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Abstract

We construct a new tail bound for the sum of independent random variables
for situations in which the expected value of the sum is known and each random
variable lies within a specified interval, which may be different for each variable.
This new bound can be computed by solving a two-dimensional convex optimization
problem. Simulations demonstrate that the new bound is often substantially tighter
than Hoeffding’s inequality for cases in which both bounds are applicable.
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1 Introduction

The celebrated Hoeffding’s inequality (Hoeffding 1963, Theorem 2) has been a cornerstone

for probability and statistics over the last 60 years. This inequality, which we refer to as

the “general Hoeffding inequality,” concerns the sum of n independent random variables,

(X1, . . . , Xn). Each variable Xi lies in some known interval [ai, bi], for i ∈ {1, . . . n}. In this

article, without loss of generality, we assume that ai = 0 for each i. The general Hoeffding

inequality states that the sum of these random variables, S =
∑n

i=1Xi, is unlikely to greatly

exceed its expected value, µ = E[S]. In particular, for any t ≥ 0,

P(S ≥ µ+ t) ≤ exp

(
−2t2/

n∑
i=1

b2i

)
. (1)

Hoeffding’s seminal work also included a less well-known bound, which is applicable only if

every bounding interval is of the same length and the expected value µ is known (Hoeffding

1963, Theorem 1). If bi = 1 for every i, then

P(S ≥ µ+ t) ≤
(

µ

µ+ t

)nµ+nt(
1− µ

1− µ− t

)n−nµ−nt

. (2)

We refer to Equation (2) as the “specialized Hoeffding inequality.” Equation (2) is tighter

than Equation (1) in situations where both are applicable.

In this article, we propose a computable bound for the sum of independent random

variables for situations in which the expected value of the sum is known and each random

variable is known to lie in a fixed interval of arbitrary size, which may differ among variables.

Such bounds are useful for hypothesis testing regarding the sum’s expected value based on

an observed realization. The new bound can be calculated by solving a two-dimensional

convex optimization problem. The result reduces to Equation (2) in the special case that

bi = 1 for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. We use simulations to demonstrate that the new bound

can be much tighter than the general Hoeffding inequality in situations where both are

applicable and the specialized Hoeffding inequality is not.

2 Notation and preliminaries

Consider a set of probability distributions on independent bounded random variables. For

any scalar c ≥ 0, let Mc denote the space of probability distributions with support on
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[0, c]. For any vector of interval lengths b ∈ (R+)m and fixed value µ, let

Mb,µ =

{
p ∈

m∏
i=1

Mbi :
m∑
i=1

EXi∼pi [Xi] ≤ µ

}
. (3)

In other words, a random vector X = (X1, . . . Xn) drawn according to a member of Mb,µ

satisfies three conditions: (i) each variable is independent, (ii) Xi ∈ [0, bi] for each i, and

(iii) the expected sum over the vector is at most µ.

Hoeffding (1963, Theorem 2) provides a tail bound for the variable S =
∑m

i=1 Xi when

X is drawn according to Mb,µ, for fixed b and µ. To construct this bound, Hoeffding

(1963) first considers a tail bound for a particular p ∈ Mb,µ. Let

φ(p, s) = inf
t≥0

(
m∑
i=1

logEXi∼pi [exp(tXi)]− ts

)
.

If X is drawn according to any member of Mb,µ, the Chernoff–Cramér bound gives that

logP (S ≥ s) is at most supp∈Mb,µ
φ(p, s). To produce a bound that is universal for all

members of Mb,µ, Hoeffding (1963) therefore considers the quantity

φ∗
b,µ(s) = sup

p∈Mb,µ

φ(p, s) = sup
p∈Mb,µ

inf
t≥0

(
m∑
i=1

logEXi∼pi [exp(tXi)]− ts

)
. (4)

This leads to a tail bound for S in terms of φ∗:

P (S ≥ s) ≤ exp(φ∗
b,µ(s)). (5)

Equation (5) is the worst-case Chernoff–Cramér bound for a sum of independent random

variables (X1, . . . Xn) with each Xi ∈ [0, bi] and
∑n

i=1 E[Xi] = µ.

To compute the right-hand side of Equation (5), Hoeffding (1963) considers two different

readily computable expressions for φ∗. In one theorem, a formula for φ∗
b,µ is provided for

the special case in which b1 = · · · = bm = 1, leading to the specialized Hoeffding inequality,

Equation (2). In another theorem, an upper bound is produced for φ∗
b,µ in the general case

of arbitrary b, namely, φ∗
b,µ(s) ≤ −2(s − µ)2/

∑m
i=1 b

2
i , leading to the general Hoeffding

inequality.

Our contribution in the next section is to show how φ∗ can be exactly computed for

arbitrary interval lengths b. By substituting this exact value of φ∗ into Equation (5), an

improved tail bound for the sum of bounded independent random variables follows.
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3 Optimizing the worst-case Chernoff–Cramér bound

We now show that φ∗ (cf. Equation 4) can be computed by solving a two-dimensional con-

vex optimization problem. We begin by expressing φ∗ as the solution to a high-dimensional

convex optimization problem and then demonstrate how to reduce this problem to a more

tractable two-dimensional one.

