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Operation with concentration inequalities
and Conjugate of parallel sum

Cosme Louart*

Abstract

Following the concentration of the measure theory formalism, we consider the trans-
formation ®(Z) of a random variable Z having a general concentration function a.
If the transformation ® is A-Lipschitz with A > 0 deterministic, the concentration
function of ®(7) is immediately deduced to be equal to a(-/)\). If the variations of
® are bounded by a random variable A having a concentration function (around 0)
B : Ry — R, this paper sets that ®(Z) has a concentration function analogous to the
so-called parallel produuct of o and §: (a~* - 87*)"!. We apply this result to (i) ex-
press the concentration of large-tailed random vectors, (ii) generalize Hanson Wright
inequality, and (iii) provide useful insights on the so-called “multilevel concentration”
that appears when A is the product of n random variables. This last result is obtained
when we formulate the conjugate functions of the parallel sum of n real mappings.

Keywords: Concentration of Measure; Hanson-Wright inequality; Conjugate function; Parallel
sum.
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Operations & concentration

Notations

We denote R, (resp. R_) the set of positive (resp. negative) or null real numbers!,
R. =R\ {0}, R = RU {—00, +0o}, and consider below a mapping f : R — R. The set
of increasing mappings (a <b = f(a) < f(b)) (resp. the set of decreasing mappings)
is denoted M, (resp. M_) and M = M U M_ designates the set of monotonous
mappings. The support of f is the set Dom(f) = {z € R, f(z) ¢ {—o00,+o0}. The
epigraph of f is defined as:

Epi(f) = {(z, w)|z € R,w € R, f(z) < w},

We denote Id : R — R the mapping defined for all z € R as Id(x) = « and for any u € R
we denote the increment function in u:

inc(u): R — R (0.1)

-0 if t<u
400 if t>u,

We note “o” the composition between functions and “-” the product, to limit the use
of parenthesis, we take the convention that the composition has the priority over the
product (which has the priority over the sum). Given two mappings f,g : R — R, we
denote f < giif. Vz € R, f(z) < g(x).

Given a set of indexes I and two family of positive scalars a = (a;)ier € Rﬂr and
b= (b;)icr € RL, we note “a < O(b)” or “a; < O(b;), i € I” iif there exists a positive
scalar C > 0 such that Vi € I, a; < Cb; the notation “a > O(b)” is equivalent to
“b < O(a)”.

Given a subset A of a topological space, Cl(A) is the closure of A, Int(A) is the
interior and Conv(A4) = {Az + (1 — Ny | z,y € A, A € (0,1)} is the convex hull. When
Epi(f) is a closed set (resp. when {(z,w)|z € R,w € R, f(z) > w} is closed), f is said to
be closed (resp. opened). The mapping CI(f), or f (the “lower semicontinuous envelope”
[5]) is defined as the only mapping whose epigraph is Cl(Epi(f)), one will then note
Int(f) = f = — Cl(—f). We will say that f is proper if f(z) < oo, for at least one z € R
and f(z) > —oo for all z € R. The set of closed proper convex mappings f is denoted C"
and we further introduce the notations C" = {—f, f € CY}, and C =CY UC".

Given a set S in a metric space (F,d), and a parameter ¢ > 0, we note S; = {x €
E,3y € S, d(z,y) < r}, the t-neighborhood of S.

Introduction

A fundamental result of the concentration of measure theory sets that for any Gaus-
sian random vector Z ~ N(0,1I,), for any 1-Lipschitz for the euclidean norm on R?
mapping f: R? — R:

Vi=0: P(f(2)-Elf(2)] > 1) <2,
the mapping o : t — 2¢~t°/2 is here called a concentration function of Z. Given a
transformation F' : R? — RY, A\-Lipschitz for the euclidean norm on R? and R? we have
for any Z' € R?, an independent copy of Z:

IF(Z2) = F(Z) <Mz - Z|

and it is easy to deduce, with a slight modification of ¢, that the concentration function
of the random vector F(Z) € RY is a(-/A). The aim of our paper is to express the

1We also denote R} =Ry \ {0}and R* =R-\ {0}
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Operations & concentration

concentration of F(Z) when ) is not constant but a random variable (possibly dependent
on Z). The result is given for the general concentration function of Z and .

Theorem 0.1. Let us consider two metric spaces (E,d), (E’,d'), a random variable
Z € F, a real random variable A € R such that there exist two strictly decreasing
mappings «, 3 : Ry — Ry such that for any 1-Lipschitz mapping f : £ — R, Vit > 0:

P (If(2) - [(Z')] > t) < alt) and P (A > 1) < B(t),
for any independent copy Z' of Z, and a transformation ® : E — E’ such that:
d(®(2),®(Z") < ANd(Z,Z") a.s.,
then for any 1-Lipschitz mapping f : E' — R:
Vi>0: P(f(Z2)—f(Z)>t)<Clat-B7H 7 et), 0.2)

for some numerical constants C, c > 0 valid in any settings.

This theorem allows some extension of the famous Hanson-Wright concentration
inequality to a wider range of concentration functions (Theorems 1.32 and 1.38).

A more general version of this theorem is given in Theorem 1.26 for «, 8 which are
possibly constant in some parts of their domain, and for a random variable A which writes
like a product of n random variables, each of which has its own concentration function.
Theorem 1.27 gives a similar result for the random variable Z that satisfies weaker
so-called “convex concentration” hypotheses and ¢ takes value in R. The mapping
(a1 g~1)~1: R+ — R* rewrites (&' 4 3~!) ! olog with the introduction of @ = a o exp
and 3 = f oexp. The expression (@' 4+ $~')~! can be recognized as the so-called
parallel sum, originally introduced in electrical engineering to model parallel resistor
networks, which was then been generalized to matrices in [4] and to nonlinear operators
in convex analysis in [3] (see [5, Chapter 24] for a presentation in the context of set-
valued functions). The parallel sum is traditionally denoted [J, but since we will also be
presenting a parallel product, we found it more convenient to denote it as HH (and the
parallel product as X). The operation on graphs can easily be represented as shown
in Figure 1, and we wonder whether the parallel sum should not rather be called the
perpendicular sum.

Figure 1: Left: Classical sum of two functions, Right: Parallel sum of two functions.

The control of non Lipschitz functionals has been studied by different authors. To
be brief, one can mention the seminal work of Vu in [16] with binary variables, then the
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introduction of specific operator norms on tensors to get concentration of polynomial of
Gaussian variables by Latata in [11] and later generalized for more general variables and
functionals in [2] and [7]. Their studies let appear the notion of “multilevel concentration
inequalities” where the concentration rate usually takes the form:

k
. t
t — exp (—}irelg (U) ) ,
k

for a finite set A C Ry and (oj)rea € ]Rﬁ. The purpose of this paper is to show how
these multilevel concentration inequalities, which appeared in different settings, can
be related to the parallel sum mechanism. In particular, this form is independent of the
properties of the exponential function, indeed in any setting one can make this multilevel
form appear in the concentration rate of multiLipschitz functionals (without any “exp”
sign). Our main result (Theorem 2.23) can be written in a simpler form as follows.

Theorem 0.2. Let us consider two metric spaces (E,d), (E’,d'), a random variable
Z € F and a decreasing mappings « : R. — R such that for any 1-Lipschitz mapping
f:E—R,Vt>0:

P (1f(2) = f(Z))] > 1) < a(t).

In addition, given n € IN, we consider n real random variable AV, ... A™ e R, n
indexes sets containing 0, AV, ..., A®™ c R, and n families of positive parameters
oM e ]Rﬁ(l), o™ e ]Rﬁ(n) such that:

1
| . (k)’ g . T
Vk € [n] : P(‘A %0 >t)*a aca®(0) ot '

Given a mapping ® : E — E’, i € I, if we assume that for any independent copy Z' of Z:
d(®(2),0(2")) <AYD...AM .q(Z,7"), a.s.

then for any 1-Lipschitz mapping f : E' — R:

1
ct 1+aq+---+an
Vt>0: P(f(Z) - f(Z) >t)<C inf S . (0.3
> (1f(Z2) = f(Z")] > t) < Ca ar €AW kefn] <0(<111>,,,U(<£>> (0.3)

for some numerical constants C,c > 0 valid in any settings.

There exists a method depicted in Corollary 2.22 to reduce, when possible, the
number of points on which one should compute the infimum in (0.3), but it is too
elaborate to be described here.

1 Parallel sum and concentration inequalities

1.1 Definition of Parallel sum and application to sum and product of real
random variables

Let us denote M (resp. M_), the set of increasing (resp. decreasing) functions
f:R — Rand M = M, UM_. Note that it is not specified weather the elements of M
are continuous or not.

The inverse of the concentration functions that appear in the expression of the
parallel sum in (0.2) needs to be defined a general settings where there is no invertibility.
Given a mapping f € M, we define two pseudo-inverse. The first one f~lis a closed
mappings (i.e. such that {f‘l <t} is closed for all ¢ € R) and the second one f‘1 is an
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opened mapping (i.e. such that {f~1 >t} is closed for all ¢ € R), see Lemma A.12. We
left most of the proofs and the intermediate result in the appendix since they are quite
laborious and out of the central message of this article, besides, they become obvious
when one considers continuous invertible mappings.

It is somehow not convenient to define at the same time inversion for increasing
functions and inversion for decreasing functions, however a simple connection is made
through the equivalence f € M, < —f € M_ and the identities f~1 = (—f)~1(—1d)
and f~1 = (—f)~'(~1d).

Definition 1.1 (Pseudo-inverse). If f € M., Vy € R:

[ y) = inf{z, f(z) >y} <sup{z, f(z) <y} = ' (y).
Iffe M_, Wy € R:

fHy) = inf {, f(x) <y} <sup{z, f(z) >y} = F ().

For mappings f € M that are constant, one needs to specify which definition to follow?.
The mappings f~* and f~' are respectively and naturally called the “closed” and the
“opened” pseudo-inverse.

Note that for continuous bijections f : R — R, f~! and f~! are both equal to the
classical inverse of f. As expected, the pseudo inverse is an involution on the restricted
set of closed or opened mappings (this result is justified in the Appendix with the
epigraph interpretation of the pseudo-inverse that leads to Lemma A.12).

Lemma 1.2. Given f € M:
FHE=0t=y and =T =T

Unlike classical inversion, here, as depicted on Figure 2, f 1o f(z) and f Toyf (z)
are sometimes different from z. Yet, next lemma gives us an order relation between
those two quantities.

Lemma 1.3. Given f € M:
flof<ild<fTof
Note that applying this first result to f 1 instead of f, one obtains:
foft<Id<Fof,

one can replace f~! with f ~Lin the previous inequality.
We displayed on Figure 2 a simple example where the inequality of Lemma 1.3 is
strict.

Proof. From the definition of the pseudo-inverses, the inclusion f(z) € {z, f(z) > y} N
{z, f(z) <y} directly implies the two inequalities. O

Definition 1.4. Given® f,g € M\ {400, —cc}, with the same monotonicity let us intro-
duce:

- _ - -\ -1
fBg=(ft+g7) Fand fBy=(r"+g7")

2Recalling the definition of the increment function provided in (0.1), with the first expression of the
pseudo-inverse (f € M4), f~1 = inc(f) and f~! = Int(inc(f)), and with the second expression (f € M),
f~L = Cl(—inc(f)) and f~! = —inc(f).

