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Abstract
Concentration inequalities for the sample mean, like those due to Bernstein and Hoeffding, are
valid for any sample size but overly conservative, yielding confidence intervals that are unnecessar-
ily wide. The central limit theorem (CLT) provides asymptotic confidence intervals with optimal
width, but these are invalid for all sample sizes. To resolve this tension, we develop new com-
putable concentration inequalities with asymptotically optimal size, finite-sample validity, and sub-
Gaussian decay. These bounds enable the construction of efficient confidence intervals with correct
coverage for any sample size. We derive our inequalities by tightly bounding the Hellinger distance,
Stein discrepancy, non-uniform Kolmogorov distance, and Wasserstein distance to a Gaussian, and,
as a byproduct, we obtain the first explicit bounds for the Hellinger CLT.
Keywords: Efficient concentration inequality, Gaussian approximation, tail bound, quantile bound,
confidence interval, Hellinger distance, Wasserstein distance, zero-bias coupling, Stein discrep-
ancy, Stein kernel, central limit theorem

1. Introduction

Concentration inequalities for the sample mean are ubiquitous in probability theory, statistics, and
machine learning. Given n independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) observationsW1, . . . ,Wn

they allow us to give finite sample and high probability guarantees that the sample mean W̄n ,
1
n

∑n
i=1Wi is not too far away from the population mean E(W1). Specifically, they provide upper

bounds for the probability P
(
W̄n − E(W1) ≥ t/

√
n
)

for each t ≥ 0. Such inequalities lie at the
heart of decision-making in reinforcement learning (Mnih et al., 2008; Audibert et al., 2009), gen-
eralization guarantees in high-dimensional statistics, machine learning, and deep learning (Wain-
wright, 2019; Bartlett and Mendelson, 2002; Zhou et al., 2018), and the design of efficient learning
procedures (Maurer and Pontil, 2009).

However, standard concentration inequalities are overly conservative yielding confidence inter-
vals that are unnecessarily wide and generalization guarantees that are weaker than needed. This is
notably the case for the commonly used concentration inequalities of Hoeffding (1963) and Bern-
stein (1924). For random variables with bounded deviations |W1 − E(W1)| ≤ R and variance
σ2 , Var(W1), the Hoeffding and Bernstein inequalities respectively state that

P
(
W̄n − E(W1) ≥ t/√n

)
≤ e−

t2

2R2 and (1)

P
(
W̄n − E(W1) ≥ t/√n

)
≤ e−

t2

2(σ2+Rt/3) . (2)

Meanwhile, the central limit theorem (CLT) identifies the exact limit for these tail probabilities:

P
(
W̄n − E(W1) ≥ t/√n

) n→∞−−−→ Φc
(
t
σ

)
, (3)
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where Φ(·) is the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of a standard normal distribution and
Φc(·) = 1 − Φ(·). As a result, standard confidence intervals based on the CLT are asymptotically
exact and often much narrower than those obtained using concentration inequalities. However, these
intervals are typically only asymptotically valid and provide incorrect coverage for every sample
size n.

The choice between concentration inequalities that are finite-sample valid but loose and CLT-
based approximations that are asymptotically tight but invalid is very unsatisfying. In this paper we
derive new bounds that offer the best of both worlds: our new concentration inequalities are both
finite-sample valid and efficient—that is, asymptotically of minimal width when scaled by

√
n. We

achieve this by deriving explicit and practical bounds for the distance between the sample mean and
a Gaussian with matching variance. In Secs. 3, 4, 5, and 6, we measure the distance in four different
ways: via the Hellinger distance, the Stein discrepancy (as defined by Ledoux et al. (2015)), a
non-uniform Kolmogorov distance, and the p-Wassertein distance, respectively. In each case, our
Gaussian approximation bounds yield efficient concentration inequalities of the form

P(W̄n − E(W1) ≥ t/√n) ≤ Φc(t/σ) + rn(t/σ) (4)

with explicit remainder terms rn(t/σ). For example, in the non-uniform Kolmogorov case, rn(t/σ)
decreases at an O(n−1/2) rate in n and at a sub-Gaussian e−Ω(t2) rate in t.

It is informative to compare these results with those obtained using classical CLT corrections.
For random variables with bounded deviations, the Berry-Esseen bound (Esseen, 1942) guarantees
that

|P(W̄n − E(W1) ≥ t/√n)− Φc(t/σ)| ≤ CR
σ
√
n

for all t ≥ 0, (5)

and some universal constant C. This yields an efficient concentration inequality, but the bound
is overly conservative as the correction is independent of t. Non-uniform Berry-Esseen bounds
(Nagaev, 1965; Bikyalis, 1966) ameliorate this behavior by identifying a constant C̃ satisfying

|P
(
W̄n − E(W1) ≥ t/√n

)
− Φc

(
t/σ
)
| ≤ C̃R

σ
√
n(1 + t/σ)3

for all t ≥ 0.

Appealingly, this non-uniformity yields tighter bounds for larger t. However, the correction has
only cubic, that is, O(t−3), decay in t as the underlying argument only exploits the existence of
a third moment of W̄n. Quantile coupling inequalities (see, e.g., Mason and Zhou, 2012) like the
groundbreaking Komlós-Major-Tusnády approximations (Komlós et al., 1975, 1976; Bretagnolle
and Massart, 1989, Thm. 1) and the strong embedding bounds of Chatterjee (2012); Bhattacharjee
and Goldstein (2016) improve this t dependence forW1 with finite exponential moments but provide
at best exponential decay in t and O(log n/

√
n) decay in n. By exploiting the sub-Gaussianity of

W1, our theorems provide a correction term with squared-exponential e−Ω(t2) decay, leading to
much sharper bounds for larger t. In addition, our non-uniform Kolmogorov bounds eliminate the
extraneous log n factor from the decay rate.

As the Hellinger, Stein, non-uniform Kolmogorov, and Wasserstein distances each measure
separate properties of the empirical average, the inequalities we obtain are complementary and hold
under distinct conditions. For example, when controlling the Hellinger distance, the remainder term
in Eq. (4) depends on the score function of the random variable W1. When controlling the Stein
discrepancy, the remainder term instead depends on the moments of a quantity called the Stein
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kernel, defined in Sec. 4. As the Stein kernel and the score function can be controlled in different
settings those bounds complement each other. Finally, the bounds obtained using non-uniform
Kolmogorov and p-Wassertein distances apply to all bounded-deviation variables with no additional
distributional assumptions. We note in general that when the random variables are continuous and
the score function can be controlled (see Thm. 4 and Thm. 8) we can improve the tightness of
our results by avoiding a lossy union bound. This is complemented by tighter efficient bounds for
smoothed observations, which will hold under minimum conditions. We also propose new quantile
bounds that are also valid for finite samples and efficient. Finally, with analogy to the empirical
Bernstein bound (Mnih et al., 2008; Audibert et al., 2009; Maurer and Pontil, 2009), we develop
new empirical Berry-Esseen bounds that are efficient and finite-sample valid even when the variance
parameter σ2 is unknown. We confirm numerically that these new bounds improve upon the most
commonly used confidence intervals and the efficient In,3 confidence interval of Romano and Wolf
(2000).

As a by-product of our inquiry we obtain the first computable bounds on the Hellinger distance
to Gaussianity. Our bounds depend on the moments of the score function of W1. This is to con-
trast with the currently known rates of convergence of the entropic central limit theorems which
are either not in closed form (Bobkov et al., 2013), require conditions on the spectral gap (Art-
stein et al., 2004), or depend on the Stein kernel (Ledoux et al., 2015). In addition, we propose a
novel bound that, beyond empirical averages, upper-bounds the Hellinger distance between general
random variables and a normal.

1.1. Overview

In Sec. 2 we define the notion of efficient concentration and quantiles, present some of the assump-
tions we will work with, and introduce notations. In Sec. 3 we propose efficient concentration
inequalities using the Hellinger distance, under the condition that the random variables are contin-
uous. Moreover, we propose the first-ever computable rate of convergence of the CLT in terms of
the Hellinger distance. In Sec. 4 we propose three different efficient tail bounds under the condition
that the random variables Y1 admits a Stein kernel. Each one of those tail bounds will hold under
different conditions and we contrast those to each other and previously known techniques. In Sec. 5
we use zero-bias couplings to bound non-uniform Kolmogorov distances and thereby obtain effi-
cient tail bounds using only the bounded deviation assumption. In Sec. 6 we use the p-Wassertein
distances to obtain efficient tail bounds and quantile bounds under minimal conditions. In Sec. 7 we
obtain even tighter efficient concentration inequalities for smoothed observations. Finally, in Sec. 8
we propose empirical efficient quantile bounds that can be computed without requiring any prior
knowledge about the variance and present some numerical evaluations of these bounds. Through-
out, we present sketches of the proofs of the derived results and defer full proofs to the appendices.

1.2. Notation

Throughout, we will let ϕ(x) , 1√
2π
e−x

2/2 designate the probability density function (PDF) of a
standard normal random variable and write an / bn to indicate that two sequences (an) and (bn)
satisy an ≤ bn[1 + on(1)]. We define a+ = max(a, 0) and make use of the following notation:

Yi ,Wi − E(W1), Sn ,
√
n(W̄n − E(W1)), S̃n , σ−1Sn, R̃ , σ−1R,

Ap ,
√
e
√
p+2(2e)1/p
√

2
, A∗n,p ,

(p+2)n1/p

2
√
n

, Ãn,p , A∗n,pR̃
−2/p.
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2. Defining Efficient Concentration

To match the setting of the classical Bernstein inequality Eq. (2), we will focus on random variables
satisfying the following bounded deviations assumption.

Assumption (R, σ) The scaled deviations (Sn)n≥1 satisfy Sn =
√
n(W̄n − E(W1)) for a shared

sequence of i.i.d. variables (Wi)i≥1 with W̄n , 1
n

∑n
i=1Wi. We write the centered random vari-

ables Yi ,Wi − E(W1), and we suppose that Var(Y1) = σ2 and |Y1| ≤ R almost surely.

Our first inferential goal is to tightly upper bound the tail probability P(Sn ≥ t) for a given
threshold t ≥ 0. The CLT provides an asymptotic lower bound for this problem as P(Sn ≥ t) is
known to converge precisely to Φc( tσ ) as n increases.

Proposition 1 (Asymptotic lower bound for valid tail bounds) Fix any t ≥ 0, any sequence of
scaled deviations (Sn)n≥1 satisfying Assump. (R, σ), and any sequence of candidate tail bounds
(δn(t))n≥1. If P(Sn ≥ t) ≤ δn(t) for all n, then Φc( tσ ) ≤ lim infn→∞ δn(t).

Proof Suppose that a sequence δn(t) satisfies lim infn→∞ δn(t) < Φc( tσ ). Then there exists an
ε > 0 such that δn(t) ≤ Φc( tσ ) − ε for infinitely many n. However, by the CLT (see, e.g., Durrett,
2019, Thm. 3.4.1), there exists an nε such that, for all n > nε, Φc( tσ )− ε < P(Sn ≥ t). Therefore,
δn(t) < P(Sn ≥ t) for infinitely many n, confirming the claim via its contrapositive.

Unfortunately, the CLT limit does not provide a suitable tail bound for any finite n, as P(Sn ≥
t) > Φc( tσ ) for many Sn satisfying Assump. (R, σ). However, by tightly bounding the distance
between the distribution of Sn and the distribution of a Gaussian we can correct the asymptotic
bound to obtain one that is both valid in finite samples and asymptotically exact. We will call such
bounds efficient concentration inequalities.

Our second inferential goal is to tightly bound the quantiles of Sn. That is, given a tail probabil-
ity δ ∈ (0, 1) we wish to find qn(R, δ, σ) (a measurable function of (Wi)

n
i=1, R, σ, and δ) satisfying

P(Sn ≥ qn(R, δ, σ)) ≤ δ. Such quantile bounds immediately deliver both one- and two-sided
confidence intervals for the population mean E(W1) as

P(W̄n − qn(R,δ,σ)√
n
≤ E(W1)) ∧ P(|E(W1)− W̄n| ≤ qn(R,δ/2,σ)√

n
) ≥ 1− δ.

The interval efficiency theory of Romano and Wolf (2000) implies that the CLT once again provides
an asymptotic lower bound for any valid sequence of quantile bounds.

Proposition 2 (Asymptotic lower bound for valid quantile bounds) Fix any R > 0, any δ ∈
(0, 1

2), and any nonnegative candidate quantile bounds (qn(R, δ, σ))n≥1,σ>0. Suppose that, for
each σ ∈ (0, R] and all (Sn)n≥1 satisfying Assump. (R, σ), P(Sn ≥ qn(R, δ, σ)) ≤ δ for all n.
Then (qn(R, δ, σ))n≥1 is not asymptotically concentrated1 on [0, a] for any a < −σΦ−1(δ).

Proof The result follows by applying Thm. 2.1 of Romano and Wolf (2000) to the conservative
confidence intervals In(δ, σ) = W̄n+ 1√

n
[−qn(R, δ, σ), qn(R, δ, σ)] for the unknown mean E(W1).

