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Abstract

Let Y be a nonnegative random variable with mean g and finite positive variance o2, and let Y,
defined on the same space as Y, have the Y size biased distribution, that is, the distribution characterized
by

EYf(Y)] =pEf(Y®) for all functions f for which these expectations exist.

Under a variety of conditions on the coupling of Y and Y*, including combinations of boundedness and
monotonicity, concentration of measure inequalities such as

Y —u t?
P > < _ fi 11¢>
( 7t)7exp( 2(A+Bt)) orallt >0

were shown to hold for some explicit A and B in [14], and were applied to the lightbulb process of [34].
Those concentration of measure results are applied here to a number of new examples where one can
construct a bounded coupling of Y* to Y: the number of relatively ordered subsequences of a random
permutation, sliding window statistics including the number of m-runs in a sequence of coin tosses, the
number of local maxima of a random function on a lattice, the number of urns containing exactly one
ball in an urn allocation model, and the volume covered by the union of n balls placed uniformly over a
volume n subset of R?. Concentration of measure results are also provided for certain instances where
the coupling of Y* to Y is not bounded, in particular, for the number of isolated vertices in the Erdds-
Rényi random graph model, and the infinitely divisible and compound Poisson distributions that satisfy
a bounded moment generating function condition, the latter with applications to the generalized variance
of a random matrix.

1 Introduction

Theorem 1.1, from [14], demonstrates that the existence of a bounded size bias coupling to a nonnegative
variable Y implies bounds for the amount of concentration of the distribution of Y. In this work we explore
a spectrum of consequences of Theorem 1.1 when bounded couplings can be constructed, as well as show
that concentration of measure results can be also be produced using unbounded couplings.

The couplings required here which yield concentration of measure results for Y are to a random variable
having the size biased distribution of Y, denoted Y. Size biasing of a random variable is essentially sampling
it proportional to its size, and is a well known phenomenon in the literature of both probability and statistics;
see, for example, the waiting time paradox in Feller [13], Section .4, and the method of constructing unbiased
ratio estimators in [26]. Size biased couplings are used in Stein’s method for normal approximation (see,
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for instance, [37] and [3]), and is a method which in some sense parallels the exchangeable pair technique.
In fact, these two techniques are somewhat complementary, with size biasing useful for the approximation
of distributions of nonnegative random variables such as counts, and the exchangeable pair for mean zero
variates.

Recently, the objects of Stein’s method have also proved successful in deriving concentration of measure
inequalities, that is, deviation inequalities of the form P(|Y — E(Y')| > t/Var(Y)), where typically one seeks
bounds that decay exponentially in ¢; for a guide to the literature on the concentration of measures, see [24]
for a detailed overview. Specifically regarding the use of techniques related to Stein’s method, using the
Stein equation (see [37]) along with the Cramér transform, Rai¢ [33] obtained large deviation bounds for
certain graph related statistics. Chatterjee [8] derived Gaussian and Poisson type tail bounds for Hoeffding’s
combinatorial CLT and the net magnetization in the Curie-Weiss model in statistical physics in [8] using
the exchangeable pair of Stein’s method (see [38]). Considering the complementary method, Ghosh and
Goldstein [14] proved Theorem 1.1 which relies on the existence of bounded size bias couplings. Here we
demonstrate the broad range of applicability of Theorem 1.1 by presenting a variety of examples, and also
provide results that show how unbounded couplings can give rise to similar inequalities. First recall that for
a given nonnegative random variable Y with finite nonzero mean p, we say that Y® has the Y-size biased
distribution if

EYf(Y)] = pE[f(Y*®)] for all functions f for which these expectations exist. (1)

Theorem 1.1. Let Y be a nonnegative random variable with mean and variance p and o? respectively, both
finite and positive. Suppose there exists a coupling of Y to a variable Y*® having the Y -size bias distribution
which satisfies |Y* —Y| < C for some C > 0 with probability one.

If Y*® > Y with probability one, then

Y —pu 12 9
P < —t) <exp “5A for allt >0, where A= Cu/o*. (2)
o

If the moment generating function m(0) = E(e®Y) is finite at = 2/C, then

Y —pu 12
> < - = 2 g .
P( . t) exp( AT t)) for allt > 0, where A= Cpu/o* and B=C/20 (3)

In typical examples the variable Y is indexed by n, and the ones we consider have the property that
the ratio p1/0? remains bounded as n — oo, and C' does not depend on n. In such cases the bound in (2)
decreases at rate exp(—ct?) for some ¢ > 0, and if ¢ — oo as n — oo, the bound in (3) is of similar order,
asymptotically.

In [14], the number of lightbulbs switched on at the terminal time in the lightbulb process was shown
to obey hypothesis of Theorem 1.1 and concentration of measure inequalities were obtained. In Section 3
we apply Theorem 1.1 to the number of relatively ordered subsequences of a random permutation, sliding
window statistics including the number of m-runs in a sequence of coin tosses, the number of local maxima
of a random function on the lattice, the number of urns containing exactly one ball in the uniform urn
allocation model, and the volume covered by the union of n balls placed uniformly over a volume n subset
of R?,

In Section 4, on a somewhat case by case basis, we also consider cases where the coupling of Y*® to Y is
unbounded. Our examples include the number of isolated vertices in the Erdés-Rényi random graph model,
and some infinitely divisible and compound Poisson distributions; we apply the latter to obtain results for the
generalized variance of a random matrix. As Theorem 1.1 shows for the bounded coupling case, additional
information is available when the coupling is monotone; this additional condition holds for the m runs and
isolated vertices examples, as well as the infinitely divisible and compound Poisson distributions considered.

In Section 2, we review the methods in [17] for the construction of size bias couplings in the presence of
dependence, and then move to the examples.



2 Construction of size bias couplings

In this section we will review the discussion in [17] which gives a procedure for a construction of size bias
couplings when Y is a sum; the method has its roots in the work of Baldi et al. [2]. The construction depends
on being able to size bias a collection of nonnegative random variables in a given coordinate, as described
in the following definition. Letting F' be the distribution of Y, first note that the characterization (1) of the
size bias distribution F'* is equivalent to the specification of F'* by its Radon Nikodym derivative

dF*(z) = EdF(x). (4)

Definition 2.1. Let A be an arbitrary index set and let {X, : a« € A} be a collection of nonnegative random
variables with finite, nonzero expectations EX, = uq and joint distribution dF (x). For B € A, we say that
XP ={XP:a € A} has the X size bias distribution in coordinate 3 if XP has joint distribution

dFP(x) = 23dF(x)/ug.

Just as (4) is related to (1), the random vector X” has the X size bias distribution in coordinate /3 if and
only if

E[X5f(X)] = usE[f(X?)] for all functions f for which these expectations exist.

