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Abstract

In this note, we improve some concentration inequalities for martingales with bounded in-
crements. These results recover the missing factor in Freedman-style inequalities and are near
optimal. We also provide minor refinements of concentration inequalities for functions of inde-
pendent random variables. These proofs use techniques from the works of Bentkus and Pinelis.

1 Introduction

Concentration inequalities such as Hoeffding’s inequality are central to modern (e.g., high-dimensional)
statistical theory and inference. For sums of independent random variables that are mean zero and
bounded, the classical Hoeffding, Bernstein, and Bennett inequalities have been improved in a series
of works by Bentkus and Pinelis; see, for example, Bentkus (2002, 2004); Pinelis (2006a, 2014a).
These improvements recover the so-called “missing factor” in classical inequalities (Talagrand,
1995). Moreover, these inequalities are nearly optimal.

The goal of this article is to bring about similar improvements in martingale inequalities with
bounded increments. In particular, we improve on Freedman’s inequality and its refinements derived
in Fan et al. (2012, 2015). To briefly mention the result, note that the traditional concentration
inequalities are proved using 1tu ě 0u ď exppλuq for any λ ě 0. The improvements proposed in
the works of Bentkus and Pinelis start with the inequality

1tu ě 0u ď

ˆ
1 `

λu

α

˙α

`

ď exppλuq for all λ ě 0, u P R.

Hence, for any x P R and any set of random variables X1, . . . ,Xn,

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ´ x

¸¸α

`

ff
ď inf

λě0

E

«
exp

˜
λ

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ´ x

¸¸ff
.

The right hand side is the classical Cramer-Chernoff bound on the tail probability. The intermediate
bound is the improvement suggested in Bentkus (2002), and we refer to these bounds as the Bentkus
bound. There are two important differences between these bounds: (1) unlike the Cramer-Chernoff
bound, the Bentkus bound is finite as long as the random variables have a finite α-th moment; and
(2) unlike the Cramer-Chernoff bound, Bentkus bound cannot be written as a product if Xi’s are
mutually independent. This second aspect makes it difficult to work with the Bentkus bound in
many cases.

The results available for independent random variables are as follows.
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1. If Xi P rai, bis, 1 ď i ď n with ai ď 0 ď bi and ErXis ď 0, then for any x ě 0,

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«˜
1 ` λ

˜
nÿ

i“1

G1,i ´ x

¸¸

`

ff
ď inf

λě0

E

«
exp

˜
λ

˜
nÿ

i“1

G1,i ´ x

¸¸ff
,

where G1,i P tai, biu, 1 ď i ď n are independent mean zero random variables. More formally,
G1,i, 1 ď i ď n are two-point random variables such that

PpG1,i “ aiq “
bi

bi ´ ai
and PpG1,i “ biq “

´ai

bi ´ ai
. (1)

2. If Xi ď bi, 1 ď i ď n with ErXis ď 0, VarpXiq ď σ2

i , then for any x ě 0,

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
nÿ

i“1

G2,i ´ x

¸¸
2

`

fi
fl ď inf

λě0

E

«
exp

˜
λ

˜
nÿ

i“1

G2,i ´ x

¸¸ff
,

where G2,i P t´σ2

i {bi, biu, 1 ď i ď n are independent mean zero random variables. More
formally, G2,i, 1 ď i ď n are two-point random variables such that

PpG2,i “ ´σ2

i {biq “
b2i

σ2

i ` b2i
and PpG2,i “ biq “

σ2

i

σ2

i ` b2i
.

Note that in both cases, we have lower bounds in terms of G1,i’s and G2,i’s, i.e.,

sup
XiPrai,bis,ErXis“0

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x

¸
ě P

˜
nÿ

i“1

G1,i ě x

¸
,

and

sup
Xiďbi,ErXis“0,VarpXiqďσ2

i

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x

¸
ě P

˜
nÿ

i“1

G2,i ě x

¸
.

The near-optimality of Bentkus bounds is that for α P t1, 2u, and x in the support of
řn

i“1
Gα,i,

we have

inf
λě0

E

«˜
1 `

λ

α

˜
nÿ

i“1

Gα,i ´ x

¸¸α

`

ff
ď

eα

α
P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Gα,i ě x

¸
. (2)

Therefore, the Bentkus bounds presented above cannot be improved by more than a factor of eα{α.
It should be noted that the left-hand side of (2) is at most one for any x ě 0 (e.g. by taking λ “ 0),
while the right hand side can be larger than 1. Moreover, we note that the optimal Cramer-Chernoff
bounds presented above are known in Bennett (1962) and Hoeffding (1963). For readers unfamiliar
with the Bentkus bounds, Bentkus (2002) provides an accessible introduction to this literature. As
noted in Hoeffding (1963) and Bentkus (2004), the optimal Cramer-Chernoff bound is better than
the classical Bernstein, Bennett, and Prokhorov inequalities. The Bentkus bound is also better
than Talagrand’s inequality (Talagrand, 1995).

One more point to note in comparison with classical concentration inequalities is that the Ben-
tkus bound is not just a function of the variance of the sum, but is a nontrivial function of individual
variances. Using some domination inequalities for sums of Bernoulli random variables (Bentkus,
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2004, Lemma 4.5), one can obtain (less precise) Bentkus bounds that depend only on
řn

i“1
pbi ´aiq

2

and
řn

i“1
σ2

i , respectively. For example, Pinelis (2006b) proves

sup
XiPrai,bis,ErXisď0

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

5
pvZ ´ xq

˙
5

`

ff
, where v2 “

nÿ

i“1

pbi ´ aiq
2,

and Bentkus (2004) proves

sup
Xiďbi,ErXisď0,VarpXiqďσ2

i

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
nÿ

i“1

G1
i ´ x

¸¸
2

`

fi
fl ,

where G1
i P t´v2{b, bu with b “ max1ďiďn bi, and v2 “

řn
i“1

σ2

i . These inequalities have been
extended to super-martingales in the works cited above, but with the restrictive assumption that
σ2

i represents an almost sure upper bound on the conditional variance of Xi given Fi´1. This makes
it difficult to obtain concentration inequalities for functions of independent random variables via the
Doob martingale. The goal of this note is to obtain results without assuming that the conditional
variances are almost surely bounded.

