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Thermodynamics and concentration

ANDREAS MAURER
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We show that the thermal subadditivity of entropy provides a common basis to derive a strong form of
the bounded difference inequality and related results as well as more recent inequalities applicable to con-
vex Lipschitz functions, random symmetric matrices, shortest travelling salesmen paths and weakly self-
bounding functions. We also give two new concentration inequalities.
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1. Introduction

Concentration inequalities bound the probabilities that random quantities deviate from their av-
erage, median or otherwise typical values. They are at the heart of empirical science and play an
important role in the study of natural and artificial learning systems.

An early concentration inequality for sums was given by Chebychev and Bienaymé in the
19th century [6] and allowed a rigorous proof of the weak law of large numbers. The subject
has since been developed by Bernstein, Chernoff, Bennett, Hoeffding and many others [1,9], and
results were extended from sums to more general and complicated nonlinear functions. During
the past few decades, research activity has been stimulated by the contributions of Michel Ta-
lagrand [22,23] and by the relevance of concentration phenomena to the rapidly growing field
of computer science. Some concentration inequalities, like the well-known bounded difference
inequality, have become standard tools in the analysis of algorithms [19]. Nevertheless, a unified
and elementary basis for the derivation of the many available results is still missing.

One of the more recent methods used to derive concentration inequalities, the so-called entropy
method, is rooted in the early investigations of Boltzmann [2] and Gibbs [7] into the foundations
of statistical mechanics. A general problem of statistical mechanics is to demonstrate the “equiv-
alence of ensembles”, which can be interpreted as an exponential concentration property of the
Hamiltonian, or energy function. While the modern entropy method evolved along a complicated
historical path via quantum field theory and the logarithmic Sobolev inequality of Leonard Gross
[8], its hidden simplicity was understood and emphasized by Michel Ledoux, who also recog-
nized the key role that the subadditivity of entropy can play in the derivation of concentration
inequalities [10,11]. Recently, Boucheron et al. [4] showed that the entropy method is sufficiently
strong to derive a form of Talagrand’s convex distance inequality.

The purpose of this paper is to advertise the subadditivity of entropy as a unified basis for the
derivation of concentration inequalities for functions on product spaces and to demonstrate the
benefits of formulating the concentration problem in the language of statistical thermodynamics,
an approach proposed by David McAllester [18].
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Our method consists of three steps. The first step (Theorem 1) expresses the log-Laplace trans-
form (or, more directly, the deviation probability) in terms of an integral of the thermal entropy
over a range of inverse temperatures. This step encapsulates the so-called Herbst argument.

The second step (Theorem 6) is the tensorization inequality, or, more properly, a thermal sub-
additivity property of entropy. It asserts that the entropy of a system is no greater than the thermal
average of the sum of entropies of the constituent subsystems.

The third step (Theorem 3) expresses the entropy of the subsystem in terms of thermal energy
fluctuations.

All three steps are elementary and their combination leads to a general concentration result
(Theorem 7) that can be used whenever we succeed in controlling the latter fluctuations.

We then use the method to first derive a strong form of the bounded difference inequality
and an inequality given by McDiarmid and related to Bennett’s inequality [19]. These results
are normally not associated with the entropy method. Then monotonicity properties of thermal
energy fluctuations, or bounds thereof, are exploited to derive two apparantly novel sub-Gaussian
tail-bounds and to give a new proof of an upper tail-bound in [16] that improves on some results
obtained from Talagrand’s convex distance inequality. Finally, we show how our method can be
extended in a generic way using self-boundedness and/or decoupling, and illustrate this extension
by deriving a concentration inequality that underlies the recent new proof of the convex distance
inequality [4].

Clearly statement and proof of all the results presented in this paper would be possible on
a purely formal basis without any reference to physics. The author believes, however, that posi-
tioning the subject in a broader scientific context highlights its historical connections and gives
access to a valuable source of intuition.

In the next section, we describe the connection between entropy and concentration and intro-
duce several thermodynamic functions. We then transfer these concepts to product spaces and
present the tensorization inequality. The remaining sections are dedicated to applications, and
we conclude with a tabular summary of the notation used in the paper.

2. Entropy and concentration

Let (2, X, ) be a probability space and f € Loo[1t] be a fixed function whose concentration
properties are to be studied.

We interpret the points x € Q2 as possible states of a physical system and f as the negative
energy (or Hamiltonian) function, so that — f(x) is the system’s energy in the state x. The mea-
sure ; models an a priori probability distribution of states in the absence of any constraining
information.

We will ignore questions of measurability. If it seems necessary to the reader, 2 may be taken
as a potentially very large finite set, the cardinality of which will play no role in our results. The
boundedness assumption is a simplification that is justified by the fact that most of our results
are vacuous for f ¢ Lo[u]. In the remaining cases, we will mention optimal conditions on f.

