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Abstract

This paper derives some new exponential bounds for distirate real valued, conditionally symmetric martingaleshwi
bounded jumps. The new bounds are extended to conditiosgfhymetric sub/ supermartingales, and are compared to some
existing bounds. The bounds are finally exemplified in thetexnof gambling.
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I. INTRODUCTION AND MAIN RESULTS

Classes of exponential bounds for discrete-time realedhlmartingales were extensively studied in the literature
(see, e.g.[11]/12],[14]-H6],[18]-H11],[[14], and [17]=[2R This paper further assumes conditional symmetry ofg¢hes
martingales, as it is defined in the following:

Definition 1: Let { X}, F }ren,,» WhereNy = N U {0}, be a discrete-time and real-valued martingale, and let
& 2 X, — X,y for everyk € N designate the jumps of the martingale. THe¥,, F. }ren, i called aconditionally
symmetric martingaldf, conditioned onFj_1, the random variabl€; is symmetrically distributed around zero.

Our goal in this paper is to demonstrate how the assumptiothefconditional symmetry improves existing
exponential inequalities for discrete-time real-valueartingales with bounded increments. Earlier results,isgrv
as motivation, appear inl[9, Section 4] andl[17, Section 6le ew exponential bounds are also extended to
conditionally symmetric sub or supermartingales, whege ¢hnstruction of these objects is exemplified later in
this section. The relation of some of the exponential bouwhels/ed in this work with some existing bounds is
discussed later in this paper. Additional results addngsgieak-type inequalities, maximal inequalities and ratio
inequalities for conditionally symmetric martingales weterived in[[15],[[16] and [23].

A. Main Results of this Paper

Our main results for conditionally symmetric martingaleishwbounded jumps are introduced in TheordrhE]1, 3
and4. Theorenis 2 and 5 are existing bounds, for generalngaktis without the conditional symmetry assumption,
that are introduced in connection to the new theorems. Goied[1 and 2 provide an extension of the new results
to conditionally symmetric sub/ supermartingales with fided jumps. Our first result is the following theorem:

Theorem 1:Let { X, Fi }ren, be a discrete-time real-valued and conditionally symroetrartingale. Assume
that, for some fixed numbert o > 0, the following two requirements are satisfied a.s.

| X — Xp—1| < d, Var(Xg|Fr—1) = E[(Xy — Xp—1)? | Fro1] < 02 1)
for everyk € N. Then, for everyn > 0 andn € N,

P(| Xy, — Xo| > an) < 2exp(—nE(y,9)) @)
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where
e %, 520 ®)
and fory € (0,1] andd € [0, 1)
E(y,6) 2 6z — 1n(1 + 7[cosh(z) — 1]) &)
$é1n<6<1—v>+¢62<1—w>2+w2<1—52>>' )
v(1 = 9)
If § > 1, then the probability on the left-hand side bf (2) is zero [0y, 0) £ +o0), and E(v, 1) = ln(%).

Remark 1:From the above conditions, without any loss of generatify,< d?> and thereforey € (0,1]. This
implies that Theorernl1 characterizes the exporefnt, §) for all values ofy andd.

This result should be compared to the statemerit in [13, Hmed.1] (see also [8, Corollary 2.4.7]), which does
not require the conditional symmetry property. It gives tbkkowing result:

Theorem 2:Let { X}, Fi}ren, b€ a discrete-time real-valued martingale with boundedppinissume that the
two conditions in[(L) are satisfied a.s. for evérg N. Then, for everyn > 0,

S+ >>
P(| X, — Xo| > <2 —nD|——||—— 6
(1, = ol = am) < 2ex0 (-0 D (T2 |11 ©
where~ andé are introduced in[{(3), and
N P B I—p
D(pHQ)fpln(q)Jr(l p)ln<1_q), Vp,q€[0,1] @)

is the divergence (a.k.a. relative entropy or KullbackHle&i distance) to the natural base between the two probabili
distributions(p,1 — p) and (¢, 1 — q). If 6 > 1, then the probability on the left-hand side Df (6) is zero.

Theorenil provides an improvement over the bound in Thebiéon @nditionally symmetric martingales with
bounded jumps. This bounds in Theordrms 1[and 2 depend on tdétioaal variance of the martingale, but they do
not take into consideration conditional moments of highelecs. In [21, Theorem 4], an alternative approach was
used for the derivation of a bound that applies to discliete-tmartingales with bounded jumps, where the latter
bound may depend on conditional moments of higher ordexs {i.depends on all the conditional moments of the
martingale, up to then-th order for an arbitrary even number > 2). For conditionally symmetric martingales
with bounded jumps, the result in [21, Theorem 4] is particakd to give the following theorem:

Theorem 3:Let { X}, Fi }ren, be a discrete-time real-valued and conditionally symroetrartingale. Lein € N
be an even number, and assume that the following conditiolts&s. for everyk € N
| Xk — Xg—1] < d,
E[(Xk_Xk—l)l|]:k—1] < i, vze{2747"'7m}

for somed > 0 and non-negative numbefsis, ji4, . . ., i }- Then, for everyo > 0,

n

21 m—1
T ( -y “””,)] ®)

. —dx S Y2l
P(|X,, — Xo| > an) <2 ;1;1; e [1 + lz_; @ 27,

m_]

where

1>

5 %, A vie{2.4,.. m} 9)

dt’

We consider in the following a different type of exponentraqualities for conditionally symmetric martingales
with bounded jumps.
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Theorem 4:Let {X,,, F, }nen, be a discrete-time real-valued and conditionally symroetrartingale. Assume
that there exists a fixed numbér> 0 such thatt, = X;, — X1 < d a.s. for everyk € N. Let

Qn 2 E[E | Firl (10)

k=1

with Qo = 0, be the predictable quadratic variation of the martinggdeéaitime n. Then, for everyz,r > 0,

2
P < max (X — Xo) > 2z, Q, < r for somen € N) < exp <—Z— C <ﬁ>> (11)

1<k<n 2r r

where
» 2fusinh™(u) — v1+u2 +1]

2 Y

C(u) Vu > 0. (12)

u

This theorem will be compared t0 [10, Theorem 1.6] (see @sdEkercise 2.4.21(b)]) that was stated without
the requirement for the conditional symmetry of the masdiaglt provides the following result:

Theorem 5:Let{X,,, F,, }nen, be a discrete-time real-valued martingale. Assume thag¢ thests a fixed number
d > 0 such that¢, £ X, — X;,_; < d a.s. for everyk € N. Then, for everyz,r > 0,

2
P <113]?<x (X — Xo) > 2, Q, <r for somen € N) < exp (—;— -B <ﬁ>> (13)

T T

where
s 2[(1 + w) In(1 + u) — u]

B(u) -

. Yu>0. (14)

The proof of [10, Theorem 1.6] is modified by using Bennettsquality for the derivation of the original bound
in Theoren{ 5 (without the conditional symmetry requiremeRurthermore, this modified proof serves to derive
the improved bound in Theorelm 4 under the conditional symetsumption.