On the Proof Techniques. Most of the martingale analogues of the classical concentration
inequalities (for independent data) are obtained using the Cramer-Chernoff technique. Some of
the inequalities obtained time uniformly (i.e., simultaneously valid for all sample sizes) have also
been obtained using the Cramer-Chernoff technique. The main idea in these proofs is the con-
struction of an exponential supermartingale and an application of Ville’s or Doob’s maximal in-
equality (Howard et al., 2021). The construction of this exponential supermartingale is based on
bounds on the moment generating function. Unfortunately, there is no such simple supermartin-
gale in relation to the Bentkus style bounds, and it is not obvious if there is a general way to
extend/improve all the existing Cramer-Chernoff results to the Bentkus style bounds. In fact, it is
not clear whether such analogues hold true, but we know that if such an analogue exists, then it is
a significant improvement over the Cramer-Chernoff ones.

Our proofs are closely related to the Lindeberg swapping technique commonly used in proving
central limit theorems (Lalley, 2014). In the literature on concentration inequalities, the closest
result is Lemma 5.2 of Pinelis (1998). Our results arise as direct corollaries of the proof of this
lemma. This note exists only because these results have not appeared in the literature in this form
before and might be of interest to the broader community.

2 Improving Freedman-style Inequality

Suppose pXi,Fiqiě0 with X0 “ 0 forms a (super)martingale difference sequence bounded above by
1, i.e., Xi is Fi-measurable, and ErXi|Fi´1s ď 0. Let σ2

i :“ ErX2

i |Fi´1s. Consider the event

Ek :“

#
kÿ

i“1

Xi ě x and
kÿ

i“1

σ2

i ď v2

+
.

For any x ě 0 and 0 ă v ă 8, Freedman (1975) proved inequalities for PpYkě1Ekq that can be
considered as extensions of the classical Bernstein inequality for independent random variables.
Fan et al. (2015) improved Freedman inequalities by proving

P

˜
nď

k“1

Ek

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«
exp

˜
λ

˜
nÿ

i“1

Gi ´ x

¸¸ff
, (3)
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where Gi P t´v2{n, 1u, 1 ď i ď n are mutually independent random variables with mean zero, i.e.,

PpGi “ ´v2{nq “
1

1 ` v2{n
and PpGi “ 1q “

v2{n

1 ` v2{n
. (4)

(Although Theorem 2.1 of Fan et al. (2015) is not presented in this form, it is equivalent to the
form above; see Eq. (41) of Fan et al. (2015).) Moreover, Fan et al. (2015) show that this bound
improves many results as described in Remark 2.1 and Corollary 2.2 there.

The following is the main result of this section.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose pXi,Fiq, i ě 0 forms a supermartingale difference sequence with X0 “ 0
and PpXi ď 1q “ 11 Then

P

˜
nď

k“1

Ek

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
nÿ

i“1

Gi ´ x

¸¸
2

`

fi
fl ď inf

λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

2
prΠv2 ´ xq

˙
2

`

ff
, (5)

where Gi’s are independent and identically distributed random variables with distribution specified
in (4), and rΠv2 „ Poissonpv2q ´ v2. In particular, we obtain

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x and
nÿ

i“1

σ2

i ď v2 for some n ě 1

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

2
prΠv2 ´ xq

˙
2

`

ff

ď
e2

2
P

˝prΠv2 ě xq,

(6)

where x ÞÑ P
˝prΠv2 ě xq is the least log-concave majorant of x ÞÑ PprΠv2 ě xq.

To our knowledge, Theorem 2.1 is new. The second inequality of (5) follows from Proposition
2.8 of Pinelis (2014a). Inequality (6) follows from the second inequality of (5) and Lemma 4.2
of Bentkus (2004). The first inequality of (5) is already near optimal for independent data because
it is exactly the Bentkus bound for sums of IID mean zero random variables that are bounded
above. Moreover, from the works cited in Section 1, the first inequality of (5) is an improvement
of Theorem 2.1 of Fan et al. (2015), and therefore an improvement of the Freedman and de la
Pena inequalities. In particular, Theorem 2.1 recovers the missing factor similar to how Bentkus’
inequality for independent data recovers the missing factor in Bernstein’s inequality.

The proof of Theorem 2.1 is provided in Section S.1. Traditional proofs of Freedman’s inequality
and its improvements are based on the exponential function, and the fact that the exponential of
a sum is the product of exponentials significantly helps the analysis. Our proof is a repeated
application of Lemma 4.4(i) and Lemma 4.5 of Bentkus (2004).

3 Improving Azuma-Hoeffding Inequality

In Section 3, we considered the case of supremartingale differences that are bounded above by a
non-random constant. In this section, we obtain an inequality that allows for a random upper
bound and yields a generalization of the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality. Suppose pXi,Fiqiě0 is a
supermartingale difference sequence such that for some Fi´1-measurable random variables Bi, we
have PpXi ď Bi|Fi´1q “ 1 and σ2

i “ ErX2

i |Fi´1s. Define

si :“
1

2

ˆ
Bi `

σ2

i

Bi

˙
and V 2

k “
kÿ

i“1

s2i .

1We assume the bound to be 1, without loss of generality.
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Consider the event

Ek “

#
kÿ

i“1

Xi ě x and V 2

k ď v2

+
.

With this notation, we have the following result.

Theorem 3.1. For any n ě 1, x ě 0, and 0 ă v ă 8, with Z „ Np0, 1q,

P

˜
nď

k“1

Ek

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

5
pvZ ´ xq

˙
5

`

ff
ď 5!pe{5q5PpvZ ě xq.

In particular,

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x and
nÿ

i“1

s2i ď v2 for some n ě 1

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

5
pvZ ´ xq

˙
5

`

ff
.

Theorem 3.1 improves inequality (2.22) of Fan et al. (2015) and fills the gap in the literature;
see the discussion following Eq. (2.22) of Fan et al. (2015). The proof of Theorem 3.1 follows a
structure similar to that of Theorem 2.1 using Lemma 5.1.3 of Pinelis (2006b).

Note that if PpAi ď Xi ď Bi|Fi´1q “ 1 for some non-negative Fi´1-measurable random variables
Ai, Bi, then σ2

i ď ´AiBi and hence si ď pBi ´Aiq{2. This fact combined with Theorem 3.1 implies
the following corollary.