Now letting f(X) = g(Xg) for some function g one recovers (1), showing that the 3" coordinate of X?, that

is, Xg7 has the Xz size bias distribution.
The factorization
P(X € dx) = P(X € dx|Xg = z)P(Xg € dx)

of the joint distribution of X suggests a way to construct X. First generate Xz, a variable with distribution
P(Xp € dz). If X5 = =, then generate the remaining variates {X? o # (8} with distribution P(X €
dx| X3 = x). Now, by the factorization of dF(x), we have

dF?(x) = 23dF(x)/ps = P(X € dx|Xp = 2)23P(Xg € dz)/ug = P(X € dx| X = 2)P(X}] € dz).  (5)

Hence, to generate X? with distribution dF?, first generate a variable X g with the Xz size bias distribution,
then, when X g = x, generate the remaining variables according to their original conditional distribution

given that the 3" coordinate takes on the value z.
Definition 2.1 and the following proposition from Section 2 of [17] will be applied in the subsequent
constructions; the reader is referred there for the simple proof.

Proposition 2.1. Let A be an arbitrary index set, and let X = {X,,a € A} be a collection of nonnegative
random variables with finite means. For any subset B C A, set

XB:ZXﬁ and [LB:EXB.
BeB

Suppose B C A with 0 < pup < 0o, and for 3 € B let XP have the X-size biased distribution in coordinate (3
as in Definition 2.1. If XB has the mizture distribution

By _ BB pixs
L(XB) %usﬁ(x ),

then

EXpf(X)=pupEf(X")



for all real valued functions f for which these expectations exist. Hence, for any A C A, if f is a function
of Xa= ZaEA Xo only,

EXpf(Xa)=ppEf(XE) where XF =71 x7. (6)
acA

Taking A = B in (6) we have EX4f(Xa) = paEf(X4), and hence X4 has the X s-size biased distribution,
as in (1).

In our examples we use Proposition 2.1 and (5) to obtain a variable Y'* with the size bias distribution of
Y, where Y =3 _, Xa, as follows. First choose a random index I € A with probability

P(I=a)=pa/pa, acA.

Next generate X7 with the size bias distribution of X;. If I = o and X = =, generating {Xg: 8 € A\{a}}
using the (original) conditional distribution

P(Xg,0 # a| Xy =),

the sum Y* =" _, X/ has the Y size biased distribution.

3 Applications: bounded couplings

We now consider the application of Theorem 1.1 to derive concentration of measure results for the number
of relatively ordered subsequences of a random permutation, the number of m-runs in a sequence of coin
tosses, the number of local extrema on a graph, the number of nonisolated balls in an urn allocation model,
the covered volume in binomial coverage process. Without further mention we will use the fact that when
(2) and (3) hold for some A and B then they also hold when these values are replaced by any larger ones,
which may also be denoted by A and B.

3.1 Relatively ordered sub-sequences of a random permutation

For n > m > 3, let 7 and 7 be permutations of V = {1,...,n} and {1,...,m}, respectively, and let
Vo ={a,a+1,...,a+m—1} foraeV,

where addition of elements of V is modulo n. We say the pattern 7 appears at location a € V if the values
{m(v)}vey, and {7(v)}vey, are in the same relative order. Equivalently, the pattern 7 appears at « if and
only if 7(771(v) + a—1),v € V) is an increasing sequence. When 7 = ¢,,,, the identity permutation of length
m, we say that 7 has a rising sequence of length m at position «. Rising sequences are studied in [7] in
connection with card tricks and card shuffling.

Letting 7 be chosen uniformly from all permutations of {1,...,n}, and X, the indicator that 7 appears
at «a,

Xo(m),v €Vy) =1(n(r7* () +a—-1)< - <a(r7 (m) +a —1)),

the sum Y = 3 X, counts the number of m-element-long segments of w that have the same relative

acV
order as 7.
For a € V we may generate X* = {Xg, 8 € V} with the X = {Xy, 8 € V} distribution size biased in
direction «, following [15]. Let o, be the permutation of {1,...,m} for which
m(oa(l)+a—1) < - <7w(og(m) +a—1),
and set

arn | mloa(tlv—a+1)+a—-1), veV,
i (v) = { 7(v) v & Vq.



In other words 7 is the permutation 7 with the values 7(v),v € V, reordered so that 7(v) for v € V,, are
in the same relative order as 7. Now let

X5 = Xp(n%(v),v € Vg),

the indicator that 7 appears at position § in the reordered permutation 7%. As 7% and 7 agree except
perhaps for the m values in V,, we have

X5 = Xp(m(v),v € Vg) forall [3—al>m.
Hence, as
ye-vi< > |X§-Xpl<2m- L (7)
[B—al<m—1

we may take C' = 2m — 1 as the almost sure bound on the coupling of Y* and Y.
Regarding the mean p of Y, clearly for any 7, as all relative orders of 7(v),v € V, are equally likely,

EX, =1/m! and therefore p=n/ml! (8)

To compute the variance, for 0 < k < m — 1, let I} be the indicator that 7(1),...,7(m — k) and 7(k +
1),...,7(m) are in the same relative order. Clearly Iy = 1, and for rising sequences, as 7(j) = j, I = 1 for
all k. In general for 0 <k <m — 1 we have X, Xy = 0 if I = 0, as the joint event in this case demands
two different relative orders on the segment of 7 of length m — k of which both X,, and X, are a function.
If I, = 1 then a given, common, relative order is demanded for this same length of 7, and relative orders
also for the two segments of length £ on which exactly one of X, and Xz depend, and so, in total a relative
order on m — k + 2k = m + k values of 7, and therefore

EXoXasr =Ie/(m+k)! and Cov(Xa, Xasr) = Ix/(m + k) — 1/(m!)2

As the relative orders of non-overlapping segments of 7 are independent, now taking n > 2m, the variance
o2 of Y is given by

o? = Y Var(Xa)+ Y Cov(Xa,Xg)
agV a#B
= Z Var(X,) + Z Z Cov(Xy, Xp)
[12% aeV p:1<|a—pB|<m—1
m—1
= > Var(Xa)+2> > Cov(Xa, Xatk)
aeV acV k=1
m—1
= nVar(X1)+2n »  Cov(X1, X14x)
k=1
m—1
B 1 1 I, 1,
N n(m! (m!)2>+2n]; ((m+k)! (m!) )

1 2m — 1 — I
N 2y ).
m! m! (m+k)!
k=1
Clearly Var(Y) is maximized for the identity permutation 7(k) = k,k=1,...,m,as I, =1 forall1 <m <
m — 1, and as mentioned, this case corresponds to counting the number of rising sequences. In contrast, the

variance lower bound
2m —1
o2 > (1 el ) (9)




is attained at the permutation

1 j=1
(f)=1¢ j+1 2<j<m-1
2 j=m

which has I, = 0 for all 1 < k < m — 1. In particular, the bound (3) of Theorem 1.1 holds with
2m —1 2m —1
% and B = m .

m! 2 % (1 — 27251)

A:

3.2 Local Dependence

The following lemma shows how to construct a collection of variables X% having the X distribution biased
in direction o when X, is some function of a subset of a collection of independent random variables.

