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On measures strongly log-concave on a subspace

Pierre Bizeul

January 5, 2023

Abstract

In this work we study the concentration properties of log-concave measures that are curved
only on a subspace of directions. Proofs uses an adapted version of the stochastic localization
process.

1 Introduction

Let V : Rn 7→ R be a C2 convex function, such that dµ(x) = e−V (x)dx is a log-concave probability
measure. It is well-known that if µ is t-strongly log-concave, that is V satisfies the Bakry-Émery
condition :

∇2V ≥ t (1)

for some t > 0, where ∇2 stands for the Hessian, it has good isoperimetric properties. In particular,
its Poincaré constant is at most 1

t . Recall that the measure µ is said to satisfy a Poincaré inequality
with constant c if for all locally Lipschitz function f we have :

V arµ(f) ≤ c2 Eµ(|∇f |2)
where here and in the sequel, |.| stands for the Euclidean norm. The best such constant is denoted
by cP (µ), the Poincaré constant of µ. The KLS conjecture [7] proposes that when µ is log-concave,
its Poincaré constant is, up to a universal constant, less than the operator norm of its covariance
matrix. Since Poincaré inequalities are homogeneous, we can state the conjecture only for normal-
ized measures, without loss of generality. A measure µ is called isotropic if it is centered and its
covariance matrix is the identity. Introduce

Ψn = sup
µ

cP (µ),

where the supremum runs over all isotropic log-concave measures of Rn. The KLS conjecture then
reads :

Ψn ≤ c

for some universal constant c > 0.
A related property of strongly log-concave probabilities is that they exhibit good concentration

function. Recall that the concentration function of a measure µ is the function αµ : R+ 7→ [0, 1/2]
defined by :

αµ(r) = sup
{S, µ(S)=1/2}

µ(Sc
r)
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where Sr = {x ∈ R
n / d(x, S) ≤ r} and d(x, S) is the Euclidean distance between x and S. It follows

from the Prékopa-Leindler inequality that if µ is t-strongly log-concave, then for all measurable
sets S,

µ(Sc
r) ≤

1

µ(S)
exp

(

− tr
2

4

)

. (2)

In particular, it has a Gaussian-type concentration function :

αµ(r) ≤ 2 exp

(

− tr
2

4

)

, (3)

see for instance [4] Proposition 2.6 and its proof. It was first observed by Gromov and Milman
([6] see also [10] Corollary 3.2 for a better constant) that a Poincaré inequality implies exponential
concentration, that is :

αµ(r) ≤ exp

(

− r

3cP (µ)

)

. (4)

The converse implication has been established in the log-concave case by E.Milman [12] where he
shows that when µ is log-concave,

cP (µ) . α−1
µ (1/4) (5)

where for two expressions a, b depending on parameters, a . b means there is a universal constant
c > 0 such that a ≤ cb. We also write a ≃ b when a . b and b . a.

In an attempt to tackle the KLS conjecture, Eldan [4] introduced a stochastic process, known
as stochastic localization, which, roughly, decomposes, for all time t ≥ 0, a log-concave measure µ
into an average of measures µt(ω) which are t-strongly log-concave. This strategy enabled Eldan
to relate the KLS conjecture to the a priori weaker Variance conjecture, then Lee and Vempala [11]
to obtain the then better bound on Ψn : Ψn . n1/4. Recently, Chen obtained that Ψn = o(nα) for
every α > 0, [2], and very recently, Klartag and Lehec obtained Ψn = O(log(n)5) [9].

In this note, we propose a slight generalization of the criterion (1) allowing the potential to be
flat in some directions. The observation is that stochastic localization behaves well when restrained
to a subspace.