To construct efficient quantile bounds, we will once again tightly bound the distance between
Sn and its Gaussian limit.

1. A sequence of nonnegative random variables (Xn)n≥1 is asymptotically concentrated on [0, a] if (Xn − a)+
p→ 0.

4
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3. Efficient Concentration with Hellinger Approximation

For two continuous real-valued random variables X and Y be with respective probability density
functions (PDFs) fX and fY we define the Hellinger distance as

H(X,Y )2 , 1
2

∫
R
(√

fX(x)−
√
fY (x)

)2
dx.

In this section we show how the Hellinger distance can be used to obtain efficient concentration
inequalities, and derive a bound for the Hellinger distance between Sn and its normal limit. Note
that by doing so we establish, for the first time, an explicit rate of convergence for the central limit
theorem in terms of the Hellinger distance, which is of independent interest.
Throughout this section, we suppose that the random variables (Yi) are real valued continuous
random variables.

Assumption (f̃) The random variable Y1 is continuous with a probability density function f̃ that
is continuously differentiable almost everywhere on its support.

3.1. Concentration inequalities and the Hellinger distance

Under Assump. (f̃) the Hellinger distance between Sn and its normal limit is properly defined and
upper bounded by 2. We show that this can be used to obtain efficient concentration inequalities for
Sn if the assumption Assump. (R, σ) also holds. In this goal, we take Q̂n(u) to be any known upper
bound for P

(
Sn ≥ uσ

)
and Q̂dn(u) to be any known upper bound for P

(
|Sn| ≥ uσ

)
. Possible

choices are the classical Hoeffding or Bernstein bounds Eqs. (1) and (2) or the new Wasserstein-
approximation bounds we derive in Sec. 6 (which hold whenever Assump. (R, σ) holds).

Theorem 3 (Efficient Hellinger tail bound) Suppose that the random variables (Yi) satisfy As-
sump. (R, σ) and Assump. (f̃). Let Q̂n(u) be an any arbitrary upper bound to P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤
Q̂n(u). We denote by H(·, ·) the Hellinger distance and write Z ∼ N(0, 1) as a standard normal
random variable. Then the following holds

P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ Φc(u) +
√

2H(σ−1Sn, Z)
[√

Q̂n(u) +
√

Φc(u)
]
.

Moreover let Q̂dn(u) be an any arbitrary upper bound to P(|Sn| ≥ σu) ≤ Q̂dn(u)

P
(
|Sn| ≥ σu

)
≤ 2Φc(u) +

√
2H(σ−1Sn, Z)

[√
2Φc(u) +

√
Q̂dn(u)

]
.

In Thm. 4 we prove that there is a constantK, that we derive, such that
√

2H(σ−1Sn, Z) ≤ K log(n)√
n

.
This directly implies that:

P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ Φc(u) + K log(n)√
n

[√
Q̂n(u) +

√
Φc(u)

]
≤ Φc(u) + K log(n)√

n

[√
e−

u2σ2

2R2 +
√

Φc(u)
]
.

We note that in practice we will want to use the upper bound derived in Thm. 13 for Q̂n(u) rather
than the Hoeffding bound which will provide us with significantly tighter upper bounds. We also

remark that the correction term K log(n)√
n

[√
e−

u2σ2

2R2 +
√

Φc(u)
]

is sub-Gaussian in u and decreases

as log(n)√
n
.
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3.2. CLT rate of convergence in terms of the Hellinger distance

In this section we derive the rate of convergence of Sn to its normal limit in terms of the Hellinger
distance which is of independent interest as no explicit bound was previously known. To do so we
need to impose some moment conditions on the score function of Y1 which we denote SY1(·) and is

defined as SY1(·) = − f̃ ′(·)
f̃(·) .

Assumption (SY1 , p
′) Let p′ ≥ 1, we assume that the norm ‖SY1(σY1)‖ 2p′

p′−1

< ∞ is finite. Write

Ω ⊂ R the support of Y1, we suppose that f̃ |δΩ = 0.

Let Z ∼ N(0, 1) be a standard normal random variable. For all p ∈ [1, p′], we introduce the
following notation for An, 2p

p−1
and A∗

n, 2p
p−1

defined in Sec. 1.2:

Cp , min


√

2p
p−1 − 1‖SY1(σY1)‖ 2p

p−1

A∗
n, 2p
p−1

‖SY1(σY1)‖ 2p
p−1

+An, 2p
p−1
‖SY1(σY1)‖2

.

Theorem 4 (Hellinger CLT bound) Let p′ ≥ 1 be a real. Suppose that the random variables (Yi)
satisfy Assump. (R, σ), Assump. (f̃) and Assump. (SY1 , p

′). Write R̃ , R
σ . Then we obtain that

√
2H(S̃n, Z) / inf D>0

κ≥ R̃2
√
nD

{√
eR̃2(e2κ−1)√

3D
√
nκ

+ log(n/D2)

4
√

2
√
n

(R̃− 1)− 1
2 log(1− D√

n
)

+ infp′≥p≥1Cp

{√
2p−1R̃√
nκ

+ 2
√
e
√

2p−1R̃√
3nκ

[
2− 2

3R̃

]
×
[
e2(2p−1)κ − 1− 2(2p− 1)κ

]
+ R̃2

2nκMn,κ

[
Un,2p + Ũn,2p

]}}
.

Moreover they are constants K1, K2 and K3 given in Eq. (24) such that

√
2H(σ−1Sn, Z) / K1

D
√
n

+ D
2
√
n

+ log(n/D2)

4
√

2
√
n

(R̃− 1) + ‖SY1(σY1)‖2
{
K2R̃√
n

+ K3√
n

}
= O

(
log(n)√

n

)
.

Note that an exact and a tighter computable bound can be found in Thm. 22. The latter is less
interpretable but is useful for deriving as tight as possible quantiles bounds using Thm. 3. The proof
can be found in App. C.

3.3. General bound for the Hellinger distance

We remark that Thm. 4 establishes a rate of convergence for the Hellinger distance under moment
conditions for the score function of Y1. This result is novel. In this section we present the general
bound we established and used to derive Thm. 4. Our proof technique relies on the Ornstein-
Ulbheck interpolation, the heat equation, and the Stein exchangeable pair method. The latter takes
inspiration from the ideas Bonis (2015) adapted to obtain a rate in the Wassertein distance. This
provides us with an easily computable bound that only depends on the moments of the score function
and the moments of the random variable itself. This is to contrast with the known bounds for the
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KL divergence (which upper-bounds the square of the Hellinger distance), which are either not in
closed form (Bobkov et al., 2013), require conditions on the spectral gap (Artstein et al., 2004) or
depend on the moment of the Stein kernel (Ledoux et al., 2015) which is often significantly harder
to upper-bound and does not always exists.

Let S be a real valued random variable with PDF fS ∈ C1(R) with support ΩS ⊂ R. We
write its score function SS(·). Let hk(x) , ex

2/2 ∂k

∂xe
−x2/2 designate the Hermite polynomials, and

denote Hk , hk(Z) where Z ∼ N (0, 1) is a standard normal. We write the interpolated process as

XS
t , e−tS +

√
1− e−2tZ.

We denote by fSt the PDF of XS
t and define SXS

t
to be the score function of XS

t . We remark that

for all t > 0 the function fSt ∈ C∞(R) is smooth and we write ISt (·) =
fS
′′

t (·)
fSt (·) . For every t ≥ 0

choose St to be a random variable such that (S, St) is an exchangeable pair. For all t > 0 we define

τSt ,
∑∞

k=1
e−kt

k!
√

1−e−2tk−1E((St − S)k|S)Hk−1(Z); (6)

τ
′,S
t ,

∑∞
k=1

e−kt

k!
√

1−e−2tk
E((St − S)k|S)Hk(Z). (7)

Theorem 5 (Bounding Hellinger distance to a Gaussian) Assume that S is standardized mean-
ing that E(S) = 0 and that var(S) = 1. Suppose that fS |δΩS = 0. Then the following holds

√
2H(S,Z) ≤

∫∞
0 ‖ISt (XS

t )− (XS
t )2 + 1−XS

t (SXS
t
−XS

t )‖2dt

≤ infD>0
p>1

{
‖SS(S)‖ 2p

p−1

∫ − 1
2

log(1− D√
n

)

0 ‖ Ze−2t
√

1−e−2t
− e−tS + τSt ‖2pdt

+
∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
) ‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
SZ + τ

′,S
t ‖2dt

− 1
2 log(1− D√

n
)
}
.

This new upper-bound for the Hellinger distance is the key to the proof of Thm. 4. Outside of giving
us a bound for H(S̃n, Z), this result can be used to obtain bounds on H(S,Z) for any other random
variable S. We remark that this upper bound will depend on the moments of S and of its score
function. To do so one can pick any specific D > 0 and p > 1 and compute the corresponding
bound. Note that we use this idea to obtain Thm. 4 and that any arbitrary choice of D and p give
us that

√
2H(S̃n, Z) decreases at a rate of O

(
log(n)√

n

)
. However depending on the choices of those

coefficients the constants in the bound of H(S̃n, Z) will change. We note that this result plays a
similar role to bounds that had been developed for the KL-divergence or the Wassertein distance see
(Barron, 1986; Otto and Villani, 2000; Ledoux et al., 2015). The proof is presented in App. D.
In Bonis (2015) similar ideas could be exploited to obtain a bound for the p-Wassertein distance
Wp(S,Z). Notably, it was established that

Wp(S,Z) ≤
∫∞

0 ‖ e−2t
√

1−e−2t
Z − e−tS − τSt ‖pdt.

The Wassertein distance is a distance on the underlying geometry of the random variables. This
is to contrast with the Hellinger distance which is an information-theoretic distance that intimately
depends on the PDF and its smoothness. This difference explains why the latter can be upper-
bounded independently from the score function.

7
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3.4. Proof sketch for Thm. 3

In each of the proof sketches to follow, we assume, without loss of generality, that σ = 1.
The proof of Thm. 3 is a consequence of the Cauchy-Swartz inequality. Indeed let ϕ(·) be the

PDF of a standard normal random variable, and f̃n the PDF of Sn. If we write h(t) = f̃n(t)
ϕ(t) then

P(Sn ≥ u)− Φc(u) =
∫∞
u (h(t)− 1)ϕ(t)dt

≤
∫∞
u (
√
h(t)− 1)(

√
h(t) + 1)ϕ(t)dt

(a)

≤
√∫∞

u (
√
h(t)− 1)2ϕ(t)dt

[√
Φc(u) +

√∫∞
u h(t)ϕ(t)dt

]
,

where (a) is consequence of Cauchy-Swartz inequality. Using the definition of H(·, ·) and Q̂n(·)
we obtain the desired result.

3.5. Proof sketch for Thm. 5

The proof of Thm. 5 relies on the Ornstein-Ulbheck interpolation, the heat equation and the Stein
exchangeable pair. To make this precise we define the interpolated process as XS

t , e−tS +√
1− e−2tZ where Z is an independent standard normal random variable. As t varies from 0 to∞

XS
t evolves from S to Z. Indeed we remark that XS

0 = S and limt→∞X
S
t → Z. For all t > 0,

as XS
t is the sum of S with an independent normal it is a continuous random variable that admits a

PDF fSt that is smooth. We write hSt (x) , fSt (x)
ϕ(x) .

Fix an arbitrary T <∞. By definition we have

H(S,XS
T )2 = 1−

∫
R
√
fS(x)

√
fST (x)dx.

We remark that for all x ∈ R the function t → fSt (x) is differentiable. Therefore we have∫ T
0 ∂t

√
fSt (x)dt =

√
fST (x)−

√
fS(x) which implies that

H(S,XS
T )2 = −1

2

∫ T
0

∫
R
√
fS(x)∂t

√
fSt (x)dxdt. (8)

We use this characterization of the Hellinger distance to bound it in terms of information-theoretic
quantities. Indeed, by the chain rule and the heat equation we obtain that

∂t
√
fSt (x) = 1

2
√
fSt (x)

∂tf
S
t (x) = ϕ(x)

2
√
fSt (x)

∂t
fSt (x)
ϕ(x)

= ϕ(x)

2
√
fSt (x)

∂th
S
t (x) = ϕ(x)

2
√
fSt (x)

[hSt
′′
(S)(x)− xhSt

′
(x)]

=
fSt (x)

2
√
fSt (x)

[
hSt
′′

(x)

hSt (x)
− xh

S
t
′
(x)

hSt (x)

]
.

Therefore by combining this with Eq. (8) we obtain that

H(S,XS
T )2 = −1

2

∫ T
0 E

( √
fS(XS

t )

2
√
fSt (XS

t )

[
hSt
′′

(XS
t )

hSt (XS
t )
−XS

t
hSt
′
(XS

t )

hSt (XS
t )

])
dt.

8



EFFICIENT CONCENTRATION

Using the fact that E
(
hSt
′′

(XS
t )

hSt (XS
t )
−XS

t
hSt
′
(XS

t )

hSt (XS
t )

)
= 0, the Cauchy-Swartz inequality and the definition

of the Hellinger distance we then establish that

H(S,XS
T )2 ≤ 1√

2
supt≤T H(S,XS

t )
∫ T

0 ‖
hSt
′′

(XS
t )

hSt (XS
t )
−XS

t
hSt
′
(XS

t )

hSt (XS
t )
‖2dt.

