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Abstract: We investigate the properties of a discrete-time martingale
{Xm}mez~,, where all differences between adjacent random variables
are limited to be not more than a constant as a promise. In this situation,
it is known that the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality holds, which gives an
upper bound of a probability for exceptional events. The inequality gives
a simple form of the upper bound, and it has been utilized for many
investigations. However, the inequality is not tight. We give an explicit
expression of a tight upper bound, and we show that it and the bound
obtained from the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality have different asymptotic
behaviors.
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1. Introduction and preliminary

Providing concentration inequalities is one of the ultimate goals of proba-
bility theory. Actually, many types of such inequalities [3, 5, 2, 1, 12, 6, 7]
have been derived and applied in a huge number of fields where probabilistic
events occur. However, almost all of them do not give tight bounds. There-
fore, much effort has been spent in obtaining tighter inequalities [10, 11,
4, 8, 9] to provide benefits for those fields, but it is still difficult to get a
tight bound itself. The Azuma-Hoeffding inequality [1] is one of the famous
and widely used concentration inequalities. It gives an upper bound of a
tail probability for a discrete-time martingale with bounded jumps, but the
bound is not tight, unfortunately. We explicitly present a tight bound of the
tail probability in the case where all the jumps are bounded by a single con-
stant. The derived expression enables us to compare the tight bound with
that given from the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality.
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We first show the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality strictly to make this manuscript
self-contained, though it is well known. We introduce a probabilistic space
(2, F,P) and a martingale {X] }nez.,, where all differences between adja-
cent random variables are limited. Precisely speaking, we consider a series
of random variables which satisfies the relations

P(| X1 — X0 <emg1) = 1, (1)
E (X, 1|Fn) = X, almost surely (a.s.), (2)
E(X,|7,) = Xl (3)

for any m € Z>q, where {¢,}nez., is an arbitrary series of real numbers,

and {F}},ez., is a filtration, i.e., F) is a o-algebra which satisfies 7/, C

F! 4 C F for any n € Zo. The first relation, (1), is the bounded difference

condition, and the other relations, (2), (3), are the conditions for {X], },ez.,

to be a martingale. In this case, the relations -
2

P(X, — X} >x) < R 1
( m 0= l‘) = eXp( 2an:1 C%)’ ( )
2
P (X, - X}|>2) < 2exp(———m— 5
(‘ m 0‘ = l‘) — eXp( ZEnm:1 C%) ( )
hold for non-negative x € R and m € Zx>q. This is the Azuma-Hoeffding

inequality.

In this paper, we consider the special case where the variables ¢, take
the same value ¢ for any n € Zs>g, and present tight upper bounds of
P(X], — X{ > zc) and P (| X, — X{| > zc) in the case where z is an integer.
The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we explicitly ex-
plain our main result. In sections 3 and 4, we prove lemmas which directly
give our main result. In section 5, our tight bound is numerically compared
with the bound given from the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality. The last section
is devoted to a conclusion.

2. Main claim

Our main claim in this paper is as follows:

Theorem 1. We assume x,y € Z>q and that random variables {Xn}nezzo
satisfy the relations

P(|Xm41 = X[ <) = 1, (6)
E(Xpmi1|Fm) = Xm as, (7)
E (Xm’fm) = Xm (8)
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for any m € Z>o, where ¢ and {Fy, }ne 2., are an appropriate positive con-
stant number and a filtration, respectively. In this case, the inequality

P(Xm_XO ZwCV—yC 2 Xm_XO) S G(‘Tayam) (9)

holds, where G(x,y,m) for z,y,m € Zxq is defined below. Furthermore,
the bound is tight. Precisely speaking, for given x,y € Z>q case, there are
random variables Xo, X1, -+ for which the left value in the relation (9) is
equal to G(z,y,m) for any m € Z>q.