Our main result is the following :

Theorem 1.1. Let V : Rn 7→ R be a C2 convex potential such that dµ(x) = e−V (x)dx is a probability
measure. Suppose that there is 1 ≤ k ≤ n, a subspace E of codimension k and η > 0 such that

∇2V ≥ ηPE

where PE is the orthogonal projector onto E. Let K be the covariance matrix of µ. Define Q =
PE⊥KPE⊥

(i) cP (µ) . max
(

1√
η , ‖Q‖1/2op Ψk

√

max(log(k), 1)
)

(ii) There is a universal constant c > 0 such that for every A such that µ(A) = 1
2 ,

µ(Ac
r) . exp

(

−cmin

(

r

‖Q‖1/2op

, r2min

(

η,
1

Ψ2
k max(log(k), 1)‖Q‖op

)

))

In the particular case E = {0}, inequality (ii) implies a new bound for the concentration
function of log-concave measures, which we state, without loss of generality, in the isotropic case.
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Corollary 1.2. For any isotropic log-concave measure µ and any r > 0, we have

αµ(r) . exp

(

−cmin

(

r,
r2

ψ2
n log(n)

))

Remark 1. Note that (ii) implies (i). Indeed, choosing r = c′ max
(

1√
η , ‖Q‖1/2op Ψk

√

max(log(k), 1)
)

,

for an appropriate choice of constant c′ > 0, we get that µ(Ac
r) ≤ 1

4 . By (5), this implies (i). On
the other hand it is easy to check that the exponential concentration obtained by combining (i)
with (4) is weaker than (ii).

Remark 2. The idea of evaluating concentration functions with stochastic localization already
appears in the work of Lee and Vempala ([11], Theorem 16). To improve the Paouris deviation
inequality for the Euclidean norm ([14]), they develop a more refined analysis of the process, using
the so-called Stieltjes potential. They prove that for any L-Lipschitz function g, and any isotropic
log-concave probability measure µ one has :

∀t ≥ 0 P(|g(X) − ḡ(X)| ≥ Lt) ≤ exp

(

− ct2

t+
√
n

)

(6)

where X ∼ µ and ḡ(X) is the median or mean of g(X). Notice that when g is the Euclidean norm,
then by Borell’s Lemma [1], Eµ(|x|) ≃ Eµ(|x|2)1/2 =

√
n since µ is isotropic. Plugging this into (6)

yields
∀t ≥ 0 P(|X| ≥ t

√
n) ≤ exp(−cmin(t, t2)

√
n) (7)

However, thanks to the new estimate of Chen, Ψn = o(nα) for every α > 0, we can obtain this
result directly from Corollary 1.2. Indeed, for a general isotropic log-concave probability measure
µ it asserts that for all measurable A such that µ(A) = 1/2 and all r > 0,

µ(Ac
r) . exp

(

−cmin

(

r,
r2

ψ2
n log(n)

))

.

Let g be a L-Lipschitz function, and let A = {x ∈ R
n, g(x) ≤ ḡ(X)}, by definition of the

median, µ(A) = 1/2. Now set Gr = {x ∈ R
n, g(x) ≤ ḡ(X) + Lr}, then because g is L-Lipschitz,

Ar ⊂ Gr, where Ar is the r-extension of A. We get that

µ(Gc
r) ≤ µ(Ac

r) . exp

(

−cmin

(

r,
r2

ψ2
n log(n)

))

,

For the Euclidean norm, which is 1-Lipschitz, this yields

P(|X| ≥ r
√
n) . exp

(

−cmin

(

r
√
n,

r2n

ψ2
n log(n)

))

. exp
(

−cmin(r, r2)
√
n
)

where we used the fact that ψ2
n log(n) = o(

√
n) thanks to Chen’s estimate. Notice that using the

Lee-Vampala estimate ψ2
n = O(

√
n) would lead to an extra logarithmic factor in the deviation

estimate whose removal was the object of their work with the Stieltjes potential.

Lemma 1.3. It is enough to prove Theorem 1.1 when Q = Ik.

Proof. Let dµ(x) = e−V (x)dx be a measure satisfying the hypothesis of Theorem 1.1 and let X be

a random vector whose law is µ. Set S =

[

‖Q‖1/2op In−k 0

0 Q1/2

]

where the matrix is expressed in a
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basis adapted to the splitting R
n = E ⊕ E⊥. Define the random vector X̃ = S−1X, whose law is

dµ̃(x) = e−Ṽ (x)dx = |detS| e−V (Sx)dx and covariance matrix

K̃ = S−1KS−1.