Corollary 3.2. Suppose pXi,Fiqiě0 is a supermartingale difference sequence such that PpAi ď
Xi ď Bi|Fi´1q “ 1 almost surely. Then

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x and
nÿ

i“1

pBi ´ Aiq
2 ď 4v2 for some n ě 1

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

5
pvZ ´ xq

˙
5

`

ff
.

Corollary 3.2 improves the classical Azuma-Hoeffding and McDiarmid inequalities. It also
improves Theorems 2.5 and 2.6 of van de Geer (2002).

4 Unbounded Martingale Increments and Functions of Indepen-

dent Random Variables

The results in previous sections are concerned with bounded supermartingale differences, and in
many practical settings, one often encounters differences that are unbounded but bounded with
high probability, for example, via certain tail assumption on the differences. This leads to gener-
alizations of McDiarmid’s inequality with unbounded influences. There is a thriving literature on
this problem Li and Liu (2023, 2024); Marchina (2018); Maurer and Pontil (2021); Kutin (2002);
Maurer (2019); Kontorovich (2014). As with the classical concentration inequalities, most of these
are based on the moment generating function and Cramer-Chernoff technique. In the following,
we provide some results of the Bentkus type for these problems. Some results in this direction are
provided in Marchina (2018).

The following results are based on the framework and closely related to Theorem 2.1 of Marchina
(2018), which itself is based on the results of Bentkus (2008, 2010). To present the main result, we
need some notation and preliminary results. For any two random variables U and V , we say U is
stochastically dominated by V of order α ě 0 (denoted by ĺα) if

ErpU ´ tqα`s ď ErpV ´ tqα`s for all t P R.

5



In particular, U ĺ0 V is equivalent to PpU ą tq ď PpV ą tq for all t P R. Note that U ĺα V

is not equivalent to ´V ĺα ´U in general, unless V is absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose X ĺ1 W and ´X ĺ1 ´T for some random variables T and W satisfying
T ĺ0 W . Then ErT s ď ErXs ď ErW s. Moreover, for any q P r0, 1s, if aq :“ inftx : PpT ď xq ě
1 ´ qu and bq :“ inftx : PpW ď xq ě 1 ´ qu, then the random variable ξq defined by

Ppξq ď xq “

$
’&
’%

PpT ď xq, if x ă aq,

1 ´ q, if aq ď x ă bq,

PpW ď xq, if x ě bq,

satisfies the following:

1. ξ0
d
“ T , ξ1

d
“ W , ErT s ď Erξqs ď ErW s for all q P r0, 1s.

2. q ÞÑ Erξqs is a differentiable non-decreasing function.

3. If q0 is the largest number such that Erξq0s “ ErXs, then X ĺ1 ξq0, i.e., ErpX ´ tq`s ď
Erpξq0 ´ tq`s for all t P R.

This lemma is an expanded version of Lemma 4.3 of Marchina (2018) and follows from Theorem
1 of Bentkus (2010). In what follows, we are concerned with mean zero random variables and,
therefore, we propose the notation ξT,W for ξq0 in Lemma 4.1 with q0 chosen so that Erξq0s “ 0.
The reader should note that ξq depends on T and W only through their distributions.

The following result is one of the main results in this section. We remark/stress here that this
is a known result and essentially follows by combining Theorem 1 of Bentkus (2010) and the basic
proof techniques of Bentkus (2008, 2004). Given the importance of such a result for applications
in statistics and machine learning, this result needs to be spelled out explicitly.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose pXi,Fiqiě0 is a real-valued martingale difference sequence and suppose
there exist random variables Ti ĺ0 Wi such that Xi ĺ1 Wi and ´Xi ĺ ´Ti (conditional on Fi´1),
i.e., with probability 1,

ErpXi ´ tq`|Fi´1s ď ErpTi ´ tq`s and Erpt ´ Xiq`|Fi´1s ď Erpt ´ Wiq`s for all t P R.

Then, for mutually independent random variables ξTi,Wi
, 1 ď i ď n, we have

E

«˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ´ t

¸

`

ff
ď E

«˜
nÿ

i“1

ξTi,Wi
´ t

¸

`

ff
for all t P R. (7)

In addition, if Ti,Wi are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure, then

E

«˜
t ´

nÿ

i“1

Xi

¸

`

ff
ď E

«˜
t `

nÿ

i“1

ξ´Wi,´Ti

¸

`

ff
for all t P R. (8)

Consequently, for any x ě 0,

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«˜
1 ` λ

˜
nÿ

i“1

ξTi,Wi
´ x

¸¸

`

ff
,

P

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ď ´x

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«˜
1 ` λ

˜
nÿ

i“1

ξ´Wi,´Ti
´ x

¸¸

`

ff
,

(9)
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It should be stressed here that ξTi,Wi
, 1 ď i ď n are independent and Ti,Wi are independent of

Fn. The proof of Theorem 4.2 is omitted because it easily follows from the proofs in Bentkus (2008).
Moreover, inequalities (7) and (8) can be combined to yield an improved tail bound in (9) by noting
that if ErpR1´tq`s ď ErpR2´tq`s for all t P R and ErR1s “ ErR2s, then Erpt´R1q`s ď Erpt´R2q`s
for all t P R; see Bentkus (2008, Proposition 3). This result yields the following important corollary
for functions of independent random variables.

Corollary 4.3. Suppose X1, . . . ,Xn are independent random variables taking values in some space
X and Z “ F pX1, . . . ,Xnq for some function F : X n Ñ R. For 1 ď i ď n, let

Zi “ F pX1, . . . ,Xi´1,X
1
i ,Xi`1, . . . ,Xnq, and ∆i :“ Z ´ Zi,

where X 1
i is an independent copy of Xi (independent of X1, . . . ,Xn). Suppose that we have random

variables Ti ĺ0 Wi such that

Erp∆i ´ tq`|Fi´1s ď ErpWi ´ tq`s and Erpt ´ ∆iq`|Fi´1s ď Erpt ´ Tiq`s. (10)

Then

ErpZ ´ ErZs ´ tq`s ď E

«˜
nÿ

i“1

ξTi,Wi
´ t

¸

`

ff
for all t P R.

Consequently, for all x P R,

P pZ ´ ErZs ě xq ď inf
λě0

E

«˜
1 ` λ

˜
nÿ

i“1

ξTi,Wi
´ x

¸¸

`

ff
.