Lemma 3.1. Let {Cy,9 € V} be a collection of independent random wvariables, and for each oo € V let
Vo CV and Xo = Xo(Cy,9 € Vo) be a nonnegative random variable with a nonzero, finite expectation.
Then if {Cg', g € Vo } has distribution

Xa(cgvg S Va)

dF“(cg,geVa):EX Cogev >dF(cg,g€Va)
allyg, «

and is independent of {Cy, g € V}, letting
X5 =Xp(Cg,9 € VN Vo, Cgg € VNV,

the collection X* = {X§, 3 € V} has the X distribution biased in direction .
Furthermore, with I chosen proportional to EX,, independent of the remaining variables, the sum

V=3 X}

Bev
has the Y size biased distribution, and when there exists M such that X, < M for all o,
Y*—Y|<bM where b=max|{8: V5NV, # 0} (10)

Proof. By independence, the random variables
{Cg,9 €VatU{Cy,g & Va} have distribution dF(cy,g € Va)dF(cg,g & Va)-
Thus, with X% as given, we find
EXof(X) = [ 2af()dF(esg e V)

zadF(cq,g € Va)
EX [ 100 et ey P (e # Vo)

EX [ F0dF ¢y, € Va)iF (9 ¢ Vo)
EX,Ef(X®).

That is, X“ has the X distribution biased in direction «, as in Definition 2.1.
The claim on Y follows from Proposition 2.1, and finally, since Xg = Xg whenever Vg NV, =0,

Yo -Y[< > |Xj— Xp <bM.
ﬁ:VgﬂV[?f@

This completes the proof. O O



3.2.1 Sliding m window statistics

Forn > m > 1, let V = {1,...,n} considered modulo n, {Cy : g € V} i.i.d. real valued random variables,
and for each o € V set

Vo={veV:a<v<a+m-—1}

Then for X : R™ — [0,1], say, Lemma 3.1 may be applied to the sum Y = 3 ), X of the m-dependent
sequence X, = X(Cq,...,Cqirm—1), formed by applying the function X to the variables in the ‘m-window’
V.. As for all @ we have X, <1 and

m3x|{ﬁ:VgﬂVa7é(Z)}\ =2m—1,

we may take C' = 2m — 1 in Theorem 1.1, by Lemma 3.1.

For a concrete example let Y be the number of m runs of the sequence &1, s, . . ., &, of n i.i.d Bernoulli(p)
random variables with p € (0,1), given by ¥ = """ | X; where X; = && 11 &tm—1, with the periodic
convention &, = &. In [35], the authors develop smooth function bounds for normal approximation for
the case of 2-runs. Note that the construction given in Lemma 3.1 for this case is monotone, as for any ¢,
letting

5{_{5]- jé{i,....itm—1}
iYL jefi . itm—1},

the number of m runs of {&}}7,, that is Y =377 | &&i,,---&f,,, ,, is at least Y.

For the mean of Y clearly u = np™. For the variance, now letting n > 2m and using the fact that
non-overlapping segments of the sequence are independent,

o = Zvaf(fi&‘ﬂ o Cigm—1) + QZ Cov(& - &itm—1,& - E+m—1)

i=1 i<j
n m-—1
= np"(1-p")+ 22 Z Cov(& -+ Litm—1,&itj -~ Eitjtm—1)-
i=1 j=1
For the covariances,
Cov(&i - Eixm—1,Civj - Eirjam—1) = B(& - &vjrbiri - Civm—1&itm - Eijam—1) — D"
pm-i-j _ me

and therefore

0% = np™ ((1 —p™)+2 <p1—_pp —(m — 1)pm>> =np™ <1 + 2]91— p

m

- (2m — 1)pm> .
Hence (2) and (3) of Theorem 1.1 hold with
2m —1 2m —1

A:1 YT 5 Do and B = .
* P —(@m—1)p 2\/npm (1+27p1__p;—(2m—1)pm)

1—

3.2.2 Local extrema on a lattice

Size biasing the number of local extrema on graphs, for the purpose of normal approximation, was studied in
[2] and [15]. For a given graph G = {V, &}, let G, = {V,,,&,},v € V, be a collection of isomorphic subgraphs



of G such that v € V, and for all v1,vs € V the isomorphism from G,, to G,, maps v; to ve. Let {Cy, g € V}
be a collection of independent and identically distributed random variables, and let X, be defined by

X (Cpyw €Vy) =1(Cy > Cp,w €V,), vEV.

Then the sum Y =} _,, X, counts the number local maxima. In general one may define the neighbor
distance d between two vertices v,w € V by

d(v,w) = min{n : there 3 vy, ..., v, in V such that vg = v,v, = w and (vg,vky1) € € for k=0,...,n}.
Then forve V and r=0,1,...,
Vo(r)={w eV :dw,v) <r}

is the set of vertices of V at distance at most r from v. We suppose that the given isomorphic graphs are
of this form, that is, that there is some r such that V, = V,(r) for all v € V. Then if d(vi,v2) > 2r, and
(w1, w2) € Vy, X Vy,, rearranging

2r < d(v1,v2) < d(vy,wy) + d(wy,ws) + d(ws, va)
and using d(v;, w;) <r,i=1,2, yields d(w;,w2) > 0. Hence,

d(vy,v2) > 2r implies V,, mVUQ =1{, so by (10) we may take b= max|V,(2r)|. (11)

For example, for p € {1,2,...} and n > 5 consider the lattice V = {1,...,n}? modulo n in ZP and
& = {{v,w} : d(v,w) = 1}; in this case d is the L' norm

P
d(v,w) = Z |v; — wy).
i=1

Considering the case where we call vertex v a local extreme value if the value C, exceeds the values C,, over
the immediate neighbors w of v, we take

Vo =V,(1) and that [V,(1)] =1+ 2p,

the 1 accounting for v itself, and then 2p for the number of neighbors at distance 1 from v, which differ from
v by either 41 or —1 in exactly one coordinate.
Lemma 3.1, (11), and | X, | < 1 yield

Y* -Y]| < mvax|VU(2)| =1+2p+ (2p+4(§>) =2p" +2p+1, (12)

where the 1 counts v itself, the 2p again are the neighbors at distance 1, and the term in the parenthesis
accounting for the neighbors at distance 2, 2p of them differing in exactly one coordinate by +2 or —2, and
4(2’) of them differing by either +1 or —1 in exactly two coordinates. Note that we have used the assumption
n > 5 here, and continue to do so below.