3The mappings denoted “+oc0” and “—oco” are two constant mappings respectively equal to +oco and —oco
everywhere.
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y = f(z) y=f"Ya)

Figure 2: Here f o f < fof 2 =1d < f~To f. Note also that, f~2o f and Cl(f Lo f) =
Cl(f~L o f) are both closed but different.

respectively, the “closed parallel sum” and the “opened parallel sum” of f and g.
If f and g are both supported* on R, we denote the “closed parallel product” and
the “opened parallel product” of f and g:

_(p11yL S (1T
SR, = (/) e, and  fBgle, = ()

)
R

and f K g(R-)=—-c0or f Kg(R_) =400 if f,g € M or f,g € M_ respectively.

The concentration of the sum of random variable stated in Proposition 1.9 below
partly relies on the inequality f X o f < Id given by Lemma 1.3. To strictly satisfy our
needs, we will thus focus, for this section, on properties concerning closed parallel sum
(properties concerning the opened parallel sum can generally be deduced symmetrically).

First note from Lemma A.12 that the closeness of f and g has no impact on the value
of fHg.

Lemma 1.5. Given two mappings f,g € M with same monotonicity:

fBg=fBg=[fByg and fRg=fRg=fRy.

Second note that the parallel operations are associative.

Lemma 1.6. Given three mappings f,g,h € M with same monotonicity one has the
identities:

(fBg)Bh=fB(gBh)
If one additionally assumes that f, g, h have support in R, :
(B9 Hh=fK(gKh).

Proof. Let us simply compute:

FBYEh=(((f T+ ) +n ) = (gt +hY) T =B (9B,

O

We will next look at the composition of the parallel sum with monotonuous mappings.
Unlike the classical sum of functions, the composition distributes towards the sum H
(and the product X ) on the left.

Proposition 1.7. Given «, f,g € M such thata = a:

Ifaoe My: ao(fHBg) = (aof)
Ifa e M_: ao(fBHg)=(aof)

41t means thatz € R— = f(x),g(x) € {—o00, +c0}.
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Be careful that given f,g € M., it is possible that CI(f o g) # CI(f o g) as seen on
Figure 2, that is why we required the assumption a = @. The proof is provided in the
appendix after Proposition A.16 presenting a more precise result not requiring o = @.
Note that in the case of invertible continuous mappings «, f, g it can be proven easily
with a simple application of the definitions.

Next lemma explains why the opened parallel sum f B g appears when a € M_.
Once again the proof is left in the Appendix.

Lemma 1.8. Given f,g € M, one has the implications:
feMy = fogclosed and feM_ = fogclosed

We reached the central objective of this subsection: to relate the cumulative distribu-
tion function of the sum of random variables with the parallel sum. Although completely
trivial, it is at the basis of the main theorems of next subsections.

Proposition 1.9. Given n € N, and n random variables X1, ..., X, satisfying for all k €
[n]: P(X}), > t) < ax(t), for given mappings a1, . .., a, € M_, we have the concentration®:

VE>0: IP(ZXk>t> <nap B - Ban(t).

i=1

Now if we assume that Vk € [n], X}, > 0 a.s., one has the concentration:

i=1

Vit >0: IP(HXk>t> <nap X - X ag(t).

When n = 2 and « = 3, note that « 3 = a(3). In particular, the example depicted
on Figure 3 shows that the inequality P (X +Y > ¢) < 2a(%) can be reached for some
values of t.

Y

T :

Figure 3: If the law of (X,Y) € R? is uniformly distributed on the gray triangles, then
Vt € [t1,ta]: P(X +Y >t) =2 =2P(X > £) =2P(Y > ). One can also unbalance the
weights between T} and 75,75 to get probabilities different from é

Proof. Since for all k € [n], the mappings ¢ — P(X} > t) is closed, we know that one
actually has:

VE>0: P(Xp > 1) < ag(t) < anlt),

5Recall that the parallel sum, and the parallel product are both associative operations thanks to Lemma 1.6,
there is therefore no need for parenthesis.
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therefore, we can assume without loss of generality that og,...,q, are all closed®
mappings (recall that oy X -+ K o), = oy ¥ --- ¥ o, thanks to Lemma 1.5). Let us
introduce the mapping:

—1

Lemma 1.3 (and the fact that 041_1, ceey a;l are closed) allows us to bound:

o (1) + -+ o (1) = (L agt) o (k44 agt) <t

and consequently:

+ a2 ((1)))

+ P
X > afl(v(t))) +o P (Y > apt(y(t))

P(Xi+- 4o, > ) <P (X 4o+ 20> a7 (0(1)
<P

<aroa t(y(®) - an o (v(1) < ny(h).

thanks again to Lemma 1.3 (we assumed at the beginning of the proof that «y is closed
VE € [n]).

The concentration of the product is proven the same way thanks to the fact that for
any t > 0:

o (0() - (6(t) <t where 6 = a; X -+ X a,.
O

We will now present some important inferences of these small concentration tricks in
high dimensional settings.

1.2 Formalization with Levy Families

To reach smoothly our goal it is convenient to introduce efficient notations that will
help picturing the notions.

When one tries to express the rate of convergence of some concentration inequalities

when the dimension increases, one can be bothered by the appearance of constants
which are inherent to the concentration inequalities but of very little importance as
the dimension becomes large (like the “2” appearing in Proposition 1.9). To solve this
small problem we will adopt the notion of “Levy families” as introduced by Gromov and
Milman in [10] with the important difference that our “Levy family” can be any family of
random objects (random variables of R or of a general metric space) with any kind of
index (dimension, but also class of linear forms, of Lipschitz observations...). In all that
follows, the set I is a general set of indices, which may be a set of integers, of scalars, of
mappings, or a product of such spaces.
Definition 1.10. Given a family of random variables X = (X;);c; € R! a family of
deterministic variables X = (X'i)ie[ € R/, and a family of decreasing mappings o; :
R+ — Ry, 7 € I, we say that X is a-concentrated around an independent copy if there
exist two constants C, ¢ > 0 such that:

Viel: P(X;—X!|>t) < Cact), (1.1)

SFor similar reasons, we could assume, without loss of generality that they are opened, but that is not useful
for this proof.
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for any independent copy of (X;)cr, (X])icr. We say that X is a-concentrated around X
if there exist two constants C, ¢ > 0 such that:

Viel: ]POXZ-—)C—

> t) < Cay(ct), (1.2)

If (1.1) is satisfied, we denote X x « and if (1.2) is satisfied, we denote X & X +aor
when one need to be more precise we denote:

X, xa;,, 1€1 or XiEXi:tOé,', el

Remark 1.11. A side result from Gozlan states that in some context an inequality (1.2)
that would be true for a large class of random variables X; could impose an upper bound
on C. For instance if I = {(n, f),n € IN, f : R™ — R, 1-Lipschitz}, X,, y = f(Z,,) for some
random vector Z,, € R with independent entries, m,, s = X,, r, a median of f(Z,) and
a:t— e then (1.2) would be equivalent to:

Vn € NVf : R" — R, 1-Lipschitz: P (|f(Zn) — mn.s| > t) < 2e7

(see [9, Theorem 5.1., Remark 5.3.]).

The notation introduced in Definition 1.10 has the advantage to give intuitive opera-
tion schemes to express the concentration of some basic operations.

Proposition 1.12. Given two families of real-valued random variables X € R! and
Y € R!, suchthat X € X +a andY €Y =+ 3, then we have the concentrations:

X+YeX+Y+aBp and XY eXY+(aXp) B <ao|lé> 2] <5o|;>

Remark 1.13. Note that in the setting of Proposition 1.12 above, if « = 3 are decreasing

and |Y| < |X|, then:
1 I I I
(X p) 8 (ao~d) B (ﬁofi) Saox/ﬁ@ao—?@aoi
Y] RY RY RY
< max ao@,aoI—q < ao\/j—i—ao I(i.
3 3|1 X| 3 31X

Therefore, one obtains:

- I
XYGXYiaO\/ﬁ—kang',

which shares some similarity with Hanson-Wright result presented in Theorems1.32, 1.38.

Proof. The result on the sum was proven in Proposition 1.9, let us then simply bound
thanks to Proposition 1.9:

IP(’XY—XY/‘>IS) gIP(’X—X"Y-?’+‘X—X‘|Y\+‘Y-Yf‘|f(|>t)
<3aRp) B (aﬁ;') 8 (BOI;') (t
0

The concentration rate of a o-Lipschitz transformations f(X) € R of a random
variable X € R is proportional to the Lipschitz parameter since:

F(X) - f(X)| >t = |X-X|> g
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Lemma 1.14. Given a family of random variables X € R’ a family of parameters o € Rfr
a family of decreasing mappings o € M’ and a family of o-Lipschitz mappings f € (RE)f,
one has the implication:

X xa = f(X)ocaoE.
o

Next Lemma gives the essential key to dress equivalence between the two notations.
Lemma 1.15 ([12], Corollary 1.5). Given a family of random variables X = (X;);c; € R!
and a family of decreasing mappings o; : Ry — R4, 7€ I:

X xa = Xemxta = IXeR | XeX+a

where mx = (mx, )ic; € R is a family of medians of X.

One can then wonder if the same is true for the expectation of X replacing the
median. It is not always true (even when the expectation exists) but one can provide a
useful sufficient condition.

Lemma 1.16. Given a family of random variables X = (X;)er € R’, a family of deter-
ministic scalars X = (X;)ie; € R!, and a family of decreasing mappings o € M’ such
that:

e XeX+a,
» For any constant K > 0: « (K f]R+ a) > 0(1),

then E[X] € R is well defined and one has the concentration:
X € E[X] + a.

We will later note the second hypothesis:

a(O (/a>) > 0(1). (1.3)

Before proving this Lemma let us first justify why (1.3) is generally satisfied by concen-
tration functions.

Lemma 1.17. Given a mapping f : R — R never taking the value 0 and a family of
positive parameters o € Rfr (the only indexed object with «), the family of mappings
a = fo(cld) satisfies (1.3).

Proof. One can bound for any constant K > 0:

a <K/a> _f <0K 5 f(at)dt) _f (K 5 f(t)dt> > 0(1),

since f (K LR+ f (t)dt) is independent with ¢ € I and strictly bigger than 0. O

However, (1.3) is generally not satisfied, one could for instance consider «,, : t —
1 . One can indeed express:

(1+0) o
/ /°° dt [ 1}”
Uy = — =n|——F| =n
K, n 1 tl—i—% t% 1

and note that =—1 <1 5 9
ndhote tha an(n) (1+n)1+% — "™ n—soo

Lemma 1.16 is proven thanks to:
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Lemma 1.18. Given o € M_, for any t,7 > 0:

min (La(t—1) < — ¢ (;) .

min(1, a(7))

Proof. If t < 27, 22~ > «W3) > yandift > 27, § <t —7thusa(t—7) < a(f). O

’ min(1l,a(7)) = ar

Proof of Lemma 1.16. Starting from the concentration hypothesis:
VE>0: P (‘u(X - X)‘ > t) < Calct),
for some constants C, ¢ > 0, one can bound:

ElX) - % <Bjx - X = [

IP<|XX|>t)§f/OOOOz_T

One can finally apply Lemma 1.18 to obtain:

P (X —E[X]| > ) <P (|X - X| >t - |E[X] - X])

. 1 ct
< min (1,Ca(c(t — 7))) < WCO{ <2> ,

and one knows that < max(1, m) < O(1) thanks to our hypothesis. O

1
min(1,Ca(cr)) —

The proof of Lemma 1.16 directly provides the following result (using E[X] as a
pivot):
Lemma 1.19. Given a family of decreasing mappings a € ML such that a(O([ o)) >
O(1), a family of random variables X € R! and any families of deterministic variables
X, X’ € R!, such that X € X + o, one has the equivalence:
<O / al.
Ry

The concentration of the measure theory is only relevant in high dimension where as
Talagrand noted in [15]: “A random variable that depends (in a “smooth” way) on the
influence of many independent variable (but not too much on any of them) is essentially
constant”. We give in the two next theorems two fundamental results of the theory, we
refer the reader to [12] to a wider list of examples. Recent powerful characterization of
product measure in most general settings can be found in [9, 8]. The concentration of
a random variable Z of a metric space is expressed thanks to Definition 1.10 through
the concentration of any f(Z) € R for f belonging to a certain class of regularity. The
random variables f(Z) are classically called “observations” of Z. Depending on the class
of regularity of the set of observations that should satisfy the concentration inequality
one obtains different class of concentration, typically, from the stronger to the weaker
notion: the Lipschitz (see Theorem 1.20), the convex (see Theorem 1.21) and the linear
(see Theorems 1.32, 1.38) concentration.