As this holds for any arbitrary T <∞ this implies that

H(S,Z) ≤ 1√
2

∫∞
0 ‖

hSt
′′

(XS
t )

hSt (XS
t )
−XS

t
hSt
′
(XS

t )

hSt (XS
t )
‖2dt.

This bound can be seen as the equivalent of the De Bruijn identity (see, e.g., Barron, 1986) for the
KL-divergence or similar expressions obtained for p-Wassertein distance in the celebrated work of
Otto and Villani (2000) and Ledoux et al. (2015). As we do not know hSt , the right hand side of this

equation is not easy to directly control. To go around this issue we re-express hSt
′′

(x)

hSt (x)
− xh

S
t
′
(x)

hSt (x)
in

terms of the score function SS
XS
t

and ISt , which we can do as a simple consequence of the chain-
rule. The advantage of this is that using the Stein identity we can re-express the score function and
ISt . Indeed we remark that SSt (XS

t ) is the unique XS
t -measurable random variable such that for all

φ ∈ C∞(R) we have

E(SSt (XS
t )φ(XS

t )) = E(φ′(XS
t )).

Similarly we remark that ISt (XS
t ) is the unique XS

t -measurable random variable such that for all
φ ∈ C∞(R) we have

E(ISt (XS
t )φ(XS

t )) = E(φ′′(XS
t )).

Therefore using the Stein identity we can prove that

SS
XS
t

(XS
t ) =

{
etE(SS(S)|XS

t )
1√

1−e−2t
E(Z|XS

t )
;

ISt (XS
t ) =

{
et√

1−e−2t
E(SS(S)Z|XS

t )
1

1−e−2tE(Z2 − 1|XS
t ).

The last step of the proof is to notice that τ
′,S
t and τSt are centered with respect to the conditional

expectation: E(τSt |XS
t ) = E(τ

′,S
t |XS

t ) = 0. Indeed we establish that for all smooth function
Φ ∈ C∞(R) we have

E
(
τ
′,S
t Φ(XS

t )
)

= E
(

Φ(XS
t )
)
− E

(
Φ(e−tSt +

√
1− e−2tZ)

)
(a)
= 0.

where to obtain (a) we use the fact that (S, St) is an exchangeable pair. As this holds for arbitrary Φ

this directly implies that E(τ
′,S
t |XS

t ) = 0. Similarly we prove that E(τSt |XS
t ) = 0. This establishes

Thm. 5.

9
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3.6. Proof sketch for Thm. 4

To prove Thm. 4 we build an exchangeable pair (Sn, S
t
n) in the following way: We first start by

drawing an independent copy (Y ′i ) of (Yi). We set a κ > 0 and write c(t) =
√
κ
√

1− e−2t. Then
for every t > 0 we choose an index I ∼ unif{1, . . . ,n} at random and change the random variable
Yi by its independent copy Y ′i if and only if both |Yi/

√
n| ≤ c(t) and |Y ′i /

√
n| ≤ c(t):

Stn , Sn +
1√
n
I(|Yi/

√
n|, |Yi/

√
n| ≤ c(t))

(
Y ′i − Yi

)
.

As the observations (Yi) are i.i.d we remark that (Sn, S
t
n) is indeed an exchangeable pair. The

advantage of this choice of exchangeable pair is that we have

E(Stn|Sn) ≈ Sn,
1

2
E((Stn − Sn)2|Sn) ≈ 1.

This will allow us to obtain small upper bounds for ‖ e−2t
√

1−e−2t
Z−e−tS̃n+τt‖2p′′ and ‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2−

1)− e−t√
1−e−2t

S̃nZ + τ
′
t‖2 and thereore control H(Sn, Z).

4. Efficient Concentration with Stein Kernels

In the previous section, we showed how we can use the Hellinger distance to obtain an efficient con-
centration inequality when Assump. (f̃) holds. In this section, we will see how one can also obtain
efficient concentration inequalities under the alternative condition than the random variables (Yi)
admit a Stein kernel. This can be useful notably for a certain number of discrete random variables
that have a Stein kernel but not a score function. However, we note that not all random variables
that satisfy Assump. (f̃) will also admit a Stein kernel or have it nicely controlled. Therefore the
two approaches are complementary. Finally, we will see in Thm. 8 how when both exist we can
exploit this to obtain an even tighter concentration inequality.

The notion of a Stein kernel was first used in Cacoullos and Papathanasiou (1992), although the
term “Stein kernel” was introduced by Ley et al. (2017). A function τ is called the Stein kernel of a
standardized random variable X if for all functions φ ∈ C1(R) we have:

E(φ(X)X) = E(τ(X)φ′(X)).

If X is a continuous random variable with PDF fX , and if fX has as support a (potentially infinite)
connected interval (a, b) then, under some regular stability conditions on fX , the Stein kernel is
given by τ(x) = 1

fX(x)

∫∞
x tfX(t)dt (Ley et al., 2017). Notably, if X is a standard normal random

variable then its Stein kernel is given by τ(X) = 1. When the random variable X does not possess
such a density, the Stein kernel sometimes still exists, this is for example the case if the random vari-
ables satisfy a Poincare inequality (Fathi, 2019). In other cases, the existence has been established
on a case-by-case basis.

This is notably true if X is a symmetric random variable with support {−1,+1} (Chatterjee,
2012). See Ley et al. (2017) for other examples of Stein kernels and discussion about its existence.
However, it is important to note that, in general, a Stein kernel does not always exist (even when X
is continuous), and general conditions for its existence are not well determined.

10
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The Stein kernel can measure the distance between X and a standard normal random variable
by defining the Stein discrepancy:

S(X||Z) , ‖τ(X)− 1‖2.

Similarly for p ≥ 2, we can define the following distance Sp(X||Z) , ‖τ(X) − 1‖p. While the
Stein kernel can be hard to control, it has proven to be a useful quantity. Notably, Ledoux et al.
(2015) has explored how it can be used to bound the p-Wassertein distance and the KL divergence
between a random variable and a standard normal random variable. It has also been used in Ledoux
et al. (2015) to upper-bound the moments of Lipchitz functions of Sn. In this section, we established
how it can also be used to obtain efficient concentration inequalities.

Assumption (τỸ1
, p′) Assume that σ−1Y1 admit a Stein kernel τỸ1

and that ‖τỸ1
(σ−1Y1)‖p′ <∞.

In the following we are going to take Q̂n(x) to be such that for all x > 0

sup
t≥0

P(e−tS̃n +
√

1− e−2tZ ≥ x) ≤ Q̂n(x).

We prove in Lem. 28 that Q̂n(x) can be chosen to be the Hoeffding bound for R2 sub-Gaussian
random variables or the upper bound obtained in Thm. 13. For all p > 1 we write

Dp(τỸ1
) , min

{
Ap‖τỸ1

(σ−1Y1)− 1‖2 +A∗n,p‖τỸ1
(σ−1Y1)− 1‖p√

p− 1‖τỸ1
(σ−1Y1)− 1‖p

.

Theorem 6 (Efficient Stein kernel tail bound) Let p′ ≥ 2. Suppose that the random variables
(Yi) satisfy Assump. (R, σ) and Assump. (τỸ1

, p′). Choose α > 0 and let p ≥ 1 and q ≥ 2. Define
uα(x) , 1

α2

∫ x+α
x

∫ t+α
t I(z ≥ u)dzdt and let Z ∼ N(0, 1) then we have

P(Sn ≥ σu)

≤ E(uα(Z)) +
Dp(τỸ1

)
√
n

min

‖Z‖p
[
‖u′α(Z)‖ p

p−1
+

πW pq
(p−1)

(G,S̃n)Q̂n(u−2α)
(p−1)(q−1)

pq

4α2

]
1

2α2 Q̂n(u− 2α)
(p−1)
p

< P(Z ≥ u− 2α) +
Dp(τỸ1

)
√
n

min


‖Z‖p

[
1
αP(Z ∈ [u− 2α, u])

p−1
p + π

4α2W pq
(p−1)

(G, S̃n)

Q̂n(u− 2α)
(p−1)(q−1)

pq

]
1

2α2 Q̂n(u− 2α)
(p−1)
p

.

Remark 1 We note that a tighter but less interpretable bound is presented in Lem. 27. Moreover

we remark that as p increases the terms ‖u′α(Z)‖ p
p−1

and Q̂n(u− 2α)
(p−1)(q−1)

pq decrease, and that

both are asymptotically bounded by respectively P(Z ∈ [u−2α, u]) ≤ 2αϕ(u−2α) and e−
(u−2α)2

2R2 .

11
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We remark that similarly to Thm. 5 we can obtain a similar efficient two-sided tail bound. This is
presented in Lem. 25. The proof can be found in App. E. See Sec. 4.1 for a proof sketch.

Let us compare this result to what has been previously obtained in the literature. Under the
condition that the Stein kernel τỸ1

(·)−1 is almost surely bounded by S∞(σ−1Y1||Z) then Chatterjee
(2012) proved that there is G ∼ N(0, 1) normally distributed such that for all θ > 0

E
(
eθ|S̃n−G|

)
≤ 2e2θ2S∞(σ−1Y1||Z)2

.

G is called a strong embedding of S̃n. If the Stein kernel is not bounded or does not exist Bhat-
tacharjee and Goldstein (2016) but E(Y 3

1 ) = 0, then Bhattacharjee and Goldstein (2016) proposed
to study a slightly smoothed empirical average and obtained a similar inequality. Using a union
bound and a Markov inequality, this can be used to obtain efficient concentration inequalities for
Sn:

Theorem 7 (Alternative Stein kernel tail bound) Suppose that the random variables satisfy As-
sump. (R, σ) and Assump. (τỸ1

, p′) with p′ =∞.
Then for all u > 0 and 0 < α < u/2 the following holds

P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ Φc(u− 2α) + 2e
− nα2

2S∞(σ−1Y1||Z)2 . (9)

We remark that Thm. 7 requires stronger moment conditions on the Stein kernel than Thm. 6
does. Moreover for illustration if we choose p = q = 2 (which is not necessarly the optimal choice)
then Thm. 6 tells us that

P(Sn ≥ σu) (10)

≤ E(uα(Z)) + 1√
n
‖τỸ1

(σ−1Y1)− 1‖2
[
‖u′α(Z)‖2 + πW4(G,S̃n)

4α2 Q̂n(u− 2α)
1
4

]
.

To contrast this with the bound obtained in Thm. 7, we note that E(uα(Z)) ≤ Φc(u−2α). Moreover
we also remark that

‖u′α(Z)‖2 ≤ α−1
√
P(Z ∈ [u− 2α, u]).

Therefore we remark that the right-hand side of Eq. (10) is Sub-Gaussian in u. In contrast we notice

that the second term in Eq. (9), e
− nα2

2S∞(σ−1Y1||Z)2 , does not depend on u. Therefore for large u and
moderate size n the bound in Thm. 6 will tend to be tighter. Finally using Lem. 34 we know that
there is a constant K such thatW4(G, S̃n) ≤ R̃K√

n
[1 + on(1)].

We observe that if Assump. (f̃) also holds then by using Ledoux et al. (2015) we can exploit
Thm. 3 to obtain an efficient concentration inequality that is exactly sub-Gaussian in u.

Theorem 8 (Efficient Hellinger-Stein kernel tail bound) Set p′ = 2. Suppose that the random
variables (Yi) satisfy Assump. (R, σ), Assump. (f̃), Assump. (SY1 , p

′) and Assump. (τỸ1
, p′). Let

Q̂n(u) and Q̂dn(u) be an any arbitrary upper bound to respectively P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ Q̂n(u) and
P(|Sn| ≥ σu) ≤ Q̂dn(u). Suppose that ‖SY1(σY1)‖2 < ∞ and that S(σ−1Y1||Z) < ∞. Then for
all u ≥ 0 the following bounds hold

P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ Φc(u)+
√

2S2(σ−1Y1||Z)√
n

√
log
(

1 +
n‖SY1

(σY1)−σ−1Y1‖22
S2(σ−1Y1||Z)2

)
×
[√

Q̂n(u) +
√

Φc(u)
]
;

12
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and

P(|Sn| ≥ σu) ≤ 2Φc(u)+
√

2S2(σ−1Y1||Z)√
n

√
log
(

1 +
n‖SY1

(σY1)−σ−1Y1‖22
S2(σ−1Y1||Z)2

)
×
[√

Q̂dn(u) +
√

2Φc(u)
]
.

See Sec. 4.2 for a proof sketch and App. E.3 for the proof. We note that the rate obtained
in Thm. 8 is sub-Gaussian in u and that the reminder terms decreases at a rate of

√
log(n)/n.

Therefore if in addition to the Stein Kernel we can also control the score function then we can
obtain a tighter rate than in Thm. 7 and Thm. 6.