Extension of The Inequalities to Discrete-Time Conditllgn&ymmetric Sub/ Supermartingales:
Definition 2: Let { Xy, Fx }xen, be a discrete-time real-valued sub or supermartingaleyasd X, —E[ Xy | Fr_1]
for every k € N. Then the martingald Xy, Fi }ren, IS called, respectively, a conditionally symmetric sub or
supermartingale if, conditioned afj_1, the random variable; is symmetrically distributed around zero.
Remark 2:For martingalesy), = &, for everyk € N, so we obtain consistency with Definitioh 1.

An extension of Theoreml 1 to conditionally symmetric sub andermartingales is introduced in the following:
Corollary 1: Let { Xy, Fr.}ren, be a discrete-time real-valued and conditionally symroestipermartingale.
Assume that, for some constantss > 0, the following two requirements are satisfied a.s.

ni < d, Var(Xy| F—1) £ E[np | Fe-1] < 0 (15)
for everyk € N. Then, for everyn > 0 andn € N,
P(X, — Xo > an) < exp(—n E(’y,é)) (16)

where v and § are defined as in[{3), and(y,d) is introduced in [(4). Alternatively, if{ X, F}ren, IS @
submartingale, the same bound holds for the probahliity,, — Xy < —an) provided thatny, > —d and the
second condition in(15) hold a.s. for everye N. If § > 1, then these two probabilities are equal to zero.

The following statement extends Theorem 4 to conditionsylsnmetric supermartingales.

Corollary 2: Let {X,,, F,, }nen, be a discrete-time real-valued supermartingale. Assutethiere exists a fixed
numberd > 0 such thatn, < d a.s. for everyk € N. Let {Q,}ncn, be the predictable quadratic variations of
the supermartingale, i.eQ, = > 1_, E[n? | Fx_1] for everyn € N with Qo = 0. Then, the result in({(13) holds.
Furthermore, if the above supermartingale is conditignsyimmetric, then the improved bound [n{11) holds.
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B. Construction of Discrete-Time Conditionally SymmeS8id/ Supermartingales

Before proving the tightened inequalities for discretediconditionally symmetric sub/ supermartingales, it is
in place to exemplify the construction of these objects.

Example 1:Let (Q, F,P) be a probability space, and 16U, }ren € L1(2, F,P) be a sequence of i.i.d. random
variables with zero mean. LgtF; },>( be a filtration of sulbr-algebras ofF, where

Fo :{(Z),Q}, Fi. :U(Ul,...,Uk), VkeN.

Furthermore, fork € N, let Ay € L*>°(Q, Fr_1,P) be anF;_;-measurable random variable with a finite essential
supremum. Define a new sequence of random variablds (2, 7, P) where

Xp =Y AU, YneN
k=1

andXy = 0. Then{X,,, F,, }nen, iS @a martingale. Lets assume that the random varigldfes$,cn are symmetrically
distributed around zero. Note that, = X,,_1 + A,U,, where A,, is F,_i-measurable an@,, is independent of
the o-algebra#,,_; (due to the independence of the random varialdles .., U,,). It therefore follows that for
everyn € N, given F,,_1, the random variable,, is symmetrically distributed around its conditional exjagion
X,—1. Hence, the martingaléX,,, ., } .en, is conditionally symmetric.

Example 2:In continuation to Examplel 1, letX,,, 7, }.en, be a martingale, and defirig = 0 and

Y, :ZAk(Xk_Xk—l)a VneN.
k=1

The sequencgY,,, F, }nen, IS @ martingale. If{ X,,, F, }nen, iS @ conditionally symmetric martingale then also
the martingale(Y,,, F,, }nen, is conditionally symmetric (sinc&, = Y,,—1 + A,(X,, — X,,—1), and by assumption
A, is F,_1-measurable).

Example 3:In continuation to Examplel 1, 1€ty } ey be i.i.d. random variables with a symmetric distribution
around their expected value, and assume {af;) < 0 for everyk € N. Furthermore, letd, € L>(Q, Fi_1,P),
and assume that a.gl;, > 0 for everyk € N. Let {X,,, F,,}nen, b€ a martingale as defined in Example 1.
Note thatX,, = X,,_1 + A,U, where A,, is non-negative andr,,_;-measurable, and,, is independent ofF,,
and symmetrically distributed around its average. Thisliespthat { X,,, 7, }.en, iS @ conditionally symmetric
supermartingale.

Example 4:In continuation to Examplés 2 ahd 3, keX,,, F, }.cn, be a conditionally symmetric supermartingale.
Define {Y,, }nen, as in Examplé]2 wherel; is non-negative a.s. andl;_;-measurable for every € N. Then
{Y,, Fn}nen, is a conditionally symmetric supermartingale.

Example 5:Consider a standard Brownian motioW;);>. Define, for somel’ > 0, the discrete-time process
Xn = WnTa ]:n = J({Wt}OStSTLT)y Vn e I\IO'

The increments oflV;);>( over time intervalgt;_1, t;] are statistically independent if these intervals do notlaye
(except of their endpoints), and they are Gaussian dis&tbwith a zero mean and variange—¢;_1. The random
variable¢, £ X,, — X,,_ is therefore statistically independent &f,_, and it is Gaussian distributed with a zero
mean and varianc€. The martingale X,,, 7, }nen, IS therefore conditionally symmetric.

C. Structure of the Paper

This paper is structured as follows: Introduction and thenmmasults of this work are provided in this section.
Proofs of these theorems are introduced in Sediibn Il. Bsiom of the new results and some other related
exponential inequalities in the literature are considaredection[Ill. An example of the possible use of the
bounds is presented in Sectionl IV in the context of gambling.
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Il. PROOFS
A. Combined Proof of Theorembk 1 and 2

We rely here on the proof of the existing bound that is stated'heorem[ R, for discrete-time real-valued
martingales with bounded jumps (se€el[13, Theorem 6.1] an@¢Bollary 2.4.7]), and then deviate from this proof
at the point where the additional property of the conditi@yenmetry of the martingale is taken into consideration
for the derivation of the improved exponential inequalityTiheoreni1L.