Without particular specification, R" is endowed with the euclidean norm.

XeX +a — ’X’ff(’

1.3 Concentration in high dimension

Theorem 1.20 ([12]). Given a family of Gaussian vectors Z € [, . R™ such thatVn € N,
Zp ~N(0,1,):
f(Z)xe™ Id27 f 1-Lipschitz.

71t is implicitly assumed that the mappings f take value in R since the notation “c<” was just defined for
random variable.
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One can easily deduce (see Lemma 1.14) that this theorem is also true for any family
(®,(Z,))nen, where for all n € N, @, is a \,,-Lipschitz transformation from R"™ to some
metric space and A < O(1).

A second result was proven by Talagrand and sets only the concentration of convex
observation. It is a weaker result but very useful since it allows to study discrete
distributions (that can not be obtained through Lipschitz transformation of the Gaussian
vectors mentioned in Theorem 1.20).

Theorem 1.21 ([14]). Given a family of random vectors Z € ||
dent entries:

nen |0, 1] with indepen-

f(Z) xe™ IdQ, f 1-Lipschitz and convex.

The upper concentration could equivalently had been restricted to 1-Lipschitz and
concave f.

Remark 1.22. This theorem can be generalized to any family (A, Z, + b, )nen, for two
deterministic A € [[,, M,, and b € [, R" such that ||A|| < O(1) (the convexity of f o ®
when f is convex can not be ensured by a general transformation ®). One could sum up
this remark saying that the class of a-convexly concentrated random vectors is stable
through bounded affine transformation.

For some specific transformations ¢ that preserve some convexity properties it is
sometimes possible to show the linear concentration of ®(Z) (for instance when @ is
build with some entry-wise product or matrix product as in Theorems 1.32 and 1.38,
one can refer to [13, Theorem 1] for more general results on polynomials of random
matrices).

As said, the convex concentration obtained from Theorem 1.21 is of course weaker
than the Lipschitz concentration obtained from Theorem 1.20. Linear concentration, is
weaker than both of them and it is interesting to note that in finite dimension, when a
concentration function satisfies the integrable properties depicted in Lemma 1.16, the
concentration of a linear observation f(Z) happens around f(IE(Z)). Given a normed
vector space (E, | - ||), we denote (F’, || - ||) the so-called “strong dual” of F, composed of
the continuous linear forms of E for the norm | - ||. The norm | - || (written the same way
as the norm on F for simplicity - no ambiguity being possible) is called the dual norm of
E’ and defined as follows.

Vue E, |lul = sup |u(z)|-
lzll<1

Lemma 1.23. Given a family of finite-dimensional vector spaces® (E;);c;, a family of
random vectors X = (X;)icr € [[,c; Es, a family of decreasing mappings o € M such
that?:

* f(X) x «, f 1-Lipschitz, convex
ca (O(f]R+ a)) > 0(1),
then E[X] € E is well defined and one has the concentration:

wX) euwEX])ta, ueE"|ul| <1

80ne could provide a definition of the expectation easily in any reflexive space or even any vector space
of functions taking value in a reflexive space. However, for the definition, we require u — E[u(X;)] to be
continuous on E*, without further information on E[u(X;)] (like a bound) it can only be true on a finite
dimensional space where all linear forms are continuous. If instead of the assumption f(X) o «, f 1-Lipschitz,
one adopts the assumption u(X) € u(X) £ a, ||u|| < 1, then X is in a sense centered, and it is possible to
deduce the result in a general reflexive space.

9The notation of the second hypothesis is explained below Lemma 1.16
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This Lemma is a direct consequence of Lemma 1.16, therefore we directly pursue
to the main result of this subsection: the extension of the concentration provided in
Theorems 1.20, 1.21 to some non Lipschitz observation.

A preliminary result allows us express the concentration of a non Lipschitz transfor-
mation f(X) when restricted on a set on which the Lipschitz parameter of f is bounded.

Lemma 1.24. Let us consider a family of metric spaces (F;,d;);c1, a family of random
variables X = (X;)icr € [[;c; Fi, and a family of decreasing mappings a € ML such
that:

f(X) xa, f1-Lipschitz,

then'® there exist two constants C, c > 0 such that for any i € I, any subsets A C E;, any
1-Lipschitz mapping g : A — R:

, C
Vi>0: P(lg(X;)—g(X])|>t,X;€A)< Mai(ct), (1.4)

for any independent copy X! of X;.
In the same setting, if one assumes this time that the spaces (E;,d;);c; are euclidean
vector spaces and

f(X) x«, f 1-Lipschitz and convex,

then (1.4) is true for any convex A C FE; and any 1-Lipschitz and convex mapping
g:A—R.

For simplicity, let us first give a geometrical preliminary lemma.
Lemma 1.25. In a metric space (E,d), for any subset'! S C E andt > 0:

S c (577
Proof. We are going to prove that (S¢), C S¢. Considering z € (S¢), we know that:
JxeFE|VyeS: dz,x)<r and d(z,y)>r
One can then bound for all y € S:
d(z,y) =d(z,y) +r—r>d(z,y) +d(z,z) —r > d(y,x) —r >0,
which directly yields z ¢ S. O

Proof. '? of Lemma 1.24. We assume again, without loss of generality that « is closed.
For simplicity, given ¢ € I and S C E; measurable, we will note P(S) = P(X; € S).
One can assume without loss of generality that for all + € I and all 1-Lipschitz mapping
f:E;—R:

P(|f(X:) —my| > t) < a(t), (1.5)

10This property could be written:

9g(X)| X e Ax g 1-Lipschitz, A € E.

«
P(A)?2’
11 Recall that the t-neighborhood of S is defined as S; = {z € E,Jy € S, d(z,y) < r}.

12This proof would be more natural with measure theory notation as it is done in [12] (this proof is inspired

in particular from [12, Lemma 1.1.]), but to keep the formalism we adopted in the paper, we will keep the
probabilistic notations.
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where my is a median of f(X) (C,c=1). Giveni € I, A€ E; and g : A — R, 1-Lipschitz
and considering a median'® m, of g(X;), X; € A, one can bound for any independent
copy X/ of X;:

P(|g(X;) —g(X])| >t, X, € A) <2P (|g(XZ) —mg| > %,XZ- € A) (1.6)

Introducing the set S = {g < m,} N A C E;, note that:
VeeA: g(x)>mg+t = d(z,5)>t,

since g is 1-Lipschitz. We then rely on the 1-Lipschitz mapping x — d(z, S) to remove the
condition X; € A:

P (g(Xi) > mg +1,X; € A) < P (d(X;,5) > 1) (1.7)

Our issue is then to identify a median of d(X;, S) in order to be able to bound the last

probability. Inspiring from [12, Lemma 1.1.], let us denote t; = o 1(P(S) — ¢), where

e € (0,P(S5)) is a parameter that will tend to 0. If P(Sy) > 1, then 0 is a median of
d(X;, St,) and one can bound thanks to Lemma 1.25:

IP(S) <P (d(Xl, Sto) > to) < Oé(to) < ]P(S) —€

thanks to (1.5) and Lemma 1.3 («a is closed). This is absurd, therefore:

% > P(S,,) = P(d(X;, S) < to),

in other words, introducing mg, a median of d(X;, S), we know that ¢, > mg, and one
can bound thanks to a combination of (1.7) and (1.5):

P (g(Xi) > mg+t+1to, X; € A) <P (d(X;,5) >t +mg) < a(t).
Noting that —g follows the same conditions as g, one can finally deduce:
P (Jg(X;) —mg| >t +to, X; € A) < 2a(t).
which can be rewritten:
P (lg(X;) —mg| > t, X; € A) <min(1,2a (t — to)) < min(1,2a (t —to)).

One can then employ Lemmas 1.18 to deduce:

P (|g(X;) —mg| > t,X; € A) < 2a (t)

min(1, 2a(ty))
Lemma 1.3 gives the bound:
6(to) = Ao (B($) ~ ) 2 P(5) > T,

by definition of m, and S. Since the mapping ¢t — P (|g(X;) — g(X])| > ¢, X; € A) is
closed, one can finally conclude with (1.6):
a(3)

P (lg(X:) —g(X))| > ¢, X; € A) < PlA)

In the convex concentration setting, one only considers g : A — R, 1-Lipschitz and
convex, therefore the sets S C A are convex, the mapping = — d(z, S) is convex and one
can then deduce the same bounds. O

3m satisfies P(g(X) > mg | X € A) > 1 and P(g(X) <my | X € A) > 1.
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Theorem 1.26. Let us consider a family of metric spaces (E;,d;)ics, a family of random
variables Z € [[,c;
such that there exist n + 1 families of decreasing mappings o/, Y), ey S) R — Ry,
© € I such that:

E;, a family of n real random variables (Agi))iel, e (Ag))iel € R!

f(Z) <, f 1-Lipschitz and Vk € n]: Ax €0 Bk,

Given a supplementary family of metric space (E’,d’), and a family of mappings ®; :
E; — E!, i € I, if we assume that for any independent copy Z' of Z:

d/((I)(Z)a(I)(Z/)) < CAI"'An 'd(szl)7 a.s.
then:
f(®(Z)) xna® B ® -+ ®B,, f1l-Lipschitz.