Corollary 4.3 follows from Theorem 4.2 by taking Fi “ σptX1, . . . ,Xiuq and Xi “ Er∆i|Fis
which is mean zero and forms a martingale difference sequence with respect to Fi. More formally,
the Doob martingale decomposition yields

Z ´ ErZs “
nÿ

i“1

pErZ|Fis ´ ErZ|Fi´1sq “
nÿ

i“1

Er∆i|Fis,

where F0 is the trivial σ-field. This shows that condition (10) can be relaxed by replacing ∆i with
Er∆i|Fis. Given the use of the (first-order) influence in traditional concentration inequalities for
functions of independent random variables, we feel that the condition (10) is more natural and intu-
itive. In Theorem 4.2 and Corollary 4.3, if Ti and Wi are taken to be degenerate random variables,
then they yield refinements of the Azuma-Hoeffding and McDiarmid inequalities, respectively. This
holds because for the degenerate Ti,Wi, ξTi,Wi

is the two-point random variable presented in (1).

In the special case where ´Ti
d
“ Wi

d
“ Bi for some constant Bi ą 0, we get ξTi,Wi

d
“ Biεi for a

Rademacher random variable εi independent of Bi (i.e., Ppεi “ ´1q “ Ppεi “ 1q “ 1{2). Corol-
lary 4.3 should be compared with Theorems 3 & 4 of Maurer and Pontil (2021), Lemma 3 &
Theorem 4 of Li and Liu (2024), and Theorems 3.4 & 3.5 of Li and Liu (2023). Unlike the results
of these papers, our result is derived without making any specific assumptions about the tail behav-
ior of Ti,Wi. For example, one can allow Ti,Wi to have tails that decay as slowly as quadratically.
On the other hand, we require ∆i to be stochastically bounded conditional on Fi´1 for each i indi-
vidually, while in contrast, Maurer and Pontil (2021) only require the average (over i) conditional
sub-Gaussianity/sub-exponentially constant to be bounded.

In the following, we discuss a few applications of Corollary 4.3 to show its generality.
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Sums of Random Variables. Suppose X1, . . . ,Xn are independent random variables taking
values in a Banach space pB, } ¨ }q for some norm } ¨ }. Take

Z “

›››››

nÿ

i“1

Xi

››››› .

Note that we do not require Xi’s to be centered. By the triangle inequality, we have

|∆i| ď }Xi ´ X 1
i} for all 1 ď i ď n.

Hence, we can take ´Ti “ Wi “ }Xi ´ X 1
i}. Corollary 4.3 implies that for all x P R

P

˜›››››

nÿ

i“1

Xi

››››› ´ E

›››››

nÿ

i“1

Xi

››››› ě x

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«˜
1 ` λ

˜
nÿ

i“1

εi}Xi ´ X 1
i} ´ x

¸¸

`

ff
for all x P R.

(11)
If one has a tail assumption such as Pp}Xi ´ X 1

i} ě tq ď F iptq for some non-increasing function
F p¨q, then the right hand side can be further bounded by

inf
λě0

E

«˜
1 ` λ

˜
nÿ

i“1

εiWi ´ x

¸¸

`

ff
,

where Wi, 1 ď i ď n are independent random variables whose survival functions are F iptq. For
instance, if }Xi ´ X 1

i} is σi-subGaussian, i.e., Pp}Xi ´ X 1
i} ě tq ď expp´t2{p2σ2

i qq for all t ě 0 and
some σi ą 0, then we can take Wi’s to be Weibull random variables with shape parameter 2.

Inequality (11) should be compared with Proposition 7 of Maurer and Pontil (2021) and The-
orem 35 of Li and Liu (2024).

Lipschitz Functions. Suppose X1, . . . ,Xn are independent random variables taking values in a
Banach space pB, } ¨ }q for some norm } ¨ }. Take Z “ F pX1, . . . ,Xnq for some function F satisfying

|F px1, . . . , xnq ´ F py1, . . . , ynq| ď
nÿ

i“1

Li}xi ´ yi} for all xi, yi.

Then |∆i| ď Li}Xi ´ X 1
i} for all 1 ď i ď n and hence, for all x P R,

P

˜›››››

nÿ

i“1

Xi

››››› ´ E

›››››

nÿ

i“1

Xi

››››› ě x

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«˜
1 ` λ

˜
nÿ

i“1

Liεi}Xi ´ X 1
i} ´ x

¸¸

`

ff
.

This inequality should be compared with Theorem 5 of Li and Liu (2024).

5 Comments and Conjectures for Unbounded Martingale Incre-

ments

Theorem 4.2 provides tail bounds for martingales with unbounded martingale increments, but
requires stochastic dominance of the increments conditional on their past. This can be a restrictive
assumption, and additionally, the bounds do not account for variances. One way to tackle both of
these issues is to consider winsorized random variables, similar to Corollary 2.4 of Pinelis (2006a).
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For example, if pXi,Fiqiě0 is a real-valued martingale difference sequence, then for any y ą 0,
pmintXi, yu,Fiqiě0 is a super-martingale difference sequence and hence, setting σ2

i “ ErX2

i |Fi´1s,
Theorem 2.1 implies

P

˜
kÿ

i“1

Xi ě x and
kÿ

i“1

σ2

i ď v2 for some 1 ď k ď n

¸

ď inf
λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

2
pyrΠv2{y ´ xq

˙
2

`

ff
` P

ˆ
max
1ďkďn

Xi ą y

˙
, for any y ě 0.

(12)

We can replace σ2

i with σ2

i pyq “ ErpmintXi, yuq2|Fi´1s. From Theorem 2.1, it is clear that one can

replace the centered Poisson, rΠv2{y, in (12) with a sum of n independent identically distributed two-
point random variables. The main result of Hahn and Klass (1997) suggests that if Xi’s are not too
heterogeneously distributed, then for the optimal choice of y, inequality (12) may be unimprovable
except for a constant multiplier. Finally, inequality (12) can be considered as an improvement of
Corollary 2.2 of Fan et al. (2012).

Allowing the winsorization to be different for the martingale increments, one can get the fol-
lowing result. Following Theorem 2.3 of Pinelis (2014b), for any random variable U , define

QαpU ; δq “ inf
tPR

t `
pErpU ´ tqα`sq1{α

δ1{α
, for α P p0,8q, δ P p0, 1q.