The definition of G(x,y,m) is as follows: When x = 0 and y = 0,
G(z,y,m) is defined to be 1. In the other cases,

G(z,y,m)
R m—x m—x
= ) 2[b(LTJ—(a:+y)n,2LTJ+x+2)
n=0
—2Ib(L%j—y—(x+y)n,2{uj+x+2)
+2Ib(L$j—(x+y)n,2L$J+y+2)
_zjb(Lm_yJ—x—(m+y)n,2L$J+y+2) (10)

where Iy, is a cumulative distribution function of a binomial-like distribution

n

Ib(n,m) = Z L+ (D) m! (11)

| —
g 2m zl(m — 2)!

Here and hereafter, we use the following notations: |[a] for a € R is
the floor function, i.e. the largest integer which is not larger than a, and

Y_, f(z) for y < z is considered to be 0, which indicates that Ib(—n,m)
for n,m € Z>1 is equal to 0, for example.

The upper bound G(z,y,m) has a closed form but a somewhat compli-

cated one. Therefore, we give a simple bound as a corollary.

Corollary 1. For any non-negative integers x,y,m € Zxq, any real positive
number ¢ € R and any martingale { X, fnez., which satisfies condition (6),
the relation

IED(AXVm_AXVOZJJ‘C\/_ZJC > Xm_XO)

< (Tl 2T e D)+ 20(1 5

-y,

m—y
2 2

(12)
holds.
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This corollary can be obtained from the trivial relation P(AV B) <
P(A) + P(B) and the explicit expression G(x,+o00,m) = G(+oo,z,m) =
20, (| 252 ], 2| 252 | 4+ 2+ 2), which is directly derived from the definition of
G. This is not a tight bound in a part of the region z,y, m € Z>o. However,
it is not such a slack one (see section 5)

To prove theorem 1, it is enough to prove it in the case of ¢ = 1 since
relations (6)~(9) become those for ¢ = 1 by replacing X,, with cX,, for
n € Z>o. Therefore, in the followings, we treat only the case of ¢ = 1 without
loss of generality. We divide the claim of the theorem into two parts: 1) The
inequality (9) holds. 2) The bound given by the inequality (9) is tight. The
following two lemmas are sufficient conditions for each claim:

Lemma 1. We consider a series of random wvariables {Xn}nezzo, which
satisfies assumptions (6), (7) and (8) for ¢ = 1, and random variables X, Y
such that

E(X|%) = X, (13)
E(Y|FR) =Y, (14)
X+Y € Zso. (15)

The relation
P(Xp—Xo>XV-Y > X, — Xo|F) < Hyiym(X -Y), (16)

holds for any m € Z>o (a.s.). Here, Hy (t) is a piecewise linear and con-
nective function that connects the discrete function G(3(n+t),3(n—t),m)
with respect tot € R for any n,m € Zxq in the region |t| < n, and is defined
as

Hym(t) = 1 (17)
in the other regions.

This is a sufficient condition of the inequality (9) since both sides of
Eq.(16) become those of Eq. (9) for ¢ = 1 by taking the average of these
values in the case where both X and Y are constant non-negative integers
x and y, respectively.

Note that, the function H, ,,(t) can be written explicitly as

Hym(t) = (1- n?—i-t +2)G(z,n — z,m)
+ (nTH —2)G(z+1,n—z—1,m)
n+t
= |2 (18)
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for any n,m € Z>¢ and |t| < n. The connectivity of H,, ,,(t) at the point |t| =
n can be checked from the facts that G(n,0,m) = G(0,n,m) = Hy m(n —
0) = Hypm(—n+0) =1 (see Appendix A.1 ) and Hy, y(n+0) = Hy pm(—n —
0) =1 from definition (17)

The tightness is given from the following lemma constructively:

Lemma 2. For given non-negative integers x,y € Z>o, we construct ran-

dom variables Yl(x’y), 2(:(:,y)7 -+, which are successively and probabilistically

decided as follows: The candidates of these random wvariables are only 1, 0,
and —1. If Y.} Y™ s in the region {z|x > z > —y}, Y, s equal to
+1 with probability % In other cases, Yrgf’y) is equal to 0 with probability

1. In the case of Xy, = Y 0" y, =) for m € Zxo, assumptions (6), (7)
and (8) for ¢ =1 are satisfied with an appropriate filtration, and the value
P(X,, —Xo >V —y > X, — Xo) is equal to G(z,y, m) for anym € Z>.