Proof. To simplify the proof we will not mention the index ¢ € I in this proof, all the
following identities and inequalities are true for all + € I. As in the proof of Lemma 1.24,
let us assume that the constants C,c¢ appearing around « in the expression of the
concentration around a median of Z and around 3, k € [n] in the concentration around
independent copy of Ay are all equal to 1. As in the proof of Proposition 1.9, we assume
without loss of generality that «, §1,..., 3, are closed. Then, introducing the notation
y=al® p X .-+ X G, we know from Lemma 1.3 that one can bound for any ¢ > 0:

aLoy(t) (B ® - BB, Lony(t) <t (1.8)

Distinguishing the events “A;---A, < (51X --- @ﬁn)_l (v(t))” and “A;---A, >
LR X ﬂn)_l (v(t))”, we will then employ Lemma 1.24 to bound (where C, ¢ > 0 are
the constant appearing in the application of Lemma 1.24 - C' =4 and ¢ = %)

P (f(2(2)) - f(@(Z)] > 1)
<P (IF(@(2) ~ F@(Z))| > 1, A A < (B8 - B ) (1(ct))

+P (1/(2(2) = [@Z)| 2 1, A Ay > (51 B 5) ™ (9(e1)))

Ca(a (o) | _ Crlet)
1—m —1l-7

ct
L (Gre—ebrwem)
- -7

+ 7 <

+m, (1.9)

thanks to (1.8), Lemma 1.3 (« is assumed to be closed) and where we introduced the
notation:

r=P (A Ay > (BB B ) ((er)) € (0,1),
If 7 < 3, then (1.9) implies:
P (|f(2(2)) = f(2(Z)] > t) < 2Cv(ct) + 7
If 7 > 1, one still has:
P(|f(2(2)) - f(@(Z))| >t) <1<27
Note finally thanks to Proposition 1.9 and Lemma 1.3 that:

T<nB R - ®B, (B K - KB, (y(et)) < mylet),

which finally provides our result. O
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In the case of a convex concentration, we just provide the concentration for observa-
tions ®(X) € R for the reasons evoked in Remark 1.22.

Theorem 1.27. Let us consider a family of euclidean vector spaces (E;, || - ||)icr, a family
of random vectors Z € [[,.; F:, a family of convex mappings A; : E; € R,i € I such that
there exist two families of decreasing mappings «;, 3; : R — Ry, i € I such that:

f(Z) xa, f1-Lipschitz convex and ANZ) e 0+ p,

Given a family of convex mappings ®; : E; — R, ¢ € I, if we assume that for any
independent copy Z' of Z:

©(2) - &(2)| < AD|Z 7], as.
then:
P(Z) x a®pS.

Proof. One can follow the steps of the proof of Theorem 1.26 with n =1 and A; = A(Z)
and just needs to be careful that Vi € I,Vt > 0 the sets

A= {z e Bi| A=) < 7))
are convex in order to employ the second result of Lemma 1.24. O

1.4 Large tailed random vector concentration

One can employ the Gaussian concentration given in Theorem 1.20 as a pivot to con-
struct vectors having more general concentration decay. The concentration inequalities
of Proposition 1.28 and Corollary 1.31 provided below are both clearly sub-optimal but
they allow to quickly obtain useful practical results with elementary inferences.

Proposition 1.28. Given a sequence of random variables (X;);cn € RN such that there
exists a sequence of independent Gaussian random variables Z; ~ N(0,1), ¢ € IN and an
even convex mapping ¢ : R — R, increasing on R™ satisfying ¢(0) = 0 and such that:

VieN: X;=¢(Z;) as.

Then, noting X™ = (X,,...,X,), we have the concentration:

1d (Id~¢')1>2

) o ext | — i
FX') o< exp mm(qﬁ/(2 TR

Let us introduce two elementary preliminary lemmas before the proof of the proposi-
tion. They are also valid with the parallel sum replacing the parallel product. The first
one is simply a consequence of the fact that:

Id~ ! inc(6) "t =01d
Lemma 1.29. Given § € R and an increasing mapping f € M:

Id

Id Kinc(d) = Id X inc(d) = 5

The second one is a simple consequence of Lemma A.14 that explains how to compute
the inverse of a minimum or a maximum of two functions.
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Lemma 1.30. Given three mappings f, g, h € M of the same monotonicity:
f X min(g,h) =min(fRg,fHA),
and the same holds for the maximum and the opened parallel product.

Proof. Given n € IN, we extend ¢ to a transformation of R™ through the entry-wise
application (given z = (21,...,2,) € R"™, ¢(2) = (¢(21),...,0(z,)) € R™) to obtain the
identity X (") = ¢(Z(™)) (where we naturally defined Z(™ = (Z,,...,Z,)). We want to
apply Theorem 1.26 to the family of random vectors (Z ("))nem and the mapping ¢ = ¢.
Given an independent copy Z'("™ of Z("), let us bound:

n

l6(Z™) = o(Z' )| = || D _(6(Zi) — 6(2))?

i=1

< |3 max(1¢/(Z)], 16/(Z0))2(Z: — 202
=1
< sup (|¢'(Zo)l, 1¢'(Z)HD)| 2™ = 2/ ™).

i€[n]

One is then left to express the concentration of sup;¢(,,;(|¢'(Z)l,[¢'(Z;)]). Let us denote
W)= (¢/)‘R+*1 : and bound for any ¢ > 0:

P (Sup(l(b’(Zi% '(Z))]) > t) < 2nP (|¢/(Z:)| > 1) < 2nP (Z; > (1))

i€[n]

_ww? _ w2
<dne "z = 2elo8(n) 5

Now note that if t > 1»~%(2,/log(2n)), then 9 (¢)? > 4log(2n) and:

b(t)?

2 )

LZJ(t)2 — 2log(2n) >

that implies:

1 1 ?
. "7 A — —min (i —
]P <f€u[5](|¢ (Zl)|7 |¢ (Zz)‘) > t) S 2eXp ( 2 min (IHC¢,(2 /log(2n))(t)’ \/Ew(t)) ) °
Employing Theorem 1.26, one gets:

.. 1 . .
f(X) x & X E omin (1nc¢,(2m), \/§¢> , [ 1-Lipschitz.

where we denoted:
E it 2e~t"/2

One can deduce from Lemmas 1.30 and 1.29:

.. 1 B . . 1
&y K & o min <1nc¢/(2\/m)7 ﬂd)) = & omin <Id X 1nc¢/(2\/m),ld X ﬂd))

. Id 1
= & omin <¢’(210g(2n))’1d X \/51/1>
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Finally note that:

1 _q -1
08 = (Id b (\/§Id))
-1 Id 1 1 Id
= ((vV2Id) - ¢'(V21d o(): Id-¢' o()
(V1) ¢ (va1) o (5 ) = 5 1d0) o (5
O
Let us apply this proposition to the case of random variables with tail ~—X+-, ¢ > 0. The

1+’
next corollary is completely artificial but gives a simple illustration of Proposition 1.28.

Corollary 1.31. Consider the setting of Proposition 1.28 in the case where ¢|g, : 1 —
et’/24 _ 1, one has:

Vie N,Vi>0: P(|Z;]|>t) <
i 20 P21z 05 g
one besides has the concentration:

1

-,
f(Z)xe + e

, [ 1-Lipschitz,

[N

withn = (n%\/log n)nen. In particular, for any r € (0, 2):
E Hf(Z(”)) - f(Z’(”))H <0 ((n%\/logn)y‘) . nelN,f:R"— R, 1-Lipschitz.

In previous inequality, the random variable f(Z'("™)) could be replaced with any median
of f(Z™) and also by E[f(Z(™)] under the conditions described in Lemma 1.16.

Proof. In order to employ Proposition 1.28, first note that:

¢ (2 log(2n)) - zx/log(Zn)em%(%) - Sx/log(2n)(2n)%.

Second, let us bound for u bigger than a constant:
U2 u?
ug!(u) = —e™ 5 < ¢(v2u),
a

Note that one could replace here \/2 with a smaller variable strictly if one needs to
sharpen the inequality). Therefore, for ¢ bigger than a constant (in particular for ¢t > 7)

(1d-¢/)1(t) > 6~ (t)/V/2 and:

N\—1 2 -1 2
yexp (_((Id-qi/)i (t)) )SQQXP (_(¢ 8(t>) >: (1+2t)3

Proposition 1.28 then gives us the concentration of f(Z), f 1-Lipschitz.

Following this result we know that there exists some constant C' > 0 such that for
any family of 1-Lipschitz mapping f : R" — R, n € IN in the n asymptotic (r and ¢ are
constants — 1 depends on n):

E[£(2)- £2)] < [

Ry

t1/7 1
gc/ e_TdtJrC/ L
R, Ry (14t1/7)a

gcn’“/ rt"teTtdt +O(n") < O(n")
Ry

P (|f(Z) - f(Z) > 1) < /

Ry

P (If(2) - 1(2) = t})
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1.5 Consequences for Hanson-Wright concentration inequality

We formulate below the Hanson-Wright inequality as a linear concentration result
on random matrices X7 AX with the widest hypotheses possible on « (a result with the
expectation is provided in Theorem 1.38).

Theorem 1.32. Given a family of decreasing mappings o = (apn)pneN € MY and
a family of random matrices X,,, € My, p,n € IN, if one assumes that f(X) x «, f
1-Lipschitz convex then one has the concentration:

1d Id
Tr(BXT AX n) X Qp p ©Max , , p,neN,Ae M, BeM,
prfA ) (m V A|||B|> v

where Vp,n € N, we introduced m,, ,,, a median of |AX, ,B| r

Remark 1.33 (Vectorization of a matricial identity). Given M € M,, ,,, let us introduce
the notation M € RP" satisfying M;;_1)4; = M;; and an operation having value in
Mpn pn, defined for any A € M, and B € M,, as:

(A® B)i(j—1)+jk(-1)+1 = Ai kB
Through a mere regrouping of indexes in sums, one obtains:
Tr(BMAMT) = MT(A® B)M (1.10)

One sees with this “vectorization identity” that the study of Tr(BX” AX) boils down to a
mere study of ZTCZ where Z € RP" is a random vector and C' € M,,, ,, a deterministic
matrix.

This Theorem is proven through the application of several small lemmas relying on
the mapping inc defined in (0.1). Note that inc(u)_1 = u (the function constant equal to
u). One needs first to decide weather the constant function is considered to be in M_ or
in M to be able to compute its inverse (in M_ or M.).

Lemma 1.34. Given a family of random variables A € R! a family of decreasing mappings
o € ML, and a family of parameters § € R’ :

Id Id
Aedt+ao— = AEO:taomin(inc2|5|,>.

U 2n
Proof. Note that A < |A — 4| + |9] thus:

P(A> ) <P (A6 >t o)) <alt— |3).
Now, if ¢ < 2|8], min(incys)(t), 5) = —oo and of course, P (A > t) < a(—o00) = +00 by
definition of M_. When ¢ > 2|3], t — |d| > § and therefore P (A > t) < a(5;) since a is
decreasing. O

Proof of Theorem 1.32. Let us assume, without loss of generality that A ® B in (1.10)
is a symmetric matrix (the anti-symmetric contribution cancels since X7 (4 ® B)X =
XT(A® B)TX). Under this condition, X — X7 (A ® B)X is the sum of a convex and a
concave mapping, we are then left to bound its variations.

Given an independent copy of X, X’, one can bound:

|Tr (BXTAX) — Tr (BX'TAX')| < (|AXB||lr + | BX'TAl|r) | X — X'||F.
Looking forward to employ Theorem 1.26, let us denote A = ||AX B||r + | BX'TA||p. As
a || A|||| B||-Lipschitz convex observations of X, one knows that:

Id
|AXB||r, ||[BX'TA|lr € m+ao ()
1ANIB]
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Therefore, one can deduce thanks to Lemma 1.34 that:

A o mi < c(m) Id ) < & o mi ( c(m) ld >
o o min | inc(m), ———— | < @ omin | inc(m), ————— | ,
Al B Al Bl

Theorem 1.27 then provides our result'* since we know from Proposition A.16 (general-
ization of Proposition 1.7) and Lemmas 1.29 and 1.30 that:

Id — Id
a X @ omin ( inc(m), ) =ao <Id X min <inc(m), ))
( lAlllIB lAllIB

. Id Id
=qgomin | —, 4/ ————
m”\ [[A]lll B

The rest of the subsection aims at rewriting Theorem 1.32 in the cases where
XT AX admits an expectation which is linked to some integrability properties of « (see
Lemma 1.16). The first lemma helps us bounding E[||AX B||r| that will be close to the
median “m” in Theorem 1.32.