For a symmetric n × n matrix M , we denote by λ1(M) ≥ · · · ≥ λn(M) its ordered eigenvalues. It
is classical and easy to check that for every r > 0 one has

αµ(r) ≤ αµ̃

(

r

λ1(S)

)

= αµ̃

(

r

‖Q‖1/2op

)

(8)

However, with this choice of S, µ̃ satisfies :

λn−k(PE∇2Ṽ PE) ≥ η̃ = ‖Q‖opη and Q̃ = PE⊥K̃PE⊥ = Ik.

We can then apply Theorem 1.1 to µ̃ which, combined with (8), yields the result.

We conclude this introduction with a classical inequality, which essentially goes back to Freed-
man [5], that we will use for controlling deviation of martingales in the sequel.

Lemma 1.4. Let Mt be a continuous local martingale starting from 0.

∀T > 0 P(MT ≥ a , [M ]T ≤ b) ≤ exp(−a
2

2b
)

Proof. For all λ ∈ R, define the process E(λM) by

E(λM)t = exp

(

λMt −
λ2

2
[M ]t

)

.

Elementary Itô calculus shows that E(λM) is a local martingale. Moreover, it is positive, so by
Fatou’s lemma it is a supermartingale. In particular, for all t ≥ 0, E E(λM)t ≤ E(λM)0 = 1, that
is :

∀t ≥ 0, E exp

(

λMt −
λ2

2
[M ]t

)

≤ 1

Now, assume that [M ]T ≤ b almost surely. Then,

P(MT ≥ a) = P(E(λM)t ≥ eλa−
λ2

2
[M ]T )

≤ P(E(λM)t ≥ eλa−
λ2

2
b)

≤ E(E(λM)t) e
λ2

2
b−λa

≤ e
λ2

2
b−λa

Choosing the optimal λ = a
b yields :

P(MT ≥ a) ≤ e−
a2

2b .

The proof follows from applying this argument to the local martingale M τ
t = Mt∧τ , where

τ = inf{t ≥ 0, [M ]t ≥ b} is a stopping time. Indeed, remark that [Mt∧τ ]t ≤ b almost surely, and
that

P(MT ≥ a , [M ]T ≤ b) ≤ P(M τ
T ≥ a) ≤ e−

a2

2b .
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2 Restricted stochastic localization

Let µ be a log-concave measure satisfying the hypothesis of Theorem 1.1 with Q = Ik. We denote
by P : Rn 7→ R

n the orthogonal projection onto the k-dimensional subspace E⊥. In the following
we work in an orthonormal basis such that this subspace is spanned by the k first basis vectors.
Let f be the density of µ, for all x ∈ R

n, consider the following stochastic differential equations :

dft(x) = (x− at)
TPdBtft(x) ; f0(x) = f(x) (9)

where at =
∫

Rn xft(x)dx is the barycenter of the measure µt, which we define here as having density
ft, and (Bt)t≥0 is a standard Brownian motion on R

n.
This system of equation is the same as the usual stochastic localization, except for the addition

of the matrix P which projects the random direction given by the Brownian onto the subspace
where we need to bend the potential. The idea of adding a projector first appears in a paper of
Klartag [8] for other purposes. The following facts and computations are very standard, and we
refer the reader to [4] and [11] for a more detailed exposition. In particular, we need to assume
that the support of µ is bounded to grant the existence and well-definedness of the process for all
time t ≥ 0 and then extend the result to arbitrary µ by approximation; we again refer to [4].

