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1. Orlicz norms and maximal inequalities

Let ¥ be an increasing convex function from [0, 00) onto [0,00). Such a function is called a Young-Orlicz
modulus by Dudley [1999], and a Young modulus by de la Pena and Giné [1999]. Let X be a random variable.
The Orlicz norm || X ||y is defined by

X
|X||\p:inf{c>0: EV <||) gl}7
c

where the infimum over the empty set is co. By Jensen’s inequality it is easily shown that this does define
a norm on the set of random variables for which || X||y is finite. The most important functions ¥ for a
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variety of applications are those of the form U(x) = exp(zP) — 1 = U,(z) for p > 1, and in particular ¥
and W5 corresponding to random variables which are “sub-exponential” or “sub-Gaussian” respectively. See
Krasnosel’skil and Rutickii [1961], Dudley [1999], Arcones and Giné [1995], de la Pena and Giné [1999], and
van der Vaart and Wellner [1996] for further background on Orlicz norms, and see Rao and Ren [1991],
Krasnosel’skii and Rutickil [1961], and Hewitt and Stromberg [1975] for more information about Birnbaum-
Orlicz spaces.

The following useful lemmas are from van der Vaart and Wellner [1996], pages 95-97, and Arcones and
Giné [1995] (see also de la Penia and Giné [1999], pages 188-190), respectively.

Lemma 1.1. Let ¥ be a convex, nondecreasing, nonzero function with ¥(0) = 0 and
limsup, , . ¥(z)¥(y)/¥(czy) < oo for some constant c. Then, for any random variables X1, ..., Xy,
) < -1 ) .
| max Xif|, < KO (m) max [ Xl (1.1)

where K is a constant depending only on W.

Lemma 1.2. Let ¥ be a Young Modulus satisfying

U (ay) v (a?)
li —_— d li —_— .
;glsup T () < 00 an 1grgnsup () < 00

Then for some constant M depending only on ¥ and every sequence of random variables {Xj : k > 1},

Sup |Xk|
k>1 (k)

The inequality (1.1) shows that if Orlicz norms for individual random variables { X}, are under control,
then the ¥—Orlicz norm of the maximum of the X;’s is controlled by a constant times ¥~!(m) times the
maximum of the individual Orlicz norms. The inequality (1.2) shows a stronger related Orlicz norm control
of the supremum of an entire sequence X, divided by ¥~ (k) if the supremum of the individual Orlicz norms
is finite. Lemma 1.2 implies Lemma 1.1 for Young functions of exponential type (such as ¥, (z) = exp(zP)—1
with p > 1), but it does not hold for power type Young functions such as ¥(x) = 2P, p > 1. These latter
Young functions continue to be covered by Lemma 1.1. Arcones and Giné [1995] carefully define Young
moduli ¥, (z) = exp(aP) — 1 for all p > 0 and use Lemma 1.2 to establish laws of the iterated logarithm for
U-statistics.

A general theme is that if ¥, < ¥, and we have control of the individual ¥ Orlicz norms, then Lemma 1.1
or Lemma 1.2 applied with ¥ = ¥, will yield a better bound than with ¥ = W, in the sense that W, *(m) <
U-L(m).

Here we are interested in functions ¥ of the form

U(z) =exp(h(z)) — 1 (1.3)

where h is a nondecreasing convex function with h(0) = 0 not of the form a?. In fact, the particular functions
h of interest here are (scaled versions of):

H < M sup || Xk|lw- (1.2)
s k>1

2

x
ho(z) = i +a)
hi(x) = 1+x—+V142x,

= h(l+2z)={1+2z)log(l+x)—x,
= (x/2)arcsinh(z/2),
= (=x)arcsinh(z/2) — 2(cosh(arcsinh(x/2)) - 1)
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for the particular h(z) = z(logz — 1) + 1. The functions hy and hy are related to Bernstein exponential
bounds and refinements thereof due to Birgé and Massart [1998], while the function hs is related to Bennett’s
inequality (Bennett [1962]), and hy is related to Prokhorov’s inequality (Prokhorov [1959]).

van de Geer and Lederer [2013] studied the family of Orlicz norms defined in terms of scaled versions of hq,
and called called them Bernstein-Orlicz norms. Our primary goal here is to compare and contrast the Orlicz
norms defined in terms of hg, h1, hs, and hy. We begin in the next section by reviewing the Bernstein-Orlicz
norm(s) as defined by van de Geer and Lederer [2013]. Section 3 gives corresponding results for what we call
the Bennett-Orlicz norm(s) corresponding to the function hg. In Section 4 we give further comparisons and
two applications.

2. The Bernstein-Orlicz norm

For a given number L > 0, van de Geer and Lederer [2013] have defined the Bernstein-Orlicz norm || X ||y,
with

e e R )

It is easily seen that

. exp(x?) — 1 for Lz small,
Uy (z; L) { exp(2z/L) —1  for Lz large.

The following three lemmas of van de Geer and Lederer [2013] should be compared with the development
on page 96 of van der Vaart and Wellner [1996].

Lemma 2.1. Let 7 = || Z||w, ;). Then
P(|Z| > [Vt +27'Lt]) < 2e7" for all t > 0;
or, equivalently, with hfl(y) =y + 2y,

L2
P <|Z| > (1/L)h;? (;)) <2e”" forallt > 0;

or

P(|Z] > z) < 2exp (—;hl (%)) for all z > 0. (2.2)

Lemma 2.2. Suppose that for some T and L > 0 we have
P(|Z| > T[Vt+27'Lt]) < 2e" for allt > 0.