O

Lemma 1.35. Given a random matrix X € M,, , and two deterministic matrices A ¢ M,,
and B € M, :

E[|AXB||lr] <O (IIAIIFIIBIF IIIE[XXT]II) ,

where X € RP" and satisfies V(i, j) € [p] x [n]: X;(j_1)1+; = X; as defined in Remark 1.33.
Note thatifn = 1, X = X and Lemma 1.35 basically sets that :

mmxm§oQAp|wawO.

Proof. Similarly as (1.10), one has the identity:
Tr(AMBAMTB) = Tr (A® B)MM"(A® B)).

Then one can bound thanks to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Jensen inequality:

E[|AXB| ] = E [\/Tr(AXBAXTB)] < \/E[Tr(AXBAXTB)]

< VE[Tr(4® B)XXT(A® B))] < |A]FlIBllr/[EX X7,
since [|A® B|lr = | Al #||B| . =

Let us now express the conditions for which || E[X X ]| can be bounded.

Lemma 1.36. Given a family of random vectors X = (X;)pen € [[,cy R? and a family of
decreasing mappings o € M’ let us denote:

Ou = / ta(t)dt.
Ry

If we assume that ||E[X]| < o, and that:
u' X e u"E[X] + o, |lu| =1
then one can bound:

IEX X7 < o2,

141f one had assumed f(X) o «, f 1-Lipschitz, then here one would obtain f(BXTAX) x a K ao
min (inc(m), Id), f 1-Lipschitz thanks to Theorem 1.26.
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This lemma partly relies on a trivial result which is a direct consequence of Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality (it is quite similar to E[|Z|] < \/E[Z?], for a random variable Z € R).

Lemma 1.37. Given a decreasing mapping « € M _ having value in R, :

/]R+ o< \/a(O) /]R+ Sta(t)dt

Proof of Lemma 1.36. When employing Lemma 1.37, one can assume, without loss of
generality that @ = min(1, a) which provides a(0) = 1. One can then merely bound
thanks to Fubini Theorem:

Elu’ XXTu] = Bl(u X)?] = /OOo P((uX)? > t)dt

:/ ]P(\uTX|>\/%)dt:/ 2P (|u” X| > t)dt
0 0

< (WTE[X])? +2 /TE[X] tP(Ju” X — " EB[X]| > t — u" B[X])dt

< (uTIE[X])2+2/ (t + [WEX]NP(Ju' X — " E[X]| > t)dt
oo 0 oo

Sai+2/ tadt+oa/ adt < 502,
0 0

and this inequality being true for any u € R? such that ||u|| < 1, one can conclude that
IE[XXT)] <O (7). .

We have now all the elements to prove:

Theorem 1.38. Given two families of deterministic matrices A € [[ .y M,, B €
[I.cny Mn, a family of decreasing mappings a = (Qpn)pneN € MY and a family of

random matrices X, ,, € M, », p,n € N, noting again o, = , /f]R+ ta(t)dt, if one assumes
that:

* f(X) x «, f 1-Lipschitz convex,

0 (0(fa)) 2 0(1),
IEX]|z <O (0a)

then one has the concentration:

Id Id
Tr(BXTAX) € Tr (BEXTAX]) +max [ a0 —————— ao [ ———0 |,
( ) (AT 1Blron® \ TATE]

In the case where « : t — Ce~ /) for a given constant C' > 0 and a given family
of parameters o € RY’, 0, < O(0), a(O(0,)) = Ce=®M > O(1), and one obtains the
classical Hanson-Wright inequality ([1]):

XTAX e EIXTAX] + exp ( min ( Id 1d >)
xp ([ —min | ———, .
1Al[70*" [|Aflo?
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Proof. We already know from Theorem 1.32 and Lemma 1.23'° that:

Id Id
Tr(BXTAX) € Tr (BE[XTAX]) + max [ o —, a0 [ —— |, (1.11)
(BE[X" AX]) e\ TATIB]

n,p e N>, A€ M,,B € M,,.

where, for every n,p, A, B, m is a median of ||AXB||r. Now, the concentration of X
directly gives:

Id
|IAXB||p e m+ao—— n,pcN AcM,BcM,.
| Al Bl ? "
Then Lemmas 1.17, 1.19 imply:
B[ AX B z] —m| <O ( / a) < O(|A]l|Blow)- (1.12)
Ry

Now, starting from the linear concentration inequality (consequence to Lemma 1.23):
uW'X e "B X]+a, |ul =1,

a combination of Lemmas 1.35, 1.36 provides the bound E[|AX B||r] < O (|| A||r||Bl|Foa),
one can then conclude from (1.12) that m < O (||A||r||B||ro~) and inject this bound in
(1.11) to obtain the result of the theorem. O

2 Interpretation with conjugate functions

Theorems 1.27, 1.26 at the basis of Theorems 1.32 and 1.38 basically rely on the
computation of the X products of mappings:

aoexpolog and a o exp omin(inc, Id —A1) o log,

for some value of A1 € R. It boils down to the computation of the parallel sum between
Id and min(inc, Id — ;) which is easily computed thanks to Lemma A.14. One naturally
wonder what would happen in more complex settings, for instance with the concentration
function obtained in Theorems 1.32, 1.38 or, to take a general case, with the mappings:

t— Qg
o' = ¢ oexpoaolog alt) = égg a
, with: Vte R: . 2.1)
B = ¢oexpofolog ﬁ(t):inft_ﬁb
bveB b

¢ €M, (Ga)aca € R and (By)sen € RE, for A, B C R., two discrete sets!S.
Once again, Proposition 1.7 and Proposition A.17 can lead us to compute a B § for
instance in:

o/ BB =poexpo(aBp)olog.

Lemma A.14 does not seem adapted in this example where « and § are both defined
with more than2 parameters (¢, 5)aca,pep. This section explains how the discrete

15To be a direct application of Lemma 1.23, one should actually start with the Lipschitz concentration of
XT AX, but Theorem 1.32 just provides the concentration of Tr(BXTAX), B € My,; that is however not an
issue since in Lemma 1.23, the only relevant assumption is the concentrations of the observations u(X7 AX),
u€ E.

16if one define correctly the value of % or % when a = 0 or b = 0, it is possible to include inc(é&o) or
inc(Bo) in these expressions - that will be done in (2.5).
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mappings a — &, and b — (3, defined on the discrete sets A and B can be extended to
form a concave mappings on R, that happen to be the concave conjugate!” of o~ and
B~L. A formula then allows to express o H 3 as a function of these conjugate mappings
(therefore as a function of (d,, Bb)aeA,bGB, see Corollaries 2.20 and 2.22).

2.1 Pseudo inverse of closed convex and opened concave mappings

Some result of convex analysis, like Proposition 2.7 or Lemma 2.12 provided below,
require a mapping f to be closed convex proper. Symmetric properties are required
for concave mappings and therefore, to simplify the picture, we introduce new intuitive
notations:

e My: set of monotonous closed convex proper functions; Mﬁ = MynN M, and
MB = MU n M,,'

* M": set of monotonous functions f such that —f is closed convex proper; M =
MmmM+ and/\/lrj :MmmM,

The following Lemma connects those sets through the closed or opened pseudo-
inverse - it is elementary and therefore provided without proof.

Lemma 2.1. Given a function f : R — R:
o fEMi:f_TEMO;
cfeM! = fleMY;

s feMl] = fLemy.
e feMD) = fleM;

To simplify the notation, given f € M" U M", one will uniformly write “f~!” the
mapping closed or opened defined followingly:

L iffe MYuUM”
f‘lz{f s * (2.2)

it feMyumMt.

once again, in the case of constant mappings that belong to all those sets or in the case
of increment mappings that either belong to M~ UM" or MY UM/, we need to specify
which inverse we are considering.

With this new notation, Lemma 1.2 rewrites Vf € MY U M", (f~1)~! = f and
Lemma 2.1 rewrites:

Lemma 2.2. Given f € M, one has the equivalence:
feMIuM] & freMIuM] and feMUM? & frtemIum”

Let us also mention a simple result to circumcise the epigraph of f~1.
Lemma 2.3. Given f € M:

sup f~' = sup f_; = sup Dom(f) and inf f~! =inf f_; = inf Dom(f).

17 After removing some useless points if needed.
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Proposition 2.4. Given a subset A C R, a family of parameters (0,).c 4, and a mapping
f:R — R, one has the equivalence:

VieR: f(t) = suthraga Ve e R: fl(z) = irellfqaxfaa
IFACRY : s

VteER: f(t) = inf

a€A a
t+ o,

VreR: f'(z) =supaz — 0o,
acA

[

VteR: f(t) = sup VreR: f!(z) =supaz — 0o,
IfA C R* . acA a acA

t+o
t : f(t) = inf a4 ; s ft = inf — 0o,
VteR: f(t) inf — — VrzeR:f ' (x) inf ax — o

Proof. Considering z,t € R, and assuming A C R*, let us simply assert the set identity:

+ o,

t
{t € R, sup
a€A a

<x}:{te]R,VaeA: t*"“q} (2.3)
a
={teR,Vae A: t<xa—aa}:{t€R,t< ingxa—aa}.
ac

Therefore, if, say, Vt € R, f(t) = sup,ec4 22+, (A C RY, f € MY and f~! € M), one
directly has:

fHx) = £ (x) = sup{t, f(t) < x} = sup {t, sup t+aoa < a:}

a€A

= sup{t € R,t < inf xa — Ua} = inf xa — o,.
acA a€A

For the other cases f ¢ M", f € M"Y and f € M" one can respectively exploit the
set identities analogous to (2.3):

{t e R,infoen B2 <z} ={t € R,t <sup,c4va—0,} when ACR:

a

{t e R,sup,cy 22+ <z} ={t € R,t < sup,cyza —0,} when AC R

a

{t € R, infyeq B2 < a:} ={teR,t <infycaxza —o,} when A C R*

a

(note that the two last equalities are justified because the negativity of the elements of
A led to the inversion of an inequality in (2.3)).
The converse is just proven from the fact that (f =)~ = f forany f € MY UM". O

Proposition 2.4 naturally asks the question if it is possible, given a mapping, say,
f e M, to find a subset A C R, and a family (04)qca such that:

VteR: f(t) = inf 70

acA a

This is answered by a well known result of convex analysis (Proposition 2.7 below) that
sets that mappings in M"Y U M"™ (like f~!) can be expressed from their conjugate, in a
form that would write for f~1 € MY:

VteR: fl(t) =supta— (f1)*(a). (2.4)
acR

Actually, the supremum can be only taken on ¢ € R since f~! is increasing. That brings
us very close to the sufficient condition in Proposition 2.4, but one still needs to deal
with the case a = 0.
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To allow ourselves to express Proposition 2.4 in cases where the index set A contains
0 (i.e. somehow allow the division by 0 that appears in the expression of f), let us
introduce for any v € R, a € R the notations:

- ifx#0 b ifx#0
u
E‘“: +oo ifx=0,u>0 E‘”: +oo ifx=0,u>0
+ +
- ifz=0,u<0. — ifz=0,u<0.
(2.5)
- ifx#0 b ifx#0
u u
E‘U: —oo ifz=0u>0 E‘”: —oo ifz=0u>0
B 400 ifx=0,u<0. B oo ifx=0,u<0.
Note that the notation “| ” ensures that ¢ — %f(t)% is a closed convex mapping, for
+ +

all t € R*. We then rewrite Proposition 2.4 with this new notation and just for the first
setting since the equivalence for the other settings can be naturally inferred.