4.1. Proof sketch for Thm. 6

We note that uα(x) ≤ I(x ≤ u). By the monotony of the expectation this directly implies that
E(uα(S̃n)) ≤ P(S̃n ≥ u). Therefore if we obtain a bound on |E(uα(S̃n)) − E(uα(Z))|, we can
use it to obtain a bound on P(S̃n ≥ u). The rest of the proof of Thm. 6 consists of using the
Ornstein-Ulbheck interpolation and the heat equation.

To see this, we denote by τS̃n(·) the Stein kernel of S̃n and take Z ∼ N(0, 1) to be an inde-
pendent standard normal random variable. We define Ptuα(x) , EZ(uα(e−tx +

√
1− e−2tZ)).

We remark that t → Ptuα interpolates between P0uα(x) = uα(x) and P∞uα(x) = E(uα(Z)).
Therefore we have:

|E(uα(S̃n))− E(uα(Z))| = |
∫∞

0 ∂tE(Ptuα(S̃n))dt|
(a)

≤ |
∫∞

0 E(∆Ptuα(S̃n)− S̃n∇Ptuα(S̃n))dt|
(b)

≤ |
∫∞

0 E(∆Ptuα(S̃n)(1− TS̃n(S̃n)))dt|

where to obtain (a) we used the heat equation satisfied by the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process and where
(b) is a consequence of the definition of Stein kernels.

It is well known (see e.g (Ledoux et al., 2015)) that τS̃n(S̃n) = E
(

1
n

∑n
i=1 τỸ1

(Yi)|S̃n
)
. There-

fore as E(τỸ1
(Y1)) = 1 for all p ≥ 1 there is a constant Kp such that

‖τS̃n(S̃n)− 1‖p ≤ ‖
1

n

n∑
i=1

τỸ1
(Yi)− 1‖p ≤

Kp√
n
‖τỸ1

(Y1)− 1‖p.

Therefore if we can control the size of ∂2
t Ptuα(S̃n) then we will obtain that |E(uα(S̃n))−E(uα(Z))| =

O( 1√
n

). The remainder of the proof consists of controlling ∆Ptuα(S̃n). This is what we do thanks
to the Stein identity and the Wassertein distance.

4.2. Proof sketch of Thm. 8

The proof of Thm. 8 is based on Thm. 3 which guarantees that

P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ Φc(u) +
√

2H(σ−1Sn, Z)
[√

Q̂n(u) +
√

Φc(u)
]
;

and Theorem 2.2 of Ledoux et al. (2015) which upper bounds the KL-divergence KL(S̃n||Z) in
terms of the Stein kernel.
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5. Efficient Concentration with Zero-Bias Couplings

In the prior two sections, we showed how to obtain efficient concentration given auxiliary knowl-
edge of a score function or Stein kernel. In the remainder, we will establish efficient concentration
without any additional knowledge beyond Assump. (R, σ). We achieve this in the present section
by tightly bounding a non-uniform Kolmogorov distance using zero-bias couplings. As in Chen
et al. (2011, Prop. 2.1), we say that S? has the zero-bias distribution for a mean-zero random vari-
able S with Var(S) < ∞ if the distribution of S? is absolutely continuous with Lebesgue density
p?(x) = E[S I[S > x]]/Var(S) or, equivalently, if σ2E[f ′(S?)] = E[Sf(S)] for all absolutely con-
tinuous f with E[|Sf(S)|] < ∞. Our main result, proved in App. F, uses a close coupling of Sn
and its zero-biased counterpart to establish efficient concentration.

Theorem 9 (Efficient zero-bias tail bound) Suppose Sn =
∑n

i=1Xi for independent (Xi)i≥1

satisfying E[Xi] = 0,Var(Xi) = σ2
i ,
∑n

i=1 σ
2
i = σ2, and |Xi| ≤ R√

n
almost surely. Define the

auxiliary variable

S′n , Sn +X ′I −XI for X ′i , X?
i + U(Xi −X?

i ) and P(I = i) =
σ2
i
σ2 I[1 ≤ i ≤ n],

where each X?
i has the zero-bias distribution of Xi, and U ∼ Unif([0, 1]), I , and (X?

i )i≥1 are
mutually independent and independent of (Xi)i≥1. Then, for all u ≥ 0 and λ ∈ [0, 1],

P(Sn > σu+ 2R√
n

) ≤ σ
√
n

σ
√
n+2Rδu

Φc(u) + 2R
σ
√
n+2Rδu

(hu(u)− hu(λu))P(S′n > λσu)

+ 2R
σ
√
n+2Rδu

hu(λu)

where, for all w ≤ u,

hu(w) , (w + (1 + w2)
√

2π exp(w
2

2 )Φ(w))Φc(u) and (11)

δu , hu(u)−
(

2

u+
√
u2+8/π

− 8u

π(u+
√
u2+8/π)2

)
Φ(u). (12)

If, in addition, (Xi)
n+1
i=1 are identically distributed, then

P(Sn > σu
√
n+1√
n

+ R√
n

)

≤ σ
√
n+1

σ
√
n+1+2Rδu

Φc(u) + 2R
σ
√
n+1+2Rδu

(hu(u)− hu(λu))P(Sn +X ′n+1 > λσu)

+ 2R
σ
√
n+1+2Rδu

hu(λu).

Our next result, proved in App. G, shows how to convert concentration inequalities for bounded
variables into valid tail bounds for S′n and Sn +X ′n+1.

Proposition 10 (Properties of S′n) Under the notation and assumptions of Thm. 9, the following
claims hold for each i ≥ 1 and t ∈ R.

1. |E[X ′i]| ≤ R
4
√
n
, Var(X ′i) ∈

σ2
i
3 + [ R

2

36n ,
R2

9n ], |X ′i| ≤ R√
n

almost surely.

2. P(S′n > t+ R
4
√
n

) ≤∑n
i=1

σ2
i
σ2 P(X ′i − E[X ′i] +

∑
j 6=iXj > t).
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3. If, in addition, (Xi)
n+1
i=1 are identically distributed, then Sn +X ′n+1

d
=
√
n+1√
n
S′n+1.

Remark 2 A convenient default upper bound is given by the minimum of the Hoeffding, Bernstein
(Boucheron et al., 2013, Cor. 2.11), and Berry-Esseen (Shevtsova, 2010) tail bounds for unidenti-
cally distributed summands and σ2

low,i , σ2 + R2

36n −
2σ2
i

3 :

P(S′n > t+ R
4
√
n

)

≤∑n
i=1

σ2
i
σ2 min

(
e
− t2

2R2+ 9
8nR

2
, e
− t2

2(s̃2
i
+ Rt

3
√
n

)
,Φc( t

σlow,i
) + 0.56R√

n

σ2+(5R2−21nσ2
i )/(36n)

σ3
low,i

)
.

where s̃2
i := σ2 + (25R2 − 96nσ2

i )/(144n).

Taken together, Thm. 9, Prop. 10, , and Rem. 2 imply that, for universal constants c1, c2 > 0
independent of (u, n,R, σ),

P(Sn ≥ σu+ 2R√
n

) ≤ Φc(u) + c1R
σ
√
n

exp(−c2
u2

R2 )

whenever Assump. (R, σ) holds.

6. Efficient Concentration with Wasserstein Approximation

In the two previous sections, we showed how to obtain efficient concentration given auxiliary knowl-
edge of a score function or Stein kernel. In this section, we again establish efficient concentration
without any knowledge beyond Assump. (R, σ). To do so, we measure how far Sn is from a normal
by the p-Wassertein distanceWp(·, ·), defined in the following way:

Wp(ν, µ) = inf
γ∈ϕ(ν,µ)

E(X,Y )∼γ
(
|X − Y |p

)1/p
,

where γ(ν, µ) is the set of all possible couplings of the probability distributions ν and µ on R.

6.1. Efficient tail bounds

When Assump. (R, σ) holds we obtain in Thm. 11 below that, for each u > 0,

P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ Φc
(
u− 5.5R log(n)

σ
√
n

)
[1 + on(1)] + 5.5R√

nσ
ϕ
(
u− 5.5R log(n)

σ
√
n

)
[1 + on(1)].

Notably, this bound is asymptotically exact, converging to the correct asymptotic tail bound Φc(u)
as n → ∞, with an error term that is asymptotically sub-Gaussian in u. To state our result more
precisely, we define the growth constant

K , 1√
0.4

[
R+

√
0.4eσ
2
√

2

]
+ 2
√
eR√
1.2

[
e0.8 − 1.8

][
2− 2σ

3R

]
≈ 3.71R,

the interpolation parameter

ρ?n,u , σ
eKu

(√
n+ 2eK

σ2

(√
nuσ − eK(2 + log(

√
2πnσ2

Ke ))
)+ −√n)

≈ 1− eKσ√
nu

log
(√

nσ
√

2π
eK

)
≈ 1− 5.05R log(0.25nσ2/R2)σ√

nu
,
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and the correction power

Ln,u ,
(1−ρ?n,u)

√
nuσ

Ke − 2 ≈ 5.05R log(0.25nσ2/R2).

To first order, Thm. 11 establishes that P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ Φc
(
ρ?n,uu

)
[1 + on(1)] + eK√

nσ
ϕ(ρ?n,uu)[1 +

on(1)]. To make this bound exact we incorporate a small correction term rn,u of order R
2 log(n)5/2

σ2n
ϕ(ρ?n,uu)

defined in App. H.1. Under this notation, we have the following efficient tail bound for Sn, proved
in App. H.

Theorem 11 (Efficient tail bound) If Sn satisfies Assump. (R, σ) and 2 ≤ Ln,u ≤ 1 + 0.4σ2n
R2 ,

then

P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ Φc(ρ?n,uu) + eK√
nσ
ϕ(ρ?n,uu)

[
1 + rn,u

]Ln,u
/

n→∞
Φc
(
u−

?
R log(n)
σ
√
n

)
+

?
R√
nσ
ϕ
(
u−

?
R log(n)
σ
√
n

)
+O(R

2 log(n)5/2

σ2n
ϕ(ρ?n,uu)),

where
?
R := 5.5R.

Remark 3 The constant 5.5 can be significantly reduced at the price of a more complicated expres-
sion. We also present a tighter but less interpretable bound that holds for all u ≥ 0 in Sec. 6.3.

6.2. Efficient quantile bounds

Similarly to how the Wassertein distance can be used to obtain efficient tail bounds it can also be
used to obtain efficient quantile bounds. To do so we once again tightly bound the distance between
Sn and its Gaussian limit. The quantile bounds we obtain in Thm. 12 are of the order

qn(R, δ, σ) ∼
n→∞

−σΦ−1
(
δ − eK

σ
√
n
ϕ(Φ−1(δ))

)
+ eK√

n
log
(√nσ
eK ϕ(Φ−1(δ))−1

)
≈ −σΦ−1

(
δ − 10.1R

σ
√
n
ϕ(Φ−1(δ))

)
+ 10.1R√

n
log
( √nσ

10.1Rϕ(Φ−1(δ))−1
)
.

Notably, as the sample size increases these bounds converge to the true asymptotic quantiles−σΦ−1(δ),
guaranteeing efficiency. To state our result in full, we introduce the shorthand

Anδ , log
(√nσ
eK

ϕ(Φ−1(δ))−1
)
,

and an explicit correction term sδ,n of order R2 log(n)5/2

nσ defined in App. H.3. With this notation in
place, we have the following efficient quantile bound for Sn, proved in App. H.

Theorem 12 (Efficient quantile bound) If Sn satisfies Assump. (R, σ),Anδ ≥ 2, and 0 ≤ R2(Anδ−1)

0.4nσ2 ≤
1 then P

(
Sn ≥ qn(R, δ, σ)

)
≤ δ for

qn(R, δ, σ) , σΦ−1
(
δ − eK

σ
√
n
ϕ(Φ−1(δ))

)
+

e
[
Anδ+2

]
√
n

[
K + sδ,n

]
≈

n→∞
−σΦ−1

(
δ − 10.1R√

n
ϕ(Φ−1(δ))

)
+ 10.1R√

n
log
( √nσ

10.1Rϕ(Φ−1(δ))−1
)
.

Remark 4 This bound can be used to build efficient confidence intervals with nominal coverage.
Moreover, the constant 10.1 can be significantly reduced at the price of a more complicated expres-
sion. In Sec. 6.3, we present a tighter but less interpretable quantile bound (Thm. 14) that holds for
all δ ∈ (0, 1).
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6.3. Tighter computable bounds

In this section we propose tighter concentration inequalities and quantile approximations for Sn than
the ones presented in Sec. 6. While these bounds are less interpretable, they are straightforwardly
computed and hence can be used to produce tighter tail bounds and confidence intervals in practice.

First, we obtain a tighter bound for P(Sn ≥ σu), proved in App. I.

Theorem 13 (Tighter efficient tail bound) If Sn satisfies Assump. (R, σ), then, for any auxiliary
upper bounds Q̂n(u) and Q̂dn(u) on P

(
Sn ≥ σu

)
and P

(
|Sn| ≥ σu

)
respectively, we have

P
(
Sn ≥ σu

)
≤ min

(
infp∈[2,∞)

⋂
{1}, ρ∈(0,1) Φc(ρu) +

ωRp (σ)p

(1−ρ)p(uσ)p , Q̂n(u)
)

; and

P
(
|Sn| ≥ σu

)
≤ min

(
infp∈[2,∞)

⋂
{1}, ρ∈(0,1) 2Φc(ρu) +

ωRp (σ)p

(1−ρ)p(uσ)p , Q̂
d
n(u)

)
.

for ωRp (σ) a computable bound on 1
σWp(Sn,N (0, σ2)) defined in App. I.1 that is non-decreasing

in σ.