Now letting C,, have a continuous distribution, without loss of generality we can assume C, ~ U[0, 1]. As
any vertex has chance 1/[V,| of having the largest value in its neighborhood, for the mean p of ¥ we have

o n
S 2p+ 1

L (13)

To begin the calculation of the variance, note that when v and w are neighbors they cannot both be
maxima, so X, X, = 0 and therefore, for d(v,w) =1,
1

Cov(X,, Xu) = —(EX,)* = “E T IE



If the distance between v and w is 3 or more, X, and X, are functions of disjoint sets of independent
variables, and hence are independent.
When d(w,v) = 2 there are two cases, as v and w may have either 1 or 2 neighbors in common, and

EX, X, =
PU>U;,V>V;,j=1,....m—k and U>U;;V>U;,j=m—k+1,...,m),

where m is the number of vertices over which v and w are extreme, so m = 2p, and k = 1 and k = 2 for the

number of neighbors in common. For k = 1,2, ..., letting My = max{U;,—k+1,--.,Un}, as the variables X,
and X,, are conditionally independent given U,,_g41,...,Un
E(XoXuw|lUn—ts1,--Un) = PU>Ujj=1,....mUns1,-,Un)?
1
_ 1— Mm—k)-‘rl 2 14
(m—k+ 1)2( k ) (14)
as

P(U>Uj,j:1,...,m|Um_k+1,...,Um)

1 [ u
/ / .../ dul...dum_kdu
My JO 0
1
/ ™k dy
My,

1
— - (1= Mmfk}+l .
m—k+1 ( k )
Since P(Mj, < z) = ¥ on [0, 1], we have
! k
EM™RL = k/ g R gy — —~ — and
k 0 m + 1
k+1\2 ' 2(m—k+1), k-1 k
E(M*™ = k mekt gkl = — —
(M) /0 * T o Tkt 2
Hence, averaging (14) over Uy—k+1, - - -, U, yields
EX, X, = 2
T m4+ D) (2(m+ 1) — k)
For n > 3, when m = 2p, for k = 1 and 2 we obtain
1 2
Cov(Xy, Xu) = and Cov(X,, X,) = respectively.

2p+1)%(2(2p+1) - 1) 2p+1)%(22p+1)—2)

For n > 5, of the 2p + 4(127) vertices w that are at distance 2 from v, 2p of them share 1 neighbor in common
with v, while the remaining 4(’27) of them share 2 neighbors. Hence,

o? = Y Var(X,)+ Y Cov(X,,X,)

veV vFEW
= > Var(X,)+ Y Cov(Xy,Xu)+ » Cov(X,,Xu)
veV d(v,w)=1 d(v,w)=2

- n 2p _ 1 1 D 2
- <<2p+ 02 Py TPt i) 1 4(2) @ )P2Er 1) - 2))

. 2p 1 2(p—1)
- "1y <<2<2p+1> ) T e+ —2))

B 4p* —p—1
- ”((2p+1>2(4p+1>>' (15)




We conclude that (2) of Theorem 1.1 holds with A = Cu/0? and B = C/20 with u, 0 and C given by
(13), (15) and (12), respectively, that is,

2 1)(4p + 1)(2p%* + 2 1 2p% + 2 1
A:(p+)(p;r)(p+p+) and B — P’ +2p+ ’
4p _p_l 2 In 4p2—p—1
(2p+1)2 (4p+1)

3.3 Urn allocation

In the classical urn allocation model n balls are thrown independently into one of m urns, where, for
i=1,...,m, the probability a ball lands in the i*" urn is p;, with >, pi = 1. A much studied quantity of
interest is the number of nonempty urns, for which Kolmogorov distance bounds to the normal were obtained
in [12] and [32]. In [12], bounds were obtained for the uniform case where p; = 1/m for all ¢ = 1,...,m,
while the bounds in [32] hold for the nonuniform case as well. In [30] the author considers the normal
approximation for the number of isolated balls, that is, the number of urns containing exactly one ball, and
obtains Kolmogorov distance bounds to the normal. Using the coupling provided in [30], we derive right
tail inequalities for the number of non-isolated balls, or, equivalently, left tail inequalities for the number of
isolated balls.

For ¢ =1,...,n let X; denote the location of ball 4, that is, the number of the urn into which ball ¢ lands.
The number Y of non-isolated balls is given by

n

Y:Zl(Mi>0) where Mi:—l—i-Zl(Xj:Xi).

i=1 j=1

We first consider the uniform case. A construction in [30] produces a coupling of Y to Y*, having the
Y size biased distribution, which satisfies |Y* — Y| < 2. Given a realization of X = {X1, Xs,..., X}, the
coupling proceeds by first selecting a ball I, uniformly from {1,2,...,n}, and independently of X. Depending
on the outcome of a Bernoulli variable B, whose distribution depends on the number of balls found in the
urn containing I, a different ball J will be imported into the urn that contains ball I. In some additional
detail, let B be a Bernoulli variable with success probability P(B = 1) = m,, where

P(N>k|N>0)-P(N>k) - B
mp = PE=R-Fm-D) H0<k<n—2
ifk=n-1,

with N ~ Bin(1/m,n — 1). Now let J be uniformly chosen from {1,2,...,n} \ {I}, independent of all other
variables. Lastly, if B =1, move ball J into the same urn as I. It is clear that |Y’ — Y| < 2, as at most the
occupancy of two urns can affected by the movement of a single ball. We also note that if M; = 0, which
happens when ball I is isolated, mg = 1, so that I becomes no longer isolated after relocating ball J. We
refer the reader to [30] for a full proof that this procedure produces a coupling of Y to a variable with the
Y size biased distribution.

For the uniform case, the following explicit formulas for p and o2 can be found in Theorem II.1.1 of [22],

(i)
ot = (n—u)+m_1)n(n_l)<1—2)n2—(n—u)2

- n(l—i)n_:m_%m_l)(l—i)nd—ﬁ (1—”12)%_2. (16)

Hence with p and o2 as in (16), we can apply (3) of Theorem 1.1 for Y, the number of non isolated balls
with C =2, A=2p/0? and B =1/0.