Note that QαprU ; δq “ rQαpU ; δq for any r ě 0.

Corollary 5.1. Suppose pXi,Fiqiě0 is a martingale difference sequence such that, for non-increasing,
non-negative function t ÞÑ gptq,

E

„ˆ
Xi

σi

´ t

˙

`

ˇ̌
ˇ̌Fi´1


ď gptq, for all t ě 0, (13)

where σi is an Fi´1-measurable random variable. Additionally, set σ2

i :“ ErX2

i |Fi´1s. Then for
any δ P p0, 1q, y ě 0, and v ą 0, with Z „ Np0, 1q,

P

˜
nď

k“1

#
kÿ

i“1

Xi ě vQ5

ˆ
Z;

δ

2

˙
`

4v2gpyq

yδ
and

kÿ

i“1

ˆ
σiy

2
`

σ2

i

2σiy

˙
ď v2

+¸
ď δ. (14)

Moreover, Q5pvZ; δ{2q ď vmin
!a

2 logp2{δq, Φ´1p1 ´ δ{11.4q
)
.

A proof of Corollary 5.1 can be found in Section S.4. Assumption (13) is weaker than a tail
assumption of the type PpXi{σi ą t|Fi´1q ď F ptq for some survival function. Also, note that
assumption (13) is equivalent to

E
“
ppXi{σiq` ´ tq` |Fi´1

‰
ď gptq for all t ě 0. (15)

See, for example, Theorem 2.1 of Marsiglietti and Melbourne (2022) for cases where (15) might hold
without the tail being dominated. Corollary 5.1 can be thought of as an analogue of Fuk-Nagaev
type inequalities (Nagaev, 1979). Also, see Rio (2017). If PpXi{σi ą u|Fi´1q ď u´q for some q ě 2
and for all u ě 0, then

ErpXi{σi ´ tq`|Fi´1s ď

ż 8

t

PpXi{σi ą u|Fi´1qdu “

ż 8

t

u´qdu “
t´q`1

q ´ 1
.

9



In this case, inequality (14) becomes

P

˜
nď

k“1

#
kÿ

i“1

Xi ě Q5pvZ; δ{2q `
4v2

pq ´ 1qδyq
and

kÿ

i“1

ˆ
σiy

2
`

σ2

i

2σiy

˙
ď v2

+¸
ď δ. (16)

This result resembles the conclusion of Corollary 4.2 of Rio (2017) but with the leading term
replaced by a Gaussian quantile rather than the crude upper bound typically obtained by the
Cramer-Chernoff technique. However, it should be stressed that in our inequality y is left as a free
parameter. Unfortunately, this makes the bound weaker because changing y with δ implies that
the Gaussian leading term will no longer be a Gaussian term.

In both inequalities (12) and (14), improvements exist in the case where σ2

i are non-stochastic
or bounded almost surely. For example, the results of Bentkus (2010) provide extensions of The-
orem 2.1 with almost sure boundedness replaced by stochastic boundedness but requiring non-
stochastic bound on the conditional variances. We could not combine the proof techniques in this
note with the results of Bentkus (2010), because we need a stochastic dominance for the “worst-case”
random variables that appear in these bounds. In detail, in the context of improved Hoeffding and
Bernstein inequalities, the worst-case random variables are two-point random variables (1) and we
know that sums of independent non-identically distributed Bernoulli’s are stochastically dominated
by sums of independent identically distributed Bernoulli with parameter being some aggregate of
individual probabilities. The same holds with Gaussian and Poisson random variables, which lead
to Theorem 3.1.

Ideally, when using winsorization, one should control
řn

i“1
mintXi, yu or

řn
i“1

mintXi, σiyu by
using the fact that in addition to the conditional variance bounded by σ2

i , these random variables
also satisfy a tail assumption (governed by (13)) before hitting y as their upper bound. As stated
currently, the inequalities (12) and (14) do not make use of this information, as was done in Rio
(2017) (for example). Using such tail information along with variance and bound, one could employ
Theorem 3 of Bentkus (2010) for any martingale increment, but due to the lack of readily available
stochastic domination of such sums, our bounds are weaker. For example, in the context of moment
generating function (MGF) based proof in Rio (2017), one gets three regimes in the MGF for
winsorized sums; see Proposition 3.5 and Eq. (3.14) there. These regimes show that the Gaussian
leading term is unaffected by the winsorization (unlike ours), and the Poisson tail when balanced
with winsorization yields the Fuk-Nagaev inequality with optimal constants. It might be possible
to use Lemmas 4.1-4.8 of Pinelis (2014a) or the results of Bentkus and Juškevičius (2008) to obtain
improvements of the Fuk-Nagaev inequalities, but our attempts to date have been unsuccessful. In
summary, it would be interesting to explore Bentkus style bounds analogues to those in Fan et al.
(2015).

In another direction, there are some results where truncation is introduced in the event of
conditional variances. For example, Dzhaparidze and Van Zanten (2001) and Fan et al. (2017)
proved the following result for a supermartingale difference sequence pXi,Fiqiě0:

P

˜
nď

k“1

#
kÿ

i“1

Xi ě x and
kÿ

i“1

ErX2

i 1tXi ď yus `
kÿ

i“1

X2

i 1tXi ą yu ď v2

+¸

ď inf
λě0

E

”
expp´λx ` λyrΠv2{yq

ı
.

Although Theorem 2.1 of Fan et al. (2017) is not stated in this form, it is equivalent; see Eq. (33)
there. It stands to reason that a stronger inequality of the Bentkus type might also hold. In

10



particular, we conjecture that the following holds

P

˜
nď

k“1

#
kÿ

i“1

Xi ě x and
kÿ

i“1

ErX2

i 1tXi ď yus `
kÿ

i“1

X2

i 1tXi ą yu ď v2

+¸

ď inf
λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

2
pyrΠv2{y ´ xq

˙
2

`

ff
.

It is not clear how to generalize the proof in Fan et al. (2017) to the positive part polynomials.
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Supplement to “On the Missing Factor in Some Concentration

Inequalities for Martingales”

Abstract

This supplement contains the proofs of all the main results in the paper and some supporting
lemmas.