Proposition 2.1. • Equation (9) defines a function-valued martingale ft in the sense that for
any continuous and compactly supported function φ :

∫

Rn

φ(x)ft(x)dx is a martingale (10)

• ft is a density and for all x ∈ R
n,

ft(x) =
1

Zt
e−

t
2
xTPx+ct·xf(x) := e−Vt(x) (11)

where ct is the solution of :

c0 = 0, dct = PdBt + Patdt (12)

in particular we see that ∇2Vt ≥ min(η, t)Id

Proof. For the existence and well-definedness of the process, see the remark below. While it is
possible to check that ft as defined by (11) satisfy (9), we sketch a different proof to lighten the
exposition. Let mt =

∫

Rn ft(x)dx be the total mass at time t. Recall thatat =
1
mt

∫

Rn xft(x)dx is
the barycenter of ft. Then, by (9),

dmt =

(

P

∫

Rn

(x− at)ft(x)dx

)

.dBt

= (Pat(mt − 1)) .dBt.

It is easy to check that this simple stochastic differential equation admits a unique solution (see
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[13] §5.2). It is given by mt = 1. To establish (11), we use (9) to compute:

d log ft(x) =
dft(x)

ft(x)
− 1

2

d[f(x)]t
ft(x)2

= (P (x− at)) · dBt −
1

2
(x− at)

TP (x− at)dt

= x · (PdBt + Patdt)−
1

2
xTPxdt+ dzt

= x · dct −
1

2
xTPxdt+ dzt

where dzt regroups the terms that do not depend on x. It encodes the normalizing factor Zt. The
expression (11) together with the proof that mt = 1 ensures that ft is a density. The martingale
property (10) is straightforward since, for any φ compactly supported,

d

∫

Rn

φ(x)ft(x)dx =

(∫

Rn

φ(x)P (x − at)ft(x)dx

)

· dBt.

Finally, the lower-bound on the Hessian of Vt is a direct consequence of (11).

Remark 3. Equation (9) defines an infinite system of stochastic differential equations. It is therefore
a priori unclear whether a solution exists. However there is a simpler, although arguably less
intuitive, way of defining the process. First notice that, given the initial data f , at is but a function
of t and ct defined as the barycenter of the density ft (11). Hence, we can first define ct by equation
(12) and then ft by equation (11), and only then compute dft(x).

The next two lemmas are standard and straightforward computations in stochastic localization
which are obtained using Itô calculus. See [4] and ([11], Lemma 20). We denote byKt the covariance
matrix of µt. Since the computation for its infinitesimal change dKt is a bit tedious, we omit it to
lighten the exposition.

Lemma 2.2. dat = KtPdBt

Proof. By Itô calculus and (9),

dat = d

∫

Rn

xft(x)dx =

∫

Rn

x(x− at)
TPft(x)dx dBt

=

∫

Rn

x(x− at)
T ft(x)dx PdBt

=

∫

Rn

(x− at)(x− at)
T ft(x)dx PdBt = KtPdBt

Lemma 2.3. dKt =
∫

Rn(x− at)(x− at)
TP (x− at)

TdBtft(x)dx−KtPKtdt

Now we want to have an estimate of the concentration function of µ. We first need to understand
how the measure of a set evolves along the process.

Lemma 2.4. Let S ⊂ R
n be a measurable set and define st = µt(S), then :

d[s]t ≤ (‖PKtP‖op)dt

6



Proof.

dst =

∫

S
dft(x)dx = 〈

∫

S
P (x− at)ft(x)dx, dBt〉

So the quadratic variation is

d[s]t = max
|ξ|≤1

(∫

S
ξTP (x− at)ft(x)dx

)2

dt

≤ max
|ξ|≤1

(∫

S

(

ξTP (x− at)
)2
ft(x)dx

)(∫

S
ft(x)dx

)

dt

≤ max
|ξ|≤1

(ξTPKtPξ)dt ≤ (‖PKtP‖op)dt

To control the above quadratic variation, we need to control the norm of Qt = PKtP . This is
the purpose of the next section.

3 Control of the covariance matrix

We will see that the matrix Qt, seen as a k×k matrix, follows the same dynamics as the covariance
matrix of the standard stochastic localization in R

k. To be more precise, it is the covariance matrix
of the marginal density, which follows a stochastic localization dynamics. Hence, to control its
operator norm, we use the same strategy as Eldan.