Remark 5 (Auxiliary tail bounds) We include the auxiliary bounds Q̂n(u) and Q̂dn(u) to empha-
size that our efficient bounds can be paired with any valid tail bounds to simultaneously reap the
large-sample benefits of the former and the small-sample benefits of the latter. The Hoeffding-

Bernstein bounds Q̂n(u) = min(e−
u2σ2

2R2 , e
− u2

2(1+Ru/3σ) ) and Q̂dn(u) = 2Q̂n(u) provide a convenient
default choice.

By choosing p = Ln,u and ρ = ρ?n,u in Thm. 13 we obtain a tightened version of the inequality in
Thm. 11. Further improvements are obtained in practice by explicitly optimizing over p and ρ.

Next we obtain tighter bounds for the quantiles of Sn, proved in App. I.

Theorem 14 (Tighter efficient quantile bound) If Sn satisfies Assump. (R, σ), and some auxil-
iary deterministic bounds q̃n and q̃dn satisfy P

(
Sn ≥ q̃n(R, δ, σ)

)
≤ δ and P

(
|Sn| ≥ q̃dn(R, δ, σ)

)
≤

δ, then
P(Sn ≥ qn(R, δ, σ)) ≤ δ, P(|Sn| ≥ qdn(R, δ, σ)) ≤ δ,

for ωRp (σ) a computable bound on 1
σWp(Sn,N (0, σ2)) defined in App. I.1 that is non-decreasing

in σ and

qn(R, δ, σ) , min
(

infp≥2, ρ∈(0,1)
σωRp (σ)

(δ(1−ρ))1/p − σΦ−1(δρ), q̃n(R, δ, σ)
)
,

qdn(R, δ, σ) , min
(

infp≥2, ρ∈(0,1)
σωRp (σ)

(δ(1−ρ))1/p − σΦ−1( δρ2 ), q̃dn(R, δ, σ)
)
.

Remark 6 (Auxiliary quantile bounds) We again highlight that our efficient bounds can be paired
with any valid quantile bounds q̃n(R, δ, σ) and q̃dn(R, δ, σ) to inherit the benefits of each. Conve-
nient defaults are provided by the minimum of the Bernstein quantiles (Boucheron et al., 2013,
Thm. 2.10) and the Berry-Esseen quantiles (Shevtsova, 2011),

q̃n(R, δ, σ) = min
(

R
3
√
n

log(1/δ) + σ
√

2 log(1/δ),−σΦ−1(δ − CR,σ√
n

)
)
,

q̃dn(R, δ, σ) = min
(

R
3
√
n

log(2/δ) + σ
√

2 log(2/δ),−σΦ−1( δ2 −
CR,σ√
n

)
)
.

where we set CR,σ = min(.3328(R̃+ .429), .33554(R̃+ .415)).
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6.4. Proof sketch for Thms. 11 and 13

Similarly to the proof of Thm. 6 and Thm. 3, the main idea of the proofs is to use the fact that
Sn = 1√

n

∑
i≤n Yi is close to being normally distributed if the sample size n ∈ N is large. For

ease of notation, the rest of this section we will suppose that σ = 1. Note that there is no loss of
generality by doing so. Fix t ≥ 0, ρ ∈ [0, 1), and p ≥ 1. For all ε > 0 we remark that there is a
coupling (Sn, G) with G ∼ N(0, 1) such that ‖Sn −G‖p ≤ Wp(Sn, G) + ε. Therefore we have

P(Sn ≥ t) = P(G+ Sn −G ≥ t)
≤ P(G ≥ ρt) + P(Sn −G ≥ (1− ρ)t)

≤ Φc(ρt) + E(|Sn−G|p)
(1−ρ)ptp

≤ Φc(ρt) +
(Wp(Sn,G)+ε)p

(1−ρ)ptp .

As this holds for any arbitrary ε > 0 we get that

P(Sn ≥ t) = P(G+ Sn −G ≥ t)
≤ Φc(ρt) +

Wp(Sn,G)p

(1−ρ)ptp .

Imagine thatWp(Sn, G) ≤ K̃p√
n

for a constant K̃ and that we set p =
√
nt(1−ρ)

eK̃
then we obtain

P(Sn ≥ t) ≤ Φc(ρt) + e−
√
nt(1−ρ)
eK̃ .

If in addition we choose ,

ρ ,
−Cn,t +

√
C2
n,t + 2t2(Cn,t + 1− log(Cn,t

√
2π/t))

t2

with Cn,t ,
√
nt

eK̃
then we have

P(Sn ≥ t) / Φc
(
ρt
)

+ eK̃√
n
ϕ(ρt);

This gives us the desired bound.

6.5. Proof sketch for Thms. 12 and 14

Quantiles are obtained by following a similar reasoning. Let δ ∈ (0, 1
2) be a confidence level and

α ∈ (0, δ). Choose ε > 0 and (Sn, G) to be a coupling of Sn with a standard normal random
variable that satisfies ‖Sn − G‖p ≤ Wp(Sn,N (0, 1)) + ε. Then for all p ≥ 2, if we write u ,
Wp(Sn,G)

α1/p then we obtain

P(Sn ≥ −Φ−1(δ − α) + u) ≤ P(G ≥ −Φ−1(δ − α)) + P(Sn −G ≥ u)

≤ δ − α+
(‖Sn−G‖p+ε)p

up .

As the choice of ε > 0 can be arbitrarily small we obtain

P(Sn ≥ −Φ−1(δ − α) + u) ≤ δ − α+
Wp(Sn,G)p

up ≤ δ.
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Therefore to obtain a good approximation of the quantiles of Sn we need to choose a candidate for
α and p. If we choose p = − log(α) then we obtain then we can upper bound the quantile of Sn by

−Φ−1(δ − α) + eW− log(α)(Sn, G) , O(−Φ−1(δ − α) +
− log(α)√

n
).

We choose α = O(ϕ(Φ−1(δ))√
n

).

7. Efficient Concentration Inequalities for Smoothed Observations

We notice that when we had some additional information on the distribution of the random variables
(Yi), e.g about their score function (see Thm. 4) and their Stein kernel (see Thm. 8), then we
were able to avoid potentially lossy union bound and obtained tighter concentration inequalities.
In this section we show that if the observations (Yi) are smoothed then we can obtain (potentially)
tighter concentration inequalities without requiring any additional properties of the distribution of
the random variables (Yi). In this goal let D > 0 be a real and let Z be an independent standard
normal random variable. We define

S̃noisy
n ,

√
1− D√

n
S̃n +

√
D

n1/4
Z, Snoisy

n , σS̃noisy
n .

We show how we can obtain efficient tail bounds for S̃noisy
n . In this goal, we write ω1,p,q =

W 2pq
q−1

(S̃n, Z) and ω2,p,q = ‖Z‖ pq
q−1

.

Theorem 15 (Efficient smoothed tail bound) Assume that the random variables (Yi) satisfy As-
sump. (R, σ). Let Q̂n(u) be an arbitrary upper bound for P(S̃n ≥ u) ≤ Q̂n(u). Then the following
holds for all κ ≥ max( R̃

2

n ,
R̃2
√
nD

)

P(Snoisy
n ≥ σu)

/ Φc(u) + infp≥2
Q̂n(u)

p−1
p

√
n

{√
e(p−1)R̃2(e2κ(p−1)−1)√

3Dκ
+

log
(
n
D2

)√
p−1Ap(R̃−1)

4
√

2

}
.

Remark 7 The exact bound is presented in Thm. 36. We also note that this bound could not be
obtained by directly applying Thm. 4 or Thm. 8. Indeed while the score function S̃noisy

n can be seen
as an empirical average of continuous random variables the amount of Gaussian noise injected is
not sufficient to control its score function or its Stein kernel.

Note that one can straightforwardly bound the Wassertein distance between Snoisy
n and Sn and use

this to obtain an efficient concentration inequality for the latter. Similarly if Sn admits a Stein
kernel then one could use strong embeddings (Chatterjee, 2012, Thm. 1.2) to control the tail bound
of |Sn − Snoisy

n | and use Thm. 15 to obtain an efficient concentration inequality for Sn.

7.1. Proof sketch for Thm. 15

The proof relies on the Ornstein-Ulbheck interpolation and the heat equation. To make this precise
we write the interpolated process Xt , e−tS̃n +

√
1− e−2tZ. As t varies from 0 to∞, then Xt
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transforms from S̃n to Z. We define Tn , −1
2 log(1 − D√

n
). We note that XTn has the same

distribution than S̃noisy
n . The key to the proof is then to use the heat equation to establish the

following equality:

|P(S̃noisy
n ≥ u)− Φc(u)|

= |
∫∞
Tn

E
[
I(Xt ≥ u)E

[
e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t |Xt

]]
dt|.

where (τ ′t) is the quantity defined in Eq. (14). The proof is finished by using Hölder’s inequality
and bounding the norms ‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t‖p (see Lem. 19 and Lem. 21).

8. Application: Efficient Empirical Berry-Esseen Bounds

The preceding sections assumed that the variance parameter σ2 was a known quantity, but, in many
applications, the variance is unknown and can only be estimated from data. In this section, we
leverage efficient known-variance bounds to develop efficient quantile bounds that are valid even
when σ is unknown. We refer to these constructions as empirical Berry-Esseen (EBE) bounds as
they combine Gaussian approximation in the spirit of Berry-Esseen Eq. (5) with empirical variance
estimation.

We begin by showing how to convert generic known-variance quantile bounds into valid empirical-
variance quantile bounds. Our construction in Thm. 16 depends on the following readily-computed
quantities:

• the empirical variance: σ̂2 , 1
n

∑
i≤n(Wi − W̄n)2,

• the empirical centered third moment: m̂3 , 1
n

∑
i≤n(Wi − W̄n)3,

• the empirical variance of (Wi − W̄n)2: m̂4 , 1
n

∑
i≤n((Wi − W̄n)2 − σ̂2)2,

• the 1− a
4 quantile of the two-sided Kolmogorov-Smirnov distribution: qKS

n (a/4),

• a lower estimate for σ2: σ2
l,a , σ̂2 −R2qKS

n (a4 ), and

• a lower estimate for s2
4 = Var((W1 − E(W1))2):

s2
l,a , m̂4 −R4qKS

n (a4 ) + min|u|≤2RqKS
n (a

4
) 4σ̂2u2 − 4m̂3u,

and the proof can be found in App. K.

Theorem 16 (Empirical quantile bounds) Consider any quantile bounds q̃dn and q̃n with

P
(
|Sn| ≥ q̃dn(R, δ, σ)

)
≤ δ and cδ1(σ) , q̃dn(R,δ,σ)2

nσ2 non-increasing and

P
(
Sn > q̃n(R, δ, σ)

)
≤ δ and cδ2(σ) , q̃n(R2,δ,σ)2

nσ2 non-increasing

for each δ ∈ (0, 1) and Sn satisfying Assump. (R, σ). If Sn satisfies Assump. (R, σ), then, for each
confidence level δ ∈ (0, 1) and an ∈ (0, δ), we have

P
(
Sn /∈

√
nAnδ,an

)
≤ δ and hence P

(
|Sn| ≥ q̂dn(R, δ, an)

)
≤ δ
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for the empirical quantile bound q̂dn(R, δ, an) ,
√
nmaxx∈Anδ,an

|x| and the confidence set

Anδ,a ,
{
x ∈ R |

(
x2 − σ̂2 cδ−a1 (σl,a)

1−cδ−a1 (σl,a)

)2

≤
(

cδ−a1 (σl,a)

1−cδ−a1 (σl,a)

)2 ca2(sl,a)
1−ca2(sl,a)

[
m̂4 + 4σ̂2x2 − 4m̂3x+R4qKS

n (a4 )
]}
.

Remark 8 The maximum and minimum elements ofAnδ,an are roots of a depressed quartic equation
that can be solved in closed form or with standard software.

Next we prove that efficient quantile bounds give rise to efficient empirical quantile bounds.

Theorem 17 (Efficient empirical Berry-Esseen bounds) Under the assumptions of Thm. 16, sup-
pose q̃dn(R, σn, δn) → −σΦ−1( δ2) whenever (σn, δn) → (σ, δ). If an → 0, log(an)

n → 0, and
can2 (sl,an)

a.s.→ 0, then

q̂dn(R, δ, an)
a.s.→ −σΦ−1( δ2).

Remark 9 As convenient default choices, we recommend setting an = logn
n and taking q̃dn and q̃n

to be the efficient quantile bounds qdn, qn of Thm. 14 with the auxiliary bounds of Rem. 6.

Proof For brevity, we will adopt the shorthand q̂dn , q̂dn(R, δ, an) and q̃dn , q̃dn(R, δ − an, σl,an).