For any g € Log[p] we write E[g] = [, gdu and 0%[g] = E[(g — E[g])*].
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2.1. Thermal equilibrium and thermodynamic functions

Our function f defines a one-parameter family {Egy: 8 € R} of expectation functionals by

Eprlgl= ZE
In statistical thermodynamics, Egr[g] is the thermal expectation of the observable g at tempera-
ture T = 1/B. The normalizing expectation is called the partition function,

Zgr = E[eP].
The corresponding probability measure on €2,

dugr = Zﬂ_fleﬂf du,

is called the canonical ensemble. It describes a system in thermal equilibrium with a heat reser-
voir at temperature 7 = 1/8. The canonical ensemble has the density p = Zlgf] ef’, which
maximizes the Kullback—Leibler divergence or relative entropy KL(pdu,duw) := E[plnp],
given the expected internal energy —E[pf]. The parameter § is the Lagrange multiplier cor-
responding to this constraint. For a constant ¢ we have the obvious and important identity
Ep(f+o)[81= Epyrlgl.

The corresponding maximal value of the Kullback—Leibler divergence is the canonical entropy

Si(B) = KL(ZEfleﬁf du,dw) = BEg/[f1—1nZgs. 2.1)

Note that S_ 7 (8) = Sy(—p), a simple but very useful fact to pass from upper to lower tails.
For B # 0 the Helmholtz free energy is defined by

1
Ar(B) = Banﬂf.

Dividing (2.1) by B and writing U = Egy[ f ], we obtain the classical thermodynamic relation
A=U-TS,

which describes the macroscopically available energy A as the difference between the total ex-
pected energy U and an energy portion 7'S, which is inaccessible due to ignorance of the micro-
scopic state.

By L’Hopital’s rule, we have limg_.o A s (8) = E[ f], so the free energy A s extends continu-
ously to R by setting A (0) = E[ f]. We find

1 1
AL (B) = pEpUf1— gz InZpy = B2S1(B).

Integrating this identity from zero to 8 and multiplying with 8, we obtain:
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Theorem 1. For any > 0 we have

Ps
In E[e?V~ED] =,3/ —f(zy) dy
o VY

and, fort > 0,
Fs
Pr{f—Ef>t}§exp(ﬂ/ f(;) dy—,Bt).
0o Vv
Proof.
InE[ePY~EN] =nZgy — BE[f1=B(As(B) — Af(0))
g P Srw)
=ﬂ/ Ap(y)dy =/3/ L dy.
0 ’ 0 14

Combining this with Markov’s inequality gives the second assertion. (]

The theorem shows how bounds on the canonical entropy can lead to concentration results. In
the following we present ways to arrive at such bounds.

2.2. Entropy and energy fluctuations

The thermal variance of a function g € L[] is denoted agf (g) and defined by

o5r(8) = Epr[(g — Eprle)] = Eprle™] — (Eprle)’.

For constant ¢ we have og(erc) [g]l= aéf [g].
We first give some simple results pertaining to the derivatives of the partition function and the
thermal expectations.

Lemma 2. The following formulas hold:

1. g5 Zgp) = EgsIf1.
2. If h: B+ h(B) € Looli] is differentiable and (d/dB)h(B) € Loo[t], then

d d
EEﬁf[h(ﬂ)] = Egr[h(B) f1— Egr[R(B)Eps[f1+ Eﬁf[@h(ﬁ)}

3. 5 Esrlf 1= Egsl M = Egs LM Egs [ £1.
4 & nzgp) = G Egr1f1=03 111,

Proof. 1 is immediate and 2 is a straightforward computation. 3 and 4 are immediate conse-
quences of 1 and 2. (]
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The thermal variance of f itself corresponds to energy fluctuations. The next theorem repre-
sents entropy as a double integral of such fluctuations. The utility of this representation to derive

concentration results has been noted by David McAllester [18].

Theorem 3. We have for > 0

B rB )
Sf(m:fo [ ozinasar
t

Proof. Using the previous lemma and the fundamental theorem of calculus, we obtain the for-
mulas

B B B
ﬂEﬂf[f]=/0 Eﬂf[f]df=/0 (/0 Gf}[f]ds+E[f])dt

B B/ ot
anﬁf=/ Etf[f]df=/ (/ Off[f]derE[f])dt,
0 0 0 '

which we subtract to obtain

and

B/ (B ‘
St(B) = BEgs[f1—1InZgs = ol [f1ds — | ol [f]1ds)dr
0 0 0

Brrb
:/O </t asf[f]ds>dt. 0

Since bounding aéf[ f1 is central to our method, it is worth mentioning an interpretation in

terms of heat capacity, or specific heat. Recall that —Eg¢[ f] is the expected internal energy.
The rate of change of this quantity with temperature 7 is the heat capacity. By conclusion 4 of
Lemma 2 we have

d 1,
7 CEsr LD = 507,111,

which exhibits the proportionality of heat capacity and energy fluctuations.