Equation (4) defines φ∗ as the solution to a maximin problem that involves maximizing

over distributions and minimizing over values of t > 0. The inner one-dimensional min-

imization over t can be commuted with the outer infinite-dimensional maximization over

p ∈ Mb,µ. Once the minimization and maximization operators have been commuted, the

inner problem reduces to a finite-dimensional optimization problem. This leads to a new

expression for φ∗, as shown below.

Theorem 3.1. Fix b = (b1, . . . bn), µ ∈ [0,
∑n

i=1 bi], and s ∈ [0,
∑n

i=1 bi]. Let

T =

{
τ ∈

m∏
i=1

[0, bi] :
m∑
i=1

τi = µ

}
.

Then, φ∗
b,µ(s) from Equation (4) can be expressed as

φ∗
b,µ(s) = min

t≥0

(
max
τ∈T

m∑
i=1

log (1 + τi(exp(bit)− 1)/bi)− ts

)
.

The high-dimensional minimax problem from Theorem 3.1 can be reduced to a two-

dimensional convex optimization problem.

Theorem 3.2. Fix b = (b1, . . . bn), µ ∈ [0,
∑n

i=1 bi], and s ∈ [0,
∑n

i=1 bi]. Let ξ(b, t) =

(exp(bt)− 1)/a,

τ ∗i (t, λ) = min

(
max

(
ξ(bi, t)− λ

ξ(bi, t)λ
, 0

)
, bi

)
,

and

g(t, λ; s) =
∑
i

log (1 + ξ(bi, t)τ
∗
i (t, λ)) + λ

(
µ−

∑
i

τ ∗i (t, λ)

)
− ts.

Then, g is convex and φ∗
b,µ(s) from Equation (4) can be expressed as

φ∗
b,µ(s) = min

t,λ≥0
g(t, λ; s).

Moreover, the mapping t 7→ minλ g(t, λ; s) is convex and the mapping λ 7→ g(t, λ) is convex

for each t ≥ 0.
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Figure 1: The new bounds are tighter than the general Hoeffding inequality. We consider

three choices of fixed expected value, µ ∈ {0.8, 0.9, 0.95}. We compare tail bounds based

on the general Hoeffding inequality (Hoeffding 1963, Theorem 2) with the new bounds; the

latter are calculated using Theorem 3.2. The top plot shows the bounds. The bottom plot

demonstrates the factor of improvement, showing ratios of the two bounds on a log scale.

This theorem suggests two methods for computing φ∗. One method involves directly

minimizing the two-dimensional convex function t, λ 7→ g(t, λ; s) and the other involves

minimizing the one-dimensional convex function t 7→ minλ g(t, λ; s). Because each eval-

uation of the objective function of the latter requires solving a different one-dimensional

convex optimization problem, in our simulations, we use the first method.

4 Simulations

We use simulations to assess the degree of improvement over the general Hoeffding inequal-

ity. First, we sample a vector interval lengths, b ∈ R200, uniformly at random from the

set of lengths such that B =
∑100

i=1 bi = 1. We define S to be the sum of 200 independent

random variables, (X1, . . . , X200), where each Xi is constrained to the interval [0, bi] for

i ∈ {1, . . . , 200}.
For any fixed value of µ and any value s ≥ µ, our new results provide an upper bound

on P(S > s), assuming E[S] = µ. The general Hoeffding inequality can also be used to
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produce a bound on P(S > s), offering a natural point of comparison. These bounds on

P(S > s) have practical implications, such as facilitating hypothesis testing for E[S] = µ

given an observed realization of S.

Figure 1 compares our new bounds with the general Hoeffding inequality for µ ∈
{0.8, 0.9, 0.95}, showing how they vary as a function of s. In many cases, our bounds

are orders of magnitude tighter than those derived from the general Hoeffding inequality,

demonstrating their advantage in tail estimation.

Proofs

To prove Theorem 3.1, it is convenient to view Mb,µ from Equation (3) as a topological

vector space. For any scalar b ≥ 0, let Mb denote the space of probability measures with

support on [0, b]. Endowing Mb with the weak-∗ topology, we view Mb as a topological

vector space. Note that Mb is compact and convex. For any values b ∈ (R+)m and fixed

expected value µ, let

Mb,µ =

{
p ∈

∏
i

Mbi :
∑
i

EXi∼pi [Xi] ≤ µ

}
.

Here
∏

i Mbi denotes a direct sum of a topological vector spaces. For example, if p ∈ Mb,µ

then p = (p1, . . . , pm) where each pi ∈ Mbi . Recall that addition is computed in the

following manner for such direct sum spaces: for any p, q ∈ Mb,µ, (p + q) = ((p1 +

q1), . . . , (pm + qm)). This seemingly excessive formality is necessary to clarify that Mb,µ is,

in fact, convex.