S.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

The proof proceeds as follows. We first provide the bound for PpEnq with En defined based on
any supermartingale difference sequence satisfying the assumptions. Then we prove the bound for
PpEk for some 1 ď k ď nq by creating a new supermartingale difference sequence p rXi,Fiqiě0 for
which Yn

k“1
Ek “ rEn, with rEn defined using rXi, 1 ď i ď n. The proof of the inequality with n “ 8

follows from Proposition 4.8 of Pinelis (2014a).
Clearly,

PpEnq ď E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ´ x

¸¸
2

`

1tEnu

fi
fl

ď E

»
–E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ´ x

¸¸
2

`

1

#
nÿ

i“1

σ2

i ď v2

+ ˇ̌
ˇ̌Fn´1

fi
fl
fi
fl

Observe that

ErXn|Fn´1s ď 0, VarpXn|Fn´1q “ v2 ´
n´1ÿ

i“1

σ2

i , Xn ď 1 almost surely.

This implies that

E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ´ x

¸¸
2

`

1tEnu

ˇ̌
ˇ̌Fn´1

fi
fl ď E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

n´1ÿ

i“1

Xi `
λ

2
pGn ´ xq

¸2

`

1

#
nÿ

i“1

σ2

i ď v2

+ ˇ̌
ˇ̌Fn´1

fi
fl ,

where Gn P t´pv2 ´
řn´1

i“1
σ2

i q, 1u with mean zero and variance bounded by v2 ´
řn´1

i“1
σ2

i . Becauseřn´1

i“1
σ2

i is Fn´2 measurable, we can think of Gn (conditional on Fn´2) to be a centered and scaled
Bernoulli random variable. Let that (uncentered and unscaled) Bernoulli be Bn, independent of Fn.
Then there exists Fn´2 measurable constants an, bn such that Gn “ anBn`bn and ErGn|Fn´2s “ 0.

Therefore,

PpEnq ď E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
n´1ÿ

i“1

Xi ` Gn ´ x

¸¸2

`

fi
fl .

Now consider the conditional expectation given Fn´2 Y tBnu. We know

ErXn´1|Fn´2 Y tBnus ď 0, VarpXn´1|Fn´2 Y tBnuq “ σ2

n´1
, Xn´1 ď 1 almost surely.

This implies

Erp1 ` pλ{2qpXn´1 ´ uqq2`|Fn´2s ď Erp1 ` pλ{2qpGn´1 ´ uqq2`|Fn´2s, for all λ ě 0, u P R.
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Here Gn´1 P t´σ2

n´1
, 1u with mean zero (conditional on Fn´2) and variance σ2

n´1
. As before, we

can write Gn´1 “ an´1Bn´1 ` bn´1 for some Fn´2 measurable random variables an´1, bn´1 and
Bernoulli random variable Bn´1 independent of Fn so that ErGn´1|Fn´2s “ 0. Therefore,

PpEnq ď E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
n´2ÿ

i“1

Xi ` Gn´1 ` Gn ´ x

¸¸2

`

fi
fl ,

Note that conditional on Fn´2, Gn and Gn´1 are two mean zero independent random variables and
VarpGn ` Gn´1|Fn´2q “ σ2

n´1
` v2 ´

řn´1

i“1
σ2

i “ v2 ´
řn´2

i“1
σ2

i . Hence, by Lemma 4.5 of Bentkus
(2004), we can bound the right hand side with

PpEnq ď E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
n´2ÿ

i“1

Xi ` G̃n´1 ` G̃n ´ x

¸¸2

`

fi
fl ,

where G̃n´1, G̃n are IID conditional on Fn´2 and have mean zero, bounded above by 1, and equal
variances of pv2 ´

řn´2

i“1
σ2

i q{2. Note that this variance is Fn´3-measurable, which implies that we
can take G̃n´1, G̃n to be IID conditional on Fn´3.

Now consider this expectation conditional on Fn´3 Y tB̃n´1, B̃nu. We have

ErXn´2|Fn´3s ď 0,VarpXn´2|Fn´3q ď σ2

n´2
, and Xn´3 ď 1 almost surely.

Hence, we can replace Xn´2 with Gn´2. Observe that conditional on Fn´3, Gn´2, G̃n´1, G̃n are
independent random variables taking only two values, and VarpGn´2 ` G̃n´1 ` G̃n|Fn´3q “ v2 ´řn´3

i“1
σ2

i . Applying Lemma 4.5 of Bentkus (2004) again and iterating this procedure, we can bound
the probability by

PpEnq ď E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
nÿ

i“1

G̃i ´ x

¸¸
2

`

fi
fl ,

where G̃i, 1 ď i ď n are IID binary random variables taking values in t´v2{n, 1u with mean zero
and variance v2{n.

To bound the probability of Yn
k“1

Ek, define T P t1, 2, . . . , nu be the minimum k such thatřk
i“1

Xi ě x and
řk

i“1
σ2

i ď v2. If Yn
k“1

Ek does not occur, set T “ n. This is a stopping time
because tT ď iu can be determined by looking at Fi, or equivalently, tT ď iu P Fi. Then

1tEnu ď 1

#
nÿ

i“1

rXi ě x, and
nÿ

i“1

rσ2

i ď v2

+
,

where rXi “ Xi1tT ě iu and rσ2

i “ Er rX2

i |Fi´1s. Observe that
řn

i“1
rXi “

řT
i“1

Xi. Also, note that

p rXk,Fkqkě0 is a supermartingale difference sequence if pXk,Fkq is a supermartingale difference
sequence. This follows because

E

«
k`1ÿ

i“1

X̃i

ˇ̌
Fk

ff
“

k`1ÿ

i“1

ErXi1tT ě iu
ˇ̌
Fks “

kÿ

i“1

Xi1tT ě iu ` ErXk`11tT ě k ` 1u
ˇ̌
Fks,

where the last equality follows because Xi P Fk for any k ě i and 1tT ě iu “ 1 ´ 1tT ď i ´ 1u P
Fi´1 Ď Fk for any k ě i. Finally, because 1tT ě k ` 1u P Fk, we get ErXk`11tT ě ku|Fks “
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1tT ě kuErXk`1|Fks ď 0. This shows that if pXk,Fkqkě0 is a supermartingale, then p rXk,Fkqkě0

is also a supermartingale. Hence, applying the previous result, we get

P

˜
nď

k“1

Ek

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
nÿ

i“1

Gi ´ x

¸¸
2

`

fi
fl ,

where Gi, 1 ď i ď n are IID mean zero random variables such that PpGi P t´v2{n, 1uq “ 1.
Finally, from Proposition 2.8 of Pinelis (2014a), it follows that for any λ ě 0,