2.3. A variational entropy bound

While Theorem 3 is just an elementary way of rewriting the canonical entropy, the following
lemma is typically a strict inequality that leads to the modified logarithmic Sobolev inequality
proposed by Massart in [13]. To state it, we define the real function

y()=¢e —t—1, (2.2)

which arises from deleting the first two terms in the power series expansion of the exponential
function.
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Lemmad. Ifc € R, then
Sr(B) < Ege[v(=B(f —0)].

Proof. Using Int <t — 1, we get

e ebe
Bf —InZgr =B(f —c)+In sﬁ(f—c)+< —1).
Zpf Zpf

Taking the thermal expectation then gives

Bc
Sr(B) < EgflB(f — )]+ ; ~1
Bf
efﬁ(ffc)eﬂf
= EgrlB(f — )]+ E[Zi] -1
Bf
= Epr[e PO+ B(f —0) 1], 0

3. Product spaces

We now assume that Q2 = ]_[Z=1 Qrand u = ®Z=1 Uk, Where each p is the probability measure
representing the distribution of some variable Xy in the space 2k, where all the X are assumed
to be mutually independent. The X are irrelevant for the derivation of our inequalities, but they
are convenient in the discussion of applications.

If x = (x1,...,x,) € Q describes a state of a physical system, we can think of x; € € as
the state of the kth subsystem, which may be a particle or a more abstract object, such as a spin
assigned to the vertex of a graph. The a priori measure p assigns independent probabilities uy to
the states of the subsystems. If the total energy is a sum of energies of the subsystems, f =Y fi,
with fi € Loo[pr], then this is also true for the canonical ensemble Zg feﬁf ' du corresponding to
non-interaction of the subsystems.

3.1. Conditional expectations

Forxe Q,1 <k <nandy € Q we use X, ; to denote the vector in €2, which is obtained by
replacing x; with y. We also write, for g € Loo[1],

Er[gl(x) = /

g(Xy,k)de()’)Z[ 8(X1, o XK1, ¥y Xkt 15 - - -5 Xp) dptg ().
Qi

Qi

The operator Ej corresponds to an expectation conditional to all variables with indices dif-
ferent to k. We denote with Ay the sub-algebra of Loo[n] consisting of those functions that
are independent of the kth variable. Ej is evidently a linear projection onto Ay. Also, the Ej
commute amongst each other and, for 4 € L[u] and g € Ay, we have

E[[Exh]g]l = E[Ek[hg]] = E[hg]. (3.1
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Replacing the operator E by Ej leads to the definition of conditional thermodynamic quanti-
ties, all of which are now members of the algebra Ay:

o the conditional partition function Zy gy = Ej [ef],
e the conditional thermal expectation Ey gr[g] = Z,: }3 % E; [geﬁf ] for g € Loo[pt],

the conditional entropy Sk, r(8) = BE gr[f]1—InZy gy,

the conditional free energy Ay, r(B8) = B~ 'InZ s £

e the conditional thermal variance Ukz,ﬂf[g] = Eyprl(g — Ek,/gf[g])2] for g € Loo[]. As
B — 0, this becomes

e the conditional variance akz[g] = Ex[(g — Ek[g])z] for g € Loo[it].

If we fix all variables except xi, then Ej just becomes an ordinary expectation, and it becomes
evident that all the previously established relations also hold for the corresponding conditional
quantities; in particular, the conclusions of Theorem 3,

B B 5
Sk,f(ﬂ)Z/ f Uk,xf[f]del,
0 t
and of Lemma 4,

Sk, r(B) < Expr[¥ (=B(f — f0)] if fi e Ay.
Other members of .4 that will play a role in the sequel are:

o the conditional supremum (sup;, g)(X) = SUp e, 8(Xy k) for g € Loo[1t],
e the conditional infimum (infy g)(x) = infyeq, g(xy 1) for g € Loo[u] and
o the conditional range rani (g) = sup; g — infy g for g € Loo[pt].

3.2. Tensorization of entropy

In the non-interacting case, when the energy function f is a sum, f = > fi, with fx € Loo[pk],
it is easily verified that S r(8)(x) = Sk, r(B) is independent of x and that

SFBY=Y_ Skr(B). (3.2)

k=1

Equality no longer holds in the interacting, nonlinear case, but there is a subadditivity property
that is sufficient for the purpose of concentration inequalities.

The tensorization inequality states that the total entropy is no greater than the thermal average
of the sum of the conditional entropies. In 1975, Elliott Lieb [12] gave a proof of this result,
which was probably known some time before, at least in the classical setting relevant to our
arguments.