Write X,, — Xo = > ;_, & where&, = X — X4 for £ = 1,...,n. By assumption§;| < d a.s., and
E[gk !J:k_ﬂ = 0 for a discrete-time martingale. Based on Chernoff's indityahen for an arbitrarye > 0,

P(X,, — Xo > an) < exp(—ant) E[exp <t2n:£k>}, Vit >0. a7)
k=1

E{exp(t : & ]
el 6) 15
) [exp <tn§§k> E [exp(t&,) \J—“n_l]] (18)

Furthermore,

where the last transition holds sineq;(t ZZ;} fk) is F,—i1-measurable. Theorem 2, for a discrete-time real-valued
martingale with bounded jumps, follows by applying Bensdtiequality [3] (see, e.g.| [8, Lemma 2.4.1]) for the
conditional law of¢;, given theco-algebraF,_,. SinceE[¢| Fr_1] = 0, Varéy|Fr_1] < 0 and &, < d a.s. for

k € N, then a.s. (se€{(3))

vyexp(td) + exp(—~td)

< > 0.
E [exp(t&) [ Fr—1] < Ty , Vt>0 (19)
By induction, from [[I8) and (19), it follows that for evety> 0
E [exp (t ﬁ:fk)] < <7€Xp(td) + exp(—ytd))n . (20)
k=1 B T+7

Combining [(1¥) and(20), and then optimizing the bound®0X,, — Xy > an) over the non-negative free parameter
t gives after the inequality in Theordrh 2 (note that the sanumbtdolds also for the probabilil( X, — X, < —an),
so the bound o?(|.X,, — Xo| > an) follows by doubling the bound oR(X,, — Xy > an)).

In order to prove Theorefd 1 for a real-valued conditionaji;mmetric martingale with bounded jumps, we deviate
from the proof of Theorernl2 starting from a replacement of rigdts inequality for the conditional expectation in
(19) with a tightened bound under the conditional symmessuaption. To this end, we need a lemma to proceed.

Lemma 1:Let X be a real-valued RV with a symmetric distribution aroundzer suppor{—d, d], and assume
that E[X?] = Var(X) < ~vd? for somed > 0 andy € [0, 1]. Let h be a real-valued convex function, and assume
that h(d?) > h(0). Then

E[A(X?)] < (1 —7)h(0) + vh(d?) (21)

where equality holds for the symmetric distribution

IP’(X:d):IP’(X:—d):%, P(X =0)=1—1. (22)

Proof: Sinceh is convex and the support of is [-d,d], then a.sh(X?) < h(0) + (%)2 (R(d?) — R(0)).
Eqg. (21) follows by taking expectation on both sides of thst lmequality, and it holds with equality for the
symmetric distribution in[(22). [ |
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Corollary 3: If X is a random variable that satisfies the three requiremenrtenmmall then, for every € R,
E[exp(AX)] < 1+ v[cosh(Ad) —1] (23)

and [23) holds with equality for the symmetric distributimsnLemmal1, independently of the value bf
Proof: For every\ € R, due to the symmetric distribution of, E [exp(AX)] = E[cosh(AX)]. The claim

now follows from Lemmd1L since, for evety € R, cosh(\z) = h(2?) whereh(z) £ 3 AerIf():! is a convex

function (» is convex since it is a linear combination, with non-negatioefficients, of convex functions), and
h(d?) = cosh(A\d) > 1 = h(0). [

We continue with the proof of Theore 1. Under the assumptiotiis theorem, for every € N, the random
variable¢;, £ X, — X,_; satisfies a.s.

Elgk | Fr-1] =0, E[(&)* | Fioa] < 0™
Applying Corollary[3 for the conditional law of; given F;_1, it follows that for everyk € N andt € R a.s.

E [exp(t&) | Fr—1] < 1+ ~[cosh(td) — 1] (24)
and therefore[(18) and (R4), it follows that for everg R

E [exp <tzn:§k>] < (1 + ~[cosh(td) — 1])". (25)
k=1

Therefore, from[(1l7), for every > 0,
P(X, — Xo > an) < exp(—ant) (1 + 7[cosh(td) — 1])n
From [3), the substitution = ¢d gives that for an arbitrarge > 0
P(X, — Xo > an) < ;IZIE {exp (—n |:(5(E — In(1 + v [cosh(z) — 1])])} . (26)

An optimization over the non-negative parametegives the solution for the optimized parameter[ih (5).

Applying (28) for the martingalg — Xy, i }xen, gives the same upper bound &4X,, — Xy < —an) for an
arbitrary « > 0. This gives the factor 2 in the pre-exponent of the upper HoomP(|X,, — Xy| > an), which
concludes the proof of Theorem 1.

B. Proof of Theorerhl3

This inequality in Theorem] 3 follows from [21, Theorem 4], iain is satisfied for a general discrete-time real-
valued martingale with bounded jumps. Due to the conditisganmetry of the martingale, then all the conditional
moments of¢, £ X, — X,,_; of odd orders are equal to zero, i.E.L(fk)l \J—“k_l] =0 for everyl € {1,3,5,...}.
Note that all the conditional moments are finite singg < d a.s. for everyk € N. Consequentlyy; = 0 for all
the odd values of > 1. The substitution of the last equality in_ [21, Theorem 4]egithat, for an arbitrary > 0,

P(|X,, — Xo| > an)

m—

- I n
P L= Ym) .
SQ{;gf(’)e 1—|—Z#+%@(6 —1—:L')]}

=2

r m— m—1 n
PN R Z nal 3 !
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C. A Combined Proof of Theorerins 4 ddd 5

The proof of Theorenil4 relies on the proof of the known resulfTheorenTb, where the latter dates back
to Freedman’s paper (s€e [10, Theorem 1.6], and also [8,cEec?.4.21(b)]). By revisiting the original proof of
Theoreni b (seé[10, Section 3)), it is modified in a way whidatilifates to realize, in light of Bennett's inequality and
its improvement in[(24) for conditionally symmetric diswitions, how the bound can be improved for conditionally
symmetric martingales with bounded jumps. Furthermore féflowing revisited proof of Theorefd 5 simplifies the
derivation of the new and improved bound in Theofdm 4 for thesaered subclass of discrete-time, real-valued
and conditionally symmetric martingales with bounded jgmp

Without any loss of generality, lets assume that 1 (otherwise,{ X} andz are divided byd, and{Q} and
r are divided byd?; this normalization extends the bound to the case of anrarpitl > 0). Let S, £ X,, — X,
for everyn € Ny, then{S,,, F,, }nen, iS @ martingale, and, = 0. The proof starts by introducing two lemmas.

Lemma 2:Under the assumptions of Theoréin 5, let

U, 2 exp(AS, — 0Q,), VYnec{0,1,...} (27)

where > 0 andd > e* — A — 1 are arbitrary constants. Thefi/,,, F;, }nen, is @ supermartingale.

Proof: U,, in (24) is F,,-measurable sinc€),, in ({@0) is F,,_;-measurable (wheré,_,; C F,,) and S, is
Fn-measurable. Sinc€,, andU,, are non-negative, anfl, = »_,_, & < n a.s. (note that, < 1 a.s. for every
ke N, andSy; =0 a.s.) then fo® > 0

E[|U,|] = E[U,] < e < 00

soU, € LY(Q, F,,P). It is therefore required to show th&{U, |7, 1] < U,_1 a.s. for everyn € N under the
following assumptions on the fixed parametarandé in (27). For everyn € N, the following holds a.s.

E[U,|Fn-1]
@ exp(—0Qy) exp(ASp—1) E[GXP(/\fn) |]:n—1]
® exp(ASp_1) exp(—0(Qn—1 +E[&3|Fn1])) E[exp(A&n) | Fri]

© E[exp()\fn) | fn_l]
= Unt ( oxp(OEIE2 | Fpy) ) (28)

where (a) follows from[(27) and becauég, and S,,_, are F,_;-measurable and,, = S,,_1 + &,, (b) follows
from (10), and (c) follows from[{27).