E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

2

˜
nÿ

i“1

rGi ´ x

¸¸
2

`

fi
fl ď E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

2
prΠv2 ´ xq

˙
2

`

ff
,

where rΠv2 is a centered Poissonpv2q random variable. Given that the right hand side is independent
of n, we get

P

˜
kÿ

i“1

Xi ě x and
kÿ

i“1

σ2

i ď v2 for some k ě 1

¸
ď inf

λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

2
prΠv2 ´ xq

˙
2

`

ff
ď

e2

2
P

˝prΠv2 ě xq,

where x ÞÑ P
˝prΠv2 ě xq is the log-concave majorant of x ÞÑ PprΠv2 ě xq.

S.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1

We have, as before,

PpEnq ď E

»
–E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

5

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ´ x

¸¸
5

`

ˇ̌
ˇ̌Fn´1

fi
fl 1

 
s2n ď v2 ´ V 2

n´1

(
fi
fl .

Conditional on Fn´1, Xn has a non-positive conditional mean, bounded by Bn, and conditional
variance bounded by σ2

n so that p1{2qpBn ` σ2
n{Bnq ď pv2 ´ V 2

n´1
q1{2. Applying Lemma 5.1.3

of Pinelis (2006b), we conclude

E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

5

˜
nÿ

i“1

Xi ´ x

¸¸
5

`

ˇ̌
ˇ̌Fn´1

fi
fl1

 
s2n ď v2 ´ V 2

n´1

(

ď E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

5

˜
n´1ÿ

i“1

Xi ` Gn ´ x

¸¸5

`

ˇ̌
ˇ̌Fn´1

fi
fl 1tVn´1 ď v2u,

where Gn|Fn´1 „ Np0, v2 ´V 2

n´1
q. Observe that v2 ´V 2

n´1
is Fn´2-measurable, which implies that

Gn|Fn´2 „ Np0, v2 ´ V 2

n´1
q. This implies

PpEnq ď E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

5

˜
n´1ÿ

i“1

Xi ` Gn ´ x

¸¸5

`

1tV 2

n´1 ď v2u

fi
fl

ď E

»
–E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

5

˜
n´2ÿ

i“1

Xi ` Gn ` Xn´1 ´ x

¸¸5

`

1tV 2

n´1
ď v2u

ˇ̌
ˇ̌Fn´2, Gn

fi
fl
fi
fl .
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Observe now that conditional on Fn´2, Gn, Xn´1 has a non-positive mean, variance σ2

n´1
, bounded

by Bn´1 so that p1{2qpBn´1 ` σ2

n´1
{Bn´1q ď sn´1 P Fn´2. Therefore, by Lemma 5.1.3 of Pinelis

(2006b), we conclude that on the event V 2

n´1
ď v2,

E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

5

˜
n´2ÿ

i“1

Xi ` Gn ` Xn´1 ´ x

¸¸5

`

ˇ̌
ˇ̌Fn´2, Gn

fi
fl

ď E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

5

˜
n´2ÿ

i“1

Xi ` Gn ` Gn´1

¸¸5

`

ˇ̌
ˇ̌Fn´2, Gn

fi
fl ,

where Gn´1|Fn´2, Gn „ Np0, s2n´1
q. This implies that Gn´1 `Gn|Fn´2 „ Np0, v2 ´V 2

n´1
`s2n´1

q “
Np0, v2 ´ V 2

n´2
q. Combining, we get

PpEnq ď E

»
–
˜
1 `

λ

5

˜
n´2ÿ

i“1

Xi ` pv2 ´ V 2

n´2q1{2Z ´ x

¸¸5

`

1tV 2

n´2 ď v2u

fi
fl ,

where Z „ Np0, 1q independent of Fn. Repeating the argument iteratively, we conclude that

PpEnq ď E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

5
pvZ ´ xq

˙
5

`

ff
.

Hence, taking the infimum over λ ě 0, we get

PpEnq ď inf
λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

5
pvZ ´ xq

˙
5

`

ff
ď 5!pe{5q5P pvZ ě xq .

Now consider the bigger event

rEn “

#
kÿ

i“1

Xi ě x and V 2

k ď v2 for some 1 ď k ď n

+
.

As before, define T as the smallest k P t1, 2, . . . , nu such that
řk

i“1
Xi ě x and V 2

k ď v2. If no

such k exists, then set T “ n. This is a stopping time, and set rXi “ Xi1tT ě iu. Then it is as
before easy to verify that p rXi,Fiq, 1 ď i ď n is a supermartingale if pXi,Fiq is a supermartingale.
Moreover, rσ2

i “ Varp rXi|Fi´1q “ σ2

i 1tT ě iu and set rsi “ p1{2qpBi ` rσ2

i {Biq. Hence,

1trEnu ď 1

#
nÿ

i“1

rXi ě x and
nÿ

i“1

rs2i ď v2

+
.

and

PprEnq ď inf
λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

5
pvZ ´ xq

˙
5

`

ff
.

This completes the proof.
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S.3 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Lemma S.3.1. Suppose X and Y are two real-valued random variables satisfying

ErpX ´ tq`s ď ErpY ´ tq`s for all t P R. (E.1)

Then ErXs ď ErY s. In other words, X ĺ1 Y implies ErXs ď ErY s.

Proof. The fact that X ĺ1 Y implies ErXs ď ErY s follows from Proposition 4 of Bentkus (2008,
Lithuanian Mathematical Journal, 48(3)). The following facts will be important: x “ x` ´x“x` ´
p´xq`. The proof is short and is as follows: Observe that

ErX ´ ts “ ErpX ´ tq`s ´ Erpt ´ Xq`s ď ErpY ´ tq`s “ ErY ´ ts ` Erpt ´ Y q`s.

Therefore,
ErXs ď ErY s ` Erpt ´ Y q`s for all t P R.