10



Taking limits in (16), if m and n both go to infinity in such a way that n/m — a € (0, 00), the mean
and variance o2 obey

p=n(l—e*) and o? =< ng(a)? where g(a)? = e * —e 2*(a®* —a+1) > 0 for all a € (0, 00),

where for positive functions f and h depending on n we write f =< h when lim,,_,, f/h = 1.
Hence, in this limiting case A and B satisfy

2(1—e?) and B x 1

A=< _—
e e 2(a? —at 1) Vig(a)

In the nonuniform case similar results hold with some additional conditions. Letting

llp|l = sup p; and v =~(n) = max(n|[p||,1),
1<i<m

in [30] it is shown that when |[p|| < 1/11 and n > 8372(1 + 37 + 3v2)e! %57, there exists a coupling such that
Vo —Y[<3 and L <816572>1.
o

Now also using Theorem 2.4 in [30] for a bound on o2, we find that (3) of Theorem 1.1 holds with

1.5/ 7776 ~vel-057
n\/3 o, D}

A =24,4957%¢*17 and B =

3.4 An application to coverage processes

We consider the following coverage process, and associated coupling, from [16]. Given a collection U =
{U1,Us,...,U,} of independent, uniformly distributed points in the d dimensional torus of volume n, that
is, the cube C,, = [07n1/d)d C R? with periodic boundary conditions, let V denote the total volume of the
union of the n balls of fixed radius p centered at these n points, and S the number of balls isolated at distance
p, that is, those points for which none of the other n — 1 points lie within distance p. The random variables
V and S are of fundamental interest in stochastic geometry, see [20] and [29]. If n — oo and p remains fixed,
both V and S satisfy a central limit theorem [20, 27, 31]. The L! distance of V, properly standardized, to the
normal is studied in [10] using Stein’s method. The quality of the normal approximation to the distributions
of both V' and S, in the Kolmogorov metric, is studied in [16] using Stein’s method via size bias couplings.

In more detail, for x € C), and r > 0 let B,(x) denote the ball of radius r centered at x, and B;, =
B(U;,r). The covered volume V' and number of isolated balls S are given, respectively, by

n n
V= Volume(U B;,) and S= Z 1{(U, N B;, ={U;}}. (17)
i=1 i=1
We will derive concentration of measure inequalities for V' and S with the help of the bounded size biased
couplings in [16].

Assume d > 1 and n > 4. Denote the mean and variance of V' by py and 0‘2,, respectively, and likewise
for S, leaving their dependence on n and p implicit. Let 74 = 742 /T'(14d/2), the volume of the unit sphere
in R, and for fixed p let ¢ = mgp?. For 0 <7 < 2 let wy(r) denote the volume of the union of two unit balls
with centers r units apart. We have wy(r) =2+ r, and

T
wa(r) =mg+ 7rd,1/ (1—(t/2)%)=D24t for d > 2.
0

From [16], the means of V and S are given by

py =n(l—(1-¢/n)") and ps=n(l-g¢/n)"", (18)
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and their variances by

o = n/B o (1 — pd“’d(w'/p))n dy + n(n — 24¢) <1 - 25’)“ —n%(1—¢/n)*, (19)

n

and
og = n(l—¢/n)" 11— (1-9¢/n)" ")
d n—2
i —1) (1 P wd(lyl/,o)) dy

B2,(0)\B,(0) n

+n(n—1) ((1 - Z:f) (1 - 27?5)”2 - <1 - 2>2n2> : (20)

It is shown in [16], by using a coupling similar to the one briefly described for the urn allocation problem
in Section 3.3, that one can construct V*® with the V size bias distribution which satisfies |V* — V| < ¢.
Hence (2) of Theorem 1.1 holds for V' with

AV = ¢'LL2V and BV = i,
oy 20y

where py and 0% are given in (18) and (19), respectively. Similarly, with Y = n — S the number of non-
isolated balls, it is shown that Y* with Y size bias distribution can be constructed so that |Y* —Y| < kg +1,
where k4 denotes the maximum number of open unit balls in d dimensions that can be packed so they all

intersect an open unit ball in the origin, but are disjoint from each other. Hence (2) of Theorem 1.1 holds
for Y with

1 — 1
AY = (Hd * )(271 MS) and By = fd + .
o 20g

To see how the Ay, Ay and By, By behave as n — oo, let

Jra(p) = d?Td/ exp(—pwq(t))t?1dt,
0
and define

gvip) = paalp) — (276 + ¢*)e 2 and
gs(p) = e ?—(14+2"=2)p+ ¢*)e > + p*(J2,a(p) — J1alp))-

Then, again from [16],

lim n'py = lim (1—-n"tps) = 1-— e ?,
n—oo n—oo
lim n ol = gy(p) >0, and
n—oo
lim n~ 0% = gs(p) > 0.
n—oo

Hence, By and By tend to zero at rate n='/2, and

e 9 _ e 9
lim Ay = M, and lim Ay = (kg + (1 — e )
n—00 gv(p) n—oco 9s(p)
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4 Applications: unbounded couplings

One of the major drawbacks of Theorem 1.1 is the hypothesis that |Y* — Y| be almost surely bounded with

probability one. In this section we derive concentration of measure inequalities for two examples where

Y?® — Y is not bounded: the number of isolated vertices in the Erdos-Rényi random graph model, and

the nonnegative infinitely divisible distributions with certain associated moment generating functions which

satisfy a boundedness condition. For the latter, compound Poisson distributions will be our main illustration.
The arguments that follow make use of the inequality

Y _ LT 1 1 Yy T
—— :/ etrti=tle gy < / (te¥ + (1 — t)e")dt = % forall z £y, (21)
y—x 0 0 2

which holds by the convexity of the exponential function;

4.1 Number of isolated vertices in the Erdos Rényi random graph model

Let K, , be the random graph on the vertices V = {1,2,...,n}, with the indicators X,,, of the presence of
edges between two unequal vertices v and w being independent Bernoulli p € (0,1) variables, and X,, = 0
for all v € V. Recall that the degree of a vertex v € V is the number of edges incident on v,

dv) = Xouw. (22)
weyY

The problem of approximating the distribution of the number of vertices v with degree d(v) = d for some
fixed d was considered in [6], and a smooth function bound to the multivariate normal for a vector whose
components count the number of vertices of some fixed degrees was given in [17].

Here we study the number of isolated vertices Y,, ,, of K, p, that is, those vertices which have no incident
edges, given by

Yop = 1(d(v) =0).

vEV
In [23], the mean p and variance o2 of Y,, , are given as
pnp=n(l—=p)"" and op , =n(l—p)"(L+ap(l—p)" 2~ (1-p)"?), (23)
where also Kolmogorov distance bounds to the normal were obtained, and asymptotic normality shown when
n?p — oo and np —log(n) — —oo.