In the next two sections, we prove the lemmas.
3. Proof of lemma 1

We prove lemma 1 by the mathematical induction for m.
When m=0, we can check relation (16) easily from

1 when x <0ory<0,
> —y > = - -
P02z Vv —y=>0) {0 when z > 0 and y > 0, (19)
=1 when [t| > n,
Hyo(t) { >0 whent < n. (20)

The first relation is trivial. The first line in the second relation is equiv-
alent just to the definition (17), and the second line is justified from the
piecewise linearity, connectivity of the function H, (t), and the positiv-
ity of the function at the ends of each piece, i.e., H,o(t) > 0 for t €
{-n,—n+2,--- ,n — 2,n}, which comes from the property G(z,y,0) > 0
for x,y € Z>¢ (see Appendix A.1 and A.2). Therefore,

PO>X VvV =Y >0[F) < HxyvoX-Y) (21)

where we implicitly use relations (13) and (14).
Next we fix an integer mg € Z>1, and we suppose that, in the case of
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m =mgy — 1 € Z>, relation (16) holds (a.s.). We can give

P(Xme—Xo>X V =Y > Xy — Xo|F)
= E(P (X, — X1 > (X — X1+ Xo)
V — (Y + X1 — Xo) > Xy — X1|F1) | F0)
< E(Hx4vme—1(X =Y —2X; +2X0)|F)  as. (22)

The first equality comes from the relation P (‘Q) =K (]P’ ("Q’ ) ‘Q) for G C
G'. To prove the inequality in the third line, we use relation (16) for m =
mo — 1 with the substitution X,, < X, 41, Fn < Fnt1 for n € {0,1,---},
and X < X — X1+ Xy, Y «+ Y+ X; — Xj. Note that, relations (13) and (14)
for replaced random variables are given just from the relation E (A|Q) =A
= E (A‘g’) = A for G C G'. As a result, it is enough to check the relation

E (Hx+vme—1(X =Y —2X1 +2X0)|Fo) < Hxjymo(X —Y) as.
(23)

A sufficient condition for the above relation is that
E(Hpm-1(t—22)) < Hymn(t) (24)

for any non-negative integers n,m — 1 € Zx>(, any real number ¢ € R, and
any random variable Z whose expected value is 0 and whose absolute value
is not more than 1, i.e., E(Z) = 0, and |Z| < 1. Relation (23) is derived
from relation (24) by substituting E (-!.7-"0), X1 —Xp, X+Y,and X - Y
into E(-), Z, n, and t, respectively. The substitution of random variables
into constants is justified because the variables are fixed numbers under the
condition identified by Fy, i.e., relations (13) and (14) hold. The conditions
for Z in this case, ie., E (X1 — X0|.7-"0) = 0 and |X; — Xy| < 1, are given
from assumptions (7), (8), and (6) for ¢ =1 (a.s.).

In the following, we show sufficient condition (24) by dividing this situa-
tion into four cases as follows:

1) When [t| > n or n € {0, 1} holds,

E(Hpmo1(t —22)) < E(1)=1= Hymn(t). (25)

The first equality comes from the property H, ,(t') < 1 for ¢’ € R (see
Appendix B.2). The last relation is just definition (17) in the case of |t| > n
or n = 0, and it is justified in the case of n = 1 from relation (18) and
G(1,0,m) = G(0,1,m) =1 for m € Z>; (see Appendix A.1).
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2) When [t| <n —2,

E(Hpm-1(t —22))
1+Z 1-7

S E(T n,m—l(t - 2) + THn,m—l(t + 2))
1 1
= §Hn7m_1(t —-2)+ §Hn,m_1(t +2)
= Hpn(t). (26)

The first inequality comes from the facts that H,, ,,—1(¢') is convex as a
function of ¢’ € {¢'||t'| < n} (see Appendix B.1) and the assumption | Z| < 1.
The second relation just comes from E (Z) = 0. The last relation can be
derived from the definition of H (see Appendix B.3).