Equivalently, the inequality (2.2) holds. Then ||Z||\I/1(-;\/§L) <+/37.
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Example 2.1. Suppose that X ~ Poisson(v). Then it is well-known (see e.g. Boucheron et al. [2013], page
23), that

P(|X —v| > 2z) < 2exp (—vha(z/v)) < 2exp (—9vhi(z/(3v)))

where hay(x) = h(1+ ) = (v + 1) log(z + 1) — x. Thus the inequality involving hy holds with 9v = 2/L? and
1/(3v) = L/7. Thus L = \/2/(9v) = 37'\/2/v, 7 = L3v = \/2v. We conclude from Lemma 2.2 that

HX - V”\I/l(,\/%) < V6.

Pisier [1983] and Pollard [1990] showed how to bound the Orlicz norm of the maximum of random variables
with bounded Orlicz norms; see also de la Pefia and Giné [1999], section 4.3, and van der Vaart and Wellner
[1996], Lemma 2.2.2, page 96. The following bound for the expectation of the maximum was given by van de
Geer and Lederer [2013]; also see Boucheron et al. [2013], Theorem 2.5, pages 32-33.

Lemma 2.3. Let 7 and L be positive constants, and let Zy,...,Z, be random wvariables satisfying
maxi<;<m ”ZJH‘I’L <T. Then

L
E{lin%x 1Z;|} < 79U s L) = 7 { log(1 +m) + 3 log(1 + m)} . (2.3)
<jsm

Corollary 2.1. For m > 2

E{lr<naéx |Z;|} <797 (m; L) < 2max{r, LT/2} log(1 + m).
<j<m

In particular when Z; ~ Poisson(v) for 1 < j <m

E{linix 1Z;|} < 797 (m; L) < 2{v2v v 1/3} log(1 + m).
SJism

Proof. This follows from Lemma 2.3 since v/z < z for > 1. The Poisson(r) special case then follows from
Example 2.1. O

It will be helpful to relate Wy (+; L) to several functions appearing frequently in the theory of exponential
bounds as follows: for x > 0, we define

hi(z) =z(logz — 1) + 1,
hi(z) =14z —+v1+ 2z, (2.4)
22
ho(z) = ——2.
It is easily shown (see e.g. Boucheron et al. [2013] Exercise 2.8, page 47) that
9ho(z/3) < 9h1(x/3) < h(1 + z). (2.5)

A trivial restatement of the inequality on the left above and some algebra and easy inequalities yield
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The latter inequalities imply that the Orlicz norms based on hg and h; are equivalent up to constants.
One reason the functions hg and hy are so useful is that they both have explicit inverses: from Boucheron,
Lugosi, and Massart (2013), page 29, for hy and direct calculation for hg,

My) =y + 2y, for y>0,

h
ho'(y) =y + V2 +2y.

To relate the inequalities in Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2 to more standard inequalities (with names) we note that

1 L%t
27t =—hpt [ = ).
Vi + t=2h (2>

This implies immediately that the inequality in Lemma 2.2 can be rewritten as

2 Lz
o (-5 (7))
2 Lz 22
2€Xp (—1/2}10 (7—)> = 2€Xp <_T2—|—_L7‘2;> for all z > 0.

Here is a formal statement of a proposition relating exponential tail bounds in the traditional Bernstein
form in terms of hg to tail bounds in terms of the (larger) function hy.

P(|Z| > 2)

IN

IN

Proposition 2.1. Suppose that a random variable Z satisfies

P(|Z] > z) < 2exp (_Z(Aj—sz)> = 2exp (—;Qho <iz>> forall z>0 (2.7)

for numbers A, B > 0. Then the hypothesis of Lemma 2.2 holds with L and T given by L?> = 2B%/A and

= 93241/2,
A Bz
P(|Z < 2 - — 2.
121> < 200 (-55m (53)) (2.8
2 Lz
= 2exp (_Lth <7’>) forall z> 0. (2.9)
Proof. This follows from (2.6) and elementary manipulations. g

The classical route to proving inequalities of the form given in (2.7) for sums of independent random
variables is via Bernstein’s inequality; see for example van der Vaart and Wellner [1996] Lemmas 2.2.9 and
2.2.11, pages 102 and 103, or Boucheron et al. [2013], Theorem 2.10, page 37. But the recent developments of
concentration inequalities via Stein’s method yields inequalities of the form given in (2.7) for many random
variables Z which are not sums of independent random variables: see, for example, Ghosh and Goldstein
[2011a,b] and Goldstein and Iglak [2014]. The point of the previous proposition is that (up to constants)
these inequalities in terms of hy can be re-expressed in terms of the (larger) function h.
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3. Bennett’s inequality and the Bennett-Orlicz norm

We begin with a statement of a version of Bennett’s inequality for sums of bounded random variables; see
Bennett [1962], Shorack and Wellner [1986], and Boucheron et al. [2013]. Let h(x) = z(logz — 1) + 1 and
ha(z) = h(1 + x). This function arises in Bennett’s inequality for bounded random variables and elsewhere;
see e.g. Bennett [1962], Shorack and Wellner [1986], and Boucheron et al. [2013], page 35 (but note that their
his our hs = h(1+-)). As noted in Example 1 above, the function h also appears in exponential bounds for
Poisson random variables: see Shorack and Wellner [1986] page 485, and Boucheron et al. [2013] page 23.

Proposition 3.1. (Bennett) (i) Let X,...,, X, be independent with maxi<;<,(X; —p;) <b, E(X;) = p;j,
Var(X,) = o2 ;. Let p= S0, iy/n, 02 = (02, + -+ 02,,)/n. Then with 1(x) = 2h(1 + 2)/*,

_ 22 2b
o no2 14 zb
= X —_—— [
PL7 32 Jno?
no2 zb
for all z > 0.
(1) If, in addition, maxi<j<n |X; — p;| < b, then

P(Vn(Xn -l >22) < 2exp (‘;;w (ﬁff))

no zb

= 2eo (0 (14 25 )
no? zb

- 2o (e (7))

Using the inequality h(1 4 x) > 9h;(x/3), it follows that

PIVACE, — ]2 2) < 2o (20200, (2.