O’Connell [28] shows an asymptotic large deviation principle holds for Y}, ,,. Rai¢ [33] obtained nonuniform
large deviation bounds in some generality for random variables W with E(W) = 0 and Var(W) = 1 of the
form,

PW =1 t*3(t
T30 < et P61 4 Q(1)A(t)) forall t >0, (24)

where ®(t) denotes the distribution function of a standard normal variate and Q(t) is a quadratic in t.
Although in general the expression for 5(t) is not simple, when W is Y, ,, properly standardized and np — ¢
as n — oo, then (24) holds for all n sufficiently large with

B(t) = 3% exp (32; + Cy(eCat/Vm 1))

for some constants C;,Cy,Cs and Cy. For t of order n'/2, for instance, the function 3(t) will be small as
n — oo, allowing an approximation of the deviation probability P(W > t) by the normal, to within some
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factors. Theorem 4.1 below, by contrast, provides a non-asymptotic bound, that is, not relying on any
limiting relations between n and p, with explicit constants, which hold for every n. Moreover, the bound is
of order e~ over some range of ¢, and of worst case order e~?*, for the right tail by (27), and e~ by (26)
for the left tail, where a,b and ¢ are explicit, with the bounds holding for all ¢ € R.

For notational ease, we keep the dependence on n and p implicit in the sequel.

Theorem 4.1. Let K denote the random graph on n wvertices where each edge is present with probability
p € (0,1), independently of all other edges, and let Y denote the number of isolated vertices in K. Then for
allt >0,

Y _ 9
P a >t ) < inf exp(—6t + H(0)) where H(0) = L/ $7sds, (25)
0>0 202 Ju

g

with the mean pu and variance o of Y given in (23), and

S

pe
1-p

Vs = 2e%° <1+ ) +B+1 where f=(1-p)™".

For the left tail, for allt > 0,

P(Y;Mg—t) < exp(—t;’u(ﬁail)>. (26)

Remark 4.1. Though the minimization in (25) is admittedly cumbersome, useful bounds may be obtained
by restricting the minimization to 6 € [0,0¢] for some 0y. In this case, as s s an increasing function of s,
we have

H(9) < ﬁme? for 6 € [0,65].

The quadratic —0t + pvye,0%/(40?) in 0 is minimized at 6 = 2ta?/(uye,). When this value falls in [0, 6] we
obtain the first bound in (27), while otherwise setting 0 = 0y yields the second.

Pl S < exp(—7-) for t € [0,00ps,/(202)] (27)
o exp(—6ot + %) for t € (Bopye, /(202),0).

Though Theorem 4.1 is not an asymptotic, as it gives bounds for any specific n and p, when np — ¢ as
n — oo we have

2
o .
— s l4ce—eC [fH+1—e+1 and s — 25T £ e+ 1 asn — oco.

Hence, the left tail bound (26), for example, in this asymptotic behaves as

I 12 o? t?14ce ¢ —e ¢
mexp|-———————)=exp|—————"—"7-—"-.
e P\ TR LB ) PAT2 7 et

Proof. We first review the construction of Y*, having the Y size bias distribution, as given in [17]. Let K, a
particular realization of K (n,p), be given, and let Y be the number of isolated vertices for this realization.
To size bias Y, choose one of the n vertices of K uniformly. If the chosen vertex, say V, is already isolated,
we do nothing and set K° = K. Otherwise obtain K* by deleting all the edges connected to K. Then Y,
the number of isolated vertices of K, has the Y size biased distribution.

To derive the needed properties of this coupling, let N(v) be the set of neighbors of v € V, and T the
collection of isolated vertices of K, that is, with d(v), the degree of v, given in (22),

Nw)={w:X,, =1} and 7T ={v:d(v)=0}.
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Note that Y = |7|. Since all edges incident to the chosen V are removed in order to form K*, any neighbor
of V which had degree one thus becomes isolated, and V also becomes isolated if it was not so earlier. As
all others vertices are otherwise unaffected, as far as their being isolated or not, we have

YOo¥ =dy(V) + 1(d(V) £0) where di(V)= S 1(d(w) = 1), (28)
weN (V)

so in particular the coupling is monotone. Since di (V) < d(V), (28) yields

Y -Y <d(V)+1. (29)
By (21), using that the coupling is monotone, for § > 0 we have
oy® 0y 0 s oy* 2%
B —e") < §E ((Y -Y)(e"™ +e ))

= gE (exp(AY)(Y® =Y ) (exp(0(Y* —=Y)) + 1))
= U {exp(OY)E((Y*  ¥)(exp(0(Y" ~ Y)) + DIT)} (30)
Now using that Y =Y when V € 7, and (29), we have
E((Y* ~ ¥)(exp(6(Y* — ¥)) +1)|T)
< E(d(V)4+ D)(exp(0d(V)+ 1)+ 1HL(V €T)|T)
.

< ¢'E ((d(V)e9d<V> + bV 4 d(V)) 1V ¢ T)|T) Y (31)

Note that since V is chosen independently of K,
LAWV)I(V &T)|T)=P(V ¢€T)L(Bin(n—1-Y,p)|Bin(n—1-Y,p) > 0)+ P(V € T)do, (32)
where d is point mass at zero. By (32), and that the mass function of the conditioned binomial there is

ne—1-Y pk(l_p)n—l—Y—k 4
P(d(V)ZkIT,VeéT):{( v ) eatpeer forl<k<n-1-Y

0 otherwise,

it can be easily verified that the conditional moment generating function of d(V') and its first derivative are
bounded by

(pe’ +1—p)" 7Y —(1—p)" 77
I—(1—-pn-t=Y
(n—1-Y)(pe? +1—p)"2"Ype?

T T G

E("VU(V ¢ T)|T)

IN

and

Ed(V)e" VIV ¢ T)|T)

IN

By the mean value theorem applied to the function f(z) = "=~ for some £ € (1 — p, 1) we have
L—(1=p)" ' =f1) = fl=p)=(n=1-Y)pe" > > (n—1-Y)p(1 - p)".
Hence, recalling 6 > 0,
(n—1-=Y)(pe? + 1 — p)"pe?
= (-7
(n—1-Y)(pe? + 1 — p)"pe?
- (n—1-Y)p(l—p)"
9

= ag where ap=¢’ (1 + 1pe > . (33)
-bp

E(d(V)e" YUV ¢ T)|T)

IN
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Similarly applying the mean value theorem to f(x) = (z + 1 — p)" ==Y for some & € (0, pe?) we have

(n—=1-Y)(E+ (1 —p)" > Vpe’
1-(Q—p)tY

(n—1-Y)(pe’ + (1 —p))" 2" pe’

- 1—(1—pn-1-Y

< ay,

BV ¢ T)T) <

as in (33).
Next, to handle the second to last term in (31) consider

(n—1-Y)p (n—1-Y)p
1—(1=p =Y = (n=1-Y)p(l-p)"

Applying inequalities (33),(34) and (35) to (31) yields

EdV)1(V ¢T)|T) <

E((Y* ~ Y)(exp(6(Y* ~Y)) +1)|T) < n where o =2elap+ 5+ 1.

Hence we obtain, using (30),

B Yy < G%E(ew) for all 0 > 0.

Letting m(0) = E(e’Y) thus yields
m'(0) = E(Ye?™) = puB(?Y") < (1 + egg) m().