3) Whenn —2 <t <nand n € Z>3 hold,

E (Hpym1(t — 22))
1-z *t+Z

< E Hypo1(t—2
< Bl g =)
L e
= Hypmo1(t—2
Tt g agtmato2)
< Hy(t). (27)

The first inequality is justified since the relation
1-z t+Z

Hn,m—l(t_ZZ) < —t+ 7
L+57 1+

Hym—1(t —2) (28)

holds when |Z| < 1. This relation itself is guaranteed in the case of —"T_t <
Z < 1 because of the convexity of Hy, ,,—1(t) for t —2 <t < n. Even in
the case of —1 < Z < —"T_t, the left hand side of the relation is equal to

n—t
1= li_né + lj_—;tz by definition (17), and the right hand side of the relation
2 2

is lower bounded by 1, which is checked from the non-positivity of :itn;tz
and the relation H,, ,,—1(t —2) <1 (see Appendix B.2). The second relation
of Eq. (27) just comes from E (Z) = 0. The last relation can be derived from
the definition of H (see Appendix B.3).

4) When —n <t < —n + 2 and n € Zx>y hold, relation (24) is directly
derived from the third case and the symmetry Hy, ,,/ (t') = Hy, 5y (—t'), which

comes from the symmetry G(x,y,m’) = G(y,z,m’), i.e.,
P(Hpm-1(t —22)) = P(Hpm-1(—t—2(—2)))
< Hn,m(_t) - Hn,m(t)- (29)
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The first and the last equalities come from the symmetry, and the second
relation can be derived from the inequality in the third case by replacing ¢
and Z with —t and —Z.

4. Proof of lemma 2

We consider {Yéi’%)}w,ymezzo as the random variables, which are defined
in lemma 2. From the definition, any probability for each configuration of
{Yéif )}1‘73/,716220 is uniquely defined. Therefore, we can define

n=1 n=1

for any x,y,m € Z>o.
Now, we suppose that x, y are non-negative fixed integers, X,, is a random
variable equal to Y ", Y,&"””, and {fn}nelzo is a filtration such that F,, :=

.Fr(f’y) is a o-algebra generated by random variables Yl(m’y), Yz(x’y), e ,Yn(x’y)
for any n € Z>1, and Fy = {¢, Q}. From these assumptions, condition (8)
is obtained. We can also easily check that relations (6) and (7) for ¢ = 1

are satisfied since the following two facts can be checked: First, |Yrgﬁﬁ)| is

always not more than 1. Second, the expected value of erﬁzi) is equal to

zero under the condition that only random variables {ngx’y)}ne{l,27... ,m} are
given. Therefore, the last thing we have to do in the rest of this section is to
prove the relation G(x,y,m) = G(x,y,m) for z,y,m € Z>o. The structure
of the proof is as follows: We give boundary conditions and a recurrence
relation which identify G(x,y, m), and we check that G(z,y, m) satisfies the
same boundary conditions and the recurrence relation.

We can evaluate the boundary conditions of the function G(z,y,m) as
follows: We can check that both Yn(f_’? ) and Yé%’) are equal to 0 with prob-
ability 1 for any z,y,n € Z>¢. This fact indicates

G(z,0,m) = GO,ym)=P0O>0V —y>0)=P0>2 VvV 0>0)=1
(31)
for x,y,m € Z>p. The other boundary condition

G(xz,y,0) = P(O0>xz VvV —y>0)=0. (32)

for z,y € Z>1 can be derived trivially.
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The recurrence relation we use is

G(z,y,m)
= E(P(Z Yrngy) >x — Y'l(l‘,y) V. _(y + Yl(x,y)) > Zyygx,y)‘fl(x,y)))
n=2 n=2
= E(G(:E — Y'l(yyz)7 Yy + le(y,z)’m o 1))
1 )
= 3(G@-Ly+lm-)+Ce+Ly—1m—1) (33)

where z,y,m € Z>1. The first equality comes from the definition of G(z,y,m)
and the property P (-) = E (P (-|7’)) for any o-algebra 7/ C F. In the sec-
ond equality, we use the relation