Lemma 5. Let h, g > 0 be bounded measurable functions on Q2. Then, for any expectation E,

E[h] [ h:|
Elhlln—— < E|hln— |.
Elg] g
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Proof. Define an expectation functional E, by E,[h] = E[gh]/E[g]. The function ® () =¢Int
is convex for positive ¢, since ®” =1/t > 0. Thus, by Jensen’s inequality,

Elh]In @—E[ ]d>< [@D SE[g]Eg[q><ﬁ>}=E[hlnq. .
E[g] g g g
Theorem 6.
Sr(B) < Egy [Z Sk, f(ﬁ)}. (33)
k=1

Proof. We denote the canonical density with p, so p = efr )z gf- Writing p = p/E[p] as a tele-
scopic product and using the previous lemma, we get

Io L Ei--Ex_1lp]
E|lpol =FE|pl _
[an[p]] [" |1 E1-~~Ek_1Ek[p]}
Ei---Er_1lp] }
= E|\E{---E;_ 1
2 [ v Bl e o]

=E [ "Eilp 1] E[ZE"[““E:EMH'

From the definition of p, we then obtain

SO = eIt = [mn Elp ]] [ZE"[M ]H
n N eﬁf] [eﬁf] [eﬂf ])}
=F Ex| —In—|—E InE
[,;( k[ Zor  Zgs Lz 1712

=25} Y EIELP 1S (B =25 Y ElP S s8] by B.1)
k=1 k=1

= Epy |:Z Sk,f(ﬂ):|~
k=1

3.3. The Efron-Stein—Steele inequality

Combining (3.3) with Theorem 3 and dividing by ,82, we obtain

1 (B 8 "o B B
E/o /t O—.s%f[f]dsdthﬂf[;E/(; /t sz,sf[f]dsdt],
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Using the continuity properties of § o/g f[ f1, which follow from Lemma 2, we can take the
limit as 8 — 0 and multiply by 2 to obtain

o’[f1< E[Zaﬁ[f]},
k

which is the well-known Efron—Stein—Steele inequality [21]. Observe that we may drop the as-
sumption f € Loo[u], but we still require the existence of exponential moments in an interval
containing zero, so the inequality so derived is slightly weaker than the inequality in [21].

3.4. A modified logarithmic Sobolev inequality

Suppose we have a sequence of functions f; € A, so that f; is independent of the kth coordinate.
Combining (3.3) with Lemma 4 and using the identity Egs Ex g = Egy, we obtain

Sr(B) < Egy [Z Y(=B(f - fk)):|s (3.4)

k=1

which is the modified logarithmic Sobolev inequality proposed by Massart [13,14]. Many con-
sequences of this powerful inequality have been explored (e.g., [3-5,13,16]). Here we will con-
centrate on the consequences of combining the tensorization inequality with the fluctuation rep-
resentation of entropy in Theorem 3. Since the fluctuation representation is an identity, this com-
bination is stronger than (3.4) and leads to some results that apparently cannot be recovered from
(3.4). We will also re-derive some results that can be derived from (3.4) in cases where we believe
that the proposed method gives some additional insight.

3.5. Conditional thermal variance and exponential concentration

Theorems 1, 6 and 3 (applied to the conditional entropy) form the backbone of the proposed
method. Combining them, we obtain the following generic concentration result:

Theorem 7. For any 8 > 0 we have the entropy bound

"B B
Sr(B) SEﬁf|:Z/O f a,isf[f]dsdt:|,
k=1 d

the bound on the log-Laplace transform

bs
In E[eﬁ(f_Ef)] = ,Bf —f(;/) dy
0 Y
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and the concentration inequality

B
Pr{f—Ef>t}§exp<ﬂ/ Sj;(zy) dy—,Bt).
0

The obvious strategy is to start by bounding the conditional thermal variance akz s f[ f1. Typi-
cally, this leads to considerable simplifications and we will follow this method in the sequel.

4. Two classical concentration inequalities

We begin with the derivation of two classical results: the bounded difference inequality and a sim-
ilar result, which reduces to the familiar Bennett inequality when f is the sum of its arguments.
These inequalities are not new, but they are very useful. We obtain them in their strongest forms
and they provide a good illustration of our proposed method.

Fora,b eR, a < b define {, 5 :R — R by

Sap () =(b—1)(t —a).
We state some elementary facts without proof.

Lemma 8. (i) If X is a random variable with values in [a, b], then

_ 2
o2[X]1<(b—EX)(EX —a) =, p(EX) < b 4a) .

(i) The function &, j is non-increasing in [(a + b) /2, 00).