Setting
M(9) = B(exp(0(Y — 1) /o)) = e~/ (0/o),

differentiating and using (37), we obtain
1
M'©O) = e mlom/(0)0) — Be—eﬂ/ﬂm(e/a)
o

< Letuio( 4 T0ym(0)o) - Letiom(o)o)

— feﬂ/g,uow m(0/o) = HQWM(H).
Since M (0) = 1, (38) yields upon integration of M’(s)/M(s) over [0, 0],
0
log(M(0)) < H(A) sothat M(0) <exp(H(0)) where H(0) = %/ $7sds.
o= Jo

Hence for ¢t > 0,

>t) < P(exp(w) > %) < e " M(0) < exp(—6t + H(H)).

As the inequality holds for all § > 0, it holds for the 6 achieving the minimal value, proving (25).
For the left tail bound let # < 0. Since Y* > Y and 6 < 0, using (21) and (29) we obtain

B(efY — eeys) < %E ((eGY i eGYS)(Ys _ Y))
< [01B(E (Y0 -Y)
= [BIE(E(Y® ~Y|T))
< [BIEE B((d(V) + DUV € T))|T)).
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Applying (35) we obtain
E(" =) < (B+1)I0|EE™),
and therefore
' (0) = pB(e™") > 1 (1+ (84 1)0) m(0).

Hence for 6 < 0,

M) = ée*f’ﬂ/ﬂm'(é)/a)—ge*fm/vm(e/a)
> Lo (14 (B4 1)0/0)m(8)0)) — Ee"/7m (/o)
p(B+1)8

= B2 P m).

o2

Dividing by M () and integrating over [0, 0] yields

1 2
log(21(0)) < X DT (39)
202
The inequality in (39) implies that for all ¢ > 0 and 6 < 0,
Y —p p(B +1)6?
P < —t) < ot + ———).
<y < explon + PO DT
Taking 6 = —to?/(u(3 + 1)) we obtain (26). O O

4.2 Infinitely divisible and compound Poisson distributions

The examples in this section generalize the application of Theorem 1.1 from the case where Y is Poisson
with parameter A > 0. In this case, Y admits a bounded coupling to a variable with its size bias distribution
due to the characterization

EYf(Y)] =AE[f(Y +1)] if and only if Y ~ Poisson(A), (40)

which forms the basis of the Chen-Stein Poisson approximation method, see [9, 5]. In particular we may take
Y?® =Y + 1, and, therefore C' = 1. As the mean and variance for the Poisson are equal, and the coupling is
monotone, applying Theorem 1.1 we obtain the following result.

Proposition 4.1. If Y ~ Poisson()\), then for all t > 0,

s < exp 5 an il < exp ST )

The Poisson distribution is infinitely divisible, and also a special case of the compound Poisson distribu-
tions. We generalize Proposition 4.1 in these directions.

4.2.1 Infinitely divisible distributions
When Y is Poisson then by (40) Y* =Y + 1 and we may write
Yo=Y+ X (41)

with X and Y independent. Theorem 5.3 of [39] shows that if ¥ is nonnegative with finite mean then (41)
holds if and only if Y is infinitely divisible. Hence, in this case, a coupling of Y to Y®* may be achieved by
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generating the independent variable X and adding it to Y. Since Y® is always stochastically larger than Y
we must have X > 0, and therefore this coupling is monotone. In addition Y®* —Y = X so the coupling
is bounded if and only if X is bounded. When X is unbounded, Theorem 4.2 provides concentration of
measure inequalities for Y under appropriate growth conditions on two generating functions in Y and X.
We assume without further mention that Y is nontrivial, and note that therefore the means of both Y and
X are positive.

Theorem 4.2. Let Y have a nonnegative infinitely divisible distribution and suppose that there exists v > 0
so that E(e”Y) < co. Let X have the distribution such that (41) holds when Y and X are independent, and
assume E(Xe'X) = C < oo. Letting p = E(Y),0% = Var(Y),v = E(X) and K = (C + v)/2, the following
concentration of measure inequalities hold for all t > 0,

t252 2
Y — ex —7) fort € [0,vKp/o?) Y — 252
P( “zt)g e andP( “g—t)gexp<—a>.
a exp (=7t + 553 ) fort € [yKu/o?, 00), o 2vp

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 4.1. Since Y* = Y + X with Y and X independent and
X >0, using (21) with 6 € (0,v) we have,

E(eeys _ eey) _ E(ee(X+Y) _ eey) < %E <9X(69(X+Y) + eey))
= gE (X (™ + 1)) = 55 (X(** +1)) B(e™)

2
< S(B(XE™) + BX)BE)
= KOm(0) where K = (C +v)/2 and m(0) = E(e).
Now adding m(6) to both sides yields
E@7) < (1 + K6)m(6),
and therefore
m'(0) = B(Ye?Y) = pE(’Y") < u(1 + KO)m(6). (42)
Again, with M(6) the moment generating function of (Y — u)/o,
M(9) = EPY 17 = e=01/om(9/0),
by (42) we have,
M) = —(p/o)e "/ m(0/0) + e/ 7m!(0/7)/o
< /o) Mmoo + (ufa)e ' (14 K ) o)
= (u/o*)KOM(0). (43)

Integrating, and using the fact that M (0) = 1 yields

2
M () < exp <I;':Lg> for 6 € (0,7).

Hence for a fixed t > 0, for all 8 € (0,7),

_ 2
PLYEZE ) < et ai(0) < exp (o0 + BHO°Y
o 202
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The infimum of the quadratic in the exponent is attained at 6§ = to?/Kpu. When this value lies in (0,7) we
obtain the first, right tail bound, for ¢ in the bounded interval, while setting 6 = ~ yields the second.
Moving on to the left tail bound, using (21) for 6 < 0 yields

E(e™ —e™) < —gE((YS —Y)(? + ™)) < —0E(Xe") = —0E(X)E(e").

Rearranging we obtain
m'(0) = pE(e™") > (1 + ov)m(0).
Following calculations similar to (43) one obtains
M'(0) > (u/a*)vOM(6) for all § < 0,
which upon integration over [6, 0] yields

vub?

202

M(G)gexp< ) for all § < 0.

Hence for any fixed ¢t > 0, for all 6 < 0,

Y —p ot vpf®
P < —t| <e”M(O) < ot . 44
(52 =) < eatio) < ex (004 00 (44)
Substituting § = —to?/(vu) in (44) yields the lower tail bound, thus completing the proof. O O

Though Theorem 4.2 applies in principle to all nonnegative infinitely divisible distributions with gener-
ating functions for Y and X that satisfy the given growth conditions, we now specialize to the subclass of
compound Poisson distributions, over which it is always possible to determine the independent increment
X. Not too much is sacrificed in narrowing the focus to this case, since a nonnegative infinitely divisible
random variable Y has a compound Poisson distribution if and only if P(Y = 0) > 0.

