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ABSTRACT. It is well known that some important Markov semi-groups have a “regular-
ization effect” — as for example the hypercontractivity property of the noise operator
on the Boolean hypercube or the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semi-group on the real line, which
applies to functions in LP for p > 1. Talagrand had conjectured in 1989 that the noise
operator on the Boolean hypercube has a further subtle regularization property for func-
tions that are just integrable, but this conjecture remains open. Nonetheless, the Gauss-
ian analogue of this conjecture was proven in recent years by Eldan-Lee and Lehec,
by combining an inequality for the log-Hessian of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semi-group
with a new deviation inequality for log-semi-convex functions under Gaussian measure.
In this work, we explore the question of how much more general this phenomenon is.
Specifically, our first goal is to explore the validity of both these ingredients for some dif-
fusion semi-groups in R", as well as for the M /M /oo queue on the non-negative integers
and the Laguerre semi-groups on the positive real line. Our second goal is to prove a
one-dimensional regularization effect for these settings, even in those cases where these
ingredients are not valid.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The aim of this paper is threefold. First, we give explicit formulas for the log-Hessian
of some diffusion semi-groups in R", and explicit lower bounds on some discrete analogue
of the log-Hessian for the M /M /oo queuing process on the non-negative integers N :=
{0,1,...}. Second, we investigate deviation bounds for log-semi-convex functions, in the
above two settings in dimension 1. Third, we prove in each context an analogue of the
Talagrand regularization effect, again in dimension 1, by different means: in the continuous
setting of some class of diffusion semi-groups we generalize the approach developed in
[23, 20, 35] based on the log-Hessian and deviation bounds just mentioned; while for the
M /M /oo queuing process, we use a direct computation.

We will now present the conjecture by Talagrand, that is the starting point of our inves-
tigations, first in its original version on the discrete hypercube and then in the continuous
setting of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, before moving to a historical presentation of
its resolution in the continuous setting and the presentation of our results.

Consider the following infinitesimal generator on the n-dimensional hypercube 2, :=
{-1,1}", acting on functions as L f(c) = 1 Y7, (f(c%)— f(0)). Here o is the configuration
with the i-th coordinate flipped (i.e. aj- = oj for all j # i and 0! = —0;). Denote by
(Ps)s>0 the associated semi-group (sometimes called “convolution by a biased coin” in the
literature), and by p, = 27" the uniform measure on §2,, which is reversible for L. In [19],

Talagrand conjectured (see Conjecture 1 in [19]) that for any s > 0, it holds that

lim ¢sup sup pn({o: Psf(o) >1t}) =0,
t—o00 n fe]:n

1
where F;, := {f: Q, — [0,00) with || f|l1 = 1}, and || f[|, := (Xseq, |[(0)[Pun(c))? stands
for the LP(uy,)-norm of f, p > 1. Moreover Talagrand formulated the following stronger
statement (Conjecture 2 in [19]) :

(1.1) t sup pn({o: Psf(o) >1t}) <c ! t>1

feFn Viogt’

for some constant ¢ = ¢; depending only on s (and not on n). Both conjectures are still
open.

If one assumes that ||f||, = 1 for some p > 1, then Markov’s inequality would give a
universal upper bound or order 1/#*~! which is much better than 1/v/log#. The hyper-
contractivity property of the semi-group [I13, 10] also ensures that, if f : 2, — R and
p > 1, then ||Psf|lq < |Ifll, with ¢ = 1+ (p — 1)e?*. But this inequality does not say
anything when p = 1. Talagrand’s conjecture can therefore be seen as a weak L' type
regularization property of the semi-group. For this reason we may call bounds of the type
(1.1) a regularization effect in L' (or Talagrand regularization effect), even for a fixed
dimension n.

While the above problems (Conjectures 1 and 2) are still open, a recent series of papers
deals with a natural continuous counterpart to the conjectures, related to the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck semi-group. Denote by ~, the standard Gaussian (probability) measure in
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dimension n, with density

n —n/2 _@
R" >z +— (2m) exp 5 [

where | - | denotes the standard Euclidean norm on R"™. For p > 1, let ILP(~,,) be the set
of measurable functions f: R™ — R such that |f|P is integrable with respect to 7,. Then,
given g € L'(y,), the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semi-group is defined by the so-called Mehler
representation as

(12)  PYg(x) = /g (et + V1= 2y) dyaly). s ER™, £ >0.

By a change of variable, we may also write

1
(1.3) PPlg(x) = A /g(z)Mt(x,z)dz, zeR" t>0,
t
where
|z — e tx|? 2oty (2 /2
Mt(x,Z) = exp —m = eict|e z—al?/ X,z € Rn, t> 0
—e

and Z; = (2n(1 — e~%))"/? is the normalizing constant and

ot
(1.4) ai=—g 1>0
The semi-group (Pf"):>0 is associated to the infinitesimal diffusion operator L°" := A —
x - V and enjoys the exact same hypercontractivity property as the convolution by biased
coin operator on the discrete hypercube defined above. It is therefore natural to ask for

an upper bound for

Ss(t):=t sup y({o: P"f(o)>t}), s> 0.
20,1 fll=1
In [20, 35] Eldan, Lee and Lehec fully solved the problem by proving that for any s > 0
there exists a constant ¢; € (0,00) (depending only on s and not on the dimension n) such

that Ss(t) < \/1008@ for all ¢ > 1 and this bound is optimal in the sense that the factor

VIogt cannot be improved. In an earlier paper [5], Ball, Barthe, Bednorz, Oleszkiewicz
and Wolff already obtained a similar bound but with a constant ¢, depending on the
dimension n plus some extra loglogt factor in the numerator. Later Eldan and Lee [20],
using tools from stochastic calculus, proved that the above bound holds with a constant
¢s independent on n but again with the extra loglogt factor in the numerator. Finally
Lehec [35], following [20], removed the loglog ¢ factor.

In both Eldan-Lee and Lehec’s papers, the two key ingredients are the following;:
(1) log-semi-convexity:
for any s > 0, the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semi-group satisfies, for all non-negative
function g € L(v,),
Hess (log P?Ug) > —c?1d,

where Hess denotes the Hessian matrix and Id the identity matrix of R"™.

(2) deviation for log-semi-convex functions:
for any positive function g with Hess (log g) > —f1d, for some 8 > 0, and satisfying
J gdy, =1, one has

lle > ) <

vt > 1,

with Cg = amax(1, f).
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Let us underline that the difficulty of the questions raised by Talagrand completely relies
on the uniformity in the dimension n. For simplicity we deal with the discrete setting but
similar considerations could be done in the continuous as well (see [5]). For a fixed integer
n, proving (1.1) with a constant ¢ depending on s and on the dimension n is easy. This can
be seen using for instance the following line of reasoning. Observe that for all f : Q, — R,
it holds

Puf(o) = [ Ko n)dpn ),
with Ks(o,n) =I1i=1(1 + e *oyn;) and so

sup Psf(o) = sup Ks(o,n) = (1+e°)", Vo € Q,
fe}—n neQn

Therefore, for t > 0,

t sup pin({o: Psf(0) 2 t}) < tun({o: sup Psf(0) = 1}) = tly<(iqe—s)ny-
feFn fEFn

In particular,
t sup pp({o: Psf(o) >t}) =0
feEFn
as soon as t > (1+e~*)" and so, for any fixed s > 0 and n € N it clearly exists a constant
¢ = ¢ such that (1.1) is satisfied.

We may call this approach the “strategy of the uniform bound on P;” in the reminder
of the paper. As observed in [5, 23], there does exist an other strategy based on uniform
bounds, but with a different flavor. To illustrate this, in the continuous now, we recall a
result from [23] (that we generalize in dimension 1 in Lemma 2.5): any g: R” — (0, 00)
with [ gdv, = 1, smooth and such that Hess (log g) > —51d for some 8 > 0, satisfies

(1.5) g(z) < 1+ p)Fezl”  vzeR™
Therefore, if one knows a priori that P, f is log-semi-convex, uniformly in f, then P, f(z) <

(1+ ,B)%eé‘xp with some 8 depending only on ¢ and deviation bounds for P;f would follow

from deviation bounds for (1+ 6)36%"”'2 (a quantity which does not depend on f anymore).
To distinguish the two approaches, we may call the latter the "strategy of the uniform
bound for log-semi-convex functions”.

As pointed out in [5, 23] and as one can realize from the above discussion, the uni-
form bounds depend on the dimension n, therefore there is no hope to prove Talagrand’s
conjectures by means of any of the above two strategies.

At this point, we note that Problem (1) (log-semi-convexity) is closely connected to
certain areas of geometric analysis. On the one hand, it is at the heart of some of the
fundamental problems in the Analysis of Loop Spaces. A program of Gross [27] is to prove
Logarithmic Sobolev and Poincaré inequalities from Gaussian measures to Brownian mo-
tion and conditioned Brownian motion measures. The main problem involves constructing
an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process on the space of loops, obtaining integration by parts for-
mula for these measures, and Poincaré inequalities. The latter is notoriously difficult, with
counter examples by Eberle [19] and defective inequalities by Gong-Ma [22]. The Poincaré
inequality is only proven to hold for very few classes of manifolds: see Aida [2] for asymp-
totically flat manifolds and Chen-Li-Wu [17] for hyperbolic spaces. The idea is to compare
log p¢, its gradient and Hessian with that of the Heat kernel on the FKuclidean space and

one wishes to obtain information on tHesslogp(t, z,y) + Hess (%) Problem (1) is

also closely related to the Li-Yau inequality and the extensive literature it has generated
in Geometric Analysis [30].

From the above considerations it seems natural on the one hand to investigate on log-
semi-convexity and deviation bounds for log-semi-convex functions (Problems (1) and (2))
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that are of independent interest, and on the other hand to explore their connections with
Talagrand’s regularization effect in L'. Before entering into a detailed description of the
content of the paper, we can already quote that we will give non-trivial results essen-
tially concerning log-semi-convexity (Problem (1)); obtaining dimension free estimates for
Problem (2) remains an open (and we believe interesting) question that we do not address
here. Our results also indicate that the approach by Eldan-Lee and Lehec (consisting
on combining (1) and (2)) to prove the Talagrand Conjecture may fail in other settings,
which, we believe, has it own merit. Besides, this emphasizes the fact that finding an
alternative proof of the conjecture, even in the setting of the Gaussian measure and the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, would be of interest for possible generalizations.