Lemma 3.1. Define gt(y) =
∫

Rn−k ft(y, x)dx the marginal density of the vector Yt = PXt, where
Xt is the random vector with density ft. The barycenter of Yt is bt = Pat. Then,

dgt(y) = (y − bt)
T dWtgt(y) (13)

where Wt is a standard Brownian in R
k. Moreover Qt is the covariance matrix of Yt and

dQt =

∫

Rk

(y − bt)(y − bt)
T (y − bt)

T dWtgt(y) dy −Q2
tdt (14)

Proof. The lemma follows from straightforward computations.

Remark 4. Equation (13) is the definition of the stochastic localization process used by Lee and
Vampala [11] and Klartag and Lehec [9]. It is also the process used by Chen [2] when the initial
measure is isotropic. Eldan [4] has a slightly different definition, even if most of the ideas used to
analyze one process transfer to the other.

From now, the main purpose of this section is to show that the operator norm of Qt is bounded
by a constant up to time T = c0

Ψ2

k
max(log(k),1)

, with c0 a universal constant, see Lemma 3.6 below.

This result essentially goes back to Eldan [4], in a slightly different setting, and further appears in
Lee-Vampala ([11], Lemma 58) and Chen ([2], Lemma 7). We provide a simplified exposition of
the proof of Chen. Following Eldan, we use the potential Γt = tr(Qp

t ) =
∑k

i=1 λ
p
i for some p ≥ 1

where λ1 ≥ · · · ≥ λk are the eigenvalues of Qt. In the following, we denote by (e1, . . . , ek) a basis
of eigenvectors of Qt, where the dependence on t and ω is implicit.

7



Lemma 3.2.

dΓt =
∑

i

pλp−1
i uii · dW −

∑

i

pλp+1
i dt+

∑

i 6=j

pλp−1
i

|uij |2
λi − λj

dt+
∑

i

p(p− 1)

2
λp−2
i |uii|2dt (15)

where for all i, j, uij =
∫

Rk(y − bt) · ei (y − bt) · ej (y − bt)gt(y)dy

Proof. The functional Φ : M 7→ tr(Mp) defined on symmetric matrices is C∞. On the dense open
set U of matrices whose eigenvalues are pairwise distinct, the functionals M 7→ λi(M) are smooth
by implicit value theorem. Let Q ∈ U , with eigenvalues λ1, . . . , λk and eigenvectors e1, . . . , ek and
let qi,j be the entries of Q in the basis e. The following computations are standard, see ([3], Lemma
1.4.8)

∇λi(Q) = eie
T
i .

For the second derivative, the only non-zero terms are

∂2λi
∂q2i,j

=
2

λi − λj
.

Combining this with (14) proves the result when Qt belongs to U , it is easy to see that it extends
to the general case.

Lemma 3.3.

d(Γ
1/p
t ) = vt · dWt + δt dt (16)

where

vt =

(

∑

i

λpi

)
1

p
−1(

∑

i

λp−1
i uii

)

(17)

and

δt ≤ (p − 1)

(

∑

i

λpi

)
1

p
−1
∑

i,j

λp−2
i |uij |2 (18)

Proof. By Ito calculus, d(Γ
1/p
t ) = 1

pΓ
1

p
−1

t dΓt + Itô term. But x → x1/p is concave, so the Itô term
is negative. Injecting equation (15) yields

vt =

(

∑

i

λpi

) 1

p
−1(

∑

i

λp−1
i uii

)

and

δt ≤
p− 1

2

(

∑

i

λpi

)
1

p
−1
∑

i

λp−2
i |uii|2 +

(

∑

i

λpi

)
1

p
−1
∑

i 6=j

λp−1
i

λi − λj
|uij |2.

8



Now, notice that uij = uji so that

∑

i 6=j

λp−1
i

λi − λj
|uij|2 =

1

2

∑

i 6=j

λp−1
i − λp−1

j

λi − λj
|uij |2

≤ 1

2

∑

i 6=j

(p− 1)max(λi, λj)
p−2|uij |2

≤ p− 1

2

∑

i 6=j

(λp−2
i + λp−2

j )|uij |2

≤ (p − 1)
∑

i 6=j

λp−2
i |uij |2

which proves the lemma.