We will also write T dn,δ :=
q̃dn/σ

2
l,an

1−cδ−an1 (σl,an )
. Since

√
nAnδ,an is the sublevel set of the norm-coercive

monic polynomial

y 7→
(
y2 − σ̂2T dn,δ

)2
− (T dn,δ)

2
can2 (sl,an )(m̂4+ 4σ̂2y2

n
− 4m̂3√

n
+R4qKS

n (an
4

))

1−can2 (sl,an )
, (13)

q̂dn is necessarily a root of this polynomial.
Moreover, the coefficients of this polynomial converge as follows. First, the Dvoretsky-Kiefer-

Wolfowitz inequality (Dvoretzky et al., 1956) implies that

qKS
n (an4 ) ≤

√
log(C/an)

n

for some constant C. Our assumption log(an)
n → 0 therefore yields qKS

n (an4 ) → 0. Moreover, by
the strong law of large numbers (Durrett, 2019, Thm. 2.4.1), σ̂2 a.s.→ σ2, m̂4

a.s.→ s2
4, and m̂3

a.s.→
E[(Wi − EW1)3] and hence σ2

l,a
a.s.→ σ2 and s2

l,a
a.s.→ s2

4 as well. Since an → 0, we therefore

have q̃dn
a.s.→ −σΦ−1( δ2) and cδ−an1 (σl,an)

a.s.→ 0. Finally, as can2 (sl,an)→ 0, the polynomial Eq. (13)
converges almost surely to the monic polynomial y 7→ (y2−(−σΦ−1( δ2)))2. Hence, by Artin (2011,
Prop. 5.2.1), q̂dn converges almost surely to the unique positive root of this polynomial, −σΦ−1( δ2).
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8.1. Numerical evaluation

We next turn to a numerical evaluation of our efficient EBE bound. Python code implementing our
bound and reproducing all plots can be found at https://github.com/lmackey/gauss_
conc/. Fig. 1 compares the efficient EBE bound of Thm. 17 and Rem. 9 with the Hoeffding
quantile bound, P(|Sn| ≥ R

√
2 log(2/δ)) ≤ δ; the empirical Bernstein quantile bound (Maurer and

Pontil, 2009, Thm. 4) commonly deployed in reinforcement learning (Mnih et al., 2008; Audibert
et al., 2009), P(|Sn| ≥ σ̂

√
2 log(2/δ) n

n−1 + 14
3 R log(2/δ)

√
n

n−1) ≤ δ; and the efficient In,3 quantile

bound of Romano and Wolf (2000),2 with its free parameter βn set to match our default value,
an = logn

n .
As advertised, the efficient bounds converge to the optimal asymptotic size as n increases, while

the Bernstein and Hoeffding inequalities remain bounded away from the optimum for all n. More-
over, the efficient EBE bound of Thm. 16 provides a tighter estimate than the optimized Romano-
Wolf bound in all settings. Here the efficient empirical bound is constructed with m̂3 = Rσ̂2 and
m̂4 = R2σ̂2 − σ̂4 and, as we show in App. M, changes only minimally as m̂3 and m̂4 vary.

9. Discussion and Related Work

In this work, we have derived new computable tail and quantile bounds for the scaled deviations
Sn =

√
n(W̄n−E(W1)) with asymptotically optimal size, finite-sample validity, and sub-Gaussian

decay. These bounds enable the construction of efficient confidence intervals with correct coverage
for any sample size. Our concentration inequalities arise from new computable bounds on the
Hellinger distance, Stein discrepancy, non-uniform Kolmogorov distance, and Wasserstein distance
to a Gaussian, and, as a byproduct, we obtain the first explicit bounds for the Hellinger CLT. We also
develop a general method for bounding the Hellinger distance between a Gaussian and any other
random variable.

The notion of efficient confidence intervals for the mean was introduced by Romano and Wolf
(2000). In their Thm. 2.1, Romano and Wolf showed that efficient—that is, asymptotically minimal-
length when scaled by

√
n—confidence intervals must converge to the width of the asymptotic

Gaussian intervals implied by the CLT Eq. (3). Moreover, Sec. 3 of Romano and Wolf surveys
a number of procedures for constructing confidence intervals that are either finite-sample invalid
(including the bootstrap (Efron, 1992) and methods based on Edgeworth expansions (Hall, 2013))
or inefficient (including the methods of Anderson (1969) and Gasko (1991)). Romano and Wolf
conclude by developing an efficient valid confidence interval for the mean of variables supported on
[0, 1] but report that it is “unfortunately, much too wide for a reasonable sample.” Our new efficient
bounds are developed in an entirely different manner, and, as we demonstrate in Sec. 8.1, improve
upon the Romano-Wolf interval and the most commonly used empirical concentration inequalities.

Our results also suggest simple strategies for making any concentration inequality or confidence
region efficient. For efficient concentration, one can simply take the minimum of any existing tail
bound and Thm. 9 or Thm. 13 to simultaneously reap the small-sample benefits of the former and
the large-sample benefits of the latter. For efficient confidence, one can divide the total confidence
budget between an existing region and the efficient region of Thm. 17 and then intersect the two
regions. The result will remain efficient if the budget allocated to the auxiliary region vanishes as
n grows. These strategies are particularly relevant given the recent renewed interest in deriving

2. The Romano-Wolf bound can be infinite, but we constrain it to be no larger than the always-valid Hoeffding bound.
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Figure 1: Empirical quantile bounds for |Sn| with fixed boundedness parameter R = 1 and varying
sample size n and empirical variance σ̂2. Unlike the empirical Bernstein and Hoeffding bounds,
the efficient empirical Berry-Esseen bound of Thm. 16 converges to the ideal asymptotic Gaussian
bound as n increases and provides a tighter estimate than the efficient In,3 interval of Romano and
Wolf (2000) in all settings.

tighter concentration inequalities for bounded random variables (see, e.g., Jun and Orabona, 2019;
Waudby-Smith and Ramdas, 2020; Orabona and Jun, 2021).

Our Hellinger bound is, to the best of our knowledge, the first known explicit rate of convergence
for the central limit theorem in terms of the Hellinger distance. Indeed while rates were known for
the KL divergence, none were explicitly derived for the Hellinger distance. Moreover, the KL rates
are neither explicit nor computable and require stronger conditions. However, our proof technique
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builds on previously developed ideas. Notably, we use the Ornstein-Ulenbeck semigroup to inter-
polate between S̃n and a normal. This allows us to re-express the Hellinger distance as an integral
over the norm of information-theoretic quantities of the interpolated process. This can be seen as
the equivalent of the De Bruijn identity (see e.g (Barron, 1986)) for the KL-divergence or similar
expressions obtained for p-Wassertein distance in the celebrated work of Otto and Villani (2000)
and in Ledoux et al. (2015). Then we take inspiration from Bonis (2015) which proposed to use
an exchangeable pair argument to give a closed form upper bound to the p-Wassertein distance and
develop similar techniques. This provides us with an easily computable bound that only depends on
the moments of the score function and the moments of the random variable itself. This is to contrast
with the known bounds for the KL divergence, which are either not in closed form (Bobkov et al.,
2013), require conditions on the spectral gap (Artstein et al., 2004) or depend on the moment of the
Stein kernel (Ledoux et al., 2015).

The notion of a Stein kernel (sometimes known under the name of Stein factor, ω-function, or
covariance kernel (Ley et al., 2017, Rem. 4.6)) is born from the literature of Stein’s approximation
and is found implicitly in many of the earlier works (see for e.g the original monograph (Stein,
1986)). It was however first formally introduced in Cacoullos and Papathanasiou (1992) and has
been the subject of a lot of recent development including to establish multivariate central limit theo-
rems (Nourdin et al., 2010), to compare univariate distributions (Ley et al., 2017) for its connection
with the total variation distance (Cacoullos et al., 1994), the p-Wassertein distance (Ledoux et al.,
2015; Bonis, 2015), the entropic central limit theorem (Nourdin et al., 2014; Ledoux et al., 2015),
covariance bounds (Ernst et al., 2020) and concentration inequalities (Ledoux et al., 2015; Nourdin
and Viens, 2009; Saumard, 2019). Our theorem Thm. 6 takes inspiration from the concentration
inequalities obtained in Ledoux et al. (2015), but the inequality that we obtain is efficient and is
on the tail of the Sn rather than on the moments of Lipcthiz functions of Sn. The Stein kernel is
however sadly not always guaranteed to exist. This led to a large body of work investigating under
what conditions such a quantity exists and how to compute it ( see e.g (Courtade et al., 2017; Fathi,
2019)).

Our zero-bias coupling arguments generalize the uniform, u-independent bounds of Chen et al.
(2011); Ross (2011) to derive tighter non-uniform bounds with sub-Gaussian decay. Our Wasserstein-
bounding arguments in Sec. 6 build on the pioneering work of Bonis (2015) who derived Wasser-
stein convergence rates for the CLT with inexplicit constants. Our new arguments lead to tighter
estimates of the distance to Gaussianity and explicit, practical constants.

An important open question is if a similar approach could be used for other statistics, beyond
sample means, that are known to be asymptotically normal. Another natural direction for future
work is to relax the assumption than the random variables are bounded to conditions on the moments
of (Wi)i≥1.
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Appendix A. Appendix Overview and Notation

The proofs of Thms. 11 and 12 to 14 are each broken into two parts. In App. I.1 we derive up-
per bounds for the Wassertein distances between Sn and its asymptotic distribution N (0, σ2). In
Apps. H.2, H.4, and I we exploit those upper bounds to establish the individual theorem claims.

Throughout the appendix, we will designate by (Xi)i≥1 the rescaled random variables Xi =
Wi−E(Wi)√

n
= Yi√

n
. We remark that E(X1) = 0, that Var(X1) = Var(Y1)

n = σ2

n and that ‖X1‖∞ ≤
R/
√
n. We also note that Sn can be re-expressed as Sn =

∑
i≤nXi. Moreover we use the following

notation:

Yi ,Wi − E(W1), Sn ,
√
n(W̄n − E(W1)), S̃n , σ−1Sn, R̃ , σ−1R,

Ap ,
√
e
√
p+2(2e)1/p
√

2
, A∗n,p ,

(p+2)n1/p

2
√
n

, Ãn,p , A∗n,pR̃
−2/p.

Un,p , Ap + R̃Ãn,p, U∗n,p , Ap + R̃2/pÃn,p.
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Finally, throughout the appendix we write for all t > 0

Xt , e−tS̃n +
√

1− e−2tZ, Ỹi = Yi/σ.

Appendix B. Proof of Thm. 3: Efficient Hellinger tail bound

Write fn(·) the PDF of σ−1Sn and let Z ∼ N(0, 1) be an independent standard normal random
variable. Write ϕ(·) the PDF of Z and denote h(·) , fn(·)

ϕ(·) . Then we have

|P
(
σ−1Sn ≥ u)− P(Z ≥ u)|

= |E
(
(h(Z)− 1)I(Z ≥ u)

)
|

= |E
(
(
√
h(Z)− 1)(

√
h(Z) + 1)I(Z ≥ u)

)
|

≤ |E
(
(
√
h(Z)− 1)I(Z ≥ u)

)
|

+ |E
(
(
√
h(Z)− 1)

√
h(Z)I(Z ≥ u)

)
|

(a)

≤
√
E
(
(
√
h(Z)− 1)2

)√
E
(
I(Z ≥ u)

)
+
√
E
(
(
√
h(Z)− 1)2

)√
E
(
h(Z)I(Z ≥ u)

)
≤
√
E
(
(
√
h(Z)− 1)2

)[√
Φc(u) +

√
E(h(Z)I(Z ≥ u)

]
≤
√∫∞
−∞(

√
fn(x)−

√
ϕ(x))2dx

[√
Φc(u) +

√
E(h(Z)I(Z ≥ u)

]
≤
√

2H(σ−1Sn, Z)
[√

Φc(u) +
√

E(h(Z)I(Z ≥ u)
]

≤
√

2H(σ−1Sn, Z)
[√

Φc(u) +

√
Q̂n(u)

]
,

where we obtain (a) as a consequence of Cauchy-Swartz inequality. Similarly we remark that:

|P
(
|σ−1Sn| ≥ u

)
− P(|Z| ≥ u)| = |E

(
(h(Z)− 1)I(|Z| ≥ u)

)
|

≤
√

2H(σ−1Sn, Z)
[√

2Φc(u) +

√
Q̂dn(u)

]
.

Appendix C. Proof of Thm. 4: Hellinger CLT bound

Throughout this section we fix a real D > 0 and take κ ≥ max
(
R̃2

n ,
R̃2
√
nD

)
. Finally we set

S′n,t , S̃n + (X ′I −XI)I
(
|X ′I |, |XI | ≤

√
κ(1− e−2t)

)
,

where I ∼ unif{1, . . . ,n} and shorthand

Yt = S̃n − S′n,t.

We first specialize Thm. 5 to S̃n. In this goal we write SS̃n(·) the score function of S̃n.
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Lemma 18 Suppose that the random variables (Yi) satisfy the condition of Thm. 4. Define S̃n ,
σ−1Sn and for all t > 0 choose S̃tn to be such that (Stn, Sn) forms an exchangeable pair. Let Z be
an independent standard normal random variable. We define

τt ,
∑∞

k=1
e−kt

k!
√

1−e−2tk−1E((S̃tn − S̃n)k|Sn)Hk−1(Z); (14)

τ ′t ,
∑∞

k=1
e−kt

k!
√

1−e−2tk
E((S̃tn − S̃n)k|S̃n)Hk(Z).