The content of the paper goes as follows.

In Section 2, we investigate log-semi-convexity for general diffusion semi-groups (Ps)s>0,
in any dimension. In fact, using the Feynman-Kac formula, we are able to give an explicit
representation for Hess(log Psg) that leads, under some assumptions, to a similar bound
as in the log-semi-convexity property of Problem (1). We also investigate deviation for
log-semi-convex functions for diffusions, in dimension 1 only, of the form L = % - N %
(which corresponds to the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator for the choice h(z) = £2?), when
0 < ¢ < h” <C. Our results might therefore be seen as perturbations (though potentially
unbounded) of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck setting. Then we apply the approach developed in
[23] to prove Talagrand’s regularization effect for such diffusions in dimension 1.

In Section 3, we investigate log-semi-convexity and deviation for log-semi-convex func-
tions (7.e. Problem (1) and (2)) in the discrete setting of the M /M /oo queuing process on
the integers. We will prove that, in that setting, a result similar to that of Problem (1)
still holds. On the other hand it appears that the picture is very different for Problem (2)
in the discrete setting. In fact, if g is “log-convex”, in the sense that Alogg > 0, where A
is a discrete analogue of the Laplacian (see Section 3 for the definition), then a deviation
bound similar to Problem (2) holds. In contrast, we will construct counterexamples of the
result of Problem (2) for g satisfying Alogg = —f, with 5 > 0. The first property trans-
fers to Talagrand’s regularization effect for the M /M /oo queuing process. More precisely,
if g is “log-convex” (in the discrete sense), then the strategy developed in [23] (strategy
of the uniform bound for log-convex functions) leads to a positive conclusion regarding
the regularization effect but restricted to convex functions. However, as shown in Section
3.5, the strategy of the uniform bound on P; presented above appears to be powerful in
the case of the M /M /oo semi-group on the integers and will allow us to (fully) prove the
regularization effect in this setting.

It should be noticed here that the strategy of the uniform bound on P; holds in the
case of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semi-group in dimension 1 [5], but does not seem to apply
to the perturbations of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck considered in this paper. Therefore the
situation is very different between the continuous and the discrete setting, and somehow
in opposition (at least for the M /M /oo queuing process and the family of diffusion semi-
groups we consider): the strategy of the uniform bound on P, works in the discrete, but
not in the continuous; in contrast, the strategy consisting of combining log-semi-convexity
and deviation bounds for log-semi-convex functions (i.e. (1) and (2) above) works in the
continuous, but fails in the discrete setting. As pointed out by the referee this could be
a consequence of our choice of the discrete operator A. In fact, in discrete settings, there
often exist different natural definitions of the objects under consideration, each of them
with its own interests and advantages. It could be that, for a different choice of generator,
log-semi-convexity would imply some regularization effect. It would worth exploring such
a direction.
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In fact, as will be shown in Section 4 by considering yet another class of semi-groups
(namely, the Laguerre semi-groups on (0,00)), the picture can be different from the two
previous ones. Namely we will show that neither the log-semi-convexity property, nor the
deviation for log-semi-convexity functions property holds for the Laguerre semi-group, but
the analogue of Talagrand’s regularization effect in L' still holds.

We may summarize the different situations in the following diagram (in the present
paper we investigate and prove results in the last three columns):

Semi-group: Ornst.-Uhl. 0<c<h'"<C | M/M/x Laguerre

Pb (1): Lower Yes (under some
bound on Yes assumptions Yes No
(log P,.f)" on h)

Pb (2): Deviation Yes (under some
bounds for semi- Yes assumptions No (8>10) | No (8> 0)
log-convex functions on h) Yes (8 =0)

(log /) > —B)

Regularization (1) +(2) (1) + (2) unif. bound | unif. bound
effect in L1 [20, 35, 23] or ﬁ 7210%\/0%%’& ﬁ
dimn=1 unif. bound [5]

Talagrand’s (1) +(2)
conjecture [20, 35] unknown unknown unknown
dimn >1

Once more, we emphasize that although the results of this paper in regards to the
validity of Talagrand’s conjecture are limited to certain semi-groups in one dimension,
one may hope that our exposure of the variety of situations that may occur illustrate to
some extent both the potential robustness of the underlying phenomenon of smoothening
of integrable functions, as well as the non-robustness of proof techniques to demonstrate
the same. We also note that the smoothening effect of Markov semi-groups, together
with their ability (when ergodic) to interpolate between arbitrary starting points and the
invariant measure, has been used an innumerable number of times as a proof tool, such
as in the proof of functional or entropy inequalities (see, e.g., [, 4, 43, 14, 30, 11, 31, 9]);
one may hope that the results of this paper are of some use in such investigations.

2. DIFFUSION SEMI-GROUPS

In this section, we derive an explicit formula for the Hessian (second-order space de-
rivative) of log P, f for general diffusion semi-groups which is the technical heart of our
results for such semi-groups. The formula in given in Theorem 2.2 below. Its proof being
rather technical it is postponed to Section 2.4.

For the reader convenience, we may start with a concrete application of such a formula
and its consequence in terms of regularization effect in L' for some class of diffusion, in
dimension 1.

In order to present our results, we need some notation:

o C% denotes the set of C* real valued functions with compact support.

e D™ 1 =0,1,..., denotes the set of C" real valued functions whose derivatives and
the function itself have polynomial growth.

e The outer product of two vectors of R, x = (1, ...
as usual as u@v = uv’
1<i,j<n.

2 Zn), Yy = (Y1, ...,Yn) is defined
, l.e. u®w is the n x n matrix with entries (v ®v);; = u;v;,
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The log-Hessian formula of Theorem 2.2 below leads to the following useful and tractable
result (related to log-semi-convexity (Problem (1)) in the introduction) in dimension 1.

2
Its proof is clear from Theorem 2.2 and the fact that fo (513?1;( )S)) ds = % < %
for ¢t > 0.

Proposition 2.1 (log-semi-convexity). Let h: R — R be of class DY with uy(dz) :=

~M@)dz a finite probability measure. Set V(z) := (1 — h"(z)) — L(2% - W?(z)), z € R
and assume that V is bounded from below. Then, given f € L2(uy) non-negative, for all
x €R andt >0, one has

(21) (10 Pof)"(x) > ~cf — 5 (1~ W'(x)) — 5 sup V"(y)
yeR

where (P¢)e>0 is the semi-group associated to the diffusion operator Ly f := f"" — h'f’.

As an example of application, one can consider h(x) = %2 + (14 2?)P/?, with p < 2.
Then it is easy to see that h satisfies the hypotheses of the latter and that —%(1—h"(z))—
%supyeR V" (y) > —c, for some constant ¢, depending only on p.

As already mentioned, the lower bound on (log P.f)” of Proposition 2.1 is a consequence
of a much more general result (exact formula, any dimension) that we now present. The
idea behind its proof is to use two perturbation arguments. The first one is based on
the so-called Feynman-Kac formula that allows one to represent the semi-group of the
(perturbed) operator LY = L — V (V acting multiplicatively) in term of the process
associated to L (in our case, L = L°" is the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator). This leads to
an explicit representation for the Hessian of log PV (Theorem 2.10). Then, by means of a
h-transform, one can perturb LY again to reach the desired diffusion A — VA -V and the
following theorem which is one of our main results (a more complete version can be found
in Corollary 2.14).

Theorem 2.2. Let h: R™ — R belongs to DW. Set py(dx) = e "@)dzx. Denote by (Pt)io
the semi-group associated to the diffusion operator A — Vh -V. Put

|| 1 Lo 2 n

W(x) := T (z), Vix) = i(n — Ah) — 1(|:L‘| —|Vh]?), =z eR"™

Assume that V is bounded from below. Let f € L?(up) \ {0} be non negative and, for
all x € R™, denote by Efx the expectation with respect to the probability measure Q w

f7
introduced in Definition 2.9. Then
1
Hess(log P1f)(x) = —(Id — Hess(h)(x)) + EV,(Af ® A7) — EY, (A7) ® EY, (A7)
sinh(¢ W "
(2.2) —ld— / < i > EY (Hess V(X?))ds
where .
a: Slnh( ) - T —t

and ¢; is given by (1.4).

The proof is given in the next section (see the proof of Corollary 2.14).

Heuristically, one can see that W is devised to transform the Gaussian measure into
the measure e, On the other hand, in (2.2), the first term Id — Hess(h) () measures the
discrepancy of h with respect to |z|?/2 while the second term is some sort of (co)variance

term, that one can hope to be positive. Obviously, h = @ leads to W =V =0 and the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semi-group.
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Proposition 2.1 above is concerned with log-semi-convexity. In the next section we
derive, in dimension 1, some deviation bounds for log-semi-convex functions and in turn
prove a regularization effect in L' for a class of diffusion. Finally, in Section 2.4 we prove
Theorem 2.2.

2.1. Deviation bounds for log-semi-convex functions. The aim of this section is
to prove a deviation bound for log-semi-convex functions, following [23]. Namely, the
following holds.

Theorem 2.3. Let pp be a probability measure on R of the form dup(x) = e @) dy
with h: R — R a symmetric C? function. Assume that there exist ¢,C > 0 such that
c <K' < C. Then, for any C? function f: R — (0,00) such that (log f)" > —B for some
B >0, it holds

Mh({fzt/fdﬂh})ﬁ(cjﬁ) t\ﬂl@, vt > 2.

Remark 2.4. The assumption h symmetric is here for simplicity. A similar statement
would hold with h non symmetric. The special case h(x) = 22/2 is given in [23] with a
factor (1+ B)//2 which is slightly better than 1+ 3 (since c = C = 1 when h(z) = 2%/2).

The proof of Theorem 2.3 relies on the following technical lemma whose proof can be
found at the end of this section.

