p is a product of measures on R with log-concave tails and f
is a linear functional, the inequalities of the form

1f = Eufllp < |1V 51,

p

have been proved by Gluskin and Kwapien in [22]. In Section 3.4.2 we will use their result (which we recall
in Thm. 3.14) to give an interpretation of our results in terms of auxiliary i.i.d. sequences.

3. MAIN RESULTS

In this section we will present all our results, deferring their proofs to Section 4.

3.1. Standing assumptions

Let us first state the main assumptions we are going to use throughout the article.

All the measures we will consider are assumed to be absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue
measure and this assumption will not be explicitly stated in all the theorems.

Our usual assumption on the function ¥, beside the condition (C), will be the following growth condition:
forsome l < a<2< (@B <oo0and K >1,

U (tz)

Viermop Viz1 K 1t* < 7 ()

< KtP. (GK,a.8)

Note that the condition (Gk,q,z3) is stable under taking max or sum of functions ¥, and if ¥ satisfies (Gk a,3)
then so does ¥, for any p > 0.
3.2. Sobolev type inequalities

Let us now present our main results, i.e. Sobolev type inequalities, which constitute a basis for all the
subsequent corollaries.
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3.2.1. The defective case

We will start with moment estimates implied by defective inequalities. Recall the definition of the inequality
dmLSI(¥,D,d) given in formula (2.2). The proofs of results of this section are provided in Section 4.1.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that ¥: R™ — R satisfies the condition (C) and (Gg a,8) for somel <a <2< < oo
and K > 1. Let p be a probability measure on R™ satisfying dmLSI(¥, D,d). Then for all locally Lipschitz
functions f: R™ — R and all p > (3,

2e
171l < P fllp + =5 (KDY v (KDY |1V fla, | (3.1)
Let us remark that for any p > 8 and any ¢ € (0, 3) one can actually obtain
(r—a)B p— 2
1£llp < 26795 4T | £]|, + —— (K D)V v (D)%) |V 1w, | - (3:2)
- P

This inequality is a simple consequence of the well-known Lemma 4.1 stated in Section 4. Note that the constant
(p-a)B -
20542 @-M obtained with the Lemma 4.1 explodes when ¢ — 0 or p — (3. We do not know if under the

assumption of the above theorem, one can prove that for all p > 2,

1£llp < €D, d,0,8) (Il + 1951, 1) -

Fortunately to obtain concentration of measure inequalities, for fixed a;, 3, it is enough to control the growth of
| f—E.f|p for p> B. Such a bound will be obtained in the non-defective case. It would be interesting to know if
one can obtain meaningful Sobolev inequalities for the case 3 = oo, which corresponds to the Bobkov—Ledoux
inequality (satisfied e.g. for the product exponential distribution). In [3] it has been conjectured that in this
case (for d = 0),

1 =Euslly < Co (VA1 4] 911 )

On the other hand, the reason for excluding the case a = 1 is made clear by the following propositiooﬁ and

the example below.

and a weaker inequality was proved, with the second term on the right hand side replaced by pH IV floo

Proposition 3.2. Assume that ¥: R™ — R satisfies the condition (C) and for some > 2 and K > 1,

S

(tx)
70r) < Kt°.

Vaern\ {0} Vi1

Let pu be a probability measure on R™ satisfying dmLSI(¥, D,d). Then for all locally Lipschitz functions f: R™ —
R and all p > 3,

£l < 211 £ll5+ 610(p) (D V (KD)'/7) |1V 1o, | (3.3)
Example 3.3. Let v be a probability measure on R with the distribution function
—e—¢ H1 for x <0,
Fy(zx)={ 2 (3.4)

1 ®
1— ie*e 1 for x> 0.
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Proposition 3.4. The measure v defined by (3.4) satisfies mLSI(¥,2) with ¥(z) = |x|. Also, for every locally
Lipschitz function f: R - R and p > 1,

1fllze@) < 1fllzrwy +log@)ILF | Lo w)- (3.5)
Moreover, if f(x) =z, then for p > 1, || fllLrw) = (2¢)~ ! log(p).

The “moreover” part of the above proposition shows in particular that for p — oo, the log(p) factor in (3.3)
or (3.5) cannot be improved.

Further examples:

(1) If ¥(z) = |z|*> we are in the setting of the classical defective logarithmic Sobolev inequality. A result by
Aida—Stroock [4] says that in this case for p > 2,

. 2
1512 <" (1£18-+ D - 291" ) (36)
On the other hand, Theorem 3.1, specialized to this case, asserts that for p > 2
151l < 51z + 2V Dy5 V1] (3.7)

Let us note that the constant in front of the term involving V f in our inequality does not depend on d,
which is not the case in (3.6). Therefore, even though the Aida—Stroock bound may behave in a better way
for p close to 2, our estimate (via Chebyshev’s inequality optimized over p) shows that the large deviation
behaviour of functions with polynomial growth of moments of V f can be controlled independently of d,
which does not seem to follow from (3.6). For instance, if || f|j2 < oo and H\Vf\H < Ap" for some v > 0,
then we obtain !

. 1

h?fisogp 2/ log u(|f] 2 1) < —cap
for some (explicit) constant c4,p > 0.
We remark that an improvement of the Aida—Stroock result for Lipschitz functions was obtained by Rothaus
in [35].

(2) Consider now ¥ (z) = Y7 | (|zi[*1{jz;<1} + @] 1je;|>1}) for some r € (1,00), which corresponds to the
modified logarithmic Sobolev inequality introduced in [20] and [8] for » > 2 and in [19] for r < 2. In the
former case, the inequalities of Theorem 3.1 read as

1)
P

for p > r (the assumption (Gk,q,p) is satisfied with & = 2, 8 = r and K = 1). We remark that if in
addition the underlying measure p satisfies the Poincaré inequality, we can replace || f||» by || f|l2 and obtain
an inequality for any p > 2 (with altered constants).

If r € (1,2), one obtains

151 < @011+ 2002 D) (VB 97k + 21

1l < el fll2 + ——=(DY/" v D% (pl/“ 1@ 2|+ 2108 i ppyale] ) (3.8)
for p > 2, where 05 f(x), ..., 0" f(z) is the non-increasing rearrangement of the sequence |af(w) [, . |%fT(f)|.
Note that

b

pl/r* ‘(az* LPJ| H _’_p1/2H| a* Z LpJ+1|2H <Cp1/2H‘vf‘2‘

so (3.8) is stronger then the bound (3.7) which has been derived from the classical logarithmic Sobolev
inequality. Clearly to take advantage of the improvement one needs some additional information about the
function f.
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3.2.2. The non-defective case

Let us now pass to our second result, describing the moment estimates implied by modified LSI without defect,
which will be later applied to obtain concentration bounds. Recall the definition of the inequality mLSI(¥, D)
given in formula (2.1). The proofs of results presented in this section are deferred to Section 4.2.