In the next two lemmas, we bound |vt| and δt in terms of Γ
1

p

t in order to apply a Gronwall-type
argument.

Lemma 3.4. There is a universal constant c > 0 such that for all t ≥ 0,

|vt| ≤ c

(

Γ
1

p

t

)3/2

a.s .

Proof. Let Ỹ = Yt − bt be distributed according to gt(y − bt)dt, where we drop the dependence in
t for readibility. Let Ỹ1, . . . Ỹk its coordinates in the basis e1, . . . , ek. Ỹ is a centered log-concave
vector of Rk of covariance Qt and for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k, EỸ 2

i = λi. Note that for all 1 ≤ i ≤ k,

uii = E

[

Ỹ 2
i Ỹ
]

. Then, for all θ ∈ Sk−1,

|uii · θ| = |E
[

Ỹ 2
i Ỹ · θ

]

|

≤ E

[

Ỹ 4
i

]1/2
E

[

(Ỹ · θ)2
]1/2

. E

[

Ỹ 2
i

]

‖Qt‖1/2op

≤ λiΓ
1/2p
t

where in the second inequality we used Borell’s lemma ([1]). This proves the lemma.

Lemma 3.5. For all t ≥ 0,

δt ≤ 4pΓ
2/p
t Ψ2

k

Proof. With the same notations as in the previous lemma, for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ k, uij = E

[

ỸiỸjỸ
]

.

For all 1 ≤ i ≤ k, we define the matrix ∆i = E

[

ỸiỸ Ỹ
T
]

. Following Chen [2], we compute :

9



∑

i,j

λp−2
i |uij |2 =

∑

i,j,k

λp−2
i E(ỸiỸjỸk)

2

=
∑

i

λp−2
i tr(∆2

i )

=
∑

i

λp−2
i tr(∆iEỸiỸ Ỹ

T )

=
∑

i

λp−2
i E

(

ỸiỸ
T∆iỸ

)

≤
∑

i

λp−2
i E(Ỹ 2

i )
1/2Var(Ỹ T∆iỸ )1/2

≤
∑

i

λp−2
i λ

1/2
i cP (Ỹ )

(

4E
[

|∆iỸ |2
])1/2

= 2cP (Ỹ )
∑

i

λ
p−3/2
i tr(∆iQt∆i)

1/2

≤ 2cP (Ỹ )

(

∑

i

λpi

)1/2(
∑

i

λp−3
i tr(∆2

iQt)

)1/2

Now,
∑

i

λp−3
i tr(∆2

iQt) =
∑

i

λp−3
i

∑

j,k

λj(∆i)
2
j,k

=
∑

i,j,k

λp−3
i λjE

(

ỸiỸjỸk

)2

≤
∑

i,j,k

λp−2
i E(ỸiỸjỸk)

2

where in the last inequality, we used the convexity inequality : λp−3
i λj ≤ p−3

p−2 λ
p−2
i + 1

p−2 λ
p−2
j .

Plugging this into the inequality above yields :

∑

i,j

λp−2
i |uij|2 ≤ 2cp(Ỹ )

(

∑

i

λpi

)1/2




∑

i,j

λp−2
i |uij |2





1/2

which implies
∑

i,j

λp−2
i |uij |2 ≤ 4cp(Ỹ )2

(

∑

i

λpi

)

.

Plugging this into (18) remarking that cP (Ỹ ) = cP (Yt) yields :

δt ≤ 4pΓ
1/p
t cP (Yt)

2

≤ 4pΓ
1/p
t ‖Qt‖opΨ2

k

≤ 4pΓ
2/p
t Ψ2

k.

10



We are now in position to control the growth of Γt by a Gronwall-type argument.

Lemma 3.6. There are constants c0, c1 > 0 such that for any t ≤ T = c0
Ψ2

k
max(log(k),1)

, we have :

P

(

max
s∈[0,t]

‖Qs‖op ≥ 10

)

≤ exp
(

−c1
t

)

.