Lemma 2.5. Let uy be a probability measure on R of the form dup(x) = e~ M=) da with
h: R — R a symmetric C? function. Assume that there exists C > 0 such that 0 < h" < C.
Then, for any p: R — R of class C? such that ©" > —fB for some 3 > 0, it holds

1 C
o(x) — log </ e¥ d,uh> < B log (ﬁ) + h(z), Vr € R.
i
Proof of Theorem 2.3. Set ¢ = log f, which satisfies ¢ > —f. Without loss of generality

C+pB

o ) From Lemma 2.5 and by

one can assume that [e¥du, = 1. Define a = %log(
symmetry of h we have, for all ¢ > 2(a + h(0))

0 2e%e~t
>t < h(iz) >t—a <2/ Rl i i —
pn({e = t}) < pn({h(z) = < h1(t—a) = W(h=1(t — a)))
where we used the following bound, valid for any s > 0 (recall that i/ is increasing on R™)
[e'S) e’} h/<$) e*h(s)
—h(@) 1 < —h@) 1 = )
/S e x < . W(s) e x )

Now observe that, since h is smooth and symmetric, #’(0) = 0 so that h(z) < h(0)+ $Ca?
and h'(xz) > cx, x > 0. Therefore

/(71— / 2(1‘ B h(O)) Z(x — h<0))
W (h 1(~T))Zh ( C) >c —c

for any = > h(0).

In turn, since we fixed t > 2(a+h(0)), 2 ((t — a) — h(0)) > ¢ and thus, thanks to the latter

. 2((t — a) — h(0)) t
R(h7Y(t —a))) Zc\/ 8 > C\/;.

We conclude that, for any ¢ > 2(a + h(0)),

2VCete™t _,CHpet
c Vi T eV2r Vi

pn({e > t}) <
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Next we deal with ¢ € (0,2(a + h(0))). Using Markov’s inequality, since [ ePdu;, = 1, we

have
pu({p >t} <e ™ <\/2(a+ h(O))e\;.

Since [e"dr =1 and h(0) + 05’32—2 < h(z), we have 2h(0) < log 2 so that
C+p
c

V/2a+2h(0) < \/log((C + B)/e) <
where the last inequality follows from a direct computation. O

Proof of Lemma 2.5. We follow [23, Lemma 2.1]. The bound is trivial if [ e¥ du;, = +o0
so let us assume that [e®du, = 1. Define g(z) = ¢(x) — h(x) + a%, x € R, with
a = C' + B. The function g is convex on R and so, by Fenchel-Legendre duality, it holds

9(z) = supyer {2y — 9" (y)}, = € R, where g*(y) := sup,er {yz — g(2)}, y € R, is the
convex conjugate of g. Therefore, for all y € R,

1= / 2@ —h(z) g _ / I@D—-0F s =5 ) / ool g gt ) 2T
(0%

So g*(y) > % log (%ﬂ) + %, for all y € R. Therefore,

()<11 (a)+ y? _11 (a)+ x?
T =998 ar ) IR\ T 2af T 2% \2r) T2
which proves the claim. ]

2.2. Regularization effect in ! for a class of diffusion, in dimension 1. In this
section we prove that for some class of potentials h, the associated diffusion semi-group
satisfies the Talagrand Regularization effect, in dimension 1. Theorem 2.6 below is a
corollary of the results of the previous section and Proposition 2.1.

Theorem 2.6. Let pp be a probability measure on R of the form dup(x) = e M) dy
with h: R — R a symmetric function of class DY such that ¢ < h" < C where ¢,C are
positive numbers. Set V(z) = 1(1—n") — 1 (2 — W?). Assume V is bounded below, with
sup,~o V" (z) < oo. Finally denote by (Pi)i>0 the semi-group associated to the diffusion
operator Ly, := 68722 - h'(m)% symmetric in L2 (up).

Then, for all s > 0, there exists a constant D (that depends only on s, ¢, C' and
sup,~o V" (x)) such that for all non-negative g € L*(up,)

1
wg >t | gdup)}) < D—— Vit > 2.
un({Pag = t [ gim)) < D, >

Example 2.7. As an example of application, one can consider h(z) = %4—(1—1—3:2)1”/2, with
p < 2 which satisfies the assumption of the Theorem. Note that this example corresponds
to an unbounded perturbation of the Gaussian potential.

Many bounded perturbations of the Gaussian potential also enter the framework of the
above theorem. However, due to the assumption V bounded below, even apparently very
tiny perturbation of the Gaussian potential does not enter the framework of the theorem,
as for example h(x) = %2 + cos(z)! We believe that the reason is technical and that both
the reqularization effect and the Talagrand’s conjecture should hold also in this case.

Proof. Fix g € L2(uy,) positive and s > 0. Thanks to Proposition 2.1,
1

1
(l0g Pog)" = —c = S(1 = ¢) = 5 V" llow 2 =B
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with 8 := max(0,¢? + 1(1 — ¢) + 3|[V"|lc) > 0. Therefore, by Theorem 2.3 applied to
f = Psg, one can conclude that, for all £ > 2,

cC+p5 1
P.g >t / d <
:U'h({ sg 2 g ,Ufh}) = c t\/@
which is the desired conclusion for g € L?(uy,). Applying the previous bound to g A n,
n > 1, for non-negative g € L.'(p5,) and letting n — oo completes the proof. O

2.3. Warm up: bounds on the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semi-group in dimension 1.
In this section we deal with the dimension 1 for simplicity, and set v := v; with density
o(z) = (2n)"1/2e7%*/2 1 € R. Put
2 dn 2
Hy(x):=¢€" /2(—1)"w (6_"3 /2)

for the Hermite polynomial of degree n = 0,1,..., with the convention that Hy = 1. It
is well known that the family of Hermite polynomial is an orthonormal basis of L2(y).
Simple computations lead to Hy(x) = x, Ho(x) = 2? — 1, H3(x) = 2% — 3z etc. Now, by a
direct induction argument, the following identities hold:

() @) = e [ g (e o+ VI=eTy) Haly)dr ) nen,

with ¢; defined by (1.4). Fix a positive integrable function g and, for any x € R, denote
by E, the expectation with respect to the probability measure with density

= (eftx +V1-— e_2ty) //g (eitx +V1- e‘%y) d(y)
with respect to the Gaussian measure . The above identities then read

ou .\ (n) T
dp(z) := W =cE,(Hn(Y)), zre€R,neN.

Our next step is to explore the first derivatives of x — w(z) := log PP"g(z). Letting
for simplicity ¢;(z) := P?"g(x), we get after simple algebra

wi(e) = % (z) = dy(x) = B [Hy (V)] = cEo[Y]

gt
1" /N 2
(@) = %(a) = (%) (@) = da(o) = dila) = & (Bl HalY)] ~ EulH (V)F)

= ¢f (=1 + pa(2))
where jz(z) = E.[Y?] — E.[Y]? > 0. In particular,
(log Pg)" (x) = uf (x) > —¢}
which corresponds to the log-semi-convexity property (Problem (1)) in the Introduction.

2.4. Representation for the Hessian of perturbed Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semi-
groups. In this section, we give an explicit formula for the Hessian of log P, for a wide
class of diffusion operators. We need to introduce some additional notation. For a,c > 0,
consider the general Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator Lg', on R™

1
Low= 502A —ax -V,

where the dot stands for the scalar product. Observe that the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator
given in the introduction corresponds to ¢ = v/2 and a = 1. In what follows, we will write

L°* instead of Lg%, in order not to overload the notation. Let (B:)i>o be a standard
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Brownian motion on R™ on a (filtered) probability space (£2,P) which we fix. For any
x € R™ let (X7)s>0 be the (unique strong) solution to

t
Xf::r—l—aBt—a/ Xids.
0

This is the so-called Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process (with parameters a, o) starting at x ; its
infinitesimal generator is L°". For any ¢ > 0, the law of X} will be denoted by ~{ and is
given by the (general) Mehler formula

1
dvi(y) = - Mi(z,y) dy
t
with
. a’y —e atm‘Q
My(z,y) = M (z,y) = exp <_02(1—e—2‘”) 5 y e R,

and Z; a normalizing constant. We will denote by  the equilibrium measure of the process

given by
n/2
1 alyl? no?
v(dy) = EGXP (‘ o2 dy, Z = 0 .

Note that when a = 1 and 0 = /2, then v = v, is the standard Gaussian distribution on
R™,
We also consider the following perturbation of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator

LV =L"-V

where V: R® — R is a potential that acts multiplicatively, namely L f = L°"f —V f. The
associated semi-group will be denoted by (P} )¢>o. We recall that PY can be represented
by the Feynman-Kac formula:

Proposition 2.8. Suppose that V : R™ — R is continuous and bounded from below and
define for t > 0 the operator PY by

t x
PV f(a) =E | f(XF)e Jo VEDds | yp e Re v e L2(y).

Then (PY)i>0 is a semi-group on LL2(vy) with infinitesimal generator LV .
In the sequel we will need the following definition.

Definition 2.9. Lett > 0, x € R and let f € L2(v)\ {0} be a non-negative function. We
define the probability measure Qs on Q (which depends also on't and V') by

1 — [fv(x2)ds
I) = / XP)e Jo VDS gp
and use By, for the expectation with respect to Qy ;.
The following result gives an explicit representation for the Hessian of log P f:

Theorem 2.10. Suppose that V: R™ — R is bounded from below and in DO, Fort>0
and x € R™, set

inh(a(t — 2aet
sin '(a(t s)) ds + ae
sinh(at) o?(1 — e—2at)

Let f € L2(y) \ {0} be non-negative ; with the notation of Definition 2.9, it holds
V(PY f)(z) = Efo (A7)

t
AP = /O V(X7 (XF — e ).
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and
(2.3)
2ae 20t

Hess(log PtVf)(x) + mld

t /sinh(a(t — s))\?
—— [ (Pl s VX)) + B (4] A7) — Epa(A47) 0 B (D)

The notation V denotes the gradient with respect to the standard Euclidean metric
(note that the Riemannian metric, intrinsic to the equation, is V = ¢2V).

The interested reader may find a series of articles on first/second order Feynman-Kac
formulas for general elliptic diffusions on manifolds in [18, 21, 44, 3]. Moreover Hessian
estimates can be found in [38, 10] under general conditions that are non-trivial to check
(exchanging orders of operators, non-explosion, existence of global smooth flows). In
the proof of Theorem 2.10, we are able to compute the derivatives thanks to an explicit
formulation of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck bridge (which appears to be linear in its initial position)
and the introduction of the probability Qf, (see [39, 41] for more on elliptic diffusion
bridges).