Denote
1

a—1

1

L(K7D7a’/8) = a_l

(KD)"? + ( +ﬂ1/a> (KD)/°.

Theorem 3.5. Assume that ¥: R™ — R satisfies the condition (C) and (Gk,a.8) for somel < a <2 < < 0.
Let p be a probability measure on R™ satisfying mLSI(W, D). Then for all integrable (w.r.t. p) and locally
Lipschitz functions f: R™ — R and all p > 33,

If = Euflly < CL(K, D, 8)||9/1s,

(3.9)

p

We note that, as is easy to see by truncation arguments, if the right-hand side of (3.9) is finite, then the
function f is p-integrable (in fact the pth moment of f is finite), so the integrability assumption is introduced
in the above theorem just for formal reasons.

The advantage of (3.9) with respect to (3.1) is that it provides estimates of central moments of f in terms
of norms of the gradient, without further dependence on any norms of f. This allows to derive concentration
property for f based on the regularity of the gradient and as a consequence provides also concentration bounds
at the level of enlargements of sets.

Theorem 3.5 is derived from Theorem 3.1 by means of Proposition 3.6 below, which allows to handle the
central moment of order [.

Proposition 3.6. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.5, for every integrable (w.r.t. u) and locally Lipschitz
function f: R™ — R,

If = Epflls < C((KD)? + (KDB)Y) |19 1w, (3.10)

y
3.3. Corollaries. Concentration: Deviation inequalities and enlargements of sets.

We will now explain how moment estimates of Theorem 3.5 imply concentration results expressed in terms of
non-Euclidean norms of the gradient and non-Euclidean enlargements of measurable sets. The proofs of results
from this section are presented in Section 4.3.

By Chebyshev’s inequality we obtain the following

Corollary 3.7. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.5, for all integrable (w.r.t. p) and locally Lipschitz func-
tions f: R" = R and any p > 3,

u(1f ~Buf1 > CLK. D 9510, ) <.

, o
P
Lipschitz-type conditions need to be assumed. However, since in the simplest situation one may control the

growth of g(p) via a uniform bound on |V f|y, for some a > 0 we will now specialize to functions which satisfy
such a bound. To formulate the next corollary we will need to introduce the function wg: Ry — Ry U {oo},
defined as

The above corollary allows to get concentration bounds if one controls the growth of g(p) := H \V flw,

wy(t) = sup ()
v 2R\ {0}, ¥(x)#00 P(T)
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If ¥ satisfies the condition (C) then wy is left-continuous, lim;_.g wy (t) = 0, limy— o we () = 0o and t — wy(t)/t
is non-decreasing, so wy is strictly increasing on {wy < oo}. Consider the inverse wy,': Ry — Ry of wy, formally
defined as

wy ' (s) = sup{t > 0: wy(t) < s}.
This function is continuous and since ¢ + wy (t)/t is non-decreasing, the function s — s/wy " (s) is also continuous
and non-decreasing. If additionally ¥ satisfies (Gk ) with some K > 1 and 1 < o <2 < (§ then for all ¢ > 0,

K1t AtF) <we(t) < KtV tP) (3.11)
which implies that

im 22 o 2B (3.12)

t—0 ¢ t—oo

and in turn s/wy'(s) — 0 as s — 0 and s/wy,'(s) — 0o as s — oo. Therefore one can define a function

wy: Ry — Ry to be a right-continuous inverse of s — w%(s), i.e.
v

wi (1) = sup {s >0: w;‘f(s) < t} .

Note that wy,(¢) is strictly increasing. We shall use the following observation (quite standard in the theory of
Orlicz functions) which shows that the behaviour of the pair of functions wy and w, is similar to behaviour of
conjugate functions:

Lemma 3.8. Assume that ¥ satisfies the condition (C) and is such that (3.12) holds. Then for any t > 0,
wé(t):tsup{u>0: WWT(U) gt}. (3.13)

Moreover, if A(t) = sup,~o(ty —ww(y)) is the Legendre transform of wy then for all t >0,
At) < wy(t) < A(2t). (3.14)
The role played the function wy, in concentration inequalities is revealed by the following

Corollary 3.9. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.5, if a locally Lipschitz function f: R"™ — R satisfies
IV f(z)|lw, <b, u-a.e. for some a,b > 0, then for all t > 0,

p(f —Eufl 2 t) <exp (5““”3 (W» |

A version of the above corollary was obtained in ([9], Prop. 26) in the special case when ¥ (z) = > | H(z;)
and H is an even convex function on R such that t — H(t)/t? is non-decreasing on (0, 00). Our result and the
result of [9] are not directly comparable, on the one hand in [9] there is no assumption concerning the parameter
B and the constants are explicit, on the other hand the argument there is restricted to functions ¥ of a special
form and to a = 2, i.e. to the case of super-Gaussian tails. We remark that the proof in [9] is based on the
classical Herbst argument with the Laplace transform.

We will now express the concentration property of a measure p satisfying mLSI(¥, D) in the language of
enlargements of sets. We will do it under an additional assumption that the function ¥ is convex.

Corollary 3.10. Assume that W is convex and let ¥* be its Legendre transform. Under the assumptions of
Theorem 3.5, for every Borel set A C R™ such that u(A) > 1/2 and every u > 0,

p(A+{z e R": 0¥ (x) <u}) >1— 2 ~W/(CEDaB),
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Example 3.11. Consider ¥(z) = Y7 (|zi|* 1z, <1y + |2 1z, >13) for some r € (1,00). For r < 2, the
function ¥ is not convex, but one can easily see that it is equivalent to a convex function, so we can still apply
Corollary 3.10 at the cost of adjusting the constants. In this case (after replacing ¥* by an equivalent function)
if one denotes by B} the unit ball of £, one obtains that for r > 2,

u

w(A+ VuBY +u'/" B) >1—C,pe D

whereas for r € (1,2),
(A + (VaBy) 0 (/" B)) > 1= Cppe” o

In the case of the product distribution with marginal densities proportional to e 171" the above inequalities
were first obtained by Talagrand [39] (for » > 1). The first functional approach was proposed by Bobkov and
Ledoux [13] (r = oo) and Barthe and Roberto [9] (r € [2,00) as well as more general concentration rates between
subexponential and sub-Gaussian), who used the modified log-Sobolev inequalities introduced by Gentil, Guillin
and Miclo. A uniform setting for various types of concentration inequalities, including the ones mentioned above
was proposed by Gozlan, who used Poincaré inequalities with modified norms of gradients [23]. There are some
subtle differences between the strength of various approaches, for instance Gozlan’s approach works also for
r = oo and his constants do not depend on r. On the other hand in the non-product case his method introduces
some dependence on the dimension n (see e.g. Prop. 1.2. in [23]).