]P)(Yl(x’y) =y, y2(m,y) =ag,- - 7Y7(nx’y) _ Oém)
= ]P’(Yl(x,y) = al)]P)(Yl(x—ahy-i-oa) =y, - Y(x—oa,y-i-oel) _ am) (34)

» Tm—1
which comes from the definition of random variables Yn(x’y). The above re-

lation guarantees that the arguments of the expectation functions in both
sides of the second equation in Eq. (33) are equivalent to each other. The

last equality comes from the definition of random variable Yl(x’y), i.e., when

x and y are natural numbers, Yl(x’y) is equal to +1 with probability %

We can easily check that boundary conditions (31), (32) and recurrence
relation (33) uniquely define the value G(z,y,m) for any z,y,m € Z>q. It
is straightforward but lengthy to check that G(z,y,m) satisfies the same
boundary conditions and recurrence relation. Therefore, we show the proof
in an appendix (see Appendix A.1, A.2, and A.3). Combining these results,
we have shown the relation G(z,y,m) = G(z,y,m).

5. Asymptotics

We compare our results with the known bound given from the Azuma-
Hoeffding inequality and the bound in the case of a random walk. In this
section, we fix parameter r to a positive real number.

We consider the case where {X,,}mez., is a martingale that satisfies
bounded condition (6). From the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality, the following
bounds are given:

2
P (Xm = Xo 2 erv/m) < exp(=7),

7,2
P (|Xm = Xo| > erv/m) < 2exp(=). (35)
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Our tight upper bound gives another asymptotic behavior as follows:

lim P (X, — Xo > crv/m)

m—0o0

< nlgllooyli_)H;oG(V\/ﬁJyyym)
= nyinoosz({m - gMJJ,2Lm — LQT\/WJ + [rv/m] +2)
= erfc(ﬁ), (36)
and
Tim P (| — Xo| = erv/m)
<

Jim_G((rv/ml. [ry/m).m)
= lim Y (—1)“’4];,(LMJ—V m|w

m—00 2
U)EZE()

IV e +2)

) (37)

2]
(1+2w)r

= Z(—l)wQ erfc( 7

wWEZ

where erfc(z) is the complementary error function, i.e.,

erfe(z) = %/Ooe_tht. (38)

We also discuss the simple bound we give as a corollary. In the case of
the one-sided tail probability P (X,, — Xo > c¢ry/m), we can check that the
bound gives the same limit value as that for the tight bound. However, in
the case of the two-sided probability P (X, — X¢ > ¢ry/m), the bound gives
a different limit value as

lim P (| X, — Xo| > erv/m)

< n}gmooéub(tm_ gﬁJJ,ZLm — L;*/WJ + [rvm| +2)
= 2erfc(L). (39)

V2

As a reference, we consider the case of a random walk as a special case
of a martingale: {X/ },,ez., are random variables of a random walk whose
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one step distance is ¢, i.e.,

P (X;v/z = X;z/@—l + Z|X(/]/’ Xil’ T 7X;;L—1)

3 in the case of z € {c, —c},
0 in other cases.

(40)

In this case, we can explicitly derive the tail probabilities as

| e |
i " /! — lim 2™ _m
A%P(Xm_XO > cry/m) = lim 2 mgzo =]
1 r
= —erfc(—=),
2 (\/5)

lim P (| X = X¢| = erv/m) = erfc(%

All these bounds and the probabilities are shown in Fig.1.

). (41)

6. Conclusion

We gave tight upper bounds of tail probabilities for a bounded martingale.
We believe that this result will have benefits in the many fields where the
Azuma-Hoeffding inequality is used. Other than such a pragmatic benefit,
we hope that the strategy we have used to check the tightness is applicable
to derive other concentration inequalities that give tight bounds in other
cases.