Remark 2.11. Observe that, when V = 0, a = 1 and 0®> = 2, PY is the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck semi-group. In dimension 1, after a change of variable, (2.3) reads

t
(log PY f)"(x) = —cf + Varpo (A7) — /O ar(s)’Epo(V"(XT))ds

=uf =cf (=1 + p2(x)),

using the notation of Section 2.3 (with as(s) == %}

Proof of Theorem 2.10. Fix x € R and t > 0. According to Proposition 2.8, it holds

t z t x
PV f(a) =B (7x0)e bV OD) 270 [ p)E (el VODEXG —y) Moy dy,
Rn
where Z = Z; is the normalization constant for M;(x,y) that does not depend on z.
Conditioning on X} =y, (X7)o<s<¢ is distributed as the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck bridge
(Y;P¥)o<s<t, which begins at = and ends at y at the final time ¢. To determine the
dependence of the functions with respect to the variable x, we use an explicit representation

of Yy = Y»Y as solution of the following equation
dY, = 0dB, — aY,ds + 0°Vlog M;_ (Y, y)ds,

with the initial value Yy = x and where V, stands for the derivative with respect to the
x variable. It has a singular drift at the terminal time ¢ and so it is initially defined for
s < t, and then extended by continuity to X, = z for s > t. We have

2ae~ _
o2(1 — e2at) =hly—e

at

Y log Mt<x7y) = (y - €—at1,) l’),

(which is a drift pulling toward y), where we set d; := 02(25_67(% Thus we get
2aye—a(t—s) 1+ e—?a(t—s)
(24) dYS = 0'st + m S — amnd&

The difference Y=¥ — Y2 solves a time dependent linear equation and is given, for all
s € [0,t], by
sinh(a(t — s))

(2.5) YoV — YO = qy(s)z, where  oy(s) = sinh(a?)
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Therefore we have

PV fa) =27 [ ) (b VO MyGa )y
(2.6 =20 [ (R Ve da )y,
Take f € C3°; since Y ¥ does not depend on z, it holds
(2.7) Vs (e_ I V<Ys“”’y>d8) — e o v /O t ay(s)VV (YY) ds.
So,
V(PY )(x)=—2Z; / f(y)E <e Jo vOras /t VV (Y %) au(s) ds> M(x,y)dy
(2.8) - / iy ( )ds) Vo Mi(z, y)dy.

Plugging in the expression for V, log My(x,y) and reversing the conditioning process, we
see that

VY D) = - [ B (x50 e ROV () au(s) s
+dE (e Jo VXD gy (x7 — eata;)> .

Therefore, for 0 < s < ¢, V(log P f)(x) = Ef,(Af) which proves the first identity of
the theorem. In the calculations above, we have taken liberty to differentiate under the
integration sign, which holds for any smooth functions with compact support. Since Y;*¥
is Gaussian and has moments of all order and |VV| growth at most polynomially, if a
sequence f, € C converges to f € L?(v) then the right hand side of the latter converges
uniformly. Hence PY f is differentiable and the identity holds for any f € L2(v).

Using the same conditioning strategy, we can similarly compute the second order deriv-
ative of P f, treated as a symmetric matrix. For this we go back to (2.8) and differentiate
under the integral signs: for any w € R,

(Hess(P f)(x),w ® w>

/f ( V¥t /Ot i (s)*(Hess V(YY) w @ w) ds) My(z,y)dy
+ [ 1wE ( oot ([ v vz, u) d)) My, y)dy

) / FW)E (efJ v(z5 s / t<VV(YSx’y),w>at(s)ds) (Vo My(z,y), w)dy

0

( fo SF(XT)(Hesse My(x, 2),w @ w}dy) .

The differentiation procedure holds for f in C%, and the same approximation argument
as before shows that it holds also for any f € L2(v).

Next we observe that the following identity holds Hess, log M;(z,y) = —d;e~*Id where
Id is the n x n identity matrix. Therefore,

Hess, My(x,y)

= Hess, log My(z,y) + Vg log My(z,y) ® Vylog My(x,y)
Mt(xa y)

= —die” I + d?(y — e %z) @ (y — e ).
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Using (2.5) and (2.7) we get
(Hess(P) f)(x),w ® w)
PY f(x)

- - /0 () o (Hess V(XT), w © w))ds + Eg e ((/o

t

2
at(s)<VV(X§),w>ds> )
22, (TV(XE), whan(s)ds dy(XF — e, W) + BBy (XF - e, w)?)
_ dte—at|w|2

_ /Ot e ()2E o ((Hess V(X®), w ® w))ds
t 2
VE;, ((-/0 () (VV (X, wds + dy (X, — e_atx,w>> ) — dyeu?

t
_ / ae(s)2E s o ((Hess V(XT), w ® w))ds + Ef o ((AT, 0)2) — dye= w]?.
0
We then use the identity

ess(PY f)(x Vi (z Ve (x
Hess(logPtVf)(x) = H PEVI'D}(Q( ) B V(P f)gg;/;?(:)gpt f)(x)

to obtain the following
t
Hess(log P f)(z) = — dye~1d — / at(s)*E . (Hess V(XT))ds
0
+E¢.(AF @ AY) — Ef2(AY) @ Ef 1 (AY).
This completes the proof. O

Remark 2.12. Using Equation (2.4) we see that the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck starting from x
conditioned to reach z at time t has the following explicit representation:

. 5 a sinh(a(t — s)) s sinh(a(t — s))
237 = auls)e+ ”‘/0 snn2(a(t — 7)) U "/0 sinh(a(t —r)) P

The one dimensional case can be found in [18], see also [7] and the reference therein.

Remark 2.13. In some situations, it might be also useful to control the second order
derivative of the semi-group by the derivatives of f themselves. For example, in [2/1, 25], the
authors deal with log-semi-convex functions in order to get a characterization of transport
inequalities. The result below shows how such a log-semi-convexity transfers to the semi-
group. More precisely, assume that, in addition to the hypotheses of the theorem, f: R" —
R is in D@ then, with the notation in the proof of the theorem, it also holds

(2.9)  Hess(log P f)(w) = e™*"'Ey(Hess(log f)(X})) — /O " (Hess(V)(X2))e~20%ds
+Epa(Af ® A7) = Epo(A7) @ Epa(A7)

where A7 := [{ VV (X2)e %ds.
Observe that X7 = e %z + afos e~ =1 dB, so that, using the Feynman-Kac formula,

t S —a(s—r
P 1(0) =B (1 (o b [[onap, ) iVt e
0
it holds
t - t ¢ N
thVf(fE) — e*atE (Vf(Xév)e fO V(Xs )ds) o E <f(th) / vv(X;E)efCLSdse* fO V(Xs )ds) ]
0
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Differentiating one more time, we get

Hess(P) f)(z) = ¢ *'E (Hess( NEEFedo V(X§>ds>
t t
- z wy —as g~ [, V(XE)ds
2F. <Vf (XP) ® /0 VV(XT)e % dse )
-E <f(Xf) /t HessV(X§)6_2“3dse— fot V(Xf)d8>
0

t t t =
+E<f(xg) / VV(XZ)e *ds ® / VV(X2)e ®ds e o V<Xs>d8>
0 0
from which the expected result follows.

Thanks to the result of the previous section and with the help of the A-transform, we
can obtain explicit formula for the log-Hessian of general diffusion semi-groups.

Given W: R® — R, smooth enough, and the operator LY = A — 2 -V — V on L2(y,),
we define the operator £ on L?(e"/2+,) by the unitary transform (h-transform) below:

[,Wf — 67W/2LV(€W/2f)
1 1 1
—Af—(z—VW)-Vf+ <2AW+4]VW\2—2x-VW—V) f,

whose associated semi-group P}V is intertwined with P} by
P f=e "RV ().

Let h: R™ — R and define duy,(z) = e "dx. If we seek a representation for the reversible
operator

L,:=A—-Vh-V
on L2(uy) of the form Ly f = LV f = e=W/2LV (eW/2f), we choose W and then V so that

| |? 1 1 , 1

A function f belongs to L2(uy) if and only if fe"V/2 belongs to L2(y,). We denote by
(P)i>0 the semi-group associated to the diffusion operator L; := A — Vh - V. The
operator Ly, is essentially self-adjoint on C%, see [37]. Theorem 2.10 and Remark 2.13
(with @ = 1 and ¢ = v/2) then admits the following immediate corollary.

Corollary 2.14. Let h: R” — R belongs to DW. Set uy,(dz) = e "®dx and
|22 1 L2 2
— —(n—Ah) — — — R™.

Assume that V is bounded from below. Let f € L?(uy) \ {0} be non negative and, for
all x € R™, denote by ]Efgg the expectation with respect to the probability measure Q w

introduced in Definition 2.9. Then

W(x) := — h(x), Vi(z) =

2 fx

Hess(log P:f)(z) = —E(Id — Hess(h)(x)) + IE (A ®@ AY) — Efx(Ax) ® ]E (A7)

sinh(t
1 — r
(2.10) 21 - / ( S ) EY, (Hess V(X7))ds
where
¢ sinh(t — s) et _
AT = xR Z S g © (xp—
; ; VV(XY) Sinh(7) 8+1_€72t( ;S —e'x)
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and c; is given by (1.4). Assume in addition f € D, then for A? = f(f VV(XZ¥)e *ds,
the following holds

(2.11)
Hess(log Pf)(z) = —%(Id — Hess(h)(x)) + e_2atE?fx(Hess(log HEXE)

~ < - N ¢
+ E?,/x(Af ® AY) — E?;(Af) ® E?’/x(Af) — /0 E%(HGSS(V)(X;’:))e*QQSdS.

Observe that, as for Theorem 2.10, Corollary 2.14 contains the case of the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck semi-group which corresponds to the trivial case W =V = 0.

3. THE M /M /oo SEMI-GROUP

In this section we deal with the M /M /oo queuing process, which is a discrete analogue
of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process on the integers N := {0,1...}. First we obtain lower
bounds of Alog P; f, where A is the discrete Laplacian. Then, we investigate the deviation
property of log-semi-convex functions and prove that such a property, contrary to the
continuous setting, does not hold unless the function is log-convex. In the last subsection,
we prove that the Talagrand Regularization effect in ! holds by means of the strategy of
the uniform bound on P; presented in the introduction. We start with the notation.