3.4. Further corollaries. Concentration inequalities for polynomials

In this section we will present corollaries concerning polynomial like functions. First we will consider homoge-
neous polynomials with coefficients in a Banach space, then arbitrary real valued polynomials or more generally
functions with bounded derivatives of order k. The proofs of presented results are deferred to Section 4.4.

To formulate our results in a concise way we will need to introduce some additional notation. Namely for
two k-indexed matrices A = (ai, .. i, )i, ;=1 and B = (bi, )5 i -1, where a;, _;, € E for some Banach
space IV and b;, ... ;, € R we set

n

(A, B) = Z iy, in Din i

1.t =1

Moreover, for vectors z',..., 2% € R" we define 2! @ --- @ 2% = (2}, - 2f )1

E-valued homogeneous form of degree k, given by matrix A as above, i.e.

Lip=1- With this convention, the

n

E a/il,...,ikxil e xik

1yt =1

can be written simply as (A, x®¥).
By D*f we will denote the kth derivative of a function f: R” — R, which we will identify with the corre-
sponding k-indexed matrix of partial derivatives.

3.4.1. Concentration for Banach space valued chaos

Let (E,| - |g) be a separable Banach space and A = (a;,, i)} ;=1 @ k-indexed E-valued matrix and

X = (Xi,...,X,) arandom vector in R™. We will consider the random variable Z = |(A, X®*)| 5. Without loss
of generality we will assume that A is symmetric, i.e. for any permutation o of the set {1,...,k}, aiy,.. 4, =

Qi 1y seemrio(h) *
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Our main result is the following

Theorem 3.12. Assume that ¥ is a convex function satisfying the conditions (C) and (Gk a,5) and let X be
a random vector in R™, whose law is absolutely continuous and satisfies the mLSI(¥, D). For any p > (3,

k

1Z—EZ|lp < Cprasry E  sup  [(Ay' @ @y @ XoF ) (3.15)
j=1 yh Y €A,

where Ay, = {x € R": ¥*(x) < p}. As a consequence, for any p > 3,

k

P||Z—EZ|>Cprapry B swp |[(Ay' ®---0y o XoF )| <e .
=1 yl,.. Yy EAw ,

Versions of the above theorem were first obtained for Gaussian vectors by Borell [17] and Arcones—Giné [6].
Subsequently they were proved for X with independent coordinates possessing log-concave tails by
Lochowski [31] and Adamczak [1]. However, they provided rather estimates of ||Z]|, and the deviation of Z
above CEZ, than concentration around EZ.

Let us analyze the quantities appearing on the right-hand side of (3.15). Except for the one corresponding
to j = k, they are all expectations of suprema of random variables and as such they are difficult to estimate.
The exceptional term however is “deterministic” and it is easy to see that for p — oo it dominates the whole
sum. Estimates of this form may be therefore used to obtain some large deviation type estimates for |Z —EZ|.
Also, in certain situations estimates of the troublesome expectations are available. This is the case e.g. if X is a
Gaussian vector and F is the real line [28] or more generally E is a Hilbert space (this result is unpublished but
it may be recovered from estimates in [28]), and also if E = R, X has independent coordinates with log-concave
tails and k < 3 [2,26,27].

Example 3.13. Let us illustrate Theorem 3.12 on a simple example of a real-valued quadratic form Z =
S ai; X;X; in a centered random vector X = (X1, ..., X,,) whose law 1 satisfies mLSI(¥, D) with ¥ (z) =

Q=1

|z[2 for some ¢ € (1,2] (the case studied in [15,16]). We have ¥*(z) = C,|z Z:, therefore we obtain

n n
1/q" 2/q"
|1Z-EZ|, < Cpgy | p"/TE sup Z aijyiX;| +p¥7  sup Z i TiY;
YeBG |ij=1 TYEBL i =1
a\ 1/
n n n
1/q" 2/q°
=Cpyg | PY/7E Z Zainj + p?/e sup Z Q35 T3Y;
i=1 |j=1 A |
a\ 1/
n n n
1/q" 2/q"
<Cpg [PV D ED ayX; +p7 sup | aiwy;
i=1  |j=1 TYEBL |1

Now, by Proposition 3.6, applied with § = 2, for each ¢ (note that ¥ satisfies (Gk,,3) with K = 1,a = ¢ and
B =2),
B> aiiXj| <[> ayX;|| <Cbyg
j=1 j=1 )

(i) =118, =277 Cp gl(ai;)i—, |2.

Thus we obtain
1Z — ]EZHp < CD,q(pl/q A +p2/q B),
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where
A= Z laj|? , B= sup Z @i TiYj| -
ij=1 TYEBG |ij=1
As a consequence, for all ¢t > 0,
] " a7 /2
P(|Z —EZ| > t) < 2exp (—cnq min (F, W)) . (3.16)

Clearly Theorem 3.12 may be applied also to quadratic forms or forms of higher order, with values in Banach
spaces, but the resulting estimates will be then given in terms of expectations of suprema, which may not
be so easy to estimate. Let us remark that inequalities of the form (3.16) with ¢ = 2 are known as Hanson—
Wright inequalities. In a slightly weaker form they were first proven in [25] for quadratic forms in independent
sub-Gaussian variables.

3.4.2. Comparison principles for real-valued polynomials

We will now restrict to a special choice of the function ¥ related to the study of moments of linear combinations
of i.i.d. random variables with logarithmically concave tails. We will start with a brief description of the results
by Gluskin—Kwapien [22].

Theorem 3.14. Let : Ry — RiU{oo} be a conver non-decreasing function, such that ®(0) = 0 and (1)
Consider a sequence Zu, ..., Z, of independent symmetric random variables satisfying P(|Z;| > t) = e~
Define the functions &: Ry — Ry U {oo},
. z|? if x| <1
s [ o
&(x) if |z| > 1

=1.
@(t,) .

and ¥: R" — Ry U {oo},
n
W(x) = & (x),
i=1

where &* is the Legendre transform of ®.
Then for every sequence x1, ..., x, of real numbers and every p > 2,

n
E VA
im1

We remark that the assumption ¢(1) =1 is just a normalization condition which allows to obtain two-sided
moment estimates with a universal constant C' (otherwise one would have to replace C' by some (explicit)
constant Cyg ).