A modification to the original proof of Lemnid 2 (see [10, SextB]) is suggested in the following, which then
enables to obtain an improvement of Theofdm 5 for real-ehtliscrete-time conditionally symmetric martingales
with bounded jumps. This will lead to the improved bound iredteni 4 for the considered subclass of martingales.

Applying Bennett’s inequality in[{19) to the conditional gectation ofe*é» given F,,_, since by assumption
& <1 andE[¢, | Fn.—1] =0 a.s., then (recall that > 0)

eXp(_)\E[&% ’-’rn—l]) + E[frzz | Fn-1] exp(A)

Substituting the inequality i (29) into the right-hand @BJ gives that
exp (_(/\ + 9) E[fr% | ]:n—l]) E[g% |]:n—1] exp(/\ - 9E[£727/ | ]:n—l])
ElU,|Fn-1] < U,— . 30
Unl o] ( T+ E[E] Fu ] T+ B2 [ B 50

In order to prove thak[U, |F,-1] < U,—1 a.s., it is sufficient to prove that the second term on thet4figind side
of (30) is a.s. less than or equal to 1. To this end lets, findctraition on), § > 0 such that for everyx > 0

<1+La> exp(—a(X +0)) + <1%¥> exp(A —af) < 1 (31)

which then assures that the second term on the right-haredo$iB0) is less than or equal to 1 a.s. as required.
Lemma 3:If A > 0 andf > exp(A) — A — 1 then the condition in[(31) is satisfied for every> 0.
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Proof: This claim follows by calculus, showing that the function

gla) = (14 a)exp(af) — aexp(A) —exp(—alr), Va >0

is non-negative o if A >0 andf > exp(\) — A — 1. [ |
From [30) and Lemm@l 3, it follows thdl,,, F,, }nen, iS @ supermartingale iX > 0 andf > exp(\) — A — 1. This
completes the proof of Lemnia 2. [ |

At this point we deviate from the (modified) proof of Theoréint® obtain the tightened bound in Theoréin 4
when the martingale is conditionally symmetric. As earliers assumed without any loss of generality thHat 1.
Lemma 4:Under the additional assumption of the conditional symynetrTheorem#, theqU,,, F;, }nen, IN
(27) is a supermartingale X > 0 and# > cosh()\) — 1 are arbitrary constants.
Proof: By assumptiort,, = S,, — S,,—1 < 1 a.s., and, is conditionally symmetric around zero, givéf,_1,
for everyn € N. By applying Corollary B to the conditional expectationeab(\¢,,) given F,,_1, for every\ > 0,

Elexp(Aén) | Fr1] <1+ E[€2 | Fi] (cosh(N) —1). (32)
Hence, combining (28) and (32) gives

(33)

E[Up|Fo1] < Un_s <1 +E[€2 | Fp_1] (cosh(N) — 1)) |

exp (0E[E2 | Fn-1])

Let A > 0. SinceE[¢2 | F,,—1] > 0 a.s. then in order to ensure thel,,, F,, }nen, forms a supermartingale, it is
sufficient (based ori_(33)) that the following condition hold

14 a(cosh(\) — 1)

D000} <1, Va>0. (34)

By calculus it follows that, for\ > 0, the condition in[(3B) is satisfied if and only if
0 > cosh(\) — 1 £ Opin(N). (35)
From [33),{U.,, F. }nen, IS @ supermartingale ik > 0 andf > 6,,;,(A\). This proves Lemmal4. [ |

Hence, due to the assumption of the conditional symmetnhefrbartingale in Theorem 4, the set of parameters
for which {U,,, F,,} is a supermartingale was extended. This follows from a coispa of LemmdR anfl4 where
indeedexp(A) — 1 — X > Oin(A) > 0 for every A > 0.

Let z,» > 0, A > 0 and eitherd > cosh(\) — 1 or § > exp(A) — A — 1 with or without assuming the conditional
symmetry property, respectively (see Lemma 2 @@nd 4). In ¢tlevfing, we rely on Doob’s sampling theorem. To
this end, letM € N, and define two stopping times adapted{t8,}. The first stopping time is&x = 0, and the
second stopping timg is defined to be the minimal value efc {0, ..., M} (if any) such thatS,, > z and@,, <r
(note thats,, is F,,-measurable, an@),, is F,_1-measurable, and sincg C F; C ... then the even{s < n} is
Fn-measurable); if such a value afdoes not exist, les = M. Hencea < 3 are two bounded stopping times.
From LemmdR ofl4{U,, F, }.cn, iS a supermartingale for the corresponding set of paramefex and, and
according to Doob’s sampling theorem

E[Us) < E[Up] = 1 (36)

(So = Qo =0, so from [2Y),Uy = 1 a.s.). Hence, this implies the following chain of inequedit
PE@n<M:S,>z2Q,<r)
@P(Sﬁ 2 Z,Qﬁ S 7”)

(b)
<P(ASg —0Qp > Az —0r)
(c) E[exp()\Sg — 9@5)]

<

—  exp(Az —06r)

@ _ Ells]
exp(Az — Or)

(2 exp(—(Az — 6r)) (37)
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where equality (a) follows from the definition of the stoppitime 8 € {0,..., M}, (b) holds since\,6 > 0, (c)
follows from Chernoff’s bound, (d) follows from the defirti in (27), and finally (e) follows from _(36). Since
(37) holds for everyM € N, then from the continuity theorem for non-decreasing evend [(31)

P3neN: S, >20Q,<r)
= lim PEn<M:S,>2Q,<r)

M—oo

< exp(—(Az — 0r)). (38)

The choice of the non-negative parameters the minimal value for whicli_(88) is valid provides the t&gt bound
within this form. Hence, without assuming the conditionahsnetry property for the martingaleX,,, 7, }, let (see
Lemmal2)d = exp(\) — A — 1. This gives that for every,r > 0,

PEneN: S, >20Q,<r)< exp(—[)\z— (exp()\) - — 1)7“]), YA>0.

The minimization w.r.tA gives that\ = In (1 + ), and its substitution in the bound yields that

z

PEneN: Sy > 2,Qn <7) < exp <—;—2-B<—)> (39)

r r

where the functionB is introduced in[(14).
Furthermore, under the assumption that the martingalg, 7, }.cn, is conditionally symmetric, leff = 6,,in(\)
(see Lemmal4) for obtaining the tightest bound[in| (38) for adix > 0. This gives the inequality

PEneN: S, >20Q,<r)< exp(—[)\z - r@min(/\)D, YA >0.
The optimized) is equal to\ = sinh™* (;) Its substitution in[(35) gives tha,i,(A\) = /1 + % — 1, and

n e L On Z,n T exXp 4

Finally, the proof of Theoremis 4 ahd 5 is completed by showirag the following equality holds:

A2 {3neN: S, >2Q,<r}
={3IneN: lrg]?écnSk >2,Q, <1} 2 B. (41)

Clearly A C B, so one needs to show thBtC A. To this end, assume that eveBtis satisfied. Then, there exists
somen € N andk € {1,...,n} such thatS; > z and@,, < r. Since the quadratic variation proce83, },en, in
(10) is monotonic non-decreasing, then it implies that> z and Q. < r; therefore, eventl is also satisfied and
B C A. The combination ofi.(40) and_(#1) completes the proof of Taet4, and respectively the combination of
(39) and [(41) completes the proof of Theorem 5.