3.1. Notation and setting. In all what follows, we will deal with the following classical
probability distributions on N :

e B(n,p) stands for the binomial probability measure of parameters n € N and p €
[0, 1], with the convention that B(n,0) = dy (the Dirac mass at 0) and B(n, 1) = d,.
When n = 1, we simply denote by B(p) the Bernoulli distribution of parameter p.

e P(0) stands for the Poisson probability measure of intensity # whose probability
distribution function will be denoted by 7y and is given by ma(k) = e %0% k!,
k € N. At some points, we will make a slight abuse of notation and write mp(A) =
> acamo(a), for A CN,

The M/M /oo queuing process is defined through its infinitesimal generator L, acting
on functions on the integers as

(3.1) Lf(n):=nplf(n—1) = f)]+ A[f(n+1) = f(n)], neN

where A, > 0 are fixed parameters. In the above expression, there is no need to define
f(—1) since it is multiplied by 0. We use the following notation for the discrete derivative:

Df(n):=f(n+1)=f(n), neN,
and for the discrete second order derivative (Laplacian):
(3.2) Af(n):=f(n+1)+ f(n—1)=2f(n) =D(Df)(n—1), n € N\ {0}.

Then Lf(n) = AAf(n) — (nu—AN)Df(n—1).

Denote by (X¢):>0 the Markov (jump) process associated to L, so that for all (say)
bounded function f it holds P, f(n) = E(f(X:)|Xo = n), n € N. A remarkable feature of
the M /M /oo queuing process is that

L(Xi|Xo =n) = B(n,p(t)) *P(pq(t))

where * stands for the convolution,

In other words
Pif(n) =E(f(Y: + Z1))
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with Y; ~ B(n,p(t)) independent of Z; ~ P(pg(t)) which can be seen as an analogue of
the Mehler Formula (1.2) for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semi-group.

Finally, we recall that the M /M /oo queuing process is reversible with respect to the
Poisson measure P(p).

In the next section we deal with estimates on the Laplacian of log P, f.

3.2. Log-semi-convexity of the queuing process. In this section we investigate the
behavior of Alog P;f. The main result of the section (Proposition 3.1) is that for any
starting function f on the integers, as for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semi-group, Alog P; f
is bounded below by some universal constant depending only on ¢ and on the parameters
of the process (namely A and p), but not on f.

Proposition 3.1. Let f: N — R not identically vanishing. Then for all t >0 ,

1 p?
(3.3) Alog P, f(n )>log<12 <1— (p—l—p(l—p)2)2>> n=12...

with p = p(t) = e and p = \/pu.

Remark 3.2. Notice the right hand side of (3.3) tends to —oo when t — 0T, as it should
be, since f can be any function. On the other hand, the right hand side of (3.3) tends
to —log(12) as t tends to co. This comes from the technicality of the proof, we believe
however that there should exist a lower bound on Alog P, f(n) that tends to 0 as t tends
to infinity.

The proof of Proposition 3.1 relies on the following lemma which asserts that a positive
combination of log-convex (or more generally log-semi-convex) functions is log-convex
(log-semi-convex).

Lemma 3.3. Let fi: N — (0,00), i = 1,..., N, be a family of positive functions, with
N possibly infinite. Assume that for all i and alln = 1,..., Alog fi(n) > —f; for some
Bi € R. Then, for all aq,...,ay >0,

N
Alog (Z; aifi) > — 1I<Hl%vﬁz
1=
The continuous counterpart of this result is classical and could be used to prove this
discrete statement. For the sake of completeness we give below a direct proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.5. By induction, and possibly taking the limit, it suffices to prove the
result for N = 2. Moreover, by homogeneity we can assume without loss of generality that
a1 = ag = 1. Replacing (31, 52 by max(/31, 52) one can also assume that f; = 2 = f € R.
Let f,g: N — (0,00) be two positive functions with Alog f > —f and Alogg > —f. Since
ug(n) := Bn?/2, n € N, satisfies Au/g( n) = B for all n > 1, putting f := fe* and § := ge*,
it is enough to prove that A log(f +g) > 0. The assumption Alog f > 0 and Alogg > 0
guarantees that, for all n > 1, it holds

n) < \VFm+ 1 fn—1)  and  gn) < \/g(n + 1)y/g(n - 1).

Adding these inequalities, and applying Cauchy-Schwarz, yields to

F) +5(n) <\ Fn+ 1)+ G0+ Dy F(n = 1)+ g(n — 1),
which shows that A log( f + g) > 0 and completes the proof. O

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Fix t > 0; we have

Pof(n) = E(f(X4)|Xo = n) = Zf P(X; = k|Xo=n), VneN.
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For all k¥ € N, denote by Fj(n) = P(X; = k|Xo = n), n € N. According to Lemma 3.3, it
is enough to show that for all £ € N, it holds

2

1 p
3.4 Alog F) >1 1-— , Yn > 1.
Since P, is reversible with respect to P(p), it holds
P(X; =n|Xo = k)

Tp(n) ’

P(X, = k| Xo = n) = m,(k) neN.

Therefore,
log Fi,(n) = logm,(k) — logm,(n) + log Gr(n),
where Gi(n) = P(Y: + Z; = n), with as above, Y; ~ B(k,p) and Z; ~ P(p(1 —p)). A
simple calculation shows that, for any parameter 6 > 0, it holds for all n > 1
mo(n + 1)mp(n — 1)) _ (n!)? ~log n_
mp(n)? (n+1)l(n—1)! n+1

From this follows that Alog Fyp(n) = 0, n > 1, and that for & > 1, Alog Fi(n) >
Alog Gi(n), n > 1. So it is enough to show that the bound (3.4) is satisfied by Gy.
Let us first treat the case kK = 1 and show the following slightly better lower bound:

1 2
Alog G1 > log (2 (1— (p+p(]i—p)2)2>> = —«

Alogmp(n) = log (

or equivalently
(3.5) G1(n)? < e*Gi(n+ 1)Gy(n — 1), Vn > 1.
For all n > 0, it holds

i) = (1) 9 ) O s

nl
So, for n > 1,
Gi(n +G1)(i)12(n— 1) _ nil ((1=p) +p55%5) (A —p) ;rpp(”l_lp))
1 (=) +pys)
_ o (=0 o) — (i)
ntl (-9 +pysy)

21<1— P’ 2)
2 (p(1 —p)? +p)

and so taking the log gives the announced lower bound for Alog G.

Remark 3.4. Note that one could be more accurate by keeping the = factor which
eventually yields to the bound

2
P
Alog Fi(n) >log 1 — , n>1.
ghiln) = g( @u—pﬁ+pf>

Now let us treat the case k > 2. It will be convenient to write ¥; = Y/ 4 ¢; with
Y/ ~ B(k—1,p) and e; ~ B(p) two independent random variables also independent of Z;.
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Conditioning with respect to Z; + &; and using (3.5), we get
(3.6)

Gr(n) =Y P(Y/ = j)Gi(n - j)
j=0
< P(Y{ = n)Gy(0) + /2 ZIP’ §Gin+1=)?Ci(n—1- )/

< P(Y/ =n)G1(0)

n-1 vz 1/2
(3.7) + e/ (Z P(Y{ = j)Gi(n+1 —j)) (Z P(Y{ = j)Gi(n — 1 —j))
j=0 Jj=0
1/2
=P(Y/ = n)G1(0) + e/ (ZP 7)G1( n—i—l—g)) Gr(n —1)1/2

Now let us treat separately the cases :
(a)n>k>2, (b)1<n<k-—-2k>3 (c)n=k—1,k>2.
(a) Suppose n > k > 2, then P(Y/ =n) = 0 and so (3.6) yields to
Gr(n) < e?Gr(n+ 1)Y2G,(n — 1)V/2.

(b) Fix k > 3. Let us admit for a moment that there exists 5 > 0 (independent of k)
such that forall 1 <n <k — 2,

(3.8) P(Y, =n) <PPPP(Y) =n—-1)V2P(Y/ =n+ 12, Vi<n<k-2

As we will see below, the optimal 5 is log3. If 1 < n < k — 2, then inserting (3.8) into
(3.6) gives

Gr(n) < &2 (B(Y] = n +1)G1(0)) "/ (P(Y, = n — 1)G1(0))"/*

1/2
+ /2 (ZIP’ §)G1( n—i—l—])) Gr(n —1)'/2

1/2
< emax(aif)/2 (B(Y, = n + 1)G1(0 1/2 (Z P(Y/ =7)Gi(n+1— g)) Gr(n —1)1/?

< \/iemax(a;ﬁ)ﬂGk(n + 1)1/2Gk(n - 1)1/2’

where the second inequality comes from P(Y/ = n — 1)G1(0) < Gi(n — 1) and the third
inequality follows from v/a +v/b < v/2v/a + b, a,b > 0. To determine 3 in (3.8) note that

1/2 1/2
(’“ ) 1)p”<1—p>’f—1—” < B2 ((fjj Dp”—l(l - p)k—“) ((fj A Dp““(l - p)k—“—2>

is equivalent to
1 3 1 1
<e
nl(k—n—-—11H%2 =" (n=Dk—n)!(n+ Ik —n—2)!

which is equivalent to

n+1 <eﬁk—n—1

< , Vi<n<k-2.
n k—n
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Observe that

(n—l—l)(k—n)_1+ k
n(k—n—1) n(k —1) —n2’
The minimum value of the function n + n(k — 1) —n? on {1,...,k — 2} is k — 2 (reached
(n+1)(k—n)

at 1 and k — 2). So maxj<p<i—2 hen=T) = 1+ TEQ =24 ﬁ < 3. Therefore, one can
take 8 = log 3.