As already mentioned in the introduction, modified log-Sobolev inequalities with the function ¥ as in Theo-
rem 3.14 were introduced by Gentil—Guillin—Miclo [20,21] and further studied by Barthe—Roberto [9] (when
&(z)/x? is non-increasing, which corresponds to super-Gaussian tail behaviour) and Gentil [19] (when &(z)/z?
is non-decreasing, which corresponds to sub-Gaussian tail behaviour).

In view of Theorem 3.14, our Theorem 3.5 can be given an interpretation in terms of independent random
variables.

1
6|~T|xﬂp <
p

Corollary 3.15. Under the notation of Theorem 3.14, further assume that for some K > 1 and 1 < a <2 <
B < oo,

ST

((ts)) < Kt (3.17)

K17 <

S
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for allt > 1 and u > 0. Assume that a measure i on R™ satisfies the mLSI(¥, D). Let X be a random vector
with law p and a vector Z = (Z1, ..., Zy,) be a sequence of i.i.d. symmetric random variables, independent of X,
such that P(|Z;| > t) = e=®® fort > 0. Then for every locally Lipschitz function f: R™ — R and every p > 2,

11 (X) =Ef(X)[lp < C(K, D, a, B)[(VF(X), Z) -

The interest in the above reformulation of moment inequalities stems from the fact that it can be used as
a linearization tool, which allows to get estimates for functions with bounded-derivatives of higher order, in
particular polynomials.

Theorem 3.16. In the setting of Corollary 3.15, let Z', ..., Z* be independent copies of Z, independent of X .
Then for every function f: R™ — R of class C* and every p > 2 we have

k—1
1F(X) =Ef(X)llp < Cpk (II(D’“J‘(X),Z1 @ 2%+ Y I{ExD f(X), 2! ®'~'®Zi>||p> :

i=1

Note that all the terms on the right-hand side, except for the first one are moments of polynomials in
independent random variables. This is also the case for the first term, provided that f itself is a polynomial
of degree k. One can thus think of Theorem 3.16 as a tool which allows to transfer estimates for polynomials
in independent random variables to functions with bounded derivatives of higher order of random vectors X,
whose law satisfies mLST(¥, D). We remark that there are many results concerning polynomials in independent
random variables with log-concave tails, among available results there are hypercontractive estimates, two-sided
estimates in terms of expected suprema of certain empirical processes (as in Thm. 3.12) and in some cases
(polynomials in Gaussian or exponential variables, polynomials in general variables with log-concave tails of
degree at most 3) also precise two-sided inequalities in terms of “deterministic” quantities. We do not present
the detailed discussion here, since it would require introducing rather technical notation and would anyway boil
down to an application of known estimates. Instead in the example below we work out a simple application,
again to a quadratic form.

Example 3.17. Let ¥(z) = Y7 (|2i* 1z, <1y + |2 1{jz;>13) for some 7 > 2 and assume that X =
(X1,...,X,) is a random vector whose law satisfies mLSI(¥, D). For simplicity assume further that X is
centered. Consider finally a quadratic form Y = f(X) for f(z) = szzl a;jx;xj, where we assume without
loss of generality that a;; = aj;. Thanks to centering, we have EV f(X) = 0. Moreover D?f = (2a45); =1 -
Therefore, by Theorem 3.16, if Z1,Z},...,Z,, Z!, is a sequence of i.i.d. symmetric random variables, such that
P(|Z;| > t) = exp(—t""), we get

IY —=EY|, < Cpu | Y. aijZiZ]

,j=1 p

for p > 2.

Using results from [27], one can find a deterministic expression equivalent to the pth moment on the right-
hand side above. It is expressed in terms of certain norms of the matrix A = (a;;)7';_;, treated as a multi-linear
functional on products of certain ¢ and ¢~ spaces. More precisely,

n
> ai; ZiZ|| ~p" 2| Allq12y0 + 2l Allayzyo + 27 1 Allo 1.2y

ij=1 ,

+ 0 PV Al ey + 07 I Allojay gy
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where
1/2
n
| All{1,2310 = sup Z AijTij ¢ Zx <1%= Z a2 ’
hj=1 i,j=1
n n
| All {1y 20 =sup § D asjwiy;: Zwi <Ly yi<1y,
4,j=1 i=1 j=1
n n
Al {13102 = sup Y aijaiy;: Zagz <L yl <1y,
4,5=1 i=1 j=1
r*/2 r/2 1/r
n n n n
[Allojgr2y =sup§ > azy: 3| D lwal”| <1 5 Jassl ,
i,j=1 =1 Jj=1 i=1 =1

[ Allgj{1y {2y = sup Z Qij iy : Z\M <1 Z\y <1

3,j=1

As a consequence we obtain that for p > 2,

I¥ — Y, < Co (pAllp2y0 + Pl Al ayiano + 27 [ Allorgr.ey + 27> [ All ey + 0% [ Alloyi2:)
and so for t > 0,

5 t al i £°/2
|

In the class of random vectors satisfying mLSI(¥, D) this estimate is optimal up to constants (as it can be
reversed for the vector Y = (Z1,...,Z,)). A similar derivation may be also carried out for cubic forms as two-
sided estimates of their moments are known [2], however it would involve 10 different norms of the corresponding
3-indexed matrix (under the assumption that X is isotropic). As for forms of higher order, they can also be
reduced to forms in variables Z1, ..., Z,, by means of Theorem 3.16. However finding two-sided estimates for
moments of the latter forms remains open.