We prove in the following Corollaries 1 and 2 that extendpesgively, Theorems| 1 ad 4 to real-valued discrete-
time conditionally symmetric sub/ supermartingales.

D. Proof of Corollary(1l

The proof of Corollary 1L is similar to the proof of Theorém heTonly difference is that for a supermartingale,
Xp— Xo = Yo (X — Xg—1) < Dp_;m as., wheren, = X — E[X} | Fr—1] is Fr-measurable. Hence
P(X, — Xo > an) < P(3Xp_; m > an) where a.sy, < d, Elng | Fr—1] = 0, and Vatn, | Fr—1) < o The
continuation of the proof coincides with the proof of Theuof# (starting from[(1]7) and (25)). Sineg < d a.s. for
everyk € {1,...,n}, thenX,, — Xy <nd a.s.; hence, ib > 1 (i.e., « > d), then the probability on the left-hand
side of [16) is equal to zero. The other inequality for suliingales holds due to the fact that {ifX;, 7} is a
conditionally symmetric submartingale, thér X, 75} is a conditionally symmetric supermartingale.
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E. Proof of Corollary(2

Since{X,,, F,}nen, IS @ supermartingale, then a.s., for evéng N, X; — X, < Z;‘?:l n; where, as before,
nj = X; —E[X;| Fj_1). Consider the martingalgY,,, 7, }nen, WhereY,, £ 3°7_, n; for everyn € N, andY; = 0
(it is a martingale since a.E[n; | F;_1] = 0). SinceY;, —Y},_; = n;, for everyk € N, then the predictable quadratic
variation proces$Q,, }»en, Which corresponds to the martingal&;,, 7, }nen, is, from (10), the same process as
the one which corresponds to the supermartingde, 7, }en,. Furthermore X — Xy < Z?:l =Y, —Yp
for everyk € N. Hence, it follows that for every,r > 0,

IP’(EIn eN: lréllfugxn(Xk —Xo) >z, Qn < r) < IP’(EIn eN: lréllfugxn(Yk -Y0) >z Q, < 7“).

Theorem[b, applied to the martingal&’,, F,, }»cn,, gives the satisfiability of the inequality in (13) ard’(14).
If {X,,Fnlnen, iS @ conditionally symmetric supermartingale, thg¥y,, 7, }nen, IS @ conditionally symmetric
martingale. Theoreinl 4, applied again to the martindalg, 7, },.cn,, implies the improved inequality in_(11) and
(@2) under the conditional symmetry assumption of the supeingale.

I1l. DiscussiON OF THENEW RESULTS AND SOME OTHER KNOWN BOUNDS

We discuss in the following the new results, and also considme relations with some other known exponential
bounds for discrete-time real-valued conditionally syrnmeanartingales.

A. Discussion of the New Results and Their Proofs

Remark 3:Note that the two exponents in Theorems 2 ahd 1 are both discons atd = 1. This is consistent
with the assumption of the bounded jumps that implies #@&K,, — Xy| > ndd) is equal to zero ih > 1.
If § — 1~ then, from [(b),x — oo; hence, for everyy € (0, 1],

. . 2
51_1)1({17 E(v,9) = Ill)nolo [ —In(1 + ~y(cosh(z) — 1))] =In (;) . (42)
On the other hand, the right limit @t= 1 is infinity since E(~, J) = +oc for everyé > 1. The same discontinuity
also exists for the exponent in Theoréin 2 where the right lahd = 1 is infinity, and the left limit is equal to

1
Tim D<5+—7HL> —In <1+—> (43)
5—1- 14+~1147 ot

where the last equality follows froni](7). A comparison of thmits in (42) and [(4B) is consistent with the
improvement that is obtained in Theorérin 1 as compared to réh&@ due to the additional assumption of the
conditional symmetry that is relevant if € (0,1). Furthermore, straightforward calculations show that tike
exponents indeed coincide4f= 1 (which is equivalent to removing the constraint on the ctodal variance and
staying only with the assumption of the bounded differejcasd their common value is equal to

f(5):{ 111(2)[1—]12 (1%5)}, 0<6<1 "
00, §>1

andhy(z) £ —xlogy(z) — (1 — x)logy(1 — z) for 0 < z < 1 denotes the binary entropy function to the base 2.
Remark 4: Theoren 2 provides the correct exponential decay for moeletaviations. More explicitly, we get
the following:
Proposition 1: let { X}, Fx }ren, be a discrete-time real-valued martingale, andylet[3, 1) be a fixed number.
Then, from Theorerl2, for every > 0,
52 p2n—1

P(|X, — Xo| > an”) < 2exp(— ) (1 + O(n—<1—’7>)>. (45)

where~y andé are introduced in((3). In particular, the following centliatit theorem (CLT) holds for everg > 0
2

P(|X, — Xo| > a/n) §2exp<—%> (1+0(%)>. (46)
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Proof: This result follows by re-scaling in Theorenl 2, where it follows that for every > 0,

on +|_
_ > M < — _
P(|X,, Xol_an)_2exp< nD<1+7H1+fy>> (47)
where from [(B) (1=}
s n _
on = ] = 1 (48)
From the equality
o (—u)*
— — <
(14 u)In(1 + u) u+kzﬂk(k—1)’ l<u<l

1-n

it follows from (7) that for everyn > (%)

On +7y Y 52 m—1 53(1 - ) 3n—2
(37 ls) = (5) ot (Far ) e
+y +y Y Y

Substituting this into the exponent on the right-hand siti@ld) gives that, for everyr > 0, inequality [45) holds.
Note thaty = % refers to small deviations, and it gives the CLT-type indifyan (46). |

The moderate deviations principle provides the exact agyticpexponent for martingales with bounded jumps
(see [7] and[[20]). From Propositidn 1, it follows that Them{2 gives the correct asymptotic exponential decay
for small and moderate deviations (it is in contrast to thauha-Hoeffding inequality where a factor &f is
missing in the exponent). Therefore, one cannot achievengnovement for conditionally symmetric martingales
via TheorenIL when small or moderate deviations are coresigdaut only for large deviations (scaling linearly
with n). In the large deviations regime, one indeed obtains andwgment in the exponent of Theordrh 1 as
compared to Theoref 2.

Remark 5: Consider the optimization problem

maximize/exp(/\x)px(x) dz
R

S.t.