(c) Finally, let us assume that £k > 2 and n = k — 1. Let us admit for a moment that
(89) PO/ =k—-1)Gi(0) < (B(Y/ = k= )G1(1)"* (B(Y] = k= 2)G1(0))"*.
Then, inserting (3.9) into (3.6), and reasoning exactly as in the case (b) gives

Gr(k — 1) < V2e*2G (k)2 Gk — 2)V/2.
To prove (3.9), first observe that P(Y/ = k—1) = pF L, P(Y/ = k—2) = (k—1)p*2(1—p)

and so P(Y/ = k — 1) < £ P(Y/ = k — 2). Since, G1(0) = (1 —p)e” P=P) and G1(1) =

((1 —p)+ pip(ll_p)) (p(1 —p))e=P1=P) | we see that G1(0) = 7(171)),;1; G1(1). Therefore,
p / /
— — — < = —
P(Y, =k —1)G1(0) < T, EY =k = 9Gi(1) S B = k= 2)Gi(1)

which gives (3.9).
Putting everything together, one gets for all £ > 0 and n > 1,

Alog Gi(n) > —max(a; f) —log2 > —a —  — log 2 = log (112 (1 (o1 —];2 +p)2>>

which completes the proof. O

3.3. Remarks on the action of the M /M /oo semi-group on structured functions.
In this section, we collect some more facts about the action of P, on log-convex (resp. log-
concave) functions. The first statement, which is a simple application of Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, asserts that if f is log-semi-convex, then so is P,f. The second statement is
due to Johnson [30] and shows that P; also leaves stable the class of log-concave functions.

Proposition 3.5. Let f be a positive function on N such that, for some 8 > 0 and all
n=12..., Alog f(n) > —f. Then

Alog Pf(n) > —p n=12,..., t>0.
Proof. Recall that Pif(n) =E(f(e1+---+ep+ Z)) with ¢; ~ B(p) i.i.d. and independent
of Z ~P(pq), g =1 — p, and similarly for P,f(n — 1) and P,f(n + 1). Hence, computing

the expectation with respect to the Bernoulli random variables €,, and €,11 respectively,
we have

Pfin+1)= p2E(f(€1 +oorten1+Z242)+ 201 —pE(f(e1+ - +en1+ 2+ 1))
+ (1 —p)*E(f(e1+ - +en1+2))
and
Pif(n)=pE(fle1+--4+epn1+Z2+1)+ 1 —pE(f(e1+- - +en_1+2)).
Letting X :=¢e1+---4+¢e,_1 + Z, we get
Alog P, f(n) = log <Ptf n E}(P t)];(n - 1)>
~log (pQE(f(X +2))E(f (X)) + 2pgE(f (X + 1))E(f (X)) + qZJE(f(X)V)
5 :

)
B(f(X +1))% + 2pgE(f (X + 1))E(f(X)) + ¢’E(f(X))?
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Now, since Alog f > —f3, we infer that e #/2f(n) < Vf(n+1)f(n —1). Therefore, using
the Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality,

e PE(f(X +1))? E(/f(X +2)£(X))? <E(f(X 4+ 2)E(f(X)).
Hence
P’E(f(X +2))E(f(X)) + 2pgE(f (X + 1)E(f(X)) + ¢*E(f(X))?
> pPe PE(F(X + 1))? + 2pgB(f (X + 1)E(f(X)) + ¢°E(f(X))?
> ™ (PE(f(X + 1)) + 2pgE(f(X + 1)E(f(X)) + ¢*E(f(X))?)
which leads to the desired result. OJ

Recall that a function f : N — (0,4+00) is said log-concave if Alog f(n) < 0, for all
n > 1, or in other words if

f)? > fln=1)f(n+1), V¥n>1.
It is said ultra-log concave if n — n!f(n) is log-concave, or equivalently

f(n)22 n+1

It is easily checked that f is ultra-log-concave if f/my is log-concave for some (and thus
all) 8 > 0.
The following result is due to Johnson [30].

fn=1f(n+1), VYn > 1.

Theorem 3.6. Let (X;);>0 be the M /M /oo process with generator (3.1), associated semi-
group (Py)i>0 and reversible distribution m,. For all t > 0, denote by h; the distribution
function of the law of X;. If hg is ultra-log-concave, then for allt > 0, hy is also ultra-log-
concave. Equivalently, if fo : N — (0,4-00) is log-concave and integrable with respect to
then, for allt > 0, fi = P, f is also log-concave.

We note that the preservation of ultra-log-concavity by the M /M /oo process was proved
in [30] en route to proving the maximum entropy property of the Poisson distribution;
related properties connected to Poisson and compound Poisson approximation may also
be found in [32, 6]. For the sake of completeness, we briefly sketch Johnson’s proof (see

[30] for details).

Sketch of proof. Fix some t > 0. The proof relies on the following explicit representation
of Xtt

Xo
Xt - ng + Z7
k=1

where, as in Section 3.1, the random variables Xy, Z, ¢, k > 1, are independent, Z has
law P(p(1 — p)) and ¢ has law B(p), k > 1, with p = p(t) = e #*. According to [30,
Proposition 3.7], the random variable 22(201 e (which corresponds to a thinning of Xj)
has an ultra-log-concave distribution. On the other hand, it is easily checked that Z has
also an ultra-log-concave distribution. Since the class of ultra-log-concave functions is
closed under convolution [50, 42, 28/ 15], we conclude that the distribution function of X
is ultra-log-concave. Finally, observe that if fo € L!(m,) is a log-concave function such
that (without loss of generality) [ fodm, =1 and X, has distribution function hg = fom,,
then hg is obviously ultra-log-concave and so, according to what precedes, the distribution
function h; of X; is also ultra-log-concave. Since P is reversible with respect to m,, it
holds h¢ = (P, fo)m,. And so f; = P fy is log-concave. O

This result may be seen as a discrete analogue of the preservation of log-concavity by
the heat flow (observed by Brascamp and Lieb [15]) and of strengthened versions of this
property (observed by Ishige, Salani and Takatsu [29]).
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3.4. Deviation bounds for log-convex functions - absence of deviation bounds
for log-semi-convex functions. In this section, we investigate deviation bounds of the
type mg({n : f(n) >t [ fdmy}) for log-convex, and more generally log-semi-convex, func-
tions f. In other words, we address the analogue of Problem (2) in the introduction for
the Poisson distributions. As our results will reveal, in this discrete setting, an analogue
of Problem (2) does not hold in general, but it does hold if f is assumed to be log-convex.
One reason for this spurious effect is that the tail of the measure >~ mo(k), in dis-
crete, is of the same order as mp(n), i.e., with no extra factor, while in the continuous,

s

oo —t2 e~
Js e dl ~snoo S5

In all what follows, will make a frequent use of a non-asymptotic version of Stirling

formula. More precisely, the following inequalities for the factorial are known (see [17]) to
hOId 1 1 1 1
V2t re " I < nl < V2T 2e M n > 1.
Hence,
(3.10) n"Tre™ < pl < 3ptie ™

for n > 1 (since 2mel/12n < 3).
Let us begin with a precise tail bound for the Poisson distributions.

Lemma 3.7. Let 6 > 0 and define ®g(z) := zlogax — xloghd —x + 0, x > 1. Set
Fy(u) := mp([u, 00)) for the tail of the distribution function of mg. For u > 26, we have

Fy(u) < jaexp{—%(u)}.
Proof. If u > 20,

ekefﬁ B 9”679 ekfu

Folu) = 3 = >
= k! u! ol k(k—1)...(u+1)
guef gue—? 2
< v h =2 <= —®
STz o < e {-a()
where we used (3.10). O

Proposition 3.8. For any 0 > 0, there exists a constant ¢ that depends only on 6 such
that for all t > 4 and all positive functions f on the integers satisfying Alog f > 0, we

have
Vloglogt
>t | fd <=
mo((f 2t [ fimg)) < V28
Proof. We assume without loss of generality that [ fdmy = 1 and we follow [23]. Define

f [0,00) — (0,00) as the piecewise linear interpolation of f. Since Alog f > 0, log f
is convex so that log f(z) = supy>o{zy — 9(y)}, = > 0, where g(y) = (log f)*(y) =
sup,>olyr — log f(x)}, y > 0, is the Legendre transform of log f. Then, since, for any

n € N and any y > 0, log f(n) = log f(n) > ny — ¢(y), we have

1= [ fdmg> e 9W /e"ydm)(n) =exp{—g(y) +6(e — 1)}.

Therefore
gly) =0(e’ =1), y=>0,
and in turn

log f(n) =log f(n) < su%{ny —6(e — 1)} = {

y>

n(logn —logfh) —n+6 ifn>46
0 ifn<@.
= max|[n(logn — logf) —n + 6,0].
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Hence, for t > ~1/6,
mo({f > t}) < mp({max(n(logn —logd) —n +60,0) > logt})
= mg({n(logn —logl) —n + 6 >logt}) = mp({Py(n) > logt})
=mp({n €N:n> o, (logt)})
where we set ®g(x) := xlogx — zloghd — x + 6, x > 1 and denoted by <I>0_1 its inverse

function which is increasing on [f — 1 —log 6, 00). Using Lemma 3.7, we get for ¢ > ¢y, for
some constant depending only on 6,

e~ ®o(®; " (logt)) 2

o, ' (logt) td@e_l(logt)'

To end the proof it suffices to observe that ®y(z/logz) = x—x[loglog x+log#+1]/log x+
0 < x for x large enough so that ®,'(z) > z/logz (for z large). O

mo({n € N: f(n) 2 1}) <2

Remark 3.9. Let us note that the bound in Proposition 5.8 is of optimal order. Indeed,
consider the function fy(n) = e*c()), where ¢(\) = exp{l — e}, A > 0, is taken to be
the normalizing constant that makes [ fxdm = 1. Observe that Alog f\ = 0 since log fx

is linear. Now
mth =) =m ([5108(55) )

We are interested in lower bounds on this Poisson tail. Let us take A = logk and t =
ekFe* | for some integer k, so that %log (ﬁ) = k. Observe that, using (3.10),

1 LR
m1([k, +00)) > il > ?Tek ze”.

Therefore, after some calculations, we get

tv/logt 1 1+klogk — k 1/2
Lz )2 g (o )
Vioglogt 3 \klog(1+ klogk — k)

and the right hand side goes to 1/3 as k — oo, which proves optimality.

The next proposition goes in the opposite direction to Proposition 3.8. It states that
the log-semi-convex property is not enough to ensure a deviation bound better than just
Markov’s inequality. In what follows, § > 0 is fixed and we define for all 3 > 0

Fp:={f: N — R such that Alog f > —3 and /fd7r9 =1}

Proposition 3.10. For all 5 > 0, the following holds

limsupt sup mp({n: f(n) >t}) > 0.