Thus an inequality of the form of that in Lemma 2.1 holds with 2/L? = 9no? /b? and L/7 = b/(3\/no?).
Thus L = /2/9b/(\/no,,) and 7 = L3/no?2 /b = \/20,,. It follows from Lemma 2.2 that

V(X — ﬂ)”qzl(.;\/gL) < V6o,

or

”\/rﬁ(Xn - :U‘)”\pl(.; /273b) (vV/Ron)) < \/60n-

But this bound has not taken advantage of the fact the the first bound above involves the function h (or hg)
rather than h;. It would seem to be of potential interest to develop an Orlicz norm based on the function
he = h(1+ ) rather than the function hy. Motivated by the first inequality in Proposition 3.1, we define for
each L > 0 a new Orlicz norm based on the function ho as follows.

Uy (; L) = exp (LQQM(L:C)) Y
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Since hs is convex, ho(0) = 0, and hs is increasing on [0, 00), it follows that Ws(-; L) defines a valid Orlicz
norm (as defined in Section 1) for each L:

X
[ X lws(sz) = inf{c >0: E¥y (|C|;L> < 1}; (3.2)

We call || X ||y, ..y the Bennett-Orlicz norm of X. Note that with ¢ (Lz) = 272(2/L?)hy(Lz),

Uy(z;L) = exp(2®y(Lz)) —1
exp(a?) — 1, for Lz small,
exp (2% log(Lx)) — 1, for Lz large.
We first relate Wo(+; L) to Wy (z; L) and to the usual Gaussian Orlicz norm defined by Wy(x) = exp(z?) —1.

Proposition 3.2.

(i) Va(z; L) < exp(x?) — 1 = Wy(x) for all x > 0.

(i) Uo(x; L) > Wy (x; L/3) for x > 0.

Proof. (i) follows since ¥(x) = 227 2h(1+ ) < 1 for all z > 0; see Shorack and Wellner [1986], Proposition
11.1.1, page 441. To show that (ii) holds, note that by (2.1)

2-9
Uy (x;L/3) = exp (Lth(Lx/?))) —1.
Thus the claimed inequality in (ii) is equivalent to
2 2-9

or equivalently
h(1+4 Lz) > 9hqi(Lx/3).

But the inequality in the last display holds in view of (2.5). O

Note that while h; and ¥;(-; L) have explicit inverses given in terms of \/v and log(1 + v) by (2.7) and
(2.3), inverses of the functions hy and Wo(-; L) can only be written in terms of Lambert’s function (also
called the product log function) W satisfying W (z) exp(W(z)) = z; see Corless et al. [1996]. But this slight
difficulty is easily overcome by way of several nice inequalities for W. By use of W and the inequalities
developed in the Appendix, Section 6, we obtain the following proposition concerning W5 1(-' L).

)

Proposition 3.3.
(i) Wyt (y; L) < Wy (y; L/3) = \/log(1 +y) + (L/6) log(1 +y) fory > 0.
(ii) Furthermore, with W denoting the Lambert W function,

((£*/2)1og(1 +y) — 1)
W (((£2/2)log(1 +y) — 1)/c)

-1

|~

. 1., (L2
v, (y;L)=Zh2 710g(1+y) =

(iii) If (L*/2)log(1 +y) > 1, then

log(1 + y)

VWD) < LT ) loa(l £ ) 1)

imsart-generic ver. 2012/08/31 file: Bennett-Orlicz-try9-arxiv.tex date: January 25, 2022



Wellner/Bennett-Orlicz norm 8

(iv) If (L?/2)log(1 +y) > 5, then

o log(1 +y)
Vo wil) = 2l i oa (1 £ 9))

log(1+y) . 2
_ = l L“/2 > 1.
loglog(1 + y) if also /22

(v) If (L?/2)log(1 + y) < 9/4, then
Uy L) < y/2log(l+y).

(vi)
(2.2/v/2)/log(1 + y) if (L2/2)log(1+1y) <1 +e,
Uy (y; L) <
log(14+y)—1 .
Loy — 1 if (L?/2)log(1+y) > 1+e.

Proof. (i) follows immediately from Proposition 3.2. (ii) follows from the definition of Wy(-; L) and direct
computation for the first part; the second part follows from Lemma 6.1. The inequality in (iii) follows from
(ii) and Lemma 6.2. The first inequality in (iv) follows from (iii) since log(y —1) > (1/2) logy for y > 4. The
second inequality in (iv) follows by noting that

log((L?/2)log(1 +y)) = log(L?/2) + loglog(1 + y) > loglog(1 + y)
if L2/2 > 1. (v) follows from (ii) and Lemma 6.3, part (iv). O

Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2 by van de Geer and Lederer [2013] as stated in Section 2 should be compared with
the development on page 96 of van der Vaart and Wellner [1996]. We now show that the following analogues
of Lemmas 2.1 - 2.3 hold for || Z]|y, (1)

Lemma 3.1. Let 7 = || Z]|w,(;1).- Then
P (12> %h;l(LZtﬁ)) <2t forall t>0
where hy(x) = h(1 4 2) and hy* is the inverse of hy (so that hy'(y) = h=(y) —1).

Proof. Let y > 0. Since Wa(z; L) = exp((2/L?)ha(Lz)) — 1 = e — 1 implies ho(Lx) = L?t/2, it follows that
for any ¢ > || Z||w,(.;z) we have

P ('f' > 2’%51@275/2)) P

(%7
(

i p(exp(2h2(L|Z|)> o)
§ ¢

Z
= p(w (i) se-1)
ESU, L1, ;L) +1
 bfu ()
- 2! aSCLT:HZH\I,Q(.;L). O
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Lemma 3.2. Suppose that for some T > 0 we have

P (\Z| > %h;l(LQt/Z)) <2~ forall t>0.