4.1. The bounded difference inequality

By Lemma 8(i), we get for all s € R that akz’xf[f] < ran,%(f)/4, so by the first conclusion of
Theorem 7, ‘

1 1Y v 1 2
Sf()/)SZ/O /t Eyf[Zran,%(f):|dsdt§%Eyf[Rz(f)], 4.1
k=1

where we introduced the abbreviation R2(f) := e 1ran%( f). Bounding the thermal expecta-
tion by the uniform norm, we obtain from the third conclusion of Theorem 7 that for all 8 > 0

B g, 2
Pr{f —Ef >1} < eXp<ﬁ/ v Lid (yyz) ¥ ﬂr) < exp(%nRz(f)noo - ﬁz>.
0

Substitution of the minimizing value B = 4¢/||R?(f) || gives

—2¢2
Pr{f —Ef >t} < exp<m>,
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which is the well-known bounded difference inequality (with correct exponent) in the strong

version given by McDiarmid [19], Theorem 3.7, where the supremum is outside of the sum of
squared conditional ranges. Note that the result is vacuous for f ¢ Loo[1t].

4.2. A Bennett-Bernstein concentration inequality

The proof of the bounded difference inequality relied on bounding the thermal variance oy g7 (f)
uniformly in B, using constraints on the conditional range of f. We now consider the case where
we only use one constraint on the ranges, say f — Ex[f] < I, but we use information on the
conditional variances. This leads to a Bennett-type inequality as in [19], Theorem 3.8. To state
it, we abbreviate the sum of conditional variances of f as

A=) 0t ().
Again, we start with a bound on the thermal variance.
Lemma 9. Assume f — Ef < 1. Then, for 8 >0,
op(f) <efa?(f).
Proof.

o2 (f) =03 s pp(f — EN) = Epis—epl(f — ENA— (Epr—epLf — Ef1)

E[(f — Ef)2ePU—EN]
< Epr-epl(f — Ef)*]= fE[eﬂJ(cf—Ef)]

< E[(f — Ef)*ePV—ED] use Jensen on denominator

<ePE[(f - Ef)? use hypothesis. ]
Next we bound the total entropy S¢(8).
Lemma 10. Assume that f{ — Ex f <1 forallk € {1,...,n}. Then, for 8 > 0,
Sr(B) < (Bef —&# + DEg/[S2 ().

Proof. Using the first conclusion of Theorem 7 and the previous lemma, we get

noorBrh BB
sf(ﬂ)gE,gf[ZfO/ a,isf[f]dsdt]gfo/ e* dsdt Eg[22(f)).
k=1 t t
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The conclusion follows from the elementary formula

BrB B
// esdsdt=/ (ef —eydt =pef —ef +1. O
0J 0

Now we can prove our version of Bennett’s inequality.
Theorem 11. Assume f — Ex f < 1,Vk. Let t > 0 and denote V = || Z2(f) |l oo. Then
Pr{f — E[f1>1t} <exp(=V (A +tV HIn( +:V~H —rv7))
2
<exp| ———— |.
2V +2t/3
Proof. Fix 8 > 0. Recall the definition of the function v in (2.2) and observe that
Byer —er +1 1, _1
o dr=pT - p D=5 ),
0

because (d/dy)(y e’ — 1)) =y~ 2(ye’ —e’ + 1) and lim, y~1(e” — 1) = 1. Theorem 7
and Lemma 10 combined with a uniform bound then give

In EeBU—ED — ﬂ/ﬁ Sy(y)dy
oV

B yeY —e¥ 41
5/3(/0 %dy)ﬂzz(f)nm:w)v.

So, by Markov’s inequality, we have for any § > O that Pr{f — E[f] > t} <exp(¥(B)V — B?).
Substitution of § =In(1 + tV’l) gives the first inequality; the second is Lemma 2.4 in [19]. O

Observe that f is assumed bounded above by the hypotheses of the theorem. The existence
of exponential moments E [eﬁf ] is needed only for 8 > 0, so the assumption f € Lyo[u] can be
dropped in this case.

5. Exploiting monotonicity

Sometimes an appropriately chosen bound on the conditional thermal variance Uk2, s f[ f1 can be
shown to have a monotonicity property in the variable s, which can be used to find a bound
uniform in the the region of integration. The remaining part of the fluctuation integral then just
becomes B2/2, which leads to sub-Gaussian tail estimates, just as for the bounded difference

inequality. In this section, we give three examples.
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5.1. Functions with large conditional expectations

The following is our first novel result, the proof of which is hardly more difficult than that of
the bounded difference inequality. It depends on the assumption that the conditional expectations
are consistently in the upper halves of the conditional ranges for all £ and all configurations
X1y ey Xk—1, Xk+1, - - - » Xp Of the conditioning data. If this condition is met, the result is much
stronger than the bounded difference inequality, and, for large deviations ¢, also much stronger
than Bennett’s inequality.