Proof. For a > 0, define f, as
fa(n) = eXp{—g(n—a)Q—i-Z(a)}, n €N, with Z(a) := —log/exp{—g(n—a)Q}dwe(n)
so that [ fodmg = 1. Moreover

Alog f(n) = —g ((n+1—a)2+(n— 1 —a)? —2(n—a)2) = —0.

Hence, for all @ > 0, f, € F3. The expected result will follow if we are able to prove that
there exists T': [0,00) — Rt with T'(a) — oo as a — oo such that

(3.11) limsup T(a)mp({fa = T(a)}) > 0

since clearly lim sup,_, o T'(a)mo({fa = T'(a)}) < limsup,_,o tsupser, mo({f = t}).
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Set Up: RT = R, u > —g(u—a)2—log I'(u+1)4ulog@—0 where I'(2) := [;° t*~ e tdL,
z > 0, is the Gamma functional. It is well known that logI' is convex on (0,00) so that
U, is strictly concave on R*. Since lim, o ¥4(u) = —oc0, this guarantees that ¥, has a
unique maximum on R achieved at a (unique) point we denote by u, € [0, 00).

We claim that A := {a > 1 such that u, € N} is infinite and unbounded and u, — 400,
as a € A tends to +00. We postpone the proof of the claim and continue with the proof
of (3.11).

Set, for a € A,

T(a) := exp (—g(ua —a)* + Z(a)) .
Now we observe that
mo(fo = T@h =m0 (s -2 — 2 2 S - 0} ) > mo(ua) =
Therefore, since u,! = I'(u, + 1) for a € A,

T(a)mo({fu > T(a)}) > expflog(T(a)) — log(ua!) + g log f — 6} = exp{W,(uq) + Z(a)}.

Our aim is to bound from below the right hand side of the latter. We notice that, by
definition of ¥, and since n! =T'(n + 1),

/exp{—g(n — a)?}drg(n) = 3 exp{—g(n —a)? —log(n!) + nlogd — 6}
n=0

= exp{¥u(n)}.
n=0
Since U7 < —f and ¥/ (u,) = 0 we have

Uo(n) < Wolug) + W (ug)(n — ug) — g(n —ug)? = U, (ug) — g(n — ug)?.

Hence

/exp{—g(n — a)?*}dmg(n) < e¥alua) i exp{—g(n — g)?} < 2¢Velua) i e P12,

Setting cg = —log (2 Yoo e‘ﬁ”2/2>, one gets

(3.12) 2(a) = ~tog [ exp{~5(n — afDiro(n) 2 c5 — Wa(ua)
The latter implies two useful conclusions. First, for all a € A,
T(a)mg({fa = T(a)}) = exp{¥a(ua) + Z(a)} > €.

Second, log T'(a) = —g(ua —a)?+Z(a) > cg+log(ug!) —uglogf+ 60 — o as a € A tends
to infinity.

The desired conclusion follows as soon as we prove the claim above. The equation
U’ (uq) = 0 shows that the map a + u, is continuous. Hence the claim will follow if we
can prove that u, — 0o as a goes to infinity. We observe that ¥/ (u) = —f(u — a) —
P(u + 1) + log 6 where (u) := I"(u)/T'(u) is the digamma function, which is increasing
on [1,00). The following asymptotic is known, ¢(u) = logu + o(1), as u tends to infinity.
Therefore ¥/ (v/a) > (a — /a) —log(v/a) + ¢ > 0 for a large enough. In particular, for a
large enough, u, > /a which proves the claim. O
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3.5. The Talagrand Regularization effect. In this section we will prove Talagrand’s
regularization effect for the M /M /oo queuing process. This is one of the main result
of this paper. We will use the strategy of the uniform bound on P; presented in the
Introduction. Recall that p = \/p and that the M /M /oo semi-group (P;)s>0 is reversible
with respect to the Poisson measure 7, of parameter p. For simplicity we will assume
from now on that p = 1. All the results below remain valid for any p > 0, but at the
price of more technicalities in the proofs, non essential for the purpose of the whole paper.
As a motivation, it should be noticed that the M /M /oo semi-group enjoys some sort of
hypercontractivity property, see [12, Section 7] (cf. [16, 33, 46]). Hence the question
raised by Talagrand about the regularization property of the semi-group for functions in
L' makes perfect sense. Here is a positive answer.

Theorem 3.11 (Talagrand’s regularization effect for the M /M /oo queuing process). Let
(Pt)e=0 be the M/M /oo semi-group (with p = 1). Then, for every s > 0, there ezists a
constant ¢ (that depends only on s) such that, for allt > 4,

cy/loglogt
sup w1 ({n: Psf(n) >1t}) < %
£20: [ fdm=1 0g

Remark 3.12. For any fized s > 0, this bound is optimal for large values of t. Indeed,
using the notation of Remark 5.9, it easily seen that Psfy = fi), with A(s) = log(1 +
e *(e —1)). According to Remark 3.9, the deviation bound of Proposition 3.8 is optimal
for the family (fx)xso. Therefore the deviation bound of Theorem 3.11 is also optimal.
The proof of the theorem is based on an estimate on the following quantity
1 P(Y, s+ Zs =k)

Ue(n):= —su , s>0
s(n) n! k;g m1(k)

where Y,, 5 is a binomial variable of parameter n, p; = e~* and Z is a Poisson variable of
parameter g = 1 — ps.

Lemma 3.13. For all s > 0, there exists a constant ¢ (that depends only on s) such that

foranyn > 1, Uy(n) < ﬁ

Remark 3.14. We observe that 1/\/n is the correct order. Indeed, assume that ne® € N.
Considering the special case k =n/ps € N and then the sole term j = n in the sum we get

L BQe + Za=n/pe) _ 1ge (1/Pe)! 55 () pla "0
i) ((n/ps) = 5)!

Ue(n) >

~ n! m1(n/ps) n! s

> eps (n/ps)' p”qn%/ps
— nl(ngs/ps)V 7 '
Therefore, using (3.10), we have

1 1
log ¥s(n) > ps + (n + ) log <n> _n —log3 — (n—i— ) logn +n
Ds 2 Ds Ds 2

1
—log3 — (nqs - ) log (nqs) + 2 nlogps + " log g,
ps 2 Ds Ds Ds

1 1 1
=ps —2log3 — ilogqs — ilogn > —2log3 — ilogn
from which we get ¥y(n) > ﬁ.
Proof of Lemma 3.13. Denoting by X = (X)i>0 the M/M/oo process, we know that
P(Y, s+ Zs = k) = P(Xs = k| Xo = n). Since m; is reversible for X, we have
P(Xs = k| X0 =n)
T (k)

(3.13) 1 (n) = P(X, = n|Xo = k)
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and so W(n) = nlsupgsoP(Xs = n|Xo = k) = nlsupg>oP(Yi,s + Zs = n). Using (3.13),
one first sees that if 0 < k <n — 1, then

k!

P(Xs =n|Xo=k) < oS

1
—
Now, if k > n, then using Lemma 3.15 below, we see that
k
c c
PYis+Zs=n)=> PV, =)P(Zs=n—1i) < sup P(Vs =1) < &= < £,
( k,s s ) g ( k,s ) ( s ) Ogigk ( k,s ) \/E \/ﬁ

which completes the proof. ]

Lemma 3.15. For any p € (0,1), there exists ¢, > 0 such that
(3.14) sup ¥ Pl —p)li< . Vk > 1.
0<i<k \ ! ~VE -

Proof. When p € (0, 1), it is well known that the mode of the binomial distribution B(k, p)
is ix, := [(k + 1)p]. In other words,

k\ i —i_ (KR —i
sup <.>pz(1—p)k = ( )p’“(l—p)k k
0<i<k \ 4 n

Using (3.10), one gets that, when 1 <i <k —1

k\ ; k pi(l—p)k’i k
(Z.)p(l—p)k <3 i(k_i)(]i)i<1_li)k_i§3 Tt

where the last inequality follows from the fact that the function f(s) = s'(1 — s)F=1)
s € [0,1], reaches its maximum at s = ;. Therefore, if 1 <4 <k — 1, it holds

kY . [k ;1
P (1 - L3 S
<Zk>p ( p) lk(k—lk) p\/E

for some ¢}, depending only on p. Now i, = 0 or i, = k can only occur if k < max(lp%p; 1%;) =

ko. So letting ¢ = supg<;<y r<k, \/%(’f)p’(l — p)*~% we see that (3.14) holds with ¢,

max(cy; ).

Ol

With Lemma 3.13 in hand, we are in position to prove Theorem 3.11.
Proof of Theorem 3.11. We first observe that (strategy of the uniform bound on P;)
sup m ({n: Psf(n) >t}) < ({n sup P, f(n) Zt}) .

£20: fdmi=1 £20: fdm=1
We claim that

P(Y,s+ Zs =k
sup  Psf(n) =sup (Frn,s + - )
£20: [ fdm=1 k>0 m1 (k)

where we recall that Y, s is a binomial variable of parameter n and p, = e™* and Z; is
Poisson variable with parameter ¢; = 1 — ps. Indeed if one considers f, = 1, /71 (k,), for
some integer k,, one immediately sees that

P(Xn,s + Y:s - ko)
71 (ko)

wp  Pof(n) > Pafoln) = 32 folWE(Xos + Vs = k) =
F20: [ fdm=1 k=0
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P(Xy,s+Ys=k)
Therefore SUD 0. [ fdm =1 Psf(n) > supg> ey On the other hand, for any f
non-negative with [ fdm =1,

= 3 = = 3 s . su P(Xn’S—I_YSZk)
_ kz:% f(B)P(Xps+ Y, =k) = I;) f(k)mi(k) 0 < @IS =0

which proves the claim.
Recall the definition of ¥y right before Lemma 3.13. From the claim and Lemma 3.13,
we have

sup  m ({n:Psf(n) >t}) <m ({n:nlPy(n) >t}) <m {n:nl//n>t/c})
£20: [ fdm=1

for some constant ¢ depending only on s. Using (3.10), we have n!/\/n < 3exp{nlogn—n}.
Hence, setting H(x) := xlog x —x, which is an increasing function (hence one to one whose
inverse we denote by H~!),

sup  m ({n: Pf(n) > 8}) < ({n ™ > 1/(30)})
£20: [ fdm=1
=1 ({n:n > H "(log(t/(3¢)))})
=1 ({n:n > [H (og(t/(3)]})

(Here, as usual, [-] denotes the ceiling function, that maps x to the least integer greater
than or equal x). Next we observe that, according to Lemma 3.7, for any integer u > 2,

€f<1>1(u) - efH(u)
Vu T Vu

Since = +— e*H(x)/\/E is decreasing, for ¢ large enough, we end up with

mi({n:n>u}) <2

({n: Pof(n) > 1)) < —H([H(log(t/(3c))1) § o—H(H(log(t/(30))))
o s P = 0) < e T < TRt G
3c
t/H 1(log(t/(3¢)))

Finally, we observe that H~!(z) > o o for x large enough, from which the expected result
follows. O

4. LAGUERRE’S SEMI-GROUPS

In this section we deal with the Laguerre semi-groups on (0,00). We may prove that
both log-semi-convexity and deviation bounds for log-semi-convex functions (Problem (1)
and (2) in the introduction), do not hold. On the other hand, the strategy of the uniform
bound on P; applies and will allow us to prove the Talagrand regularization effect for the
Gamma probability measures.