Appendix A: Properties of G(x,y, m)
A.1. Values of G(z,y = 0,m) and G(x = 0,y, m)
We show that G(z,0,m) = G(0,z,m) =1 for z,m € Z>y.

In a special case z = 0, G(0,0,m) is equal to 1 by definition.
In other cases, i.e., x € Z>1, G(z,0,m) = G(0,z,m) = 1 can be shown as
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One-sided tail probability
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Two-sided tail probability

z r
=
8
[
[=%
£
G
B
3
@ The tight bound

0.05¢

------------ The tail probability for a random walk

Fic 1. Upper bounds of tail probabilities limp, oo P(Xm — Xo > cry/m) and
limy,— 00 P (| X — Xo| > cry/m) for a bounded martingale. The thin gray lines are
the bounds derived by the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality. The thick black lines are the tight
bounds derived in this paper. The red dashed line indicates the case of the simple bound we
give as a corollary. Note that for the one-sided tail probability, the simple bound is equal
to the tight bound. The dotted blue lines are included as references. Those are the tail
probabilities lim, oo P (X, — X§ > cry/m) and limy,—oo P (| X, — X{| > cry/m) in the
case that the bounded martingale is a series of random variables generated by a random
walk whose one step distance is c. Note that c is the parameter which identifies condition
(6), and the bound doesn’t depend on it.
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follows:

G(z,0,m) = G(0,z,m)

L2z
= wZ::Oﬂb(LEJ —ow,2| 5] +2) =2 (l5 ) — o — w2 5] +2)
=
g

- 21&%,2{% +2) =1.

+20(| J—$w,2L$J+$+2)

J—:E’LU,ZL?J +x+2)

(42)

The first relation just comes from the symmetry embedded in definition (10).
The equality in the second line is given just by substituting definition (10).
In the third equality, we just delete canceled terms, e.g., the third and fourth
terms are canceled since they have the same absolute value and the opposite
sign, and we also use the fact that I,(| %] — z — [ 2£],2]% | +2) = 0 for
x € Z>1, which comes from |5 | —z—x|5%] < 0. The last equality is derived
as follows: For n € Z>,

n

I(n,2n+2) = Z 1 —1—2(2;2"_2 Z!(éin_:_;z!z)]
z=0
B lz": L+ (=)=  (2n+2)!
2 —~ 22n+2  Zl(2n+2 — 2)!
1 %*:2 14+ (=)™ %  (2n+2)!
2 &=, 22n+2  Zl(2n+2 — 2)!
2n+2 9 4 2)!
= 27 ZZ:; (1+ (_1)2_n)2!(§n ++2 2 z)!

_ 2—2n—3((1 + 1)2n+2 + (_1)—n(1 + (_1))2n+2) — %(43)

The first relation comes from just definition (11). In the second equality,
we use the fact that the summand in the left hand side as a function of z
has a symmetry such that the value does not change for the substitution
z < 2n+ 2 — z. In the third equality, we use the fact that the summand is
0 when z = n 4 1. The fourth equality is justified simply from a binomial
expansion.
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A.2. Value of G(xz,y,m = 0)

We show that the value G(z,y,m = 0) is equal to 0 for z,y € Z>1.
The derivation is straightforward as follows:

G(r,y,0) = 2Ib({_—xj,2{_7xj+x+2)

—2Ib(L 2

+2Ib(L7y 2L— +y+2)

y,2L—J +z +2)

—2Ib(L7y —z 2L—J+y+2)
= 0. (44)
The first relation comes from just definition (10). The second equality comes

from the fact that Ib(—n,m) = 0 for m,n € Z>1, which is directly given
from the definition of I,.