2 Lz
e (<t (7))
2 Lz
2 —Zh(1+ 22
2 L
= 2exp (—Zzw (Z>> for all z > 0.
T T

Equivalently,

P(|Z] > 2)

IN

Then [|Z||g,(.v3r) < V3T
Proof. Let a, 8 > 0. We compute

Eﬁlg('Z',ﬂL) - /OOP Wg((i_';ﬁlz)zv)dv
0

2 (5”2'> > 10g(1+v)) dv

aT

(

J o
o [P (P2 s )

Ji o

(

272
|Z|2—h2 (5 log( 1+w>)dv

0 art B2L?
= P(|Z] > —+hy! t) ) etdt.
[or (a5 (P5))«
Choosing a = 8 = /3 this yields

ET, (\'?L \/§L) = /OOOP<|Z > %h;l <I;3t>>etdt

/ 2 exp(—3t) exp(t)dt = 1.
0

IN

Hence we conclude that || Z]|y, . 37) < V37 O

Corollary 3.1.
(i) If X ~ Poisson(v), then || X — I/H\pz(_;\/@) < Vbv.
(i) If Xi,...,X, are i.i.d. Bernoulli(p), then

V(X —P)||q,2(4;\/§/(\/m)) < V6p(1 —p).

(iti) If X ~ N(0,1), then | X||w,(.z) < V6 for every L > 0. By taking the limit on L \, 0 and noting
that Wy(z; L) — Wa(2) = exp(2?) — 1 as L N\, 0 this yields || X|w, < V6. In this case it is known that
I X |lw, = /8/3. (See van der Vaart and Wellner [1996], Exercise 2.2.1, page 105.)
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Now for an inequality paralleling Lemma 2.3 for the Bernstein-Orlicz norm:

Lemma 3.3. Let 7 and L be constants, and let Zy,...,Z, be random wvariables satisfying
maxi<j<m || Zjllwy(;0) < 7. Then

B max |2} < r¥3tm:L)
<j<m
log(1 4 m)

< - @ 7
loglog(1 4+ m)

if L? >2 and log(1 +m) > 5.

Furthermore,
B{ max |Z;|} < 7U;'(m;L)<2r LM—F\/IO (1+m)
1<j<m Y T 2 = loglog(1 + m) &

for all m such that log(1+m) >5 (orm >e® —1).

Remark 3.1. The point of this last bound is that it gives an explicit trade-off between the Gaussian

component (the term /log(1 + m)) and the Poisson component (the term log(1+m)/loglog(14+m)) governed
by a Bennett type inequality. In contrast, the bounds obtained by van de Geer and Lederer [20135] yield a trade-
off between the Gaussian world and the sub-exponential world governed by a Bernstein type inequality.

Proof. We write ¥y 1, = Ws(; L). Let ¢ > 7. Then by Jensen’s inequality

E {lgzigxm|Zj|} < c\IlglL <E{W27L(1rgr§;1§xm|2j|/c)})
= owy} (BQmax vas(21/0)
< W5 (i EV,1(1Z;]/c)
j=1
< C\Ilgi (m 1g;aéXmE\IJQ7L(|Zj|/C)> .
Therefore,
e 1z} < i {ens) (momex £was0z1/0) | (33)
= UL (m) = %h;l (L; log(1 + m)> . (3.4)
The remaining claims follow from Proposition 3.3. O

Here are analogues of Lemmas 4 and 5 of van de Geer and Lederer [2013].
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Lemma 3.4. Let Zy,...,Z,, be random variables satisfying

<
max | Zjllwo(.n) <7

for some L and 7. Then, for allt >0

P (12@( |Z;| > 7 ( 5 H(L2t/2) + hy (L log(1 + m)/Q))) < 2!

Proof. For any a > 0 and t > 0 concavity of hy ' together with hy*(0) = 0 imply that
hy (@) + by (8) 2 hy ' (a+ ).

Therefore, by using a union bound and Lemma 3.1

P (lgla<x |Z;| > T ( 51 (L?t/2) + hy H(L? log(1 +m)/2)))

< P <1<mja<x |Z;| > % (hy ' (27 L3 (t + log(1 —|—m))))>

< ZP(\ZH > = (' @TEA(t+ log(1+m))))
=1

< 2mexp (—(t +log(l+m))) = 2ml_~_167t <2t

Lemma 3.5. Let Zy,...,Zy, be random variables satisfying (3.5). Then

L2
H (1211:2Xm|Z | — —h (2log(1 —|—m)>)+

2
Z = ( max |Z;| — —h_ <Llog(1 +m)>) .
1<j<m 2 +

Then Lemma 3.4 implies that

e ()

< P<max |Z;| >

1<j<m

< V3.

\112(';L)

Proof. Let

SIB

o () o (5)

< 27t

Then the conclusion follows from Lemma 3.2.
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4. Prokhorov’s “arcsinh” exponential bound and Orlicz norms
Another important exponential bound for sums of independent bounded random variables is due to Prokhorov

[1959]. As will be seen below, Prokhorov’s bound involves another function hy (rather than ho of Bennett’s
inequality) given by

hy(z) = (z/2)arcsinh(z/2) = (x/2) log (x/2 + 1+ (x/2)2) . (4.1)

Suppose that Xi,..., X, are independent random variables with E(X;) = p; and |X; — p;| < b for some
b >0 Let S, = X;+--+X,, and set p = n~! Z?Zl wj, 02 = n~'Var(S,). Prokhorov’s “arcsinh”
exponential bound is as follows:

Proposition 4.1. (Prokhorov) If the X;’s satisfy the above assumptions, then

b
P(S, —nu>z) <exp (—;)arcsinh (222>) .

Equivalently, with o2 = n='Var(S,) and hy(z) = (x/2)arcsinh(z/2),

Pl

5

_ 2/ . zb
(Xn—p)| > 2) 2 exp (— 5 arcsinh Qﬁa,%))

oo (%0 (2 N e 22
P b2 \ 2y/no2 e 2y/nc2
no2 zb

See e.g. Prokhorov [1959], Stout [1974], de la Pefia and Giné [1999], Johnson et al. [1985], and Kruglov
[2006] . Johnson et al. [1985] use Prokhorov’s inequality to control Orlicz norms for functions ¥ of the form
U(z) = exp(¥(x)) with ¢¥(x) = xlog(l + z) and use the resulting inequalities to show that the optimal
constants D,, in Rosenthal’s inequalities grow as p/log(p).