/Rpx(x) de =1
/Rxpx(ac) dz =0

/ 2 px(z)dz < yd?
i

px(x) >0 VzelR
px(z) =0 Yiz|>d
px(z) =px(—z) VzeR,

whereX € R, d € Ry, v € [0, 1], and the optimization is carried over tipelf px. This is a linear programming
(LP) problem whose solution, according to Corollaty 3, igegi by the symmetric distribution

px(@) = (1= 7)do(@) + 3 8a() + 3 3-4(c) (49)

whered,(z) £ 6(x — a), for a € R, denotes the shifted Dirac’s delta function. This refersatdiscrete random

variable X that gets the three valu@sd, —d with probabilities1 —~, 3, 3 respectively. The corresponding solution

of this optimization problem is given by the right-hand safe(23). Note that the removal of the last (symmetry)
constraint in the above optimization problem gives, aciogrdo Bennett’s inequality, the solution
1

px(e) = 7 o) + - Bal) (50)
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with the corresponding maximal value

[ exp0)px (o) - LEBODL RN
R 1 + ~

The difference betweeh (19) arid [50), where pio that achieves the maximum in the latter case is symmetric if
and only ify = 1, is the reason for the improved exponent in Thedrém 1 as cadpa Theorerh]2 when € (0, 1).

This explains the source of the improvement in Theorém 1 fecrdte-time real-valued conditionally symmetric
martingales with bounded jumps, as compared to Thebdiem 2hwdpplies to the extended class of martingales
that are not necessarily conditionally symmetric. The ecbkd improvement of the exponent in Theorlem 1 over
the exponent in Theore 2, as the valueyaf (0, 1) gets smaller (which is also evidenced by a comparison of the
limits in in (42) and [(48)), is consistent with the enhancegnametry of the maximizingdfin (50) as compared

to the symmetriqpdf in (49) for all values ofy.

Remark 6: The infimum in Theoreml3 is attained and thus is a minimum. Tallsws from [21, Remark 13]
and because Theorelmh 3 is a particularization[of [21, Theotkror conditionally symmetric martingales with
bounded jumps.

Remark 7: The functionB in (14) is monotonic decreasing over the inter(@loo), and it is bounded between 0
and 1. Also,lim,_,o+ B(u) = 1, andlim,,—,~ B(u) = 0. Similarly to the functionB in (14), also the functior
in (2) is monotonic decreasing over the interf@loo), and it is bounded between 0 and 1. Calculus shows that
JEBE C(u) =1, uh_}l{.lo C(u) =0,
. C(u) . C(u)
1 = 1 =
ums0+ B(u) oo Blu)
However, Theoreml4 improves the exponent in Theorém 5 dubeaatiditional requirement of the conditional

symmetry of the martingale in the former theorem. Althoudgmac from the combined proof of these theorems,
one can verify analytically that'(u) > B(u) for everyu > 0.

Remark 8: An immediate implication of Theorefd 5 is given in the followi

Corollary 4: Let {X,,, F,, }nen, be a discrete-time real-valued martingale, and assume|dhat- X, 1| < d
a.s. for everyk € N and for a fixedd > 0. Let {Q,, }nen, be the quadratic variation process of the martingale, as
is defined in[(ID). Then, for every,r > 0,

2 d
P < max |X; — Xo| > z, Q, < r for somen € N) < 2exp <—Z— -B <Z—>> (51)
1<k<n 2r r

where B is introduced in[(14).
A similar result follows from Theorerinl 4 under the conditibegmmetry assumption of the martingale (where the
function B in ([I4) is replaced with the functio@' in (12)).

B. Discussion of Some Related Known Inequalities

Remark 9:Under the conditions in Theordm 5, the inequalitylin [17, diteen 1.2A] is equivalent to the following
one:

22~ [2d
P X, — Xo) > n < r for some < —— B — 52
(fgggn( r—X0)>2,Qn<r n6N>_exp< 5 (T>> (52)
where 5
B(u) £ . Yu>0. 53
W v (3)

It is noted that on the left-hand side of inequality](52), fiist event ismax; <<, (Xx — Xo) > r instead of the
loosened conditionX,, — X, > r (as it appears in_[17, Eq. (1.2)]) due to the equality[inl (4fyer introducing
inequality [52), it was noted in [17, p. 538] that this inelityashould be compared to Freedman’s bound in
Theorenlb but this comparison was not available. For suchngadson, it is easy to verify that

1+u<§(u)<B(u)<1, Vu > 0.
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This inequality shows that, under the condition of Theoténth® exponential bound in [17, Theorem 1.2A] (see
(B2)) is looser than Freedman'’s bound in Theokém 5. It ischbt®vever that [17, Theorem 1.2A] holds even under
a milder condition where, for a fixed > 0 and for everyj € N andk > 2,

k!

E[|1X; — X1/ Fj_1] < 5 E[(X; — Xj-1)? | Fjoa]d" 2

This condition is automatically satisfied iX; — X;_;| < d for every j € N, which is indeed the condition of
bounded jumps (a.s.) for the martingale in Theoidm 5. Fatrelis-time real-valued martingales with bounded
jumps (a.s.), we therefore revisited in this subsectiory dhé proof of Theorem]5 in order to improve it in the
next subsection for conditionally symmetric martingalsese( Theorernl4).

Remark 10:Corollary[4 was generalized inl[9, Theorem 3.3]. Applied tdiscrete-time and real-valued mar-
tingale { X,,, Fp. }nen, With &, 2 X,, — X,,_; for everyn € N, this generalization states that if, for some> 0,
the second-order process is defined by

H® 23 G Ligsay + > EIG | Frei] (54)
k=1 k=1

then, at each finite stopping time

(@) 22 za
P max|X,, — Xo| > 2, H}* <r | <2exp| —=— - B| —
nsT 2r r

whereB is defined in[(I4). Note that in the setting considered in Teéed3 and Corollari/l4 where the martingale
has bounded jumps a.s. aplly, — X;_1| < d a.s. for some fixed > 0 and everyk € N, then choosing. = d in
the above inequality gives the result in Corollaty 4 (notattin this case, the equaIiIHT(ﬂ) = @, holds for every
n € Ng where{Q, }ncn, is the predictable quadratic variation [n{10)).

Remark 11:In the setting of Theoreii 5, the bound in[17, Theorem 1.5Apaser. The reason is that, under
the condition in Theorer]5, it follows from [17, Theorem 1]5d the equality in[(41) that for every,r > 0

22 zd
P Xpe—Xo)>2,Qn<rf < _EZ g2
(1@&}{”( k 0) >z, Q, <r for somen € N> < exp < o < . >>
where B*(u) £ L sinh™!(%) for everyu > 0. The claim now follows by verifying thaB3(u) > B*(u) for every
u > 0 (the functionB is introduced in[(1#)).

Remark 12:In the following, we consider an inequality that was deriwed9, Section 4] and [17, Section 6],
and emphasize its difference from the result in Thedrém 4.