P()Y —EY| >t) <2exp | —¢p,,min

r+2

2 ’ "
Al 230 1Al {1y20” [l

3.5. Concentration results for functions with bounded Hessian under the logarithmic
Sobolev inequality

In this section we will consider the setting of the classical logarithmic Sobolev inequality and we will prove a
two-level concentration estimate for functions with bounded derivatives of second order, which slightly improves
on the special C? case of Theorem 1.2. in [3] and Theorem 3.16. Our approach is inspired by a very recent devel-
opment by Bobkov, Chistyakov and Gotze [12] who considered second order concentration on the sphere S™~1.
While the authors of [12] were interested mostly in subexponential concentration, it turns out that using their
approach one can also obtain two-level bounds. The goal of this section is to describe this derivation. Actually,
for consistency with previous sections, we will consider a slightly more general setting and obtain inequalities in
terms of moments, which allows to obtain concentration for functions with unbounded but controlled Hessian.
It will be at a cost of deteriorating constants with respect to what can be obtained by working with Laplace
transforms in the bounded Hessian case (as in [12]).
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Recall that for a matrix A = (4;;);';—1, by [Alus we denote the Hilbert—Schmidt norm of A, whereas [A|op
stands for the operator norm of A, i.e. [Alus = /327 ;1 a3}, [Alop = SUP|) 1y <1 2oi jo1 CijTiY;-

The main result of this section is the following

Theorem 3.18. Let i be a probability measure on R™, such that for every p > 2 and every locally Lipschitz
function f: R™ — R,

17 ~Euflly < Ly 1112 . (3.18)

Let f: R® — R be a function of class C2, such that the operator norm of D2f is uniformly bounded on R™.
Then for every t > 0,

2 . 2t
(| f —Euf] >t) <eexp (— min (ﬁ’ I—)))7

where )
a? = 4¢? (\/§L2H|D2f|HSH2+L|E“Vf\2) : b:2eL2H|D2f|Op

’ oo

In fact we shall prove a more general result, from which the above theorem easily follows.

Theorem 3.19. Let ;i be as in Theorem 3.18. Then for every k > 2, every f: R® — R of class C* and for
every p > 2,

1 = Eufllp < LyVBEIVFl2 + L2 ID*flop

‘p (3.19)

k—1
< \/;5 (2(k1)/2LkH|Dkf2H2 + Z Q(ml)/sz“EHDmfh) + L2pH|D2f|0p
m=1

’
p

2

where for an m-indexed matriz A = (ai, ... i, )" we denote |Ala = \/ZZ PR
seeim=1 Vi1, i,

U1 yeenytm =1

The advantage of Theorem 3.18 over the C? case of Theorem 1.2. in [3] stems from the fact that the tail
bound obtained in [3] uses |||D? f|us||oo instead of |||D?f|us||2- On the other hand it is not clear to us whether
Theorem 3.19 could lead to similar improvements of the results in [3] in the case of functions with bounded
derivatives of order higher than 2, since instead of the term |||D? f|op ||, the bounds in [3] involve |E,D?f|,, (at
the cost of introducing some additional norms of higher order derivatives). We refer the Reader to [3] for the
details.

4. PROOFS
In the proofs we will drop the subscript 4 and write simply E, Ent for E,,, Ent,,.

4.1. Proofs of results from Section 3.2.1

Let us first state without proof the following well-known lemma, which follows from the convexity of the
function p — log || X ||/,

Lemma 4.1. If X is a random variable, such that for some p > q >0 and A > 1, || X||, < A||X||q, then for
all0 <r < gq,

(p—r)
1X |, < AG=07 || X]|,.

We are also going to use the following observation on the norms | - |y, .
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Lemma 4.2. If ¥ satisfies (C) and (Gk o,3) then for any x € R™,
w(@) < K (Jols + lolp ) -

Proof. First note that (C) implies that ¥(z/|x|g) < 1. If |z|g > 1, then

X
() = v (m—) < Klaf2,
||
and if |z|y < 1, then
1>w( >>K1|x|kpau7() O
||

We are now ready to prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Consider an arbitrary locally Lipschitz bounded positive function f: R” — R. Arguing
as in the proof of Theorem 3.4. in [3], we get

d 2 2
_]EtQ/t:_EtfflEtt.
S = S (B Entf
Thus by dmLSI(¥, D, d) applied to the function f*/? and by Lemma 4.2 applied to ¥, we have

2D wptyt m e (Nf ) 2 g ey

d
o B <

2 2f
2DP —t gt tvVf t\2
= Eftw, | —= ) + = (Ef")?/!
RN, (G ) + B
21 *KD o o 21-PK D _ 2d
< WHth BV, + WHth ‘Eft B|Vf|§,, + t—2||f||f~
Further denote M = K D. Using Holder’s inequality with the pairs of exponents ;—, - and _ﬁ % fort € (8, p)
we have
21 apg lfﬁ
”f”t S Fapa- et I NIV £l 17+ W\If\lf YA E IV L, N1F + t? Hth
21 a) 21—

2— 2—
Smﬂfﬂt WV fle,lly + W”f”t '6||\Vf\spp\|§+t—2||f||?~

For ¢ € [3, p] define
2(t) = 1712/ |1¥ £,

Note that by Condition (C), if the denominator above vanishes, then V f vanishes p-a.s. and so we obtain

d 5 _2d, .o
Sz < 2z
which via Gronwall’s lemma gives

P 2d
191 < 1 esn ([ Zpar) < 2115

which is stronger than the assertion of the theorem. In what follows we will thus assume that |||V flg, |, # 0
and so the function z is well defined.
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Clearly z is non-decreasing and in the view of the above it satisfies

T < Ma(t)x* =% 4 Mb(t)z'=P/? + de(t)x (4.1)

for t € (8, p), where

alt) =20 () =2 o) =
Now, consider three cases:
Case 1. z(p) < ﬁ (Mz/a Vv Mz/ﬁ). In this case we simply have

1
1l < — (MY v 272191, || .
o p

Case 2. z(f) > (a_11)2 (MQ/O‘ Vv Mz/ﬁ). It is easy to check that for ¢ = 3 we have

Mz(t)'=o2 < MYer)V2,  Ma@) =2 < MYPr(t)'/2, (4.2)
and since z(t) is non-decreasing, we clearly have the above for all ¢t € (3,p). Combining (4.1) with (4.2) yields

i—f < (Ml/aa(t) + Ml/ﬁb(t))ar;l/2 + de(t)z.