Kruglov [2006] gives an improvement of Prokhorov’s inequality which involves replacing hy by
hs(x) = zarcsinh(x/2) — 2(cosh(arcsinh(x/2)) - 1).

Note that Prokhorov’s inequality is of the same form as Bennett’s inequality (3.1) in Proposition 3.1, but
with Bennett’s ho replaced by Prokhorov’s hy.

Thus we want to compare Prokhorov’s inequality (and Kruglov’s improvement thereof) to Bennett’s
inequality. As can be seen from the above development, this boils down to comparison of the functions hso,
hg, and hs. The following lemma makes a number of comparisons and contrasts between the functions hs,
hy, and hs.
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Lemma 4.1. (Comparison of ha, hy, and hy)
(i)(a) ho(x) > hs(x) > hy(z) for all x > 0.
(i)(b)  hy'(y) < hg'(y) <hy'(y) for ally > 0.

(ii)(a) ha(x) > (x/2)log(l + x) > (z/2)log(1 + x/2) for all x > 0.
(11)(b) hy(z) > (x/2)1og(l + x/2) for all x > 0.
(ii)(c) hs(x) > (x/2)log(l+ x/2) for all x > 0.
(iii)(a) ho(z) ~ 27122 as x \, 0; ho

(
(ii3)(b) hy(x) ~ 47122 as 2\, 0; ha(x) ~ (1/2)xlog(z) as z — oo.

(( )) :c))wxlog(z) as T — oo.
(#3)(c) hg,((x)) ~ 47122 as 2\, 0; hs(z) ~ zlog(z) as x — .
(z)

(iii)(d) ha(z) — ha(z) ~ 22/4 as 2\, 0; ha(z) — ha(z) ~ (1/2)xlogx as v — .
(iii)(e) ho(x) — hs(x) ~ 22/4 as x \,0; hao(x) — hs(x) ~ logx as ¥ — oco.

(iv)(a) ho(x) =27 a2y (x) where

r71log(1 + ),
vala) 2 { (1 +a§3)—1.
(iv)(b) ha(x) = 47 2%)4(x) where
22" og(1 +x/2), forz>0
Pa(z) > { (1/2)/(1 +=x/2)7, forz >0
(1—8)/(1+x/2), forx<25Y2/(1)2—0)Y/2.

(iv)(c) hs(x) =47 2%)5(x) where
227 log(1 +2/2), forxz >0
¥s () Z{ 1/(1+i/2)—17 forz>0.
Proof. (i) We first prove that ho(z) > hy(x). Let g(z) = ha(x) — hy(zx); thus
g(z) = (1 +2x)log(l+x) —x — (z/2) log(x/2 + /1 + (x/2)?).

Then ¢(0) =0 and

g/(ﬂc)ZIOg(l—i-x)—%log (x/2+\/m) _ z/4

1+ (z/2)?
also has ¢’(0) = 0. Note that /1 + (x/2)2 <1+ /2 and hence /2 + /1 + (2/2)? <1+ x. Thus
log ((z/2) + /14 (z/2)?) <log(1 + z), (4.3)
and hence
g (x) > log(l+z)—(1/2)log(l+ z) — __=4
N 14 (z/2)?
_ 2) — x/4
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Wellner/Bennett-Orlicz norm 14
and it suffices to show that the right side is > 0 for all z. Thus we let

Let m(x) = 2m(2z) = log(1 4 2z) — \/1—&-72 Then m(0) = 0 and we compute

2 1 n z?
142z 1422 (1+a22)3/?2

m(x) =

2 1 x?
T It JTta? (1_ <1+x2)>
2(1+x2)3/2—(1+2x) j(x)
L+ 22)(L+ 2232 (1+22)(1 + 22)3/2

so that 7’ (0) = 1 and the numerator, j, is easily seen to be non-negative since (1 4 z2)3/2 > 1 + 22 implies
2(1 + 22)3/2 > 2(1 + %) > 1+ 2z for all x > 0. Thus ho(x) > hy(z).
Kruglov [2006] shows that hs(x) > hye(z). Now we show that hg(z) > hs(x). Note that with g(x) =
hg(l‘) — h5($),
g (z) =log(1+x) — arcsinh(x/Q)

has ¢'(z) = 0 and ¢/(z) > 0 (as was shown above in (4.3) ). Thus g(z) = [ ¢'(v)dv > 0.
(i)(b) The inequalities for the inverse functions follow immediately from the 1nequaht1es for the functions
themselves in (i)(a).

(ii)(a) To show that the first inequality holds, consider

glx) = ha(x) — (z/2)log(1 + x)
= (1+4+x)log(l+2z)—z— (z/2)log(l + x)
= (1+z/2)log(l+z)— .
Then ¢(0) = 0 and
Jx) = 1log(l +x)+ 11—:_36;2 -
114 {0+ 2)log(1 +0) — 2} = 1L hae) 2
Thus ¢'(0) = 0 and g(z) = [ ¢'(y)dy > 0. The second inequality in (ii)(a) is trivial.

(b) This follows easily from arcsinh(v) = log(v 4+ v/1 + v?) > log(v + 1) for all v > 0.
ii)(c) This follows from (i)(a) and (ii)(b).
)

(
(
(iii)(a) This follows from o (z) = ¥(x) — 1 as x \( 0; see Proposition 11.1.1, page 441, Shorack and Wellner
[
(

Ng) = ——2 larcsm x
() = [ + pasinh(e/2),
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with h}(0) =0, and

1 1 x? 8 + 22
hy(z) = 5 2)3/2 — 9(4 & 42)3/2
2T+ (/22 16(1+ (2/2)?) 2(4+2?)

with hj(0) = 1/2. Therefore
2

hy(x) = hZ(m*)% for some 0<z* <z

and
4

ﬁhél(x) =2hY(z*) > 1 as = > 2" \,0.