4.2.2 Generalized variance

Let Y1,Y5,...,Y,, be a sample of size m = n+ p + 1 with distribution N,(0,X), the p-variate normal
with mean 0 and covariance matrix 3. The usual estimate of 3 is given by the sample covariance matrix
V/(m — 1) where

m e o e 1 m
V= Y, -Y)(Y;-Y) with Y=— Y.
> (Y- V)Y~ Y) >
The sample covariance matrix follows the Wishart distribution W,(m, %) with m degrees of freedom, and
its determinant is known as the generalized variance, which gives, in some sense, an estimate of a one
dimensional summary of the variability inherent in the underlying distribution generating the sample.
It can be shown that

p—1
Det(V) = Det(2)D,,, where Dy, =[] X (45)
k=0

where Xj, ~ x*(n+k +1) and Xo, X1, ..., X,—1 are mutually independent; the reader is referred to [36] for
a proof. The case of p = 2 was treated by Wilks [40], who showed 2(Dy.,,)*/? = 2(XoX1)"? ~ x%(2(n +1)).
The exact distribution of W = p(Dp’n)l/ P is not simple in general and approximations can be helpful. Hoel
[21] approximated W with x?(p(n + 1)), while Luk [25] approximated the distribution of W by the Gamma
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distribution T'(EW/2,1/2) having the same mean as W. Here we parameterize the Gamma distribution
I'(a, A) as the one with density

P a—1_—Az
plz; o, A) = 73}(@? for z > 0.

Although a size bias coupling is available for W (see [25]), obtaining results by its direct application
is elusive. However, the following stochastic order result, in conjunction with Theorem 4.2, can be used
to indirectly obtain a concentration of measure result for the generalized variance. Recall that we say the
random variable & stochastically dominates £, and write £ >~ &1, when

P&y >t) > P(& >1t) forany t € R. (46)
From Gordon [19] we have
Wy =W =W, (47)
where
Wo ~ X (p(n+ 1)+ (p = 1)(p — 2)/2) and Wi~ x*(p(n +1)).
Letting 1 and ps be the means of W7 and W, respectively, we have
pr=pn+1)+({@-1)p-2)/2 and py=p(n+1), (48)
and likewise for their variances
o?=2pn+1)+(p—-1)(p—2) and o3 =2p(n+1), (49)

from (47) and (46), we have for all t € R

P(W_“?Zt>gp<w2_mzt> and P(M2t>ZP<M2t)- (50)

02 02 01

In general, when Y ~ I'(a, ), then as

EeY = (1_1)70‘
e 3 )

we have Ee?Y < oo for all y € (0, \). Additionally, the size bias distribution Y* is given by Y'* ~ I'(a+1, \),
so that (41) is satisfied with X ~ I'(1,\), an exponential random variable with mean 1/, for which

1 v\ 2
X — 1
EXe \ (1 /\> for v € (0, A).

Hence the conclusions of Theorem 4.2 apply to Y taking any v € (0, \) and

Cz%(l—%>_2, u:%, and K:i((l—})—%l).

Specializing to the case A = 1/2 yields inequalities for the distributions of W; and W5. These inequalities
may then be applied to W through (50). For example, from (50) and the first inequality in Theorem 4.2,
taking v = 1/4 for illustration, we conclude that, with s and 02 as in (48) and (49) respectively,

P (M > t) <e /5 forte[0,5/8) and P (M > t> < entATO for t € [5/8, 00).

02 02
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4.2.3 Compound Poisson distribution

One important subfamily of the infinitely divisible distributions are the compound Poisson distributions,
that is, those distributions that are given by

N
Y = Z Z;, where N ~ Poisson()), and {Z;}5°, are independent and distributed as Z. (51)
i=1

Compound Poisson distributions are popular in several applications, such as insurance mathematics, seis-
mological data modelling, and reliability theory; the reader is referred to [4] for a detailed review.

Although Z is not in general required to be nonnegative, in order to be able to size bias Y we restrict
ourselves to this situation. It is straightforward to verify that when the moment generating function mz(6) =
Eeb? of Z is finite, then the moment generating function m(#) of Y is given by

m(0) = exp(—=A(1 — mz(6))).

In particular m(#) is finite whenever myz(#) is finite. As Y in (51) is infinitely divisible the equality (41)
holds for some X; the following lemma determines the distribution of X in this particular case, see [1] for a
proof.

Lemma 4.1. Let Y have the compound Poisson distribution as in (51) where Z is nonnegative and has
finite, positive mean. Then

YS=Y 427,

has the Y size biased distribution, where Z° has the Z size bias distribution and is independent of N and
{Zi},.

Proof. Let ¢y (u) = Ee™V for any random variable V. If V is nonnegative and has finite positive mean,
using f(y) = €Y in (1) results in

1

ove(u) = 5

s 1 . 1
uV o uV _ /
(EVEe ) = 7 EVe o (). (52)

It is easy to check that the characteristic function of the compound Poisson Y in (51) is given by

¢y (u) = exp(=A(l = ¢z(u))), (53)

and letting EZ = 4, that EY = MJ. Now applying (52) and (53) results in

By () = 350 (1) = = 0y (W0 ) = Dy ()67 ().
O

To illustrate Lemma 4.1, consider the Cramér-Lundberg model [11] from insurance mathematics. Suppose
an insurance company starts with an initial capital ug, and premium is collected at the constant rate a.
Claims arrive according to a homogenous Poisson process {N;}.>o with rate A, and the claim sizes are
independent with common distribution Z. The aggregate claims Y, made by time 7 > 0 is therefore given
by (51) with N and X replaced by N, and \;, respectively.

Distributions for Z which are of interest for applications include the Gamma, Weibull, and Pareto, among
others. For concreteness, if Z ~ Gamma(a, §) then Z° ~ Gamma(a+ 1, 3), and the mean v of the increment
7%, and the mean y, and variance o2 of Y, are given by

v= (a+1)8, p=>Iaf and o2 = I3
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The conditions of Theorem 4.2 are satisfied with any v € (0,1/3) since E(e?Y) < oo and F(Z%¢%4") < oo
for all # < 1/3. Taking v =1/(Mp) for M > 1 for example, yields

C=E(Z°¢%) = (a+1)5( )+,

M—-1

For instance, the lower tail bound of Theorem 4.2 now yields a bound on the probability that the aggregate
claims by time 7 will be ‘small’; of

Y — ur t2
Pl——< -t < - .
< or = )eXp( 2(a+1)>

It should be noted that in some applications one may be interested in Z which are heavy tailed, and hence
do not satisfy the conditions in Theorem 4.2.
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