Substituting y = z'/? we get
1
< —(MY*a(t) + MYPb(t)) + Sde(t)y,

from which we easily obtain

d P d t d P
y(p) <y(Be? i+ ! </ (MY*a(t) + M/ Py(t))e™2 /s cdt> ez lic

2 \Js
- 4 1 7\[1/(1 7\[1/B 4
B — B
<u0) + 3 (§7 + e —)°

1
<y(Bet + —— (Mo v MO)ed,
—

If d < 8 then the above yields
yp) < (@) + Qv M),
o —

which means

)

€
£l < ™) flls + = (a4 v A0)| [V fla, |

and if d > @ then using y(5) > ﬁ(Ml/a \/Ml/ﬁ),

y(p) < 2y(B)e?P < /Py (3)

hence
1£1lp < €[ f5.
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Case 3. z(ty) = (ajl)Q (MQ/O‘ \Y Mz/ﬁ) for some to € (3,p). Arguing as in Case 2, for y = 2/ we have

g, 1 P —d [t . (P,
y@)éﬂ%k”m‘+§</ wﬂm«w+nﬂmmme2ﬂod0e%% (4.3)
to

11 1 11
< ylto)e V) 4 ——= (M v M),
-

Case 3a. ty > (ﬁ%. Then % — zlo < 1 and using the fact that y(to) = ﬁ(Ml/a vV M'/8), the inequality (4.3)
gives
1
< 2e—— (MY v MP
y(p) < 2e—( ):
hence 1
I£llp < 2e—== (a2 v MY7) 1V |, | .
a—1 P

Case 3b. {( < dd—fp. Again, using the fact that y(to) = 2= (M'/* v M'/?) the inequality (4.3) implies

11 1 L

y(p) < y(to)e" 0 H) g (MY M)t
a f—

= 2y(to)e™ W ) < y(tg)e® o),

which means

1Fllp < Al fllzo

). Using Lemma 4.1 with ¢ = tg and » = § we obtain

Tl

with A = eQd(%_

1£llp < AG=08 || fl|s = &2¥50 G073 | £ 5

< 7| £l

This ends the proof for bounded positive functions. Let us now assume that f: R™ — R is a bounded locally
Lipschitz function. Set g,, = |f| + 1/m for m = 1,2,... and note that almost everywhere with respect to the
Lebesgue measure, f and all the functions g, are differentiable, moreover Vg,,(xz) # 0 implies that V f(z) =
Vgm(x). Thus the inequality for f follows by a limiting argument. Removing the boundedness assumption is
straightforward by a truncation argument. O

Let us now pass to the sketch of the proof of Proposition 3.2.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. It is enough to follow the steps of Theorem 3.1 and to replace the splitting value

(a—ll)2 (MQ/O‘ V MQ/'@) for x(t) with (D2 V (KD)Q/'@) (logp)2. O

We will now provide the proof of Proposition 3.4, which shows that the lower bound in our assump-
tion (Gk,a,3) cannot be avoided.

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Let us note that for ¥(z) = |z|, mLSI(¥,2) is equivalent to that for all bounded,
locally Lipschitz functions f > 0,
Ent, f <E,|f'|. (4.4)

For a Borel set A C R, denote v (A) = liminf._q. M. It is a general fact, based on the co-area
formula, that the isoperimetric inequality

V(A)log —— v (1 — v(A)) log

o(A) <vt(A) (4.5)

1-v(A) —
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valid for all Borel sets A C R implies (4.4). Indeed, on the one hand, using the variational formula for the
entropy,

Ent, f = sup {/ fgdv: g: R — R is measurable, bounded and /eg dv < 1} , (4.6)

and the Fubini theorem, for any measurable and bounded g: R — R with [e9dv <1 and p defined as a finite
(signed) measure on R such that dp = gdv we obtain

[ 190 = [ rao= | Tl > 1 de = / " [ 1ensta) vidoa

) 1
< /0 Enty(]-{f>t}) dt = /0 I/({f > t}) log m dtv

where the inequality follows from (4.6). Hence,

Ent, f < /OOO v({f > t})logmdt.

On the other hand, by the co-area formula (see e.g. Thm. 8.5.1. in [7]),

E,|f'| > / vH{f > 1) dt,

which combined with the previous formula shows the implication (4.5) = (4.4).
For the isoperimetric inequality (4.5) itself, since the density of v w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure

Lo, g z<o,

fuo(x) = Fj(x) =

1 ©
Eef(e —(14a)) for x>0

is log-concave, the result of Bobkov [11] asserts that it is enough to check (4.5) for half-lines, and in fact, by
symmetry of v, for A = [z, 00) with x > 0.
Let ¢ € (0,1/2]. Then F, (1 —t) =log(1 + log 57) and thus

1 1 1 1
JEM 1 —t) =t (1+1log— ) >tlog— =tlog~V (1 —t)log ——
PAF =) = (141057 ) > tlog § = tlog v (1~ D log

which proves the isoperimetric inequality (4.5).
For the moment estimate (3.5) one can repeat the argument from the proof of Theorem 3.1 to get that the

function x(t) as defined therein satisfies
de 2
< 22
at =" ®),
for t € (1,p), i.e. (z1/?)" < 1 and thus
z'/2(p) — &'/2(1) < logp,

which implies (3.5). In order to show the “moreover” part of the proposition note that

1
') R 1/p log p 1 p—1 . /p
lzllzry = | © pxP~re™® da > |ep ~logp e dx
0 3 logp 2

1 p 1/p 1
= <ep <§logp> ep> > (;gep- O
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4.2. Proofs of results from Section 3.2.2

Let us first prove the Poincaré type inequality given in Proposition 3.6.

Proof of Proposition 3.6. The proof follows the approach by Bobkov and Zegarliiiski [16] who considered the
function ¥(x) = |x|? for g € [1,2]. Let M f be a median of f under p. We have || f —Ef||g < 2| f — M fl|g so it
is enough to prove (3.10) with the mean replaced by the median. In what follows without loss of generality we
will assume that M f = 0.

Note that for any bounded, locally Lipschitz function g: R™ — (0, c0), the inequality mLST (¥, D) applied to
¢”/? and Lemma 4.2 yield

Entg® < DEg¢°w (@> = DBEg g, <@>
29 29
< KDB (27°B|Vgl], +2 B¢’ |Vgl3, )
If o < B we apply the Young inequality to the last expectation to get

e < a? - —« 5 -«
Eg’~|Vglg, < AP/ Bmvmgﬁ + A8 LSy,

(B—a)

and the choice A = (2'"*KD(8 — a)) /e yields

_ 1
Entg® < KDJ (2—5 + 2‘“%(21—(11@(& — )" “)/a) E|Vgly, + 3E9”

B 1
< C((KD)"? + (BKD)/*) EVgl), + 5Eg". (4.7)

Note that (4.7) is obviously valid also in the case @ = (. Also, this inequality can be extended to arbitrary
non-negative locally Lipschitz function g: R” — R. Moreover, by Lemma 2.2 in [16], for any non-negative
h: R" — R,

Enth > (log m) Eh,

which used for h = ¢g# and combined with (4.7) gives that for any non-negative locally Lipschitz function
g: R" - R,