A.3. Recurrence relation

We show the relation

(Gz-1Ly+1,m—-1)+Gx+1,y—1,m—1))(45)

N

G(z,y,m) =

for z,y,m € Z>;.
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The derivation is straightforward as follows:

%(G(az—1,y+1,m—1)+G(a:+1,y—1,m—1))
_ ;Z:Ib({m;x —(r 4w, 2 2 5 Clta+1)
+Ib(m2 —1—(a;+y)w2L—J+:c+1)
~5(] m2— — (z+y)w, 2L—J +:c+1)
Ib(mz_ |—y—1-(z+yw 2 2 . L)
+I(175 ) - @+ yw, 2 " J+y+1)
+ (175 1= @y 2 Py )
Ib(m Y —o— @ +yw 2| Y +y+1)
Ib(Lyj—x—l—(x—l—y)wZL 5 Y 4y+1)
_ EZZ:QIb(Lm2 . (x+y)w2L—J+x+2)
—2Ib(Lm_mJ—y—($+y)w,2L$J—I—x+2)
20 (|75 ) — (@ + w2l T +y+2)
— 20 (|75 o — (o + w2 T +y +2)
= G(z,y,m). (46)

The first and the last relation comes from just definition (10). Note that,
though the region of the summation with respect to w is enlarged from
{0,1,--+, Lﬁj} in definition (10) into Z>¢ in the above expression, the
values are not changed since all terms added are equal to zero. In the second
relation, we simplify four adjacent pairs in the left hand side, e.g., the first
term and second term, by using the relation Ib(n,m) + Iy (n — 1,m) =
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21, (n, m+ 1) for m € Z>1 and n € Z, which will be proved directly:

n

14 ()™ ml

Ib(n,m)—l-lb(n—l,m) = Z om (= 2]
z=0 ’ ’
n—1
1+ (=) 1% ml
D ey
g ! !
el (-D)"FmA 1z (mA+ 1)
N g 2m m+1 zl(m+1-—2z)!

n

2m m+1zl(m+1-—2)!

_l’_

z=1
B 22": 14+ (m+1)!
2mt+l Zl(n+1 - 2)!

z=0
= 2L(n,m+1). (47)

The first and last relation come just from definition (11). In the second
relation, we just modify the expressions of each term of the summations.
And, in the third relation, we use the fact that the summand in the second
term in the left-hand side is equal to 0 in the case of z = 0.

A.4. Convexity

We show the convexity of G(n—t,t,m) as a discrete function of t € {0,1,--- ;n}
for fixed n € Z>1 and m € Z>o, i.e.

2G(n—t,t,m) < Gn—t—1,t+1,m)+Gn—t+1,t—1,m) (48)

for n € Z>9, m € Z>p, and t € {1,2,--- ,n —1}.
We prove relation (48) by mathematical induction with respect to m.
When m = 0, relation (48) is trivial since we can check it directly by

1 inthecaseoft=0o0rt=n
— 1,1 = . 4
Gn —1,1,0) {0 in the case of t € {1,2,--+ ,n — 1} (49)
(see Appendix A.1 and A.2).
Suppose that the function G(n — t,t,m) is a convex function for fixed
m =mgy — 1 € Z>p. We divide the parameter region n, m into four regions,
and prove the convexity for each region:
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1) The first region is n € Z>y4, t € {2,3,--- ,n — 2}. In this case, we can
prove it without considering the boundary of the function G as follows.

Gn—t—1,t+1,mo)+Gn—t+1,t —1,mp) — 2G(n —t,t,mp)
(Gn—t—2,t+2,mp— 1)+ G(n—t,t,my— 1)

N —

—2G(n—t—1,t+1,mg — 1)) +%(G(n—t,t,m0—1)

+Gn—t+2,t+2,my—1)—2G(n—t+1,t —1,mg — 1))
0.

v

(50)

In the first equality, we use recurrence relation (45). In the second relation,
the convexity of G at the point m = mgy — 1 is used.

2) The second region is n € Z>3, t = 1. To prove the convexity, we use an
explicit value on the boundary as follows.

G(’I’L -2, 27m0) + G(n707m0) - 2G(’I’L -1, 17m0)
(G(n—3,3,mp—1)+G(n—1,1,mg — 1) — 2G(n — 2,2,mg — 1))

+ (G(n,0,mg) — G(n,0,mp — 1))

N | —

Y
o

(51)

In the first equality, we use recurrence relation (45) for the first and the
second terms in the left-hand side. In the second relation, the convexity of
G at point m = my — 1 and the value on the boundary, i.e., G(n,0,mg) =
G(n,0,mg — 1) =1 (see Appendix A.1), are used.