Then the following holds for all p ≥ 1 and all D > 0

√
2H(S̃n, Z) ≤

∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
) ‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ + τ

′
t‖2dt

+
∫ − 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)

0 infp≥1Cp‖ Ze−2t
√

1−e−2t
− e−tS̃n + τt‖2pdt− 1

2 log(1− D√
n

).

Proof As a direct consequence of Thm. 5 applied to Sn, for all D > 0, p ≥ 1 we have

√
2H(S̃n, Z) ≤

∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
) ‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ + τ

′
t‖2dt

+
∫ − 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)

0 ‖SS̃n(S̃n)‖2 p
p−1
‖ Ze−2t
√

1−e−2t
− e−tS̃n + τt‖2pdt− 1

2 log(1− D√
n

).

Moreover, we know that the score function SS̃n(S̃n) is the only S̃n−measurable random variable
such that for all Φ ∈ C∞(R) we have

E(Φ(S̃n)SS̃n(S̃n)) = E(Φ′(S̃n)).

Therefore we note that

SS̃n(S̃n) = 1√
n
E(
∑

i=1 SY1(Yi)|S̃n).

Combined with the tower property we therefore have:

‖SS̃n(S̃n)‖ 2p
p′−1
≤ ‖ 1√

n

∑
i=1 SY1(Yi)‖ 2p

p−1
.

Therefore as E(SY1(Y1)) = 0, then using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we observe that

‖SS̃n(S̃n)‖ 2p
p−1
≤ Cp.

This directly implies that

√
2H(S̃n, Z) ≤

∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
) ‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ + τ

′
t‖2dt

+
∫ − 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)

0 infp≥1Cp‖ Ze−2t
√

1−e−2t
− e−tS̃n + τt‖2pdt− 1

2 log(1− D√
n

).
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C.1. Bounding the different terms

Throughout this subsection,we write Tn , −1
2 log(1− D√

n
)

Lemma 19 If Assump. (R, σ), Assump. (f̃) and Assump. (SY1 , p
′) hold then for all κ ≥ max

(
R̃2

n ,
R̃2
√
nD

)
then for all p ≥ 1 the following upper bound holds

∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
) ‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t‖2p

≤
√

3eR̃2(2p−1)(
√
n+A2pR̃+R̃2Ãn,2p)

κ
√

2
√
n

3

∫ 1− D√
n

0
(e2(2p−1)xκ−1)

(1−x)2 dx

+
2
√
e(2p−1)R̃2(Ap+R̃Ãn,2p)√

3nκ

∫√
1− D√

n

0
(e2x

2(2p−1)κ−1)√
1−x23 dx

+ log(n/D2)

4
√

2
√
n

min

{√
2p− 1

(
R̃2

R̃1/p − 1
)

(R̃2 − R̃1/p)Ãn,2p + (R̃− 1)A2p

.

Notably if p = 1 and if we write Mn
D ,

√
1− D√

n
then for all this can be further upper bounded

as: ∫∞
Tn
‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t‖2dt

≤
√

3eR̃2(
√
n+R̃)(e2κ(Mn

D)2−1)

κC
√

2n
+
√
eR̃2Mn

D(e2κ(Mn
D)2−1)√

3D
√
nκ

+ log(n/D2)

4
√

2
√
n

(R̃− 1)

∼
√
eR̃2(e2κ−1)√

3D
√
nκ

+ log(n/D2)

4
√

2
√
n

(R̃− 1).

Proof
Using the definition of τ ′t and triangle inequality we obtain that∫∞

− 1
2

log(1− D√
n

) ‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t‖2p

≤
∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)
e−t‖H1‖2√

1−e−2t
‖nE

(
Yt|S̃n

)
− S̃n‖2pdt

+
∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)
e−2t‖H2‖2

1−e−2t ‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− 1‖2pdt

+
∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)

∑
k≥3

e−tk‖Hk‖2p
k!(
√

1−e−2t)k
n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|S̃n
)
‖2pdt

, (a1) + (a2) + (a3).

We bound each term successively. For ease of notation we write c(t) ,
√
κ(1− e−2t).

Firstly we note that, if t ≥ −1
2 log(1 − R̃2

nκ ) ≥ 0 then c(t) ≥ R̃/
√
n therefore Yt = XI −X ′I .

As I is a randomly drawn index in {1, . . . , n}, this implies that

E
(
Yt|S̃n

)
= 1

n

∑
i≤n E(Xi −X ′i|S̃n) = 1

n

∑
i≤nXi − E(Xi) = 1

n S̃n; (15)

which implies that ‖nE
(
Yt|S̃n

)
− S̃n‖2p = 0. As −1

2 log(1− R̃2

nκ ) ≤ −1
2 log(1− D√

n
) we have that

(a1) = 0.
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We now work on upper bounding (a2). In this goal, we first remark that if t ≥ −1
2 log(1− R̃2

nκ )
we have Yt = X ′I −XI which implies that:

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− 1‖2p ≤ ‖1

2

∑
i≤n E(X2

i ) +X2
i − 1‖2p ≤ 1

2‖
∑

i≤nX
2
i − 1‖2p.

We remark using Eq. (33) that ‖X2
i − 1/n‖2p ≤ 1

n

(
R̃2−1/p − 1

)
and ‖X2

i − 1/n‖2 ≤ 1
n(R̃ − 1).

Therefore using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we obtain:

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− 1‖2p ≤ min


√

2p−1
2
√
n

(
R̃2

R̃1/p − 1
)

1
2
√
n

(
(R̃2 − R̃1/p)Ãn,2p + (R̃− 1)A2p

) , Bn,2p.

This implies that∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
) ‖n2E

(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− 1‖2p e−2t

1−e−2tdt

≤ Bn,2p
∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)

e−2t

1−e−2tdt =
Bn,2p

2

∫ 1− D√
n

0
1

1−tdt

=
Bn,2p

4 log(n/D2) = log(n/D2)
8
√
n

min

{√
2p− 1

(
R̃2

R̃1/p − 1
)

(R̃2 − R̃1/p)Ãn,2p + (R̃− 1)A2p

.

Therefore we obtain that

(a2) ≤ log(n/D2)
√

2p−1

4
√

2
√
n

min

{√
2p− 1

(
R̃2

R̃1/p − 1
)

(R̃2 − R̃1/p)Ãn,2p + (R̃− 1)A2p

.

Finally we work on bounding (a3). We observe that if we write Zt,ki , E
(
(Xi − X ′i)kI(|X ′i| ≤

c(t))|X1:n

)
I(|Xi| ≤ c(t)) then

nE(Y k
t |X1:n) =

∑
i≤n Z

t,k
i .

Let k ≥ 3 be an odd integer. We observe that the random variables (Zt,ki ) are symmetric and
therefore have a mean of zero. This implies that nE(Y k

t |S̃n) = Op(
1√
n

).

To make this clear m̃k,2p(t) , c(t)k−2 min
(√
nc(t), nc(t)2, R̃

)
then we also have

‖Zt,ki ‖2p ≤
2km̃k,2p(t)

n
.

Therefore we obtain that for all t > 0:

n‖E(Y k
t |S̃n)‖2 ≤

2k√
n
m̃k,2(t).

This implies that if k ≥ 3 is odd we have∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)

e−kt√
1−e−2tk

n‖E
(
(Yt)

k|S̃n
)
‖2pdt

≤ 2kR̃2(R̃Ãn,2p+A2p)
n

∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)
e−tkc(t)k−3

√
1−e−2tk

dt

≤ 2kR̃2(R̃Ãn,2p+A2p)
√
κ
k−3

n

∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)

e−tk√
1−e−2t3

dt

≤ 2kR̃2(R̃Ãn,2p+A2p)
√
κ
k−3

n

∫√
1− D√

n

0
xk−1
√

1−x23dx.
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We remark that∑
k≥3
k odd

2kxk−1
√

2p−1
k√

κ
k

√
k!

≤
√

2eκ
√

2p− 1
∑

k≥1
2kx2k(2p−1)kκk

√
k+1

k!
√

2k+1

≤ 2
√
eκ
√

2p−1√
3

(e2x2(2p−1)κ − 1).

Therefore we have: ∑
k≥3

‖Hk‖2p
k!

∫∞
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk

n‖E
(
(Yt)

k|S̃n
)
‖2pdt

≤ 2
√
e(2p−1)R̃2(R̃Ãn,2p+A2p)√

3nκ

∫√
1− D√

n

0
(e2x

2(2p−1)κ−1)√
1−x23 dx.

If k ≥ 4 and is even then we have:

n‖E(Y k
t |S̃n)‖2p ≤ ‖

∑
i≤n E

[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k|S̃n

]
‖2p

≤ ‖∑i≤n E
[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k|S̃n

]
− E

[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k

]
‖2p

+ n|E
[
I(|X1|, |X ′1| ≤ c(t))(X1 −X ′1)k

]
|

≤ 2kc(t)k−4

√
n

3 R̃2(
√
n+ R̃Un,2p).

This directly implies that we have:∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)

e−tk√
1−e−2tk

n‖E
(
(Yt)

k|S̃n
)
‖2pdt

≤ 2kR̃2√κk−4
(
√
n+A2pR̃+R̃2Ãn,2p)
√
n

3

∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)

e−tk√
1−e−2t4

dt

≤ 2kR̃2√κk−4
(
√
n+A2pR̃+R̃2Ãn,2p)
√
n

3

∫√
1− D√

n

0
xk−1
√

1−x24dt.

We remark that ∑
k≥4
k even

2kxk−1
√

2p−1
k√

κ
k

√
k!

≤
√
e√
2

∑
k≥2

2kx2k−1(2p−1)kκk
√
k+1

k!

≤
√

3exκ(2p−1)√
2

[
e2x2(2p−1)κ − 1

]
.

Therefore we have:∑
k≥4

k is even

‖Hk‖2p
k!

∫
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
)

e−tk√
1−e−2tk

n‖E
(
(Yt)

k|S̃n
)
‖2pdx

≤
√

3eR̃2(
√
n+A2pR̃+R̃2Ãn,2p)(2p−1)

2
√

2κ
√
n

3

∫√
1− D√

n

0
x(e2x

2(2p−1)κ−1)√
1−x24 dt

≤
√

3eR̃2(
√
n+A2pR̃+R̃2Ãn,2p)(2p−1)

κ
√

2
√
n

3

∫ 1− D√
n

0
(e2x(2p−1)κ−1)

(1−x)2 dx.

Therefore by combining this together we obtain that

(a3) ≤
√

3eR̃2(
√
n+A2pR̃+R̃2Ãn,2p)(2p−1)

κ
√

2
√
n

3

∫ 1− D√
n

0
(e2(2p−1)xκ−1)

(1−x)2 dx

+
2
√
e(2p−1)R̃2(Ap+R̃Ãn,2p)√

3nκ

∫√
1− D√

n

0
(e2x

2(2p−1)κ−1)√
1−x23 dx.
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Therefore we obtain that∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
) ‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t‖2p

≤
√

3eR̃2(2p−1)(
√
n+A2pR̃+R̃2Ãn,2p)

κ
√

2
√
n

3

∫ 1− D√
n

0
(e2(2p−1)xκ−1)

(1−x)2 dx

+
2
√
e(2p−1)R̃2(Ap+R̃Ãn,2p)√

3nκ

∫√
1− D√

n

0
(e2x

2(2p−1)κ−1)√
1−x23 dx

+ log(n/D2)

4
√

2
√
n

min

{√
2p− 1

(
R̃2

R̃1/p − 1
)

(R̃2 − R̃1/p)Ãn,2p + (R̃− 1)A2p

.

Lemma 20 If the conditions Assump. (R, σ), Assump. (f̃) and Assump. (SY1 , p
′) hold then we have∫ Tn

0 ‖ Ze−2t
√

1−e−2t
− e−tS̃n + τt‖2pdt ≤

∫ Tn
0 e−t‖nE

(
Yt|S̃n

)
− S̃n‖2pdt

+
∫ Tn

0
e−2t‖H1‖2p√

1−e−2t
‖n2E

(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− 1‖2pdt

+
∑

k≥3

∫ Tn
0

e−kt‖Hk−1‖2p
k!(
√

1−e−2t)k−1
n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|S̃n
)
‖2pdt

, (a′1,p) + (a′2,p) + (a′3,p).

Proof By definition of τt we have∫ Tn
0 ‖ Ze−2t

√
1−e−2t

− e−tS̃n + τt‖2pdt ≤
∫ Tn

0 e−t‖nE
(
Yt|S̃n

)
− S̃n‖2pdt

+
∫ Tn

0
e−2t‖H1‖2p√

1−e−2t
‖n2E

(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− 1‖2pdt

+
∑

k≥3

∫ Tn
0

e−kt‖Hk−1‖2p
k!(
√

1−e−2t)k−1
n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|S̃n
)
‖2pdt

, (a′1,p) + (a′2,p) + (a′3,p).