(iii)(c) Now

hi(x) = arcsinh(z/2),
1 1
hi(z) = ———x — - asx \(0,
»(@) 21+ (/2)2 2 >

where hi(x) = 0 and hY is decreasing. Thus hs(z) = (22/2)h%(x*) for some 0 < z < z* and we conclude
that 4o~ 2hs(z) — 1 as @ > o* \, 0.

(iv)(a) The first part is a restatement of (ii)(a). The second part follows from (2.6): ha(z) = h(1 + z) >
9ho(z) = 2%/(2(1 + x/3)), and the claim follows by definition of )s.

(iv)(b) The first inequality is a restatement of (ii)(b). The second inequality follows since hy(z) = hJ(x*)
where x — hjf(z) is decreasing, so

%hm) — 2h(a") > 20 (x)
B 1 x? B 1 1+2%/8
T V@2 8+ (/22 T i+ (w2 1+a/4
1/2 1/2

> .
1+ (z/2)2 ~ 1+2/2
To prove the third inequality, note that

1+2%/8 .
1+a22/4~
holds if 1 + 22/8 > ¢(1 + 2%/4), or if 1 — ¢ > (22/4)(c — 1/2). Then rearrange and take ¢ = (1 — §) for
d €(0,1/2).
(iv)(c) The first inequality follows from (ii)(c). The second inequality follows by arguing as in (iv)(b), but
now without the complicating second factor: note that
1 1
>
1+ (z/2)2 ~ 1+z/2

4
Eh5(x) = 2hY (x*) > 2L (z) =
since hY is decreasing. g

Discussion: 1. Even though Kruglov’s inequality improves on Prokhorov’s inequality, (ia) of Lemma 4.1
shows that Bennett’s inequality dominates both Kruglov’s improvement of Prokhorov’s inequality and
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Prokhorov’s inequality itself: ho > hs > hy.

2. (ii) of Lemma 4.1 shows that all three of the inequalities, Bennett, Kruglov, and Prokhorov, are based
on functions hs, hs, and hy which are bounded below by (z/2)log(1 + x/2) for all x > 0. On the other hand,
(ii)(d) shows that both he and hs are very nearly equivalent for large z, but that although hy grows at the
same x log x rate as ho and hs, hy is smaller by a multiplicative factor of 1/2 as x — oc.

3. (iii)(a-c) of Lemma 4.1 shows that ho(z) ~ 22/2 as & N\, 0 while hi(z) ~ 2%/4 for both hs and hy;
thus hs(x) is larger at 2 = 0 by a factor of 2. Furthermore, the difference hy — hy is of order (1/2)xlogx as
x — 00, while the difference ho — hs is only of order logz as z — co.

4. (iv) of Lemma 4.1 re-expresses the behavior of the Kruglov and Prokhorov inequalities for small values
of x in terms of the corresponding v functions.

The upshot of all of these comparisons is that Bennett’s inequality dominates both the Kruglov and Prokhorov
inequalities. Figures 1 - 2 give graphical versions of these comparisons as well as comparisons to the Bernstein
type h—functions hg and h;.

/ 7

L P / P
2.0+ / 7’

L , / , V2

/ 14

L / / 4
15+ v/ L7

L / ,

v/ s
7 v,

t 7 R
1.0+ 4 L 4 Lo

L // PR

r 4

L ,// e

L 7,
0.5} /

L ‘(,"

Pa
‘,/
<4
L L 1 L L L L 1 L L L L 1 L L L L 1 L L L L 1
1 2 3 4 5

Fig 1: Comparison of the hy functions hg, h1, ha, hs, and hs. The plot shows the functions hj. The function
ho is plotted in magenta (tiny dashing), h; in blue (medium dashing), hs in red (no dashing), h4 in purple
(large dashing), and hs is plotted in black (medium dashing). For values of the argument larger than ~ 1.4
ha > hs > hy >> hy > hgy (and all are below hy), while for values of the argument smaller than ~ 1,
ho > h1 > hg >> hs > hy.

5. Comparisons with some results of Talagrand

Our goal in this section is to give comparisons with some results of Talagrand [1989] and Talagrand [1994],
especially his Theorem 3.5, page 45, and Proposition 6.5, page 58.

Talagrand [1994] defines a function ¢y, g as follows:
{ .. if ©<LS,

pLs(@) = z (log (£))"* if = > LS.

Because of the square-root on the log term, this can be regarded as corresponding to a “sub - Bennett” type
exponential bound. One of the interesting properties of ¢, g established by Talagrand [1994] is given in the
following lemma:
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Fig 2: The plot depicts (with the same colors and dashing as in Figure 1) the ratios = — hy(z)/(2?/2) = ¢ (z)
for k € {0,1,2,4,5}. This figure illustrates our finding that the Prokhorov type h—functions are smaller by
a factor of 1/2 at = 0, while they again dominate the Bernstein type h—functions for larger values of z,
with the cross-overs occurring again between 1 and 1.4.

Lemma 5.1. There is a number K(L) depending on L only such that

or.s(K(L)xVS) > 112> for all x < K(L)VS.

This is Lemma 3.6 of Talagrand [1994] page 47. Talagrand uses this Lemma to develop a Kiefer-type
inequality: see also van der Vaart and Wellner [1996], Corollary A.6.3. In the basic Kiefer type inequality for
Binomial random variables, van der Vaart and Wellner [1996], Corollary A.6.3, it follows that

P(Vn|Y, —p| > 2) < 2exp(—1127)

for log(1/p) — 1 > 11; i.e. for p < e712.
A similar fact holds for any exponential bound of the Bennett type under a certain boundedness hypothesis.