Taking the limiting as t Ñ ´8 implies the result.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. The inequality ErT s ď ErXs ď ErW s follows from Lemma S.3.1. Because
T ĺ0 W (i.e., PpT ą xq ď PpW ą xq for all x), we get aq ď bq for all q P r0, 1s. If q “ 0, then
aq is the right end of the support of T and hence, Ppξq ď xq “ PpT ď xq for all x ă aq and

Ppξq ď aqq “ 1. This implies ξ0
d
“ T . Similarly, ξ1

d
“ W .

Setting Fξqpxq “ Ppξq ď xq, FT pxq “ PpT ď xq, and FW pxq “ PpW ď xq, we get

Erξqs “

ż
1

0

F´1

ξq
pδqdδ “

ż
1´q

0

F´1

T pδqdδ `

ż
1

1´q

F´1

W pδqdδ “ Erηs `

ż
1

1´q

pF´1

W pδq ´ F´1

T pδqqdδ.

Because T ĺ0 W , we get differentiability and non-decreasing property of q ÞÑ Erξqs.
To show the final property X ĺ1 ξq0 , we consider three cases: (i) t ď aq0 , (ii) aq0 ă t ă bq0 , (iii)

t ě bq0 . The first and third cases are easy to prove from ´X ĺ1 ´T and X ĺ1 W . For example, if
t ď aq0 ,

ErpX ´ tq`s “ ErpX ´ tqs ` Erpt ´ Xq`s ď Erpξq0 ´ tqs ` Erpt ´ T q`s.

For t ď aq0 ,

Erpt ´ T q`s “

ż 8

0

Ppt ´ T ą sqds “

ż t

´8
PpT ă uqdu “

ż t

´8
Ppξq0 ă uqdu “ Erpt ´ ξq0q`s,

where the condition t ď aq0 is used in the penultimate equality. Therefore, ErpX ´ tq`s ď Erpξq0 ´
tq`s for t ď aq0 .

If aq0 ă t ă bq0 , then note that

Erpξq0´tq`s “

ż bq0

t

Ppξq0 ą sqds`

ż 8

bq0

Ppξq0 ą sqds “ q0pbq0´tq`

ż 8

bq0

PpW ą sqds “ q0pbq0´tq`ErpW´tq`s.

On the other hand, we can write

t “
bq0 ´ t

bq0 ´ aq0
aq0 `

t ´ aq0
bq0 ´ aq0

bq0 ,

which implies

ErpX ´ tq`s ď
bq0 ´ t

bq0 ´ aq0
ErpX ´ aq0q`s `

t ´ aq0
bq0 ´ aq0

ErpX ´ bq0q`s.
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From case (i) & (iii), this can be upper bounded as

ErpX ´ tq`s ď
bq0 ´ t

bq0 ´ aq0
Erpξq0 ´ aq0q`s `

t ´ aq0
bq0 ´ aq0

ErpW ´ bq0q`s “ Erpξq0 ´ tq`s,

where the last equality follows from the expression for Erpξq0 ´ tq`s.

S.4 Proof of Corollary 5.1

For any δ P p0, 1q, set

x1 “ inf
tPR

t `
pErpvZ ´ tq`sq1{5

pδ{2q5
, and x2 “

4v2gpyq

yδ
. (E.2)

From the proof of Theorem 2.1, it suffices to prove that PpEnq ď δ, where

En “

#
nÿ

i“1

Xi ě x1 ` x2 and
nÿ

i“1

ˆ
σiy

2
`

σ2

i

2σiy

˙
ď v2

+
.

Observe that En Ď E
p1q
n Y E

p2q
n where

E
p1q
n :“

#
nÿ

i“1

mintXi, σiyu ě x1 and
nÿ

i“1

ˆ
σiy

2
`

σ2

i

2σiy

˙
ď v2

+
,

E
p2q
n :“

#
nÿ

i“1

pXi ´ σiyq` ě x2 and
nÿ

i“1

σi ď
2v2

y

+
.

Because pmintXi, σiyu,Fiqiě0 is a supermartingale difference sequence, Theorem 3.1 implies that

PpEp1q
n q ď inf

λě0

E

«ˆ
1 `

λ

5
pvZ ´ x1q

˙
5

`

ff
ď min

"
e´x2

1
{p2v2q,

5!e5

55
p1 ´ Φpx1{vqq

*
. (E.3)

From Eq. (2.2), Theorem 2.3 of Pinelis (2014b), and our choice of x1 in (E.2), we get PpE
p1q
n q ď δ{2.

The second inequality of (E.3) implies that

Q5pvZ; δ{2q ď min
!
v
a

2 logp2{δq, vΦ´1p1 ´ δ{11.4q
)
.

To bound the probability of E
p2q
n , set Vk :“ 1t

řk
i“1

σi ď 2v2{yu for 1 ď k ď n. Note that, by
assumption, σi P Fi´1, Vk P Fk´1. This fact will be used in the following without specific reference.
Note that, by Markov inequality,

PpEp2q
n q ď

1

x2
E

«
nÿ

i“1

pXi ´ σiyq`1 tVnu

ff

ď
1

x2
E

«
n´1ÿ

i“1

pXi ´ σiyq`1tVn´1u `

˜
2v2

y
´

n´1ÿ

i“1

σi

¸
1tVn´1uErpXn{σn ´ yq`|Fn´1s

ff

ď
1

x2
E

«
n´1ÿ

i“1

pXi ´ σiyq`1tVn´1u `

˜
2v2

y
´

n´1ÿ

i“1

σi

¸
gpyq1tVn´1u

ff
.
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This implies, again by (13),

PpEp2q
n q ď

1

x2
E

«
n´2ÿ

i“1

pXi ´ σiyq`1tVn´2u `

˜
2v2

y
´

n´1ÿ

i“1

σi

¸
1tVn´1ugpyq

ff

` E rσn´11tVn´1uErpXn´1{σn´1 ´ yq`|Fn´2ss

ď
1

x2
E

«
n´2ÿ

i“1

pXi ´ σiyq`1tVn´2u `

˜
2v2

y
´

n´2ÿ

i“1

σi

¸
1tVn´2ugpyq

ff
.

Repeating this argument further, we get

PpEp2q
n q ď

2v2gpyq

yx2
.

Our choice of x2 in (E.2) implies that PpE
p2q
n q ď δ{2. This completes the proof of the inequality

PpEnq ď δ and proves the result.
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