(PR
p({g>0}) 2

Now, applying (4.8) to the functions ¢ = f; and ¢ = f_ and using the assumption M f = 0 and the
implication Vfy #0 = Vfi = £V f, we obtain

> Eg” < c((KD)l/ﬂ + (5KD)1/“>ﬁ]E|Vg\§[,. (4.8)

1052~ 1/2)Ef] < € (kD)7 + (3K D)'/*) BV 1.3,

<o ((kD)V? + (3KD)"*) BV /L,

and
(log2 — 1/2)Ef* < c((KD)l/ﬂ + (ﬁKD)l/a)ﬁE\Vf,\gﬁ

< o((&D)" + (35 0)/) BV 13,
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Summing the above inequalities we get
1 B
EIf? < 20((KD)Y? + (8K D)) BV {5,

which ends the proof. O
Having proven Proposition 3.6 we can reduce Theorem 3.5 to Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. We apply Theorem 3.1 to the function |f —Ef]| to get for p > 3,

17 = Eflly < 11f = Eflla + = ((£D)V + (D)) |1V 51s, |

Thus by Proposition 3.6, (2.3) and Hoélder’s inequality we obtain

1f = Efll, < C((KD)"? + (K D))

(D)™ + (kD)) |19 11,

‘|Vf|%

+ )
B P

a—1

p

b oy (L | gia o
sc(a ﬂKDVﬁ+(a_1+& )UH»I)HVf%

4.3. Proofs of results from Section 3.3

Let us start with the proof of Lemma 3.8.
Proof of Lemma 3.8. The definition of wy, can be written equivalently as
wy (t) = tsup {u > 0: wy (tu) > u}.

Now recall that if f: Ry — R is left-continuous, non-decreasing and satisfies lim, o f(x) = 0, lim, o f(x) =
oo and ¢g: Ry — Ry is a right-continuous inverse of f, i.e.

g9(y) = sup{z > 0: f(z) <y},
then for all =,y > 0,
g(y) 2z = f(x)<y. (4.9)

Applying (4.9) with wy as f we obtain that wy ' (tu) > wu if and only if wy (u) < tu, which proves (3.13).
For the first inequality in (3.14), fix t > 0 and take v > 0 for which the supremum in (3.13) is attained (such
u exists due to (3.12) and left-continuity of wy). Then for all y > u,

we(y) _ ww(y)
y T oy-—u’

hence for all y > u,
ty — wy(y) < tu.

Moreover the above inequality holds trivially for y € (0, u]. Therefore A(t) < tu = w}, (¢).
To prove the second inequality of (3.14) fix any u > 0 satisfying wy(u)/u < t and note that

tu < 2tu — wyg(u) < sup(2ty — we(y)) = A(2t). O
y>0

Next, we will prove Corollary 3.9.
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Proof of Corollary 3.9. Denote L := CL(K,D,a,3). In view of Corollary 3.7 it is enough to show that for
all t,p > 0,

p <awg(t/(Lb) = |Vf(z)lg, <t/L, p-ae. (4.10)
Then for a given ¢ > 0 take p = awy, (¢/(Lb)) and use Corollary 3.7 and (4.10) to obtain
pf B2 0 < (17 - 511> 2] 1971 )
b _ ofi—awiy(t/(Lb)

<e Pl 1 <e

Note that the hypothesis |V f(x)|y, <b, p-a.e. implies that for any ¢,p > 0,

o (B2) o (580 o (5., (12

From (3.13) in Lemma 3.8 we have

thus (4.10) follows. O

Before we prove Corollary 3.10, let us formulate a simple lemma.

Lemma 4.3. Under the assumptions of Corollary 3.9 we have

t
_ >4 < —awt | —=—
u(if Mufl_t)_2eXp<ﬁ aw@(m)),
where L = CL(K, D, a, 3) and C' is the constant from Corollary 3.9.

Proof. Since wy, is increasing and right-continuous, we can take ¢y to be the smallest positive real satisfying

w*(t0> - P +log2

) ~ a ’

or equivalently, exp (8 — awy,(t/(Lb)) < 1/2. Then by Corollary 3.9, for all € > 0, u(|f —Ef| > to+¢) < 1/2
and thus |M f —Ef| < to. Therefore, using Corollary 3.9 for ¢ > 2¢,

u(lf = s = ) Sﬂ(f—EﬂZ%) SeXp@‘““’; (ﬁ))

On the other hand if ¢ < 2ty then by the definition of ¢,

2 exp (ﬁ — aw@(ﬁ)) > 1,

so the inequality of the lemma holds trivially. O
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Proof of Corollary 3.10. We recall that if @ is a Young function on R™, &* is the Legendre transform of ¢ and
| - |5 denotes the norm on R”, dual to | - |g, then for all z € R,

|z o (4.11)
Using the lower bound from (G, g) together with condition (C), one can show that ¥*(z) = 0iff x = 0
and ¥*(z) < oo at all z. Further, notice that {z: ¥*(v) < u} = B(| |[y-1¢+,1) := {z: |2|y-1¢+ < 1}. Define the
function
flz) = Inf |7 — Ylu-1--

The function f is 1-Lipschitz with respect to the norm |- |,-1g+, which implies that V f exists almost everywhere
and |V f[*_,,. < 1. Since u™'W* = (¥,)*, (4.11) implies that |V f|g, < 1.

Therefore, by Lemma 4.3, applied with a =u, b=1,¢ =1,

p(f=Mf+1) <2exp (8- (1/L)),
where L = CL(K, D, a, ). By the assumption 1(A) > 1/2, we have Mf = 0 and so
A+ {0 (@) <u}={f <1} ={f < Mf+1},
therefore the above inequality yields
p(A+{w"(@) <u}) 21— 2exp (B - wwy(1/L)).

It remains to bound w, (1/L) from below. Note that by the convexity of ¥ and (3.11), the function wy is convex
and everywhere finite, hence continuous. Thus by Lemma 3.8,

wi(1/L) = w/L, (4.12)

where w is such that wg(w)/w = 1/L. On the other hand, the upper bound in (3.11) yields

1
Z _ wg[/u()w) < K(U)a71 \/wﬁfl)’
hence
= ! A ! > ! Al
= (KL)Y/(e=1) " (KL)Y/(6-1) = (KL)Y/(a=1) "7
Combining the above lower bound on w with (4.12) we obtain
wy(1/L) > (K~ Y- p=a/la=Dy A =1, 0

4.4. Proofs of results from Section 3.4

Let us start with the proofs of results concerning Banach space valued homogeneous polynomials.