3) The third region is n € Z>3, t = n — 1. We use a symmetry of G, i.e.,
G(2',y',m) = G(y',2’,m), and the convexity in the second region.

G(0,n,mp) + G(2,n — 2,mp) — 2G(1,n — 1, myp)
= G(n,0,mp) +G(n—2,2,my) —2G(n —1,1,mp) > 0.  (52)

4) The last region is n = 2, t = 1. We can evaluate all the values which
appear in Eq. (48) explicitly as follows: G(1,0,mg) = G(0,1,mg) = 1 (see
Appendix A.1), and G(1,1,mg) = (G(0,2,mg — 1) + G(2,0,mg — 1)) /2 =1
since mg € Z>1 (see Appendix A.1 and A.3). Therefore, we can check that
relation (48) holds in this region.
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Appendix B: Properties of H,, ,,(t)
B.1. The convexity of Hy, y,(t)

We confirm the convexity of Hy ,(t) as a function of t € {t[|t| < n} for
fixed n,m € Z>o. This is trivially given from the convexity of the discrete
function G(3(n+1),3(n—t),m) (see Appendix A.4), and the fact that the
discrete function is extended to an affine function H,, ,,(t) on each interval
n<t<n' +2forn'€{-n-n—-2--.n-2}

B.2. An upper bound of Hy, ,(t)

We show that H, ,,(t) is bounded by 1 for t € R and n,m € Zxy.

If [t| > n, Hp m(t) is equal to 1 by definition. If [t| < n, from the convexity
of Hy n(t)) proved above, we can evaluate the value as
n+t n—_t

5 Hym(n) + ———Hpm(—n) = 1. (53)

) —

The equality comes from the fact Hy ,,(n) = Hpm(—n) = G(n,0,m) =
G(0,n,m) =1 (see Appendix A.1).

B.3. Weak recurrence relation of Hy, m(t)

In this subsection, we show the following two relations:

Hom(t) = =(Hpm-1(t —2) + Hp o1 (t +2)) (54)

DO =

for [t| <n —2and n,m € Z>;, and

1 n—t

> — 2 Hy 1 (t —2) (55)
rret g

Hy (1)

form—2<t<mnandn—1,m € Z>;.
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First, we show relation (54):

Hpm(t))
= (1- n;t+z)G(z,n—z,m)+(n+t - 2)G(z+1,n—z—1,m)
= %((1— n+;—2 +2.)G(z—,n —z_,m — 1)

+(%t_2 -2 )Gz +1,n—z2_—1,m—1)

+(1— n+;§+2 +24)G(z4,n — z4,m — 1)

+(n+;+2 —24)G(z4 + 1,n— 2z —1,m —1)).

1

= S(Humoa(t =2) + Hynoa(t42))
(56)

where z 1= |2 | and 2y = [2HE2] = 2z £ 1. In the first and the last
relations, we use definition (18) of H,, ,(t)). In the second relation, we use
the recurrence relation (45) of G(x,y,1t).

Next, we show relation (55):

1 n-i
Hnmt - - 2 Hnm— t—2
ot (51
— 5 G(n—l,l,m)—l_i_nT_t
n—t)2 n—t(q _ n-t
_ ( 2n)_tG(’rL—272,m—1)_2(—7H2)G(n_1’1’m_1)
1+%5 14 ot
= n,uv,m— n—z,z2,M —
2(1 4 254)
—2G(n—1,1,m — 1))
> 0

(57)

In the first relation, we use definition (18) of H,, ,,(t), and simplify the
expressions by using simple relations like G(n,0,m) = 1 and {"THJ =n—
1 in this situation. The second relation can be obtained by applying the
recurrence relation (45) for the first term in the left hand side. The last
inequality is justified from the positivity of the coefficient and the convexity
(48) of G(n —t,t,m —1).
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