Proposition 2.5. Given a subset A C R, a family of parameters (c,)q.c4, and a mapping
f R — R, one has the equivalence:

t+ 0,
Ve R: f(t) = sup 2%

= Ve e R: f1(z) = inf ax — 0,.
acA 4 4 acA

Proof. Simply note that (we noted A* = A\ {0}):

t+ o, t+ o9 t+ o, . t+o,
sup |» = max > sup = max | inc(oyp), sup
acA A + 0 + acA* a ac€A* a

inf ax — 0, = min | o9, inf ax — o,
acA a€A*

Where the increment function has been defined in (0.1) (it satisfies inc(og) ™ = 0y).

Lemma A.14 giving the pseudo inverse of the maximum then allows us to conclude that
the second mapping is the inverse of the first one. O

2.2 Characterization as a two dimensional extremum

Traditionally, the conjugate of f : R — R is denoted as f* : u — sup, ¢ 2u — f(z). In
the following, this conjugate is only considered for mappings f : R — R that are closed
convex proper (but possibly not monotonous), mainly to be able to use the involution
given in Proposition 2.7. Since a symmetric involution also holds for mappings f : R — R
such that — f is closed convex proper, we will follow the formalism of the previous section
where the same notation was used for the open and closed pseudo-inverse. Since not all
mappings under consideration will be monotone, two new sets have to be introduced:

C” = {f:R — R closed convex proper}
C"={f:R—R| — f is closed convex proper}

And we note C = C” UC". Let us then define:

Supgeg ot — f(z) if feC®

VieR: [fi(t) = {inf;pelet_ flx) if fecn

Be careful that f € MY U M" c C, does not imply that f* € M“ U M".
Lemma 2.6. Given a mapping f € C:

(fo—1d)" = f*(=1d) and (=) = —f(=1d),
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This lemma allows to extend immediately properties valid on f € MY to properties
valid on M}, M? and MY since:

femy = —f(—) e M7, f(=)em- and —femM”.

As it is defined, the convolution is actually an involution of € C.
Proposition 2.7 (Fenchel-Moreau: [5], Theorem 13.32, [6], Proposition 1.6.1 ).

fec = frec and =1
Lemma 2.8. Any mapping f € C is continuous on its domain Dom(f).

Proof. Assuming that f € CY, we know that its domain is an interval of R, f is left
and right differentiable on the interior of the domain, thus it is continuous, and let us
consider, say, the lower bound a € R of the domain (if it exists). The convexity of f
imposes f(a) > lim,, f(z) and the lower continuity then imposes f(a) = lim,, f(z).
The same arguments work for the upper bound and for any mapping in C". O

Together with Proposition 2.7, this lemma allows us to set that the conjugates of
elements of C are also continuous, in particular for monotonous mappings for which the
domain of the conjugate is either in Ry or in R_, that gives us the following corollary
(with strict inequalities !)

Corollary 2.9. Given a function f : R — R:

sup,~oat — f*(x) if f e MY
f(

£(t) = SUpy o xt — f*(z) if f e MY
infysoat — fo(x) if fe M|
inf,oat — fu(x) if f e M7

Given a mapping f € MY U M", let us note f : R — R such that!'®:

Vo e {i,xeDom(f*)}\{O}i fl@) = —af (i)

jO) = lm  f().

x—0
%eDom(f*)
and the value on {1,z ¢ Dom(f*)} is equal to +oo (resp. —oo) if f~! is convex, (resp.
concave). Note that we then know from Lemma 2.8 that f is the only mapping of
MY U M" that is equal to ¢ — —tf(1/t) on {1, 2 € Dom(f*)}.
Proposition 2.10 (Conjugate of Inverse). Forall f € MY U M™: f = (f~1)*.

Proof. Let us prove the result in the case where, say, f € MY (the three other cases are
treated thanks to identities presented in Lemma 2.6). We know from Proposition 2.7
that:
t— L (u t—af (%
VteR: f(t) =sup “f():sup f(””)
ws0  1/u >0 T

18To be clearer about the values of f depending on x and the class of f, we filled the following table (the
value on 0 is justified with Lemma 2.3):

‘ femy ‘ fem? ‘ fem? ‘ femt ‘
z € (—00,0) —o0 400 \ —zf* (1)
x=0 — sup(Dom f) — inf(Dom f) — sup(Dom )
2 € (0, +00) —af* (1) | oo oo
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Proposition 2.4 then directly provides:

1 .
“(t) = inf (=) = inf to — )
J7) = mlfte+af*( — ) = inf tr — f(2)
Finally Proposition 2.7 allows to set that since f~! = f*, then f = (f*)* = (f~!)* = f.
O

One then has this simple consequence of Lemmas A.3 and 2.6.
Lemma 2.11. Given f € MY U M":

((fo(~1d))™")" = —fo(~1d) and (=)™ = fo(-1d)

We arrive to the final result of this subsection, the expression of the conjugate of
the parallel sum. The definition of the parallel sum was introduced with the closed
pseudo-inverse in Section 1, we just saw above that the opened pseudo-inverse was
more adapted to concave mappings, therefore let us introduce the general “HH” notation
for any f,g € MY U M™:

_ o Hg iff,gecM"
Bg= LigH = ! 2.6
T8g9=U 9) {fEEg if f,ge M" (2-6)

and we define similarly “X”. One might wonder why we did not set fHg = (f Ty g*T)*l
for f,g € MY since f ~T and g~ ! are concave. This is actually non necessary thanks to
Lemma A.13 that states that (f =1 + ¢~ ')"1 = f B ¢ (and similarly that (f~1 + g=1)~T =
fBg).

Proposition 1.9 and theorem 1.26 both present concentration with closed parallel
sum, however they naturally adapt to this new notation as we will see in the proof of our
last result, Theorem 2.23.

A useful formula given in Proposition 2.13 below links the parallel sum of convex
mappings with the so-called infimal convolution. For concave mappings, it is the supremal
convolution. As we got used to, we introduce here the same notation ¢ to designate an
operation defined on C" and on C", that will be in the former case the infimal convolution
and in the latter case the supremal convolution.

f®g: R — R

inf zty=u f(l') + g(y)a When fa g S CU
(z,y) ERXR

SUp o= f(2) + gly), when f,g € C"

u

note that this operation (unlike classical convolution) is not bilinear. More importantly,
note that the infimal convolution of two closed convex proper mappings is also closed
convex proper (See [6], Exercises 3.13) and the the supremal convolution satisfies
symmetric stability properties. The most notable result about this operation @ is that it
allows to express the conjugate of the sum as stated below.

Lemma 2.12 ([6], Exercise 3.16 ). Given f,g € C:

(f+g) =fog"

Proposition 2.13. Given n > 1 and n functions o, ...,a, : R — R, V¢t € R:
t 3 Vn n .
sup +a1(u1—)’_+ +—|—a (un) ifai,..., o, € MY
a B BHa,(t) =< ">0t e 3
e OV i I CY YNNI V)

uy - Up >0 Uy + -+ up
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Note that when n = 1, and, say, a; € MV, this corollary simply writes:

t o
a1(t) = sup o) 0 (v) ,
" m

which is a direct consequence of Propositions 2.10 and 2.7.

Proof. Let us prove the result in the case where oy, ...,a, € MY. In that case, we
know that (a1 B---Ba,)* and d, ..., &, are all supported and continuous on [0, +0).
Proposition 2.10 allows us to compute:

o o ) =& A= (BB ) (D)

V1
inf tx — sup ap(ur) + -+ d(un)
x>0 U+ Fup =z

where the last identity is a consequence of Corollary 2.9 and the fact that &4, ..., &, and
therefore &; @ - - - @ &, are concave.
One can then employ Proposition 2.4 to get:

1
alﬁ...ﬁf\an(t):sup— t+ sup dl(ul)"r‘""f'dn(un)
>0 T ulit;“#»un:;?o
w1 >0,..., Un

_ sup t+d1(u1)+"'+dn(un)(x)
u1>0,...,un >0 U+ -+ uy

b

since Vi € [n], &;(u) = —o0ifu < 0and &4, ..., &, are all continuous on 0 (see Lemma 2.8).
One can then merely employ Lemma 2.11 to deduce the symmetric results in all the
other settings. O

2.3 Characterization as a one dimensional supremum with subgradient

Definition 2.14 (Subgradient). Given a mapping f : R — R, and a point = € R the upper
subgradient of f on x is the interval:

Of(x)={geR,VyeR: f(y) > f(z) + gy —z)}.

the lower subgradient of f on x is the interval:

Of (@) ={g e Ry e R: f(y) < f(z) +9(y —2)}.

Note that with definition, when f(z) = oo, 0f(z) = () and when f(x) = —oc, Of (x) = 0.
This notion will help us identifying arguments of infima and suprema thanks to:

Lemma 2.15. Given f : R — R, for any = € R, one has the implications:

{f(x)inff =  0e€df(x)
f)y=supf = 0€df(x)

Once again we will use the same notation for two different objects defined in a convex
and in a concave setting and denote 0f = Jf for any f convex and df = 9f for any f
concave. One then has the following important relation.

Proposition 2.16 ([6], Proposition 5.4.3). Given a mapping f € C, the following equiva-
lence is valid for any t,x € R:

te = f(t) + fi(z) — x € 0f(t) S tedfi(x).
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Proposition 2.17. Given n > 1 and n functions oV, ... o™ ¢ MY U M", for any
t,u1,...,uy, € R, one has the identity:

ot d(l)(ul) 4 () ()

o Bg...gga(n)(t)
u1+...+un

¢ {—o00, 400} 2.7)

if and only if:

t+a®(uy) + -+ a"™ (uy,)

€ 06 (ur) N+ 106" () (2.8)

Proof. For simplicity we will only consider the case n = 2 and denote a = oV, = o(?),
the general case is proven the same way. Let us assume again that o and § are both
convex increasing mappings, given ¢ € R, recall the expression given by Proposition 2.13:

t+ a(u') —1—8(0’)

aBB(t) :u,s731:;0¢(u,v) where: ¢: (u',v") — T (2.9)
The identity ¢(u,v) = sup,, ,cg ¢(u',v") and ¢(u,v) ¢ {—o0, +oo} implies:
¢ A (u)(u+v) —t — a(u) — B(v)
e — =
U’ |(u,v) (u+0)?
L0 _ 9Bt v) ~t = w) - A)
ov' (u,v) (U + U)2
which directly implies (2.8).
Let us now assume (2.8); Proposition 2.16 provides:
L (t+alu) +B)Y . u ) .
L (AW B L g~ Y I
5t (A 4 ) = (o atw) + 60)
then summing the two identities, one obtains:
(o1 4 g1 (A £ B()
b= (a +5 ) ( u—+v
Lemma 1.3 allows us to bound!®:
_ 1y oy (T +B)
(@BB)(t) = (aBp)o (o™t +8 >( o
_ ta() + )
- u—+v
t+a()+p40)
< S Y = (aBA)(1),
which directly implies (2.7).
O

Lemma 2.18. Givena € MY UM", u,z,y € R and B C R, an interval such that:
fWET s n B,
u—+y
any u' € R satisfying the inclusion d¢& (u) C d& (u') also satisfies:
alu) +x
u +y
19When o H 8 is concave, (¢ B ) o (! +871) = («BB)o (oﬁT + ﬂ*T> > Id.