Proof of Theorem 3.12. We will proceed by induction on k. Note that the norm |- |g can be expressed as a
supremum of countably many functionals, therefore it is enough to prove the theorem for (E,|-|) = (¢X, | |)
with arbitrarily large, finite N. We will denote the index related to the % structure in the superscript, i.e.

N
Aiy,.yiey = (a’ill,...,ik7 et 7ai1,4“,ik) and A" = (a;ﬂh‘“,ik)?l,...,ik:l'
For k = 1, the inequality in question is then just a dual formulation of Theorem 3.5 for f(z) =

max,<n | Y.y ala;|. Indeed, it is enough to note that Ay, is the unit ball for the Orlicz norm corresponding
to the function %![/*, which up to universal multiplicative constants is equivalent to the dual norm for |- |y, .
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Let us thus assume that the theorem is true for all homogeneous forms of degree strictly smaller than k. We
can assume that the real-valued matrices &(aj, ;) are pairwise distinct and nonzero for 1 <r < N. Since the
set of zeros of a non-trivial polynomial is Lebesgue null, there exist open sets B, r = 1,..., N, ¢ = 1, such
that R™\ (Ui\[=1 U._1, B;) is Lebesgue null and on By,

\(A,x@’k)\E :s<AT,x®k>.

Denoting [k] = {1,...,k}, we get that almost everywhere on BZ, the function f(x) = |(A, 2®¥)|g satisfies

n

n

k
Vi) =e| > |ah 02 tu=n [ =
s=1

1yt =1 1<u<k
u#s j=1
n
k
— T .
=¢ z : Qi i1 st 15 mri Il Liy
5=1\ (im)mem{s} EM]FL I<us<k
u#s )
Jj=1
n
n

izeenyin=1 i1

where in the last equality we used the symmetry of the coefficients a;, ;. Denoting B, = Bl U B! we see
that on B,., we have

n
|vf(x)“1’p <Ck sup Z a’zrl,m,ik,yilxiz c gy,
YE€Aw p 01,0t =1

=Ck sup (4, y@a®t"V)|.
YyEAy p
Thus almost surely
X)|w, < 5 ATy @ Xk

IV (X)le, < Cklglra%XNyebgl;p (A" y® )
The right-hand side above is a supremum of homogeneous forms of degree k — 1 in X, moreover by separability
of Ay, it can be clearly approximated by suprema of a finite number of such forms. Therefore, by the induction
assumption,

(195X,

<CEKE max su A", ® X®¢k-1)
) 1§r§NyeA3p|< Y )

k
+Cp.K.apk—1 y E max sup sup (A" y @1y @ - @y @ XOFE)|
@B ; ISTSNyEAwp Y2,y €Agp ‘ >
k
= L 2... J ®(k—7)
Cp.Kapk Y E sup @anN\(A WY -0y X -

j=1 yry?,. Y €A,

This ends the proof of (3.15), since by Theorem 3.5,

HZ . IEZH < CD,K,a,ﬁHIVf(X)pr
p

P

The second estimate of Theorem 3.12 follows now by the Chebyshev inequality. O
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We will now pass to the proof of Theorem 3.16. Let us start with the main tool, which is Corollary 3.15.

Proof of Corollary 3.15. Relating the Legendre transform of @ to the conjugation in a sense of Lemma 3.8, one
can deduce that the growth condition (3.17) on @ implies that ®* satisfies

i

*
Ko < 2 (tu) < K"t

P*(u)
for all ¢t > 1 and u > 0, where K’ = C(K, «, §). As a consequence, ¥ satisfies (Gk' o,8) and therefore, for p >

the corollary is a direct consequence of Theorem 3.5 and Theorem 3.14.
For 2 < p < 3 we use the fact that if p satisfies mLSI(¥, D), then it also satisfies the Poincaré inequality

Var(f) < CpE|Vf|?

(see [21]), which as is well known (see e.g. [16] or [32]) implies that
17 ~Efly < Cpv1]] -

Moreover, due to the normalization @(1) = 1 one can easily get |z| < Clx|y, for p > 1, which allows to deduce
the corollary for 2 < p < S. d

Proof of Theorem 3.16. Given Corollary 3.15, the proof follows with just formal changes the proof of Proposi-
tion 3.2. in [3]. O

4.5. Proofs of results from Section 3.5

In this section we wil present the proof of Theorem 3.19. Theorem 3.18 will then follow by specializing to
k = 2 and using Chebyshev’s inequality optimized in p.
Let us start with the following simple lemma.

Lemma 4.4. In the setting of Theorem 3.18, for every m < k,
i~ ED o], < V2D 11

Proof. We will regard D™ f as a vector in (R")®” ~ R"". Let X be a random vector distributed according to
p and G a standard Gaussian vector in R”" | independent of X. Then

2
|ID™f —ED" s = Ex|D" £(X) — ExD" f(X)[} = EGEx (D" f(X) — ExD" f(X), G)*
<2L’EqEx|D(D™f(X),G)3,

where the second equality follows from the Fubini theorem and the inequality from the assumption (3.18),
applied conditionally on G to the function z — (D™ f(x), G). Now, it is easy to see that

Eg|D(D™ f(X),G)[3 = D™ f(X)]3,
which ends the proof. O

Corollary 4.5. In the setting of Theorem 3.18, for all k > 2,

[19112]|, < (v2L)*=1||ID* fla|, + S (VAL E D"l
m=1
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Proof. An induction on k, using Lemma 4.4. O

Proof of Theorem 3.19. By (3.18), we have
17 ~Euflly < Ly V512 . (4.13)

It is easy to prove that |V f|s is locally Lipschitz and |V\Vf\2|2 < |D?f|op p-a.s. Indeed, we have for x € R"
and |h| — 0, by the triangle inequality and Taylor’s expansion,

. ‘
i=112

VS G+ Wl = V5| _ | (S5 i @h + o(lhD)
A . A
[D?f(x)h|>
]

+o(1) < |D2f(33)‘0p +o(1),

which via standard compactness arguments yields that |V f|2 is locally Lipschitz and that if V|V f(z)|2 exists
(which happens p-a.s.), then its Euclidean norm does not exceed |D? f(z)|op.
Thus, another application of (3.18) gives

9

[1911e]) < Bl Vb +[[IV 512~ BV S| < BV fla + LyBID |

which together with (4.13) gives the first inequality of (3.19). The second inequality follows now by
Corollary 4.5. O
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