Suppose that
22 Lz
P(|Z <2 —— | —

and that P(]Z] > v) =0 for all v > C'. Then, since v is decreasing, for z < C

P(Z|>2) < 2exp (-;jw (£))

T

22 LC LC
= 2o (_QLC ¥ <T))
22 1 LC
(e (57))

where the log term can be made arbitrarily large by choosing 7 sufficiently small. Here the second inequality
follows from the fact that

IN
N
I
»
T

xp(z) > 2log(z/e) =2 (logx — 1). (5.1)
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Proof of (5.1): Since ¢(z) = 227 2h(1 + x) where h(z) = z(logz — 1) + 1, we can write, with ¥ ()
222 log(z/e),

%{(1—1—%) log(1+z) — 2z} — (logz — 1)
1+z

(2 () — ¥(x))

[N

log(l1+z) —logx
1 1
= log (H) + —log(l+ )
x x

where both terms are clearly non-negative. (I

Now we consider another basic inequality due to Talagrand [1994]. Suppose that
0:2n{Cec2%: |0 <xx}—R

satisfies the following three properties:

(a) C C D implies that (C) < (D) for C,D € 2¥.

(b) 6(CU D) <0(C) +0(D).

(¢) 0(C) < |C] = #(C).

Then if X,...,X,, are i.i.d. P non-atomic on (X, A) and Z = 0({X3,...,X,}), for some universal constant
K5 we have, for z > Ky E(Z7),

P(Z > z) < exp (-I; log (K’QZ(Z)» .

As noted by Talagrand [1994], this follows from an isoperimetric inequality established in Talagrand [1989],
but it is also a consequence of results of Talagrand [1991, 1995]. Here we simply note that it can be rephrased
as a Bennett type inequality: for all z > Ky E(Z)

P(Z > 2) < exp (—E(Z)h (1 + KQ;(Z)» .

This follows by simply checking that

for z > Ky FE(Z).

Also see Ledoux [2001], Theorem 7.5, page 142 and Corollary 7.8, page 148; Massart [2000], and Boucheron
et al. [2013], Theorem 6.12, page 182.

One further remark seems to be in order: Talagrand [1989] Theorem 2 and Proposition 12, shows that
Orlicz norms of the Bennett type are “too large” to yield nice generalizations of the classical Hoffmann-
Jorgensen inequality in the setting of sums of independent bounded sequences in a general Banach space.
This follows by noting that Talagrand’s condition (2.11) fails for the Bennett-Orlicz norm Ws(-, L) as defined
in (3.2).
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6. Appendix 1: Lambert’s function W; inverses of h and h,
Let h(z) = z(logx — 1) + 1 and ho(z) = h(1 + z) for z > 0. The function h is convex, decreasing on [0, 1],
increasing on [1, 00), with h(1) = 0; see Shorack and Wellner [1986], page 439. The Lambert, or product log
function, W (see e.g. Corless et al. [1996] and satisfies W (2)e"V (*) = z for 2 > —1/e. As noted by Boucheron

et al. [2013], problem 2.18, the inverse functions h~=' (for the function h : [1,00) — [0,00)) and hy' (for
the function hs : [0,00) — [0,00)) can be expressed in terms of the function W. Here are some facts about W

Fact 1: W : [—1/e,00) — R is multi-valued on [—1/e,0) with two branches Wy and

W_1 where Wy(z) > 0, W_q(z) <0, and Wy(—1/e) = —1 = W_1(—1/e).
Fact 2: W, is monotone increasing on [—1/e, 00) with W(0) =0 and W’(0) = 1.

See Roy and Olver [2010], section 4.13, page 111; and Corless et al. [1996].

In the following we simply write W for Wy. The following lemma shows that the inverses of the functions
h and hy can be expressed in terms of W.

Lemma 6.1. (h and hy inverses in terms of W)
(i) Fory >0

>1 (6.1)
(i) Fory >0

~1>0. (6.2)

b0 ) = e (o (Y -1 )

W(ly—1)/e) Wy —1)/e)
_ _ey=Dle i e since W@ _ T
Wi /e @Y W)
= y—14+1=y.
Thus (6.1) holds. Then (6.2) follows immediately. O

In view of Lemma 6.1, the following lower bounds on the function W will be useful in deriving upper
bounds on A~! and hy*.

Lemma 6.2. (A lower bound for W) For z >0
1
W(z) > 3 log(ez) = 27(1 + log 2). (6.3)

Proof. We first prove (6.3) for z > 1/e. Since W(z) is increasing for z > 0, the claimed inequality is
equivalent to

2= W()e" ) > Clog(ez) exp((1/2) log(ez)) = (¢2)'/? log((e2)"/?) = ylogy.
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for ez > 1 where y = (ez)1/2. But then the last display is equivalent to
e ty? >ylogy for y>1
or
g(y) =y* —eylogy >0 forall y>1.

Now ¢g(1) =0, g(e) =0, and ¢'(y) =2y —e —elogy has ¢'(1) =2—e <0, ¢’(e) =0, and ¢'(y) > 0 for y > ¢
with ¢’ (y) = 2 — e/y, we find that g”(e) =2 — e/e = 1 > 0. Thus the claimed bound holds for z > 1/e. For
0 < 2 < 1/e the bound holds trivially since W (z) > 0 while 27! log(ez) < 0. O

Combining Lemma 6.1 with the lower bounds for W given in Lemma 6.2 yields the following upper
bounds for A~ and h; *. The second and third parts of the following lemma are motivated by the fact that
ha(x) = h(1+2z) = (22/2)(z) where ¥ (x) 1 as N\, 0; see Shorack and Wellner [1986], Proposition 4.4.1,
page 441.