As a consequence, for any measurable set S ⊂ R
n of measure µ(S) = 1/2, setting st = µt(S), we

have :

P([s]t ≥ 10t) ≤ exp
(

−c1
t

)

Proof. Set p = max(log(k), 1), so that

Γ
1/p
0 ≤ e

as we will use repeatedly in the proof. Recall that

d(Γ
1/p
t ) = vt · dWt + δt dt

and define the stopping time τ = inf{t ≥ 0 , Γ
1/p
t ≥ 3Γ

1/p
0 }. We denote by Mt the martingale term

Mt =
∫ t
0 vs · dWs. For all t ≥ 0 we have :

Γ
1/p
t∧τ = Γ

1/p
0 +Mt∧τ +

∫ t∧τ

0
δsds

≤ Γ
1/p
0 +

∫ t∧τ

0
4pΓ2/p

s Ψ2
kds+Mt∧τ (By Lemma 3.5)

≤ Γ
1/p
0 + 36pΓ

2/p
0 Ψ2

k t+Mt∧τ
(

Γ2/p
s ≤ 9Γ

2/p
0

)

≤ Γ
1/p
0

(

1 + 36emax(log(k), 1)Ψ2
k t
)

+Mt∧τ
(

Γ
2/p
0 ≤ eΓ

1/p
0

)

We choose c0 ≤ 1
36e , so that for all t ≤ T = c0

Ψ2

k
max(log(k),1)

,

Γ
1/p
t∧τ ≤ 2Γ

1/p
0 +Mt∧τ .

Consequently, for all such t,

P(τ ≤ t) = P(Γt∧τ = Γτ )

≤ P

(

Mt∧τ ≥ Γ
1/p
0

)

.

Now, τ being a stopping time, Mt∧τ is a martingale, whose quadratic variation is

[M ]t∧τ =

∫ t∧τ

0
|vs|2ds ≤ c

∫ t∧τ

0
3
(

Γ
1/p
0

)3/2
ds ≤ 3ce3/2 t = c̃1 t

where in the first inequality we used Lemma 3.4. By Lemma 1.4 we get :

P(τ ≤ t) ≤ P

(

Mt∧τ ≥ Γ
1/p
0

)

= P

(

Mt∧τ ≥ Γ
1/p
0 , [M ]t∧τ ≤ c̃1 t

)

≤ exp

(

−Γ
2/p
0

2c̃1t

)

≤ exp
(

−c1
t

)

.

With c1 = 1
2c̃1

. Now notice that 3Γ
1/p
0 ≤ 3e ≤ 10 which proves the first statement. The second

statement follows from Lemma 2.4

11



4 Proof of the main theorem

Take a subset S of measure 1/2 and r > 0, for t ≤ T = c0
Ψ2

k
max(log(k),1)

we have :

µ(Sc
r) = Eµt(S

c
r) ≤ E

[

µt(S
c
r)1µt(S)≥ 1

4

]

+ P

(

µt(S) ≤
1

4

)

≤ 4 exp(−1

4
min(η, t)r2) + P(s0 − st ≥

1

4
, [s]t ≤ 10t) + P( [s]t ≥ 10t) (By (2))

≤ 4 exp(−1

4
min(η, t)r2) + exp

(

− 1

320t

)

+ exp
(

−c1
t

)

(By Lemmas 1.4 and 3.6, respectively)

≤ 4

(

exp(−1

4
min(η, t)r2) + exp

(

−c4
t

)

) (

with c4 = min(c1,
1

320
)

)

Define β = min(η, T ) and choose t(r) = min(η, T, 1r ) = min(β, 1r ) we get that :

• If r ≥ 1
β ,

µ(Sc
r) ≤ 8 exp(−c5r) (19)

where c5 = min(1/4, c4)

• If r ≤ 1
β ,

µ(Sc
r) ≤ 4

(

exp

(

−1

4
min(η, T )r2

)

+ exp

(

− c4
min(η, T )

))

≤ 8 exp
(

−c5βr2
)

(20)

Overall this implies that for all r > 0,

µ(Sc
r) . exp(−min(c0r, c1βr

2))

which is the desired result.
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