Theorem 12. Suppose that

sup, f +infy f

E [ f1= >

Vkefl,..., n} 5.1)
and let

A=

> (sup £~ Exif1) (el 1~ in 1) HOO

k
Then

Pr{f — Ef >t} <e '/CA),
Proof. By Lemma 2, the function 8+ Ej gr[ f] is non-decreasing, so for 8 > 0 we have

supy f + infy f

> 7Ek,ﬂf[f]:|-

Ek[f]e[

Since the function i, f,sup, f (of Lemma 8) is non-increasing in this interval, we get

U;iﬁf(f) < Cinfy fsupy £ (Ex pr 1) =< Cinty £.sup, £ (Ex[SD),

and, from the first conclusion of Theorem 7,

Sr(B) < Egy |:Z/0 / G;isf[f] ds dti| < %Eﬁf |:Z Linfy, f.sup, f(Ek[f]):|
k=1 ! k=1

B\ prA
= 7 Zginfk f,supkf(Ek[f]) = T
k=1 00
The result now follows as in the proof of the bounded difference inequality. ]

5.2. Monotonicity of variational bounds on the thermal variance

A related strategy first finds a simple variational bound on the conditional thermal variance. We
have

o’lgl = min E[(g N*1<El(g—c)?] VYceR.
te
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Applied to the conditional thermal variance, this translates to

ot prlUf1< Exprl(f = fi0°1 Vfre Ay (5.2)

We will use infy f for fi and combine this observation with the following.
Proposition 13. The function > Ey gr[(f —infy f V2] is non-decreasing.

Proof. Write h = f — infy f and define a real function & by &(t) = (max{r, 0})2. Since h > 0,
we have

Ek,ﬂf[(f - ilklff>2] = Ef g(f—infy f)[(f - ifklff)z] = Ex pnl&()].

By Lemma 2, we obtain

d
— Egnl§(W)] = Egnlé(W)h] — EgrlE(W)]Egnlh] =0,

g
where the last inequality uses the well-known fact that for any expectation E[£(h)h] >
E[&(h)]E[h] whenever & is a non-decreasing function. O

A first consequence is a lower tail bound somewhat similar to Bernstein’s inequality, Theo-
rem 11.

Theorem 14. Let t > 0 and denote

W=

Za ()]

k o0

Then

_ 42
Pr{E[f]—f>t}§exp<ﬁ>.

Proof. We use inequality (5.2) and Proposition 13 to get for s >0

oF oflf1 = B[ (£ - ix;ff)z] <E(r- n]:ff)z].

We therefore obtain from Theorem 7

norB B 2 n 2
S—r(B) < E_py [Z/O / Ulcz,—sf[f] ds dt} < %E—ﬁf [Z Ek(f —n]}ff) }
k=1 ! k=1

2
_BW

2

and then proceed as in the proof of the bounded difference inequality. (]
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If we take the function f to be an average of real random variables, then Theorem 14 reduces
to an inequality given in [20] and [15]. In [15] it is argued that for very heterogeneous variables
this inequality is superior to Bernstein’s inequality. Similar arguments apply to the present, more
general case.

When we apply the same method to obtain upper tail bounds we arrive at a surprisingly pow-
erful result. To state it, we introduce worst-case variance proxies, which will play an important
role in the sequel.

Definition 1. Let g € Loo[1t]. The worst-case variance proxy of g is the function Dg € Loo[t]
defined by

Dg = Z( mfg)

The function Dg is a local measure of the sensitivity of g to modifications of its individual
arguments.

Lemma 15. We have, for 8 > 0,

2
SH(B) < %Eﬁf[Df].

Proof. We use inequality (5.2) and Proposition 13 to getforO <s < g

o= (i) )= (1))

So, using Theorem 7 again,

n ﬁ ﬁ 2 n
S¢(B) < Egy [Zfo /t a,f,sf[f]dsdt} < %Eﬂf [Z Ek,ﬂf(f _ irklffﬂ
k=1 k=1
2 n 2
_ ’%Eﬁf |:Z(f —illsz) }

where we used the identity Egr Ex gr = Egy in the last equation. |
The usual arguments now immediately lead to the following.

Theorem 16. Witht > 0,

_ 42
Pr{f — E[f] >t} §exp<ﬁ).
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In [16] this result was derived from inequality (3.4), and it is shown that it improves the ex-
ponent on upper tail bounds derived from Talagrand’s convex distance inequality in many cases,
as for shortest travelling salesmen paths, Steiner trees and the eigenvalues of random symmetric
matrices. Here we only give one example of how || Df || may be bounded and consider a convex
Lipschitz function f defined on the cube [0, 1]". For simplicity, we assume f to be differentiable.

Let x € [0, 1]" and suppose that for some fixed k there is y € [0, 1] such that f(xy ;) < f(x).
Then by convexity (using really only the fact that f is separately convex in each coordinate),

SX) = f(Xy ) < (X =Xy, 0f X))Re = (xx — y) O f (X) < |0 f(X)].
We therefore have f(x) —infy f(xy x) < |9 f(x)| and

n

2
DF(0 =Y (f00 —inf £0,.0)" = 10 () = £

k=1

In combination with Theorem 16 we obtain upper tail bounds for f with an exponent twice as
good as obtained from the convex distance inequality [11], Corollary 4.10, or an earlier applica-
tion of the entropy method [11], Theorem 5.9.