Lemma 21 The upper bound found for (a′1,p), (a′2,p) and (a′3,p) found in Eq. (20),Eq. (22) and
Eq. (23) are valid. Moreover the following also hold:

(a′1,p) /
R̃2

2nκMn,κ

[
Un,2p + Ũn,2p

]
, (a′2,p) /

√
2p−1R̃√
nκ

, and

(a′3,p) /
2
√
e
√

2p−1R̃√
3nκ

[
e2(2p−1)κ − 1− 2(2p− 1)κ

][
2− 2

3R̃

]
.

Proof For ease of notation we write c(t) ,
√
κ(1− e−2t). Define (Zti ) as

Zti ,

{
−Xi if |Xi| ≥ c(t)

E
(
XiI(|Xi| > c(t))

)
−XiP(|Xi| > c(t)) otherwise

.
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Then we have nE(Yt|S̃n)− S̃n =
∑

i≤n Z
t
i . Suppose that t ≤ −1

2 log(1− R̃2

nκ ) then c(t) ≤ R̃/√n.
Therefore using the triangle inequality we note that the norm of the variables (Zti ) are bounded by

‖Zti‖2p ≤ ‖Xi‖p + ‖XiI(|Xi| ≤ c(t))‖2p
(a)

≤ 1√
n

R̃

R̃1/p
+ min

(
n−1/2pc(t)

1− 1
p , c(t)

)
;

‖Zti‖2 ≤ ‖Xi‖2 + ‖XiI(|Xi| ≤ c(t))‖2
(a)

≤ 1√
n

+ µn,κ,1;

where (a) is obtained using Eq. (33). Moreover according to Lem. 40 we have

‖nE
(
Yt|S̃n

)
− S̃n‖2p (16)

= A2p(1 + min(1,
√
nc(t))) + Ãn,2p

(
R̃+ R̃1/p√nmin

(
n
− 1

2p c(t)
1− 1

p , c(t)
))
.

Moreover according to Lem. 39 we have

‖nE
(
Yt|S̃n

)
− S̃n‖2p ≤

√
2p− 1

[
R̃

R̃1/p +
√
nmin

(
n
− 1

2p c(t)
1− 1

p , c(t)
)]
. (17)

By combining Eq. (34) and Eq. (35) we obtain

‖nE
(
Yt|S̃n

)
− S̃n‖2p ≤ min


√

2p− 1
[

R̃
R̃1/p +

√
nmin

(
n
− 1

2p c(t)
1− 1

p , c(t)
)]

Ãn,2p
(
R̃+ R̃1/p√nmin

(
n−1/2pc(t)

1− 1
p , c(t)

))
+A2p(1 +

√
nµn,κ,1).

(18)

Moreover, if t ≥ −1
2 log(1 − R̃2

nκ ) ≥ 0 then c(t) ≥ R̃/
√
n therefore Yt = XI −X ′I . As I is a

randomly drawn index in {1, . . . , n}, this implies that

E
(
Yt|S̃n

)
= 1

n

∑
i≤n E(Xi −X ′i|S̃n) = 1

n

∑
i≤nXi − E(Xi) = 1

n S̃n; (19)

which implies that ‖nE
(
Yt|S̃n

)
− S̃n‖2p = 0.

Combining Eq. (36) and Eq. (37) we obtain that we can upper (a′1,p) as:

(a′1,p) ≤
∫ Tn

0 e−t‖nE
(
Yt|S̃n

)
− S̃n‖2pdt

(a)

≤ (R̃Ãn,2p +A2p)
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0 e−tdt

+ R̃1/p√nκ1− 1
p Ãn,2p

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−t
√

1− e−2t1−
1
pdt

+
√
nκ(R̃1/pÃn,2p +A2p)

∫ − 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

0 e−t
√

1− e−2tdt

+A2p

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−tdt

= R̃1/p√nκ1− 1
p Ãn,2p

(
M̃n,κ 2F1(1

2 ,
1
2p − 1

2 ,
3
2 , M̃

2
n,κ)

−Mn,κ 2F1(1
2 ,

1
2p − 1

2 ,
3
2 ,M

2
n,κ)
)

+
[
A2p + R̃Ãn,2p

]
(1−Mn,κ)

+
√
nκ
(
R̃1/pÃn,2p+A2p

)
2

(
cos−1(M̃n,κ)− M̃n,κ√

nκ

)
+A2p

(
M̃n,κ −Mn,κ).
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where to obtain (a) we used the fact that c(t) =
√
κ
√

1− e−2t.
This can be further upper-bounded in the following way:

(a′1,p) ≤
∫∞

0 e−t‖nE
(
Yt|Sn

)
− Sn‖2pdt

(a)

≤ (R̃Ãn,2p + 2A2p)
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0 e−tdt

+ R̃1/p√nκÃn,2p
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0 e−t
√

1− e−2tdt

=
[
2A2p + R̃Ãn,2p

]
(1−

√
1− R̃2

nκ )

+
R̃1/p√nκÃn,2p

2 Kn,κ,p,3

=
R̃1/p√nκÃn,2p

2 Kn,κ,p,3

+
[
2A2p + R̃Ãn,2p

]
(1−Mn,κ)

≤ R̃2

2nκMn,κ

[
Un,2p + Ũn,2p

]
.

We remark that(a′1,p) can be alternatively upper bounded as

(a′1,p) ≤
∫∞

0 e−t‖nE
(
Yt|Sn

)
− Sn‖2pdt

≤ R̃
√

2p−1

R̃1/p

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

0 e−tdt

+
√

2p− 1
√
κn

1− 1
p
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−t
√

1− e−2t1−
1
pdt

+
√

2p− 1
√
κn
∫ − 1

2
log(1− 1

nκ
)

0 e−t
√

1− e−2tdt

=
√

2p− 1
{√

κn
1− 1

p

(
M̃n,κ 2F1(1

2 ,
1
2p − 1

2 ,
3
2 , M̃

2
n,κ)

−Mn,κ 2F1(1
2 ,

1
2p − 1

2 ,
3
2 ,M

2
n,κ)
)

+ R̃
R̃1/p (1−Mn,κ)

+
√
κn
2

[
cos−1(M̃n,κ)− M̃n,κ√

nκ

]}
.

Therefore we have

(a′1,p) ≤ min



R̃1/p√nκ1− 1
p Ãn,2p

(
M̃n,κ 2F1(1

2 ,
1
2p − 1

2 ,
3
2 , M̃

2
n,κ)

−Mn,κ 2F1(1
2 ,

1
2p − 1

2 ,
3
2 ,M

2
n,κ)
)

+
[
A2p + R̃Ãn,2p

]
(1−Mn,κ)

+
√
nκ
(
R̃1/pÃn,2p+A2p

)
2

(
cos−1(M̃n,κ)− M̃n,κ√

nκ

)
+ A2p

(
M̃n,κ −Mn,κ)

√
2p− 1

{√
κn

1− 1
p

(
M̃n,κ 2F1(1

2 ,
1
2p − 1

2 ,
3
2 , M̃

2
n,κ)

−Mn,κ 2F1(1
2 ,

1
2p − 1

2 ,
3
2 ,M

2
n,κ)
)

+ R̃
R̃1/p (1−Mn,κ)

+
√
κn
2

[
cos−1(M̃n,κ)− M̃n,κ√

nκ

]}
.

(20)

We now work on upper bounding (a′2,p). In this goal, we first remark that if t ≥ −1
2 log(1− R̃2

nκ )
we have Yt = X ′I −XI which implies that:

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− 1‖2p ≤ ‖1

2

∑
i≤n E(X2

i ) +X2
i − 1‖2p ≤ 1

2‖
∑

i≤nX
2
i − 1‖2p.
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We remark using Eq. (33) that ‖X2
i − 1/n‖2p ≤ 1

n

(
R̃2−1/p − 1

)
and ‖X2

i − 1/n‖2 ≤ 1
n(R̃ − 1).

Therefore using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we obtain:

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− 1‖2p ≤ min


√

2p−1
2
√
n

(
R̃2

R̃1/p − 1
)

1
2
√
n

(
(R̃2 − R̃1/p)Ãn,2p + (R̃− 1)A2p

) , Bn,2p.

This implies that

∫ − 1
2

log(1− D√
n

)

− 1
2

log(1−R2

nκ
)
‖n2E

(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− 1‖2p e−2t

√
1−e−2t

dt

≤ Bn,2p
∫ Tn
− 1

2
log(1−R2

nκ
)

e−2t
√

1−e−2t
dt = Bn,2p

[ √
D

n1/4 − R̃√
nκ

]

= 1
2
√
n

[ √
D

n1/4 − R̃√
nκ

] min

{√
2p− 1

(
R̃2

R̃1/p − 1
)

(R̃2 − R̃1/p)Ãn,2p + (R̃− 1)A2p

.

Similarly if t ≤ −1
2 log(1− R̃2

nκ ) then we have

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− 1‖2p ≤ 1− n

2E
(
(Yt)

2
)

+ ‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− n

2E
(
(Yt)

2
)
‖2p

≤ 1 + ‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− n

2E
(
(Yt)

2
)
‖2p.

To control the size of this we remark that

n
2E
(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)

= 1
2E(X2

1 I(|Xi| ≤ c(t))
∑

i I(|Xi| ≤ c(t))
+ 1

2P(|X1| ≤ c(t))
∑

iX
2
i I(|Xi| ≤ c(t))

− E(X1I(|X1| ≤ c(t))
∑

iXiI(|Xi| ≤ c(t)).

Therefore according to Lem. 40 we have

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− n

2E
(
(Yt)

2
)
‖2p

≤ A2p

[
1

2
√
n

+
√
n

2 µn,κ,1 +
√
nµ2

n,κ,1

]
+ R̃1/pÃn,2p

[
1

2
√
n

+ min
( c(t)2− 1

p
√
n

1− 1
p

2 , c(t)
2√n
2

)
+ min

(
c(t)

1− 1
pn−1/2p,

√
nc(t)2

)]
.

Using also Lem. 39 this implies that

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|S̃n
)
− 1‖2p

≤ 1 +


A2p

[
1

2
√
n

+
√
n

2 µn,κ,1 +
√
nµ2

n,κ,1

]
+ R̃1/pÃn,2p

[
1

2
√
n

+ min
( c(t)2− 1

p
√
n

1− 1
p

2 , c(t)
2√n
2

)
+ min

(
c(t)

1− 1
pn−1/2p,

√
nc(t)2

)]
√

2p− 1
[

1
2
√
n

+ c(t)2 min(
√
n

2c(t)
1
p n1/2p

,
√
n/2) + min

(
c(t)

1− 1
pn−1/2p,

√
nc(t)2

)]
.
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Therefore to upper-bound
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
−1‖2pdt, we need remark that the

following integrals are upper-bounded as:

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

dt ≤
∫ 1√

1− R̃2

nκ

x√
1−x2

dx = R̃√
nκ
.

Moreover we have

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

dt ≤
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

x√
1−x2

dx = (R̃−1)√
nκ

.

Furthermore we observe that

∫ − 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

0

√
1− e−2te−2tdt ≤ 1

2

∫ 1
1− 1

nκ

√
1− xdx ≤ 1

3(nκ)
3
2
.

In addition we have:

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

√
1− e−2t−1/p

e−2tdt ≤ 1
2

∫ 1− R̃
2

nκ

1− 1
nκ

√
1− x−1/p

dx

≤ 2p
2(2p−1)(nκ)−1/2p+1

(
(R̃2)1−1/2p − 1

)
.

And finally we also have

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

√
1− e−2t1−1/p

e−2tdt ≤ 1
2

∫ 1− R̃
2

nκ

1− 1
nκ

√
1− x1−1/p

dx

≤ 2p
(6p−2)(nκ)3/2−1/2p

(
(R̃2)3/2−1/2p − 1

)
.

and

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−2tdt ≤ 1

2nκ

[
R̃2 − 1

]
.

Therefore we obtain that

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

‖n2E((Yt)
2|Sn)− 1‖2pdt (21)

≤ min



R̃√
nκ

(
1 +

A2p+R̃1/pÃn,2p
2
√
n

)
+ 1

n
√
κ

{
(A2p+R̃1/pÃn,2p)

2 +
pR̃1/pÃn,2p

(
(R̃2)

1− 1
2p−1

)
2(2p−1)

+
R̃1/pÃn,2p

2
2p

(6p−2)

(
(R̃2)3/2−1/2p − 1

)
+A2p(R̃− 1) +

A2p

4

[
R̃2 − 1

]}
R̃√
nκ

(
1 +

√
2p−1
2
√
n

)
+ 1

n
√
κ

{√
2p−1
2

1
n
√
κ

+
√

2p− 1 2p
2(2p−1)

(
(R̃2)1−1/2p − 1

)
+
√

2p−1
2

2p
(6p−2)

(
(R̃2)3/2−1/2p − 1

)}
.
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This directly implies

(a′2,p) (22)

≤ √2p− 1 min



R̃√
nκ

(
1 +

A2p+R̃1/pÃn,2p
2
√
n

)
+ 1

n
√
κ

{