€ da(u')N B
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Before proving this proposition, let us remark with next lemma that one could have
replaced the assumption on the inclusion between two values of d¢ with:

oa* (1> C da” (1/>
u u
Lemma 2.19. Given o € M” U M" and two points u,v € R\ {0}:
(1 (1 ; 3
O (u> C O (v> — 0d(u) C 0&(v)

In other words, the extreme points of the epigraph of a* are exactly the inverse of
extreme points of the epigraph a.

Proof. We assume without loss of generality that « is convex proper and v > v. We
first assume that a*(1) C da*(1). The fact that da* is increasing and u # v directly
implies that 804*(%) is a singleton that we then identify with its unique element. One can
even deduce that for any v’ € (v,u], da*(-;) = da*(1), therefore a simple integration
provides:

(@)= () G0 ()
o= )=a" =)+ -——)0a" | -],
U v u v U
and consequently:
8d(u):a*(1>—18a* (1>:a* (1>—18a* <1>C8d(v).
u u u v v u

The converse is proven the same way. O

Proof of Lemma 2.18. Considering ¢,u,u’ € R satisfying the hypotheses of the proposi-
tion, note that the result is obvious when u = «’ we therefore assume below that u # u’.
We know for reasons explained in the proof of Lemma 2.19 that d&(u) is a singleton that
we identify with its unique element and that satisfies thanks to our hypotheses:

O0a(u) € da(u) N B.
Once again, since d& is constant on (v, u], one can conclude:

a()+z= au) +z +@ —uda(u) = (v +y)od(u) € (v +y)da(u') N B

—
=(uty)d(u)

O

This last proposition allows us to simplify greatly the “H” sum of two mappings «,
whose convex or concave conjugate is piece-wise affine. Lemma 2.18 basically sets that
the supremum on u,v € R in the expression of o HH 3 given by Proposition 2.13 can be
be merely computed on the extreme points of & and B (that can be deduced from the
inverse of extreme points of o* and *, see Lemma 2.19).

In a lot of common settings, the infimum above is computed on a finite discrete set of
R., in other words, f is piece-wise affine. One can then employ Lemma 2.18 to get the
Corollary below.
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Corollary 2.20. Considering n mappings oV, ..., a(™ € M such that there exist n
discrete®® subsets AV, ... A c R, all containing a point different from 0, and n

families of parameters (03") ,c a0y € RA" ... (08 )yeaw € RA™ such that Vk € [n]:

(k)
a®(z) = inf Tt I
agA(k) a -
then, Vt € R:
t+ol) + 4ol
a1+ -+ ay, |Q’

oM @E---Ba(t)= mf{ a1 € AW . a, € A<">}.

The same result is obtained if one rather considers mappings in MQ U Mﬁ UMY (one

then has to replace the signs “R”, “|, ” and “inf” accordingly).

This corollary relies on a well known result of convex analysis that we therefore
provide without proof.

Lemma 2.21. Given a finite set A C R and a family of parameters (o,)q,ca € R, there
exist s € C" such that:

sup ax — o, = sup ax — s(a).

acA ac€A
There exists a subset A = {a1,...,a,} C A such thata < --- < a,, and:
) Qit1 — T —a;
Vi€ [n—1),Va € [ai, aisq] : s(z) = —FF Oa; + —Oq s

a;
Aiy1 —Q; Qg1 — G4

and Vx < a1, or x > a,, s(xr) = +oo. The same results holds if one replace the supremum
with infimum, then s € C" and is equal to —co on (—o0, a1) U (a,, +00). We say that s is

the convex or concave affine by part continuation of (04),¢ 4

Proof of Corollary 2.20. First note that given k£ € [n], the mapping o*) is concave
opened and increasing as the infimum of concave opened increasing mappings. One
can also note that —a(*) is proper since there exists a € A%*) \ {0} such that Vz € R,
We know from Proposition 2.5 that:
(@) z) = sup az—ol,
acAk)

which implies, thanks to Lemma 2.21 that we just introduced, the existence of a subset
A®) = fay,...,a,} ¢ A® with a; < --- < a, such that the convex affine by part

continuation of (o—flk))ae i, that we naturally note s € C”, satisfies:

(a®) () = supta — s(t),
teR

it is then not hard to see with Proposition 2.7 that s = s** = ((a(®))~1)* = ¢(*), One can
then deduce from Proposition 2.13 and Lemma 2.18 that:

t+o) +- 4ol

Y
a1+...+an |Q

a(l)Eﬂ---EEloz(")(t):inf{ a16f~1(1),...,an€fi(")}

. t+a((111)+---—|—az(zf)
= inf |
ay+---+an +

a1 € AW . a, GA(”)},

20The discrete assumption allows to consider consecutive points in A1), ..., A(™) This assumption is not
necessary yet it simplifies the proof and is sufficient for our needs.
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since for all k € [n], a € A®\ A®, o) > 5*)(q). since for all k € [n], a € A® \ A®),
Uék) > s(a).
O

One sees with next corollary that it is even possible to restrict further the number of
points on which the extremum in Proposition 2.13 and in Corollary 2.20 above can be
computed.

Corollary 2.22. In the setting of Corollary 2.20, let us index in increasing order the
elements of A = {a1,...,axa} and B = {b1,...,bxp} and note:

Vie [#A—1]:06; = 2o Y ga0 = —00; Ddga = +oo
Ai+1 — Q4

Vi€ [#B—1]:98 = M, 9Po = —o0; IPyp = +o0
i+1 = b;

then one can express:

t+da1 +Bb]

ozEEIB(t)zsup{ e |i’

Od; 1 < 0B; < &y or 9P < day; < 8Bj}~

Proof. It is again a consequence of Propositions 2.17 and Lemma 2.18. O

One can then rewrite the result on the concentration of what could be called “n-multi
Lipschitz transformations” as the one presented in Theorem 1.26 when the concentra-
tion functions (1), ..., (" are all transformations of « in the spirit of Hanson-Wright
Theorem.

Theorem 2.23. Let us consider a family of metric spaces (E;,d;);cr, a family of random
variables Z € [[,.; E;, a family of n real random variables A, ... A" € R! such that
there exist a family of decreasing mappings «; : R — R, ¢ € I, n families of indexes sets
containing 0, Agl), . ,AZ(-”) C R4, ¢ € I and n families of families of positive parameters
o e (RAY, ... o™ e (RA™)! such that:

a

o CAR) ¢ ) ' —
f(Z) xa, f1-Lipschitz and Vke[n]: AYW €0y tao aeAl(E)f\{o} (ng)>

Given a supplementary family of metric spaces (E!,d});c;, and a family of mapping

®, : E; — E!l, i € I, if we assume that there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any

independent copy Z' € [[,.; E; of Z and for any i € I:
d(®(2),®(Z") < CAW ... AM™ . 4(2,7"), a.s.

then:

1
f@@)ocae  wf <M> [/ 1kipschitz

Note that Hanson-Wright can be seen as an application of this theorem to the case
n=1,A=||AXB| + ||BX'TA|, A={0,1}, 00 = || Al|r, o1 = || 4]|.

Proof. Note that if all the concentration of the assumption of the Theorem are true
for o, they are also true for a. For all k € [n], let us introduce the notation?! By =

1
a

1
| =0ift <o and( : )“|ﬁ = fooift > ol
+ +

2lWhen a = 0, we have the convention (%) )
(o) Oa
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1
inf,c a0 (%) : |- Applying Theorem 1.26 (employ Lemma 1.34 to go from a concen-
[ T
1
tration A® € o L ao inf e 400\ (0} <ﬁ) * to a concentration A*) € 0+ a0 f;)) one

gets:
[(@(Z)) oc alk(a o B1y)X---K(ao B,)), f1-Lipschitz.

For any k € [n], one can express:

log() — log(a{"”)

By = expo < inf |ﬁ> = exp oﬁ(k) olog,
+

ac Ak) a
A —lo, o(k) . > .
with the notation B : ¢ = inf,c 4k %%. Noting that for all k € [n], B is
+

concave as an infimum of concave mappings, one can deduce thanks to Proposition A.16
(generalization of Proposition 1.7):

al(@ofBny) X - K (o fy)) SgoeXpO(IdEHBu)Bﬂ'”EEB(n)) olog,

and finally obtain (since a < «):

f(®(Z)) x aoexpo (Id EBB(U H---H B(n)> o log,
Recall indeed that by definition of the parallel sum of concave mappings:
Id Eﬂ’y(l) H..-H '-Y(n) =1d @7(1) E E’Y(n)

The result of the theorem is then deduced with Corollary 2.20, applied to the sequence
of mappings:

- log(a(gl)) - log(aén))

_ . inf
ac{l1} T A a ‘1’ " acAm a i

A Properties on pseudo-inverse

Definition A.1 ([5], (1.34)). Given z € R, we note V(z) the set of neighbourhood of x
and given a mapping f — R, we introduce the classical notation:

liminf f(x) = sup inf f(V) and limsup f(xz) = inf sup f(V)
T—To Vev(x) T—To Vev(xz)

Proposition A.2 ([5], Lemma 1.24; [6], Proposition 1.1.2.). Given a mapping f : R — R,
the following items are equivalent:
* (Closeness) The epigraph of f is closed.
* (Lower semicontinuity) Given any xq € R, lim inf f(x) > f(xo).
Tr—xo

* Given anyt € R, the set {xz, f(x) <t} is closed.

The notion of openness/upper semicontinuity, can then simply be expressed by the
following property:

VieR: {z, f(z) >t} is closed,

in other words, f is closed if and only if —f is opened. This characterization of closeness
provides immediately Lemma 1.8 about the closeness of f o g.
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Proof of Lemma 1.8. Considering f € M, and t € R:
{zeR, foglx) <t} = {CE eR, g(z) < f’T(t)} is a closed set since g is closed.
Now, considering f € M_:
{z€eR, fog(x) <t} ={zeR, glx) > fL(t)} isa closed set since g is opened.
O

A second intuitive result on the stability of the closeness through sum is directly
deduced from Proposition A.2.

Lemma A.3. Given f,g € M:
f,gclosed < f+ g closed and f,g opened <= f+ g opened
Besides:
Clf+g9)=[f+g and Int(f+9)=Ff+9

The second part of the lemma relies on a simple formula to compute the lower
semicontinuous envelope i .

Lemma A.4 ([5], Lemma 1.31). Given?? f € M, and ¢ € R:

IffeMy: f(x) = liTm f(z) and flxo) = liim f(x)
] e Mo fao) = lim f(2) and Flao) = lim f(2)

The result provided in [5] concerns general mappings f : R — R and as such, requires
the use of “lim inf”, we explain below how to connect the two result with simple topology
inferences.

Proof. Let us just provide the proof of the first equality starting from [5, Lemma 1.31]
stating:

f(zo) = liminf f(x) = sup inf f(V).