For a corresponding lower tail bound, we have to use an estimate similar to what was used in
the proof of Bennett’s inequality.

Lemma 17. If f —infy f <1, Vk, then for g > 0,
S—r(B) =¥ (B)E_ps[Df],
with  defined as in (2.2).
Proof. Letk € {1,...,n}. We write hy := f — infy f. Then hj € [0, 1] and for s < 8

Ey [h%e*ﬂhk e(B—)hi] Bs) Ek[h]%e*ﬁhk]
<e — -
EilePheB=h] — Eple—P]

E,—si (] = =PV Ex _pn, [h7].

We therefore have

BrB ) B rB )
// Ek’_sf[hk]dsdt://‘ Ey _sn, [hilds dt
0 Jr 0 Jr
Brb . 5 )
5( [ Adsdt)Ek,_,shk[hk]=w(ﬁ>Ek,_ﬂf[hk],
0 Jr

where we used the formula

BrB
/ / e ddsdt=1—eP —ge .
0 Jt
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Thus, using Theorem 7 and the identity E_gr Ex _gr = E_gy,

B B BB
Sf(ﬂ)gEﬁf[Z/O/ U,i_sf[f]dsdt:|§E5f|:Z/0/ Ek,sf[h,%]dsdt:|
k ! k !

<V (B)E_ps [Z Ek,_ﬁf[hi]} =Y (B)E_ps[Df].
k

]
Lemmas 15 and 17 together with Theorem 1 imply the inequalities
pr—en < B 7
lnE[e ’ ]55/(; E,s[Df]dy (5.3)
and, if f —inf; f <1 for all k, then
- ®) [*
In E[ePE1=D] < % /O E_,/[Df1dy, (5.4)

where in the last inequality we also used the fact that y — ¥ (y)/y? is non-decreasing. Bounding
the thermal expectation with the uniform norm and substitution of 8 = In(1 + ¢||Df ||g01) gives
the following lower tail bound that can also be found in [16].

Theorem 18. If f —inf; f <1 for all k, then fort > 0,

t t t
Pr{Ef_f>’}Sexp<_"Df”°°<<1+ ||Df||oo)1“(1+ ||Df||oo) - ||Df||oo>>

12
< — ).
—e"p<2||Df||oo+zr/3)

The two inequalities (5.3) and (5.4) are the keys to obtaining concentration inequalities in
terms of the worst-case variance proxy Df. Both results can also be deduced from Massart’s
inequality (3.4) as shown in [16]. We do not claim that the derivations given above are per se
superior. We presented them because they follow the same principles as the proofs of the other
results given above (the bounded difference inequality and Theorems 11, 12 and 14), which do
not follow from inequality (3.4).

6. Self-boundedness and canonical decoupling

We conclude by presenting two general principles to extend the utility of the proposed method.
All the above applications of Theorem 7 involved a chain of inequalities of the form 5

n vorro,
Ser () < Eeyy| 3 /O [ otestriasar| <60 B 1GO
k=1 !
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where ¢ = 1 for upper tail results and ¢ = —1 for lower tail results, £ is some non-negative
real function and G(f) is some function on 2 derived from f. For the bounded difference
inequality, for example, £(y) = y%/8 and G = R?(f); for the Bennett inequality &(y) = ye? —
e’ +1and G(f) = X%(f); for Theorem 16 we had &(y) = y?/2 and G(f) = Df; while for the
corresponding lower tail bound, Theorem 18, we had £(y) = ¥ (y) and also G(f) = Df, etc.
Theorem 7 is then invoked to conclude that

p d
In EePU~EN < p / @Esyf[Gm]dy < BIG()lloo 5();)2 Y.oooen

Here the uniform estimate Eqg7[G(f)] < [|G(f)llco, While being very simple, is somewhat
loose. We now sketch how it can sometimes be avoided by exploiting special properties of the
thermal expectation.

6.1. Self-boundedness

The first possibility we consider is that the function G(f) can be bounded in terms of the func-
tion f itself, a property referred to as self-boundedness [4]. For example, if G(f) < f, then
E,f[G(f)] < Eyr[f]=(d/dy)InE[exp(yf)], and if the function & has some reasonable be-
havior, then the first integral in (6.1) above can be bounded by partial integration or even more
easily. As an example, we apply this idea in the setting of Theorems 16 and 18.