Lemma 6.3. (Upper bounds for h=' and hy"' )
(i) Fory>1l+e

hly) <2—Y—1 (6.4)

(ii)) Fory>1l+e,

h) < 2t 1 (6.5)

(iii) For 0 <y < 9¢72(c?/2 — 1)? with ¢ > V/2,
hy''(y) < e/ (6.6)

In particular, with ¢ = 2, the bound holds for 0 <y < 9/4, and with ¢ = 2.2, the bound holds for 0 < y < 1+e.
(iv) For 0 <y < oo,

2.2/v y<l+e,

hyl(y) < Y
2 ()= 2l —1, y>l+e

(6.7)

Proof. (i) Follows from (i) of Lemma 6.1 together with Lemma 6.2. Note that g(z) = x/log(z) > e and g
is increasing for = > e.

(ii) follows from (ii) of Lemma 6.1 and Lemma 6.2.

(iii) To show that (6.6) holds, note that the inequality is equivalent to y < ha(c,/y), and hence, by taking

T = ¢\/y, to the inequality
2

22/¢* < ha(x) = h(1 +7) = ()

where ¥(z) = (2/2%)h(1 + x) > 1/(1 + 2/3) by Lemma 4.1 (iva) (or by (10) of Proposition 11.4.1, Shorack
and Wellner [1986] page 441). But then we have

ha(z) =h(1+2) > —

where the last inequality holds if 0 < 2 < 3(¢2/2 —1). Hence the inequality in (iii) holds for 0 < y = 22/c? <
9(c?/2 — 1)%/c%. Finally, (iv) holds by combining the bounds in (ii) and (iii). O
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7. Appendix 2: General versions of Lemmas 1-5

21

Now consider Young functions of the form ¥ = e¥ — 1 where ¢ is assumed to be convex and nondecreasing
with ¢(0) = 0. (Note that we have changed notation in this section: the functions h and h; for j € {0,1,2,4, 6}
in Sections 1 - 6 are denoted here by 1.) Our goal in this section is to give general versions of Lemmas 1
- 5 of van de Geer and Lederer [2013] and section 3 above. The advantage of this formulation is that the

resulting lemmas apply to all the special cases treated in Sections 2 and 3 and more.

Lemma 7.1. Suppose that T = || Z||w < co. Then for allt >0
P(1Z] > mypl(t)) < 2e7".
For the general version of Lemma 2 we consider a scaled version of ¥ as follows:
U(z; L) =¥p(2) =exp (;w(Lz)> -1
Lemma 7.2. Suppose that for some 7 >0 and L >0
P (|Z| > %Wl(m/z)) <2e7t forall t> 0.

Then || Z| g (..v/31) < V3T,

Lemma 7.3. Suppose that ¥ is non-decreasing, convex, with W(0) = 0. Suppose that Z, . .

variables with maxi<j<m || Zj||lw =7 < 0o0. Then

E( max |Zj|> < 71U (m).

1<j<m

Lemma 7.4. Suppose that ¥ is non-decreasing, convez, with W(0) = 0. Suppose that Z1, . .

variables with maxi<j<m || Z;||w =7 < 0o. Then

P < max |Z;| > 7 (v~ (log(1 +m)) + wl(t))> <2t

1<j<m

Lemma 7.5. Suppose that U is non-decreasing, convex, with ¥(0) = 0. Suppose that Zy, . ..

variables with maxi<j<m || Zj|lw = 7 < 00. Then

< \/67'.

| (w12 -

1sjsm T (;v/6)
Proof of Lemma 7.1. For all ¢ > ||Z]|¢
P(|Z|/c>4¢7H (1) = P@(Zl/c)>t) = P17V —1> ¢ —1)

P(W(|Z|/c) > €' —1) < (BE¥(|Z|/c) + 1) e "

Thus letting ¢ \, 7 yields

P(Z|/r>y71(t) = lim P(|Z]/c > PTHt) < lim (E¥(|Z]/c) +1) e’

< 2e”

(7.1)

.y Zm are random

.y Zm are random

, Zm are random

O
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Proof of Lemma 7.2. Let o, 8 > 0. We compute

e (gon) = [ (v (o) zo)e
_ /Ooop<ﬂ22p¢ (*B?TZ') > log(l—i-v)) v
_ /fp(%'f' v (ﬂzﬁlog(uv)))dv
- /OOOP (|Z| > ;‘—zw—l (BQQLQ log(1 +v)>) dv
()

by choosing a = 8 = V/3. O

IN
c\ o
8

[N}
Ch|
w
~
e

~
s,
S

|

—_

Proof of Lemma 7.3. Let ¢ > 7. Then by Jensen’s inequality and convexity of W

E e |Z;
q:( {maxi<j<m| J') < E{\I/<max |zj/c>} _E{ max q/(zj|/c)}
c 1<j<m 1<j<m
m
< < . . .
< E{Y BU(Z|/0) p <m- max B¥(Z/c)

Jj=1

Letting ¢ \, 7 yields

E{ max |Z; |} < ru! <m.1g§i§n\p(zj|/7)> = 70 (m).

1<j<m

Proof of Lemma 7.4. For any v > 0 and v > 0 concavity of ¢»~! implies that

7 w) + o7 (v) 2 YT (u o).

Therefore, by using this with u = log(1 + m) and v = ¢, a union bound, and Lemma 7.1,
P (1251 7 (o7 log(a + m) + 07 (0)
ji<m

< P ( max |Z;| > 7 (log(1 +m) + t))
1<j<m

IN

ST P (121> T (log(1 +m) + 1))

j=1

2mexp (—(t +log(1 +m))) =2——e F < 27"

IN

O
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Proof of Lemma 7.5. By Lemma 7.4

P < max |Z;| > 7 (¢~ (log(1 +m)) + wl(t)))> < 2e7! forall t >0,

1<j<m

so the hypothesis of Lemma 7.2 holds for

_ N =1
2= (w121 - 7o~ og1+ m>>)+
with L = v/2 and 7 replaced by v/27. Thus the conclusion of Lemma 7.2 holds for Z with these choices of L
and 72 | Z]ly (.5 < V6T O
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