- T—T0 Vev(z)
Let us consider a sequence (zj)ren such that Vk € IN, 2 < = and limz; — z. For all
V € V(x), there exists K € IN such that Vk > K, x; € V. As a consequence, Vk > K,
f(zx) > inf f(V) and limg_,oo 2 > inf f(V). This last inequality being true for any
V € V(z), one has in particular (f being increasing, we know that the limit exists):

lim f(z) = lim xz > inf f(V) > sup inf f(V) = f(zo). (A.1)
1o k—o0 Vev(z) -

For the other inequality, one can note that for all k£ € IN, there exists V € V(z) such
that z, € V.

Given k € NN, since x; # x, we know that there exists ¢ > 0 such that z; < z¢ — €.
Now, denoting V. = (xo — €,20 + €) € V(x), the increasing character of f allows us to
bound:

flar) < flwo —e) <inf f(Vo) < sup inf f(V) = f(x0),
Vev(zo)

this being true for any ¥ € IN, we have in particular limg_,« f(zr) < f(zo), which,

together with (A.1) concludes the proof. O

22We employ the common short notation lim,4,, to designate lim ==

()
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Proof of Lemma A.3. Let us simply prove the lower identities since f = f = f closed.

It is a consequence of the fact that the sum is continuous. Given zo € R, Lemma A.4
allows us to set for f,g € M:

CUS +9)(a) = lim f(z) + g(x) = lim £(z) + lim (x) = £(z) + g(a).
O

The properties on increasing mappings can be derived from properties on decreasing
mappings and conversely thanks to the following elementary lemma.

Lemma A.5. Given f €¢ M: fL = (—f)"Lo(=Id)and f~ ' = (—f)"To (-1d).
Note also that the inverse is an increasing operation on M_ and decreasing on M. .
LemmaA.6. VfgceM_: f<g= fl<gland f'<g?
VigeMy: f<g= fLl>gLand f1>g4"

Proof. 1t is obvious from the definitions if, say, f,g € M_, forany z,y € R, f(z) <y =
g(z) <y, thus:

{teR, f(t) <y} <{teR, g(t) <y},

and one deduce easily the inequality on the infima and suprema which allows to define
the closed and open pseudo inverse. The case f,g € M, is treated similarly. O

Lemma A.5 allows us to state immediately that the parallel sum is increasing on its
two variables.

Lemma A.7. Given f, g, h,j € M with same monotonicity:
f<h and g<j - fBg<hBj and fBg<h@j

Some result concerning the pseudo-inverse rely on an important epigraph-based
interpretation of the inversion in M. Once again the characterization is not the same
for the inversion in M, and in M_, however they are linked thanks to the following
elementary lemma provided without proof. Let us introduce three transformation
7,017,092 : R? — R? defined for any (z,Y) € R? as:

() = (y,2)  and  o1((z,9)) = (-z,y)  and  oz((2,9)) = (2, —y).

note that all those transformations commute with one another, if we see them as trans-
formation of subsets of R? note also that they commute with the operator CI.

Lemma A.8. Given a mapping f : R — R:

CL(Epi(—f)) = Cl(02(R* \ Epi(f))) and Epi(f(=1d)) = o1(Epi(f)).

Just the characterisation of the closed pseudo-inverse is provided below since one
would need to introduce the notion of hypograph to introduce properly similar character-
ization for opened pseudo-inverse.

Proposition A.9 (Inversion of monotonic closed mappings). Given a mapping f : R — R
closed and monotonic, the set F' C R? defined as

F =Cl7(Epi(f))) iffeM_ and F=CI(r(R*\Epi(f))) IiffeMy

is the epigraph of f~1.
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This Proposition is first proven for decreasing mappings thanks to the following
lemma (we also provide a symmetric result for increasing mappings since it will be useful
later).

Lemma A.10. Given f e M, z,y € R:

e {ny(x) = fi(y)Sw = yZ%(w)
y<flz) = [y 2z = y<[fla)

-1 x fx

IFfe M, : {y<f(x) = fi(y)S = y< f(z)
y>flx) = =z = y=f()

For each setting f € M_ and f € M, the second implication sequence is deduced
from the first one thanks to the following lemma.

Lemma A.11. Given a mapping h € M:

(—h)*l =hto (—1d) and (ho(— Id))fl _ —lfl,

Proof. By definition of the closed and the open pseudo-inverse, if, say, h € M then
—h,ho(—1d) € M_ and:

Vo € R:(=h) (z) = inf{z € R, —h(z) <y} = inf{z € R, h(z) > —y} = h 1 (—y)
Vo € R: (h(—1d))"L(z) = inf{z € R, h(~2) < y} = inf{—z € R, h(x) > y}
= —sup{z € R, h(z) 2 y} = ~h~"(y).
The proof is exactly the same if h € M_. O

Proof of Lemma A.10. For f € M_, Recalling that f~1(y) = inf{t € R, f(t) < y}, we
directly see that f(z) <y = f~1(y) < «. For the second implication, note that f < f
and thus f~1 > ifl thanks to Lemma A.5, note also that {t € R, f(f) < y} is closed
(thanks to Proposition A.2, since i is closed), therefore there exists ¢ € R such that
f(t) <yandt= f1(y). That finally provides:

— -1
x> f(y) i > fHy) e f(@) < f(t) foed fz)<y.

The proof of the first sequence of implications when f € M is the similar, one just
needs here to use the fact that {t € R, f > y} is closed.

As planned the two remaining sequences of implications are proven thanks to
Lemma A.11 that allows to deduce results on f ~1 from results on fL O

Proof of Proposition A.9. If f € M_, then for any x € R we have thanks to Lemma A.10
the equivalence:

(r.y) e F & (y,2)€ClEpif) & [fy)<z & y>[ftz) & (xy) €Epi(f )
The case f € M, can be deduced from the previous case and Lemmas A.5, A.8:

Epi(f™) = Epi((—f)"H(~ 1d)) = o1 (Epi((—f) ™)
= a1 0 CU7(Epi(—/))) = Cl (o1 (7 (02 (R* \ Epi(f))))) = CL (7 (R*\ Epi(/f)))

since?? (Cl(—f)) L = (=f)7L, 01 o 7 0 03 = 7 and Cl commutes with 7,071, 0. O

23Recall that given a mapping h : R — R, CI(h) is the mapping whose epigraph id Cl(Epi(h)).
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The epigraph interpretation provided in Proposition A.9 allows to show very quickly
a lot of important results among which one can find Lemma 1.2. We reformulated it in

next lemma that is just a consequence of the fact that Epi(f) = Cl(Epi(f)) = CI(Epi(f)).
Lemma A.12. Given f € M:

s =AU =AY =t =1
!

This lemma together with Lemma A.3 allows us to justify that there are only two
possible definition of the parallel sum for mappings in M.

Lemma A.13. Given f,g € M with the same monotonicity:

(f 49 )t =fEy and (FHrg ) =18y

Proof. 1t is a simple consequence of Lemmas A.12 and A.3:

g )= QT+ = (T Qg = (g = F B

We further get an easy way to compute the inverse of minima and maxima of mappings
of M.

Lemma A.14. Given two mappings f,g € M_:

min(f, g)~* = min(f 7+, g74) and max(f,g) "t = max(f %, g7).
Iff,g S M+:
min(f, g)~* = max(f~, g74) and max(f,g) "t = min(f~1,¢71)

Proof. Let us simply note that when f,g € M _:

7(Epi(min(f, g))) = 7(Epi(f) U Epi(g)) = 7(Epi(f)) U r(Epi(g)) = Epi(min(f~1,g7%))
7(Epi(max(f,g))) = 7(Epi(f) N Epi(g)) = 7(Epi(f)) N 7(Epi(g)) = Epi(max(f~1,g71)),

The case f,g € M is again deduced thanks to Lemma A.5. O

In order to prove the different result about the composition of the parallel sum
(Propositions 1.7 and A.17), let us now express the pseudo-inverse of the composition of
two functions.

Lemma A.15. Given f,g € M:

(fog) t=gtof* {(fog)_l—g_of_1
if f,ge My: _ _ _ if fe My, ge M_: _ _
SR {<fog>1glof1 B (fog) =g Toft

(fog) t=gtof {(fog)‘1=g‘0f‘1
if f,ge M_: < — - _ if fe M_,ge M,: { = - _ _
S {(fog)‘1=g‘1of‘1 1 PE GogyTogog
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Proof. Let us first assume that f € M_ and g € M. First note that fog, g lofteM_,
and considering y € R, one can show straightforwardly the identity:

(fog) Hy) =inf{z, f(g(x)) <y} =inf{z,g(x) > fHy)} =g o fHy),

following the definition of (f o g)~1 and g~ and thanks to the induction: f(g(z)) <y <
g(x) > f~1(y) given by Lemma A.10 (note that ™2 = f~1 thanks to Lemma A.12 and
that the closeness of g is unnecessary). B

Now, if we assume f € My and g € M_, we have thanks to Lemma A.11:

(fog)™=(fo(-1d)o(~1d)og)™
= (—og)to(fo(=Id))t=gto(=Id)o(~f) =g o [,
When f,g € M, let us use the second result of Lemma A.10 concerning increasing
mappings to set for all y € R:

(fog)™(y) =inf {z, f(g(x)) >y} = inf {z,g(x) > FHy)} =g~ o fH(y),
Finally, if we assume f,g € M_, one can show:
(fog)™=(fo(~1d)o(~1d)og)t=(—o0g)to(fo(-1d)™*
=g to(~Id)jo—fT=gtof!
O

Let us now give a general result on the composition of parallel sum on the left, whose
Proposition 1.7 is a consequence.

Proposition A.16. Given o, f,g € M:

Ifa,f,ge Myt ao(fHg)=(aof)B(aoyg),
Ifae My and f,ge M_: ao(fBg)=(aof)HB(@og),
Ifoe M_and f,ge My : ao(fBg)=(aocf)B@oy),
Ifo,f,ge M_: ao(fHg)=(aof)HB(aog).

t

If f,ge M_:
QO(ng):(f*loa*TJrg*loa’T)_ :((@Of)*”r(aog)q)_ =aofHaog.
Ifae M_and f,g € M,:

= T 1 T 1)\ d 1 1\ %
ao(fBg) = (fTea+g0a™T) = (@of) T +@og)") =aofEacy.
Ifae M_and f,g e M_:

ao(fHyg) = (f_ioa‘ijtgioof?)_l: ((ao f)™t+(aog) ™) "=aofBaog.
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Next result allows to connect the parallel sum with the parallel product. Note
that here the composition is made on the right, this result is not a consequence of
Proposition 1.7.

Proposition A.17. Given two mappings f,g € M with support in R, one has the
identity:

(f®g)oexp=(foexp) H (g0exp).
Proof of Proposition A.17. Note that exp™L = exp*T = log (and conversely) and that
exp, log are both closed and opened. Given f,g € M, one can express thanks to
Lemma A.15:

(f L gt Loexp=(logo(f L g1)) L =(logof L +logog™))*
=((foexp) ™+ (goexp) 1)t = ((foexp) L+ (goexp) 1))+
= (foexp) B (goexp)

since, exp being a bijection between R and R, it is not hard to see, looking at the
epigraph that CI(f o exp) = f o exp, and therefore, thanks to Lemma A.12:

(foexp)™ = (Cl(foexp) ™t = (foexp) L= (Cl(foexp)) ™ =(foexp)

If f,g € M_, the previous computations are almost the same, with the small difference
that one will see this time appear f and g in the sequence of computations. O
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