In [17, Theorem 6.1], it was stated that{i;} is a sequence adapted to the filtratiof; }, and these random
variables are conditionally symmetric, then for all- > 0

n n ) 22
P (;gl > z,;@ < r for somen € N) < exp <_Z> .
Its proof is similar in concept to the proof of Theorémn 4 witietcrucial difference that the two proofs rely on
different supermartingales for the derivation of the resipe inequalities. More explicitly, the main task in theopf
of Theorenl# was to show thal,,, F,, }.en, IS @ supermartingale (for a suitable choice of the free patarai
and#). The supermartingale that was required for the proof of [lifeorem 6.1] is provided in [17, Lemma 6.1].
It is noted that the proof of [17, Lemma 6.1] is less involvathé€e it only required the use of a simple equality
that follows from the conditional symmetry of the sequefi€g, and the use of the inequalitpsh(z) < exp(%z)
that holds for everyr € R). As a consequence df [17, Theorem 6.1], the following telsalds:

Corollary 5: Let {X,,, F,}nen, be a discrete-time and real-valued conditionally symroetmartingale. Then,
for everyr,z > 0,

n 2
z
P|3neN: X, — Xo| > E X, — X;_1)?<r| <2 - . 55
(ne 1?12%' k— Xo| > z, Z'_1( i — Xio1) _7“)_ eXp< 2r> (55)
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Proof: Let&; = X; — X;_ for all i € N, and&, = 0. Note that{¢;} is a sequence of conditionally symmetric
random variables, ang} is F;-measurable (i.e{;} is adapted to the filtratiod.F;}). Sinced " ; & = X — Xo
then, from [17, Theorem 6.1], for everyz > 0,

n 2
IP(EInGN: X, —Xo >z, Z(Xi—Xi_1)2§T> Sexp(—%).

i=1

SinceY,, £ > | (X; — X;_1)? is monotonic non-decreasing inthen, similarly to the reasoning of the equality in
(41), one can replace the first event,, — X, > z} with {max;<;<, (X, — Xo) > z}. Hence, for every, z > 0,

n 2
P (Eln € N: max (Xj, — Xo) > z, Z(Xz —Xi1)* < 7") < exp <—%> )

1<k<n ‘
=1

By referring to the martingalé—X,,, 7, }.en, (note that the predictable quadratic variation[inl (10) it affected
by altering the sign of X, }), then also

<k<n

n 2
P (3” € N: min (Xj — Xo) < —z, ;(Xz - Xi1)? < 7“) < exp (—%) .

The proof of the corollary is completed by combining the lagb inequalities and using the union bound. =
The result in Corollary]5 was further generalized(ih [9, Tiw®o 4.1] for square-integrable, conditionally symmetric
local martingales.

Note that Theorernl4 and Corollary 4 provide an upper bouncherptobability

: — > — 1)? 1<
P (3” €N glggank Xo| > z, ;E[(Xk Xpp—1)" | Fr—1] < 7“) (56)
whereas([9, Theorem 4.1], [17, Theorem 6.1], and Corolldprdvide a bound on the probability
: — > — 2 <
PGnGN gﬁﬂXk.&ﬂ_AZ;Xk;mq)_r> (57)

so the second events in_{56) and](57) refer to the predictatdeoptional quadratic variations of the martingale,
respectively, which explains the difference between thesebounds.

IV. AN EXAMPLE IN THE CONTEXT OF GAMBLING

Let { X%, Fir }ren, De a conditionally symmetric supermartingale. Consideame where a gambler is allowed
to place a wager of siz®@/,, before then-th toss where the size of the wager may depend on the pastriemof
the sequenc&y, ..., X,,_1, but not onX,, or the future elements of this sequence. Lets assume that éests
some fixediW > 0 such that0o < W, < W for everyk € N (i.e., the size of the wager cannot exceed a fixed
amountW at any toss). Hencé};, € L*>(Q, Fi_1,P) for everyk € N. If the n-th toss satisfies(,, > X,,_1, the
gambler netdV,, (X,, — X,,—1), and if X,, < X,,_; then the gambler lossesW,,(X,, — X,,—1). The net winnings
S, aftern tosses is therefore equal %), = >"}'_; Wi (X — Xj_1) for everyn € N with Sy, = 0. According
to Examplel4,{S,., F }nen, IS @ conditionally symmetric supermartingale. Note thatcsi{ Xy, Fx }ren, iS by
assumption a supermartingale then this game is sub-fair free point of view of the gambler, unless this process
is a martingale. Lets assume that there exists a fixed) such that a.s.

Xk — E[Xk | Fr-1] <e¢, VkeN (58)
SinceW,,, S;_1 and X,,_; are F,._;-measurable then a.s.

Sk — E[Sk | Fr—1]
= Wi(Xg — E[Xg | Fr-1])
<V 24 (59)
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The predictable quadratic variation procdss, }.cn, that is associated with the supermartinggts,, 7, }nen, IS

Qn = ZV&I’(Sk ‘ ]:k—l)

k=1
=> Wi Var(X; | Fr—1) (60)
k=1
with Q¢ = 0. Lets assume that a.s. &y, | Fr—1) < a,% for everyk € N, then a.s.

n

Qn <Y oiW? VYneN. (61)
k=1
Based on Corollar{/]2 and_(9)—(61), it follows that due to ¢oaditional symmetry of the supermartingale
- 2 dz
: > 272 < < _= . haitd
]P’(EInEN lrélgécnSk_z,%aka_r)_exp( o C(r))’ Vr,z>0 (62)

where the functiorC' is defined in[(IR). The interpretation of this inequality ssfallows: Since{ >~ _, ai W2} _

is a non-negative and monotonic non-decreasing sequencelien the probability of the joint event in (62) refers
to the event where the maximal net winnings up to an arbittiang instancen is larger than or equal to a fixed
amountz > 0, as long as the total wagers up to this time instance are oofatge in the sense that

d oW <r (63)
k=1

for a fixed valuer > 0. If the value ofr is increased while keeping the value ofixed then this means that we
allow an enlargement of the observation time of the procéssebwinnings since the constraint in_(63), which
plays as a criterion for defining the stopping time, becomess kevere so it is expected to be violated at a later
instance of time. Therefore, by enlarging the observatime tof the process of net winnings, the event that there
is an instance during this period of time where the maximalwianings up to this time instance is larger than
or equal to a fixed value > 0 becomes more likely. Hence, the probability of the jointrévis increased by
increasing the value aof while keeping the value of fixed. On the other hand, assume that the value of0 is
kept fixed while increasing the value ef> 0. The observation time of the process of net winnings is keqetdfi

in this case (since the constraint [n63) is not affected lmhange of the value of), but the event of achieving
net winnings larger than or equal toat some point during this observation period of time becotass likely

by increasing the value of. Therefore, the probability of the joint event in_{62) is tesed by increasing the
value of z while keeping the value of fixed. Note that the inequality i_(62) holds under the asdionghat the
supermartingald Xy, Fx } ren, is conditionally symmetric. Without this assumption, Aty [2 gives the loosened
upper bound

& 2 dz
. > 2 2< < _Z_ —
P <E|n eN 11rnaXnS/rC > z, g opxWji, < 7‘) < exp( 5 B( >>, Vr,z>0 (64)

<k< r r
k=1

where the functionB is defined in[(I4). These observations are exemplified in dlieviing.