In the next subsection, we introduce the Laguerre operator in its full generality. How-
ever, in the subsequent subsection we may, for simplicity, reduce to the sole case o = 3/2
(see below) which is simpler to handle. Many computations could probably be done for
general o but at the price of heavy technicalities. We preferred a simpler presentation
rather than a complete one in order to present the phenomenon occurring in the setting
of Laguerre’s operators.
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4.1. Introduction. On (0,00) denote by vy, with @ > 0, the Gamma distribution with

density
1

Yaolz) = @xo‘*le*x, x>0

with respect to the Lebesgue measure on (0,00). It is the reversible measure of the
diffusion operator L® (which is negative), called Laguerre operator, defined on smooth
enough functions f as

Lf(x) =xf"(z) + (a« — ) f (z), = >0.

The Laguerre Operator is well-known and related to Laguerre’s polynomials

Qn(x) = % tle %@Jw e ), keN, z>0.

First Laguerre’s polynomials are (we omit the super scripts « for simplicity) Qo(z) = 1,
Qi(x) = a—z, Qax) = % — (o + 1)z + 12%. Moreover, the family (Q%)x>0 is
an orthogonal decomposition of L in £2((0,00),74): namely it is an orthogonal basis
of £L2((0,00),7,) and each Q¢ is an eigenfunction of L% with associated eigenvalue —Fk,
k =0,1,.... The associated semi-group, we denote by (Pf):>0, takes the form (see e.g.

[1])
PP (@) = [ GEey)f ()dvaly)
for any f € LP((0,00),74) for some p > 1, with kernel

T (£) e ) (452

et Ty

Here I3 denotes the modified Bessel function of the first kind of order 8 > —1, defined as

e 1 z\ s
0= g () e

n=0

4.2. log-semi-convexity for the Laguerre semi-groups. We will prove in this section
that there does not exist any uniform lower bound (in z and f) on (log P?)”(x). For
simplicity, and since Iy /o(x) = \/2/7z sinh(z), z > 0, is explicit, we may focus only on the
case o = 3/2 for which we have (we omit the superscript @ = 3/2 all along this subsection)

et [ et i x zyet
RI@) = [ Gl favty), Gula,y) = 2 ( )exp{ i (@)

et —1 \zy Cet—1f3

with dv(z) = p(z)de = F(‘é/i)e*xd:r. Now consider the special test function f(y) =

Sy/¢(y) so that P,f(x) = Gy(z,y) and therefore, setting ¢, := 2e!/2/(et — 1),

x
et —1

1
+log I (ci\/ry) = ¢, ;— 5 logx— e +log sinh (¢t /Ty)
2 I

1
log Pif(x) = Cyt—y log x— 5 ]
where ¢y ¢, Cg/,t are constants that depend only on y and ¢. It follows that

a1 ey
(log P.f) (z) = T — + NG coth(ci\/Ty)
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and

(08 P (2) = 573 — 7oL coth(cr/a7) + Y1 — coth(ery/77))

= 13 (2 oy — g coth(en/77) — ey coth(er/77) )

=2 (2 + 22 — zcoth(z) — 22 coth(z)Q) =— (2 - 272 - zcoth(z))

(sinh 2)?

where in the third line we set z = ¢;,/Ty. Since zcoth z — oo as z tends to infinity, and
since z/sinhz < 1 (for z > 0), the latter shows that (log P;f)”(z) cannot be bounded
below by a constant independent on f and x. Hence, log-semi-convexity (Problem (1) of
the introduction) does not hold.

4.3. Deviation bounds for log-semi-convex functions. In this section, we investigate
deviation bounds for log-semi-convex functions. We prove that, due to the weak tail of
the measures v, the log-semi-convexity property does not help to get a better bound than
Markov’s inequality. More precisely, setting Fg o := {f > 0: (log f)” > =8, [ fdva = 1},
B € R, we have the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1. Let a > 0. Then, for all 8 > 0,

limsupt sup vo({z: f(z)>t}) >0
t—00 fEFB.a
Proof. We proceed as in the proof of Proposition 3.10. Fix 8 > 0 and, for a > 0, define
fa(z) = exp{—g(x —a)?+Z(a)} where Z(a) := — logfexp{—g(m —a)?}dv, () is devised
so that [ fudv, = 1. Tt is easy to prove (we omit details) that Z(a) < cp,(a) for some
positive constant ¢ that depends on 5 and «. Hence,

valfa > 1) > v ((za—a) ;

Now choose a so that (logt+ log pa(a)+1loge) = 1. Note that a and ¢ must jointly go to

infinity in order for the latter constraint to be satisfied, since p,(a) — 0 as a — co. We
infer that

(logt 4 log ¢q(a) + log c)) .

a+1

Vo(fa>1) > va(x €la—1,a+1]) = /{171 Valz)dr > pa(a)

where the last inequality holds for a (or equivalently t) large enough and follows after
some approximation and algebra left to the reader (here ¢ is a constant that depends only
a). But a has been chosen so that ¢, (a) = CTN for some constant ¢’ > 0 depending only
on « and . Hence, tv,(f, > t) > ¢’ which proves the proposition. ]

Remark 4.2. In [23], deviation bounds for log-convex densities (8 = 0) under the expo-
nential measure (o = 1) were deduced from the Gaussian case using a simple push-forward
argument. The same argument could be easily used to get deviation bounds for log-conver
functions for other Gamma distributions.

As already mentioned, the above result (5 > 0) is due to weak tail of v,. Indeed, for
such measures, we have [° dve ~oo a(x), while for example for the standard Gaussian
measure, [° e~ /2qdt ~oy e*x2/2/w, i.e. there is a gain of a factor 1/x with respect to the
Gaussian density in this case.

4.4. The Talagrand regularization effect. In this final section, we prove Talagrand’s
regularization effect for Laguerre’s semi-groups, by means of the strategy of the uniform
bound on P;. Such a regularization makes sense also in this setting since the Laguerre
semi-groups enjoy an hypercontractive property [34, 20].
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Theorem 4.3. Let o > 0 and denote by (P$)s>0 the Laguerre semi-group reversible with
respect to vo. Then, for any s > 0, there exists a constant ¢ (that depends only on s and

) such that for all non-negative real functions f in L1((0,00),va) with [ fdv, =1,

Cc

t\/logt’

Proof. Fix s > 0 and t > 1. We will use the strategy of the uniform bound on P;. Namely,
we first observe that

va({P2f > 1}) < t> 1.

sup  vo({F'f 2 1}) <va({  sup  Pif > 1}).
£20,[ fdva=1 £20,[ fdva=1

Then, it is easy to see that, thanks to the kernel representation,

sup P f(z) =supGi(z,y), z>0.
F20,[ fdva=1 y>0

Therefore we are left with an estimate on Gg(z,y) (we look for an upper bound). The

. 8
following asymptotics are know [1] to hold Ig(x) ~ \/% and Ig(x) ~o lsg(céj-)l) Up to a
constant ¢ that depends on «, we can safely assert that I,—1(u) < ce*/\/u, for v > 1 and
In_1(u) < cu® ! for u < 1. In particular,

—a x a— et 104 ZW
sup Go(x,y) < o'z e T T max (4" sup e FoaTdsupy e @1t o
y>0 0<y<yz Y>Yx
11—« T a—1
=cxr 2 e es—lmax(a?? ;
1 1—-2a)(e® -1
27 exp sup ( I )logy—erQW )
es—1 Y>Yz 4
for some constant ¢’ that depends on s and a and where y,. is such that 2@ =1, ie
Yy = (62;615)2. Hence, we need to bound from above
1-2 f—1
sup ( a)(e )logy—y‘FQWZ sup alogz+bz—22
Y>Yz 4 z>(85—1)/b

where we set a = % and b = 2v/ze® (and used the change of variable z =/,

together with the fact that \/y, = (e® — 1)/(2V/xze®) = (e* — 1)/b). Denote by H(y) :=
alog z+bz—2%. It is a tedious but easy exercise to prove that there exists a constant ¢ > 0
than depends only on s and «, and z, > 0 such that sup... - H(z) < ¢+ §logz + ze®

for x > x, and SUP.> /7 H(z) < —é for x < x,. Hence, after some algebra

sup G (v,y) < ¢ (1 o ex)
y>0

for some constant ¢’ that depends only s and a. Denote by F(x) := x + % logz, © >0
and observe that F increasing for x large enough with inverse function we denote by F~!
is also increasing. It is easy to see that x > F~!(z) > x — % log x (for = large enough).
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Therefore, for ¢ large enough

fzojlch;VQZI ({P5f 2 t}) < va <{ ) > log (t - 1) })

:F<a>/ (tog(5-1))

< wF-! (1og (_1)) o P (105( 4 1))

o 1
< log #)0~1 —log( +1= 2 /
#'(log t) iost

loglog(t) __ — K

where we used that [° 2%~ le=de < ku®le ™ for u large enough and x, v’ are constants
that depends only on « and s. For ¢ close to 1, the result follows from Markov’s inequality
(at the price of a possible bigger constant ). O
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