Theorem 19. Suppose that there are non-negative numbers a, b such that Df < af + b. Then,
fort >0, we have

_ 42
Pr(f — E[f]>1) < exp(z(aEm +tb +af/2>>'

If, in addition,a > 1 and f —infy f <1,Vk e {l,...,n}, then

l2
PHELS] = f >t} ex <2<aE[f]+b>>'

Proof. We only prove the lower tail bound; for the upper tail we refer to [16]. As for the lower
tail, it follows from (5.4) and Lemma 2 that

B _
In E[AEU1-D] < @ /0 E_iif1dy +bvB) =~z b

3
_ #m E[PEVI=D] 4y (B)(@ELf] +b).

Rearranging gives

B(ELf1- 1) V() B*(@E[f1+b)
In Ele = Trag o LI+ = ———.
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where one verifies that for 8 > 0 and a > 1 we have ¥ (8)(1 +aB~ "y (8))~! < 2/2. The usual
analysis with Markov’s inequality and optimization in 8 conclude the proof. ]

Recently Boucheron et al. [4] have given a refined version of this result, where the condition
a > 1 is improved to a > 1/3 for the lower tail. There they also show that Theorems 19 and 16
together suffice to derive a version of the convex distance inequality that differs from Talagrand’s
original result only in that it has an inferior exponent.

It must be stressed that the same method of proof can be used to yield self-bounded versions
of all concentration inequalities derived from Theorem 7, such as the bounded-difference and
Bennett inequalities.

6.2. Decoupling

A second method to avoid the uniform bound on the thermal expectation uses decoupling. Recall
that for any two probability measures v and © and a measurable function g we have

Ex[g()1 < KL(v, 1) +InEypye8®™,

which can be regarded as an instance of convex duality and easily verified directly from the
definition of the Kullback-Leibler divergence. Applying this inequality when v is the canonical
ensemble and w is the a priori measure, we obtain for any 6 > 0

Ser(B) <EBO T Eeprl0G ()1 < (B0~ (Ser (B) +In E[exp(0G (f))]).
For values of 8 and 8 where 6 > £(8) we obtain

__EB

P =5 e p)

In E[exp(6G(f)].

Hence, if we can control the upwards deviations of G(f) (or some suitable bound thereof), we
obtain concentration inequalities for f in terms of the expectation of G (f) (or the bound thereof).
Again, this method, which was proposed in [3], can be applied to all the versions of G(f) we
introduced above and combined with all methods to control the upwards deviation of G(f),
which leads to a proliferation of concentration inequalities. Perhaps not all of these deserve to be
documented. We just quote a corresponding result in [17] that uses G(f) = Df and combines
with self-boundedness.

Theorem 20. Suppose that there is g € Loo[pt] and a > 1 such that 0 < f < g, Df <ag and
Dg < ag. Then, fort > 0,

2
S e )



453

Thermodynamics and concentration

If, in addition, f —infy f <1 for all k, then
g2

Pr{Ef — ty < —_— .

nEf = 1> }_eXp<4aE[g]+at>

In [17] the theorem is used to show that the concentration of eigenvalues (f) of the Gram
matrix of a sample of independent, bounded random vectors in a Hilbert space is controlled by
the size of the largest eigenvalue (g).

7. A glossary of notation

We conclude with a tabular summary of notation.

Q= szl Qk

M= ®Z=1 Mk

X

f € Loo[u]

8 € Loo[p]

Elg]= [ogdu

o’lgl=El(g — Elg])?]
B=1/T

Egslg] = E[geP!]/E[eP/]
Zgr = E[eﬂf]
Sr(B)=BEps[f1—InZgy.
Ap(B)=51nZgy

o5:(8) = Eprl(g — EgrlgD?]
Y)=¢e —t—1

Xy k

Exlg1(x%) = [o, §(Xy.) dptx ()
A C Loo[p]

Zi pr = Ex[eP/]

Exprlgl = Z; . ExlgeP!]
Sk,f(B) =BEkprlgl —InZy pr
J,iﬁf[g] = Erprl(g — Ex.prlgD)?]
otlel = Exl(g — Ex[g])?]
(supg 8)(X) = sup,cq, 8(Xy.k)
(infy g)(x) = infyeq, g(Xy k)
rang(g) = sup; g — infy g
R*(g) =Y ;rani(g)

22(g) =Yy oilgl

Dg =Y (g —infy g)?

underlying (product-) probability space.
(product-) probability measure on 2.
random variable distributed as uy in 2.
fixed function (negative energy) under investigation.
generic function.

expectation of g in u.

variance of g in u.

inverse temperature.

thermal expectation of g.

partition function.

canonical entropy.

Helmholtz free energy.

thermal variance of g.

vector X € 2 with x; replaced by y € Q.
conditional expectation.

functions independent of kth variable.
conditional partition function.
conditional thermal expectation.
conditional entropy.

conditional thermal variance.
conditional variance.

conditional supremum.

conditional infimum.

conditional range.

sum of conditional square ranges.
sum of conditional variances.

WOrst case variance proxy.
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