Example 6:As an example of the considered setting, pet>- 2 be an arbitrary even number, and define a
conditional symmetric martingal€X,,, 7, }nen, by

X=Xk 1+Ux, VkeN

where{U} }ren is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables gettingth@lues from the sef+1,...,+(p — 1)} with
equal probability(]lg). Hence, in this fair game (sincgX,,, 7, }nen, IS @ martingale), the net winnings after
tosses is given by, = >, _, WUy, for everyn € N with Sy = 0. Since, by assumptiori}’;, may only depend
on Xo, ..., Xx_1 but not on the element&y, Xx1,... thenWy is F;_i-measurable. For everly € N,

X —EXp | Fro1] =X — X1 =Up <p-—1
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so, from [68) and (59), set=p—1 andd = (p — 1)W. Furthermore, from.(60), the predictable quadratic vamat
of the net winnings is equal to

so setr? £

p°—1

3

Qn=> WZVar(X;|Fi_1)
k=1

= Wi Var(Uy)

k=1
k=1

_ (P -1
B 3

(65)

in (&) for everyk € N. Referring to[(6R) and_(64), lets define new parametegs> 0 such that

then the bounds in (62) and (64) yield that

and

.
S

BOUNDS ON PROBABILITY OF JOINT EVENT

H
°

»-\
S,

»-\
S,

»-\
S,

»-\
S,
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Fig. 1. This figure refers to Examdlé 6 with= 6. The left plot shows the upper bounds on the probability efjdint event in[(6l7) (solid
line) and [[68) (dotted line), which follow respectively froTheorem$4 andl 5 (the improvement in Theofédm 4 is due to thditamnal

symmetry of the martingale that is associated with the nenings). The right plot shows the improved bound[in] (67) aaretion of the
parameterr, for some fixed values of the other paramejer

Fig.[d presents the bounds [n {68) ahd| (67) wits 6. The left plot in this figure shows the upper bounds on the
probability of the joint event in[(67) (solid line) and_{68)dtted line), which follow respectively from Theorefms 4
and(5. This improvement, as shown in the solid line, is olegidue to the conditional symmetry of the martingale
that refers to the net winnings (as was discussed earli&®. right plot of Fig[l shows the improved bound in
(67) as a function of the parametey for some fixed values of the parameterDue to the linear dependence in
(66) betweenr and z and also betweep andr, and in light of the interpretation that was provided beftis
example, the probability of the joint event in {67) ahd](68) i

« Monotonic increasing if the parameter> 0 is kept fixed while increasing the value gf> 0,

« Monotonic decreasing if the parameter> 0 is increased while the parametger> 0 is kept fixed.
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This is indeed reflected from the exponential upper boun@H), (as is shown in the right plot of Figl 1.

Theorent]L provides an upper bound on the probahiity,, > an) for an arbitrary value ofx > 0 (clearly, if
a > (p—1)W £ d then this probability is zero). The exponent of the bound lredreni 1l is equal td&(v,J), as
is introduced in[(4), where the notation 0 (3) gives that

o? p+1 o
T -y T eoow ©9

Note that~y approache% asp > 1. For small values ofy, there is a significant advantage of the exponent that
follows from Theorenill as compared to Theorem 2 (as is alsteaced from the comparison of the limits in
(42) and [(4B), differing especially for values ofclose to zero). This is already the case for 4 (where, from
©9), v = g). Note that in the case whege= 2, which corresponds to the setting of the Saint-Petersbhargeg
one getsy = 1 in (€9); therefore, in the latter case, the resulting expbige given by the functiory in (44). One
can also apply Theoref 3 to this example. In this case, ibvialfrom [9) that for every € N

] . 2
2 2;—1)
Yo = —
(s

i=1

and 1 = 0. Fig.[2 compares, fop = 6, the exponents which follow from Theorermb[1-3 as a functibn o

18

o I I g
® = N > )
T T T T T
-
T

o
o
T

LOWER BOUNDS ON EXPONENTS

LOWER BOUNDS ON EXPONENTS

0.2

Fig. 2. The figure refers to Examgdlé 6 with= 6. It compares the exponents in TheordmhEl1-3 as a functigheof0, 1]. The left plot
shows the exponent in Theordrh 3, for various even values of 2. The improvement in the exponent of TheorEm 3, which folldwys
taking into consideration the conditional momentsSaf— Si_1 (given Fx_1) up to orderm, is shown in the left plot forn = 2,4,...,16

(m = 2,4, 6 refer to the dotted, dashed and dashed-dot lines, reselgctiz = 8, .. ., 16 refer to the solid lines. The right plot compares the
exponent of the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (dotted linte exponent in Theoref 2 (dot-dashed line), the improvérterconditionally
symmetric martingales in Theorelmh 1 (dashed line), and tip®reents in Theorerm] 3 (the two solid lines) while taking intmsideration
either the conditional variance (in the lower solid line)adlrthe conditional moments o, — Sx_1 (practically, up to ordern = 16, due

to the fast convergence in terms wof as is shown in the left plot of this figure).

d € [0,1]. The left plot of Fig[2 shows the exponent of Theorllegm 3, a&ubtd the considered example with= 6

for various even values of. > 2. The improvement in the exponent of Theoreim 3, which folldwystaking into
consideration the orders of the conditional momentsSipr S;._1 (given F,_1) up to orderm, is shown in the left
plot of Fig.[2 form = 2,4,...,16 (m = 2 refers to the dotted linen = 4 to the dashed liney. = 6 refers to the
dashed-dot line, anth = 8, ..., 16 refers to the solid lines, hence showing the fast conveg@nterms ofm; as

is shown in the left plot of Fid.]2, the improvement in the emgnot that is obtained by taking into consideration the
conditional moments of order higher than 10 is marginal)e Tight plot of Fig[2 compares the exponents of the
Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (dotted line) and Theorem 2t{dashed line), the refined exponent for conditionally
symmetric martingales in Theorelmh 1 (dashed line), and tip®rents in Theorern] 3 (the two solid lines) while
taking into consideration only the conditional varianceatiernatively all the conditional moments (practicallp u
to order 16, as the convergence of these exponents is fagodhe left plot of this figure). Note that according to
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[21], Proposition 2], the exponent in Theoréin 3 far= 2 is looser than the exponent in Theorem 2; hence, it is
also looser than the exponent in Theofém 1. This is indeedrshothe right plot of Fig[ 2. However, the exponent
which relies on all the conditional moments for this spedf@ample is better than the exponent in Theorém 1 for
conditionally symmetric martingales (where the latter @xgnt only relies on the conditional variance{af; }).
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