Theorem (Restatement of Theorem 3.1). Fix b = (b1, . . . bn), µ ∈ [0,
∑n

i=1 bi], and s ∈
[0,
∑n

i=1 bi]. Let T = {τ ∈ ∏m
i=1[0, bi] :

∑m
i=1 τi = µ}. Then φ∗

b,µ(s) from Equation (4) can

be expressed as

φ∗
b,µ(s) = min

t≥0

(
max
τ∈T

m∑
i=1

log (1 + τi(exp(bit)− 1)/bi)− ts

)
.

Proof. Fix s. Let ξ(b, t) = (exp(bt)− 1)/a. Let

f(t,p) =
∑
i

logEBi∼pi [exp(tBi)]− ts.
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Our object of interest is may be given as mintmaxp f(t,p). Our first step is to reverse the

order of the minimization and maximization by applying Sion’s minimax theorem (Komiya

1988). We observe the following.

• f is convex with respect to t, as it is the sum of cumulant generating functions.

• f is concave with respect to p, due to Jensen’s inequality.

• f is continuous with respect both p and t.

• Mb,µ is both convex and compact.

• [0,∞) is convex (though not compact).

Sion’s minimax theorem thus shows that

min
t≥0

max
p∈Mb,µ

f(t,p) = inf
t≥0

max
p∈Mb,µ

f(t,p).

For any fixed t, the maximization of f may be reduced to a finite-dimensional problem.

First, we rewrite the maximization problem by introducing auxiliary variables, as follows:

max
p,τ

f(t,p)

s.t. τi ∈ [0, bi]

pi ∈ Mbi

τi =
∑
i

EBi∼pi [Bi]∑
i

τi ≤ µ

For any fixed τ , Hoeffding (Hoeffding 1963, proof of Theorem 1) showed that the cumulant

generating functions can be maximized by setting each pi to be a scaled Bernoulli random

variable, namely

pi = δ0

(
1− τi

bi

)
+ δbi

τi
bi

where δx represents the point mass at x. Under this distribution,

logEpi [exp (tBi)] = log (1 + ξ(bi, t)τi) .
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Note that this is monotone increasing in τ , so the constraint
∑

i τi ≤ µ may be replaced

with the constraint
∑

i τi = µ without changing the result. Our problem thus reduces to

the desired form.

Theorem (Restatement of Theorem 3.2). Fix b = (b1, . . . bn), µ ∈ [0,
∑n

i=1 bi], and s ∈
[0,
∑n

i=1 bi]. Let ξ(b, t) = (exp(bt)− 1)/a,

τ ∗i (t, λ) = min

(
max

(
ξ(bi, t)− λ

ξ(bi, t)λ
, 0

)
, bi

)
,

and

g(t, λ; s) =
∑
i

log (1 + ξ(bi, t)τ
∗
i (t, λ)) + λ

(
µ−

∑
i

τ ∗i (t, λ)

)
− ts.

Then, g is convex and φ∗
b,µ(s) from Equation (4) can be expressed as

φ∗
b,µ(s) = min

t,λ≥0
g(t, λ; s).

Moreover, the mapping t 7→ minλ g(t, λ; s) is convex and the mapping λ 7→ g(t, λ) is convex

for each t ≥ 0.

Proof. Let T = {τ ∈∏m
i=1[0, bi] :

∑m
i=1 τi = µ}. Recall from Theorem 3.1 that

φ∗
b,µ(s) = min

t≥0

(
max
τ∈T

m∑
i=1

log (1 + τi(exp(bit)− 1)/bi)− ts

)
.

For any fixed t ≥ 0, we begin by rewriting the inner maximization problem in terms of

f(τ ; t) =


∑

i log (1 + ξ(bi, t)τi)− ts if τ ∈∏i[0, bi]

−∞ else.

The inner maximization problem is thus equivalent to

max
τ :

∑
i τi=µ

f(τ ; t).

The associated Lagrangian function is given by

L(τ, λ; t) =
∑
i

log (1 + ξ(bi, t)τi) + λ

(
µ−

∑
i

τi

)
− ts.
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For any fixed t ≥ 0, observe that ξ(bi, t) is positive and thus τ 7→ L (τ, λ; t) is concave. The

argument maximizing τ 7→ L(τ, λ; t) is given by τ ∗i (t, λ). Thus g(t, λ) = maxτ L(τ, λ; t),
the Lagrangian dual for a convex optimization problem with convex constraints. There is

at least one feasible point, namely τi = biµ/
∑

j aj, so strong duality holds and

max
τ∈

∏
i[0,bi]∑

i τi=µ

∑
i

log (1 + ξ(bi, t)τi)− ts = min
λ

g(t, λ)

as desired.

We now demonstrate that g is convex. First, observe that L is affine in λ and convex

in t. Thus g is a pointwise maximum of a family of convex functions: it is convex.

Finally, we demonstrate that t 7→ minλ g(t, λ) is convex. Observe that, for any fixed

τi ≥ 0, the mapping

t 7→
∑
i

log (1 + ξ(bi, t)τi)− ts

is convex in t. Thus minλ g(t, λ) is also the pointwise maximum of a family of convex

functions: it is also convex.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Demonstrating the new bound: Code for solving the two-dimensional convex opti-

mization problem involved in the new bound, together with demonstrations of its

use. (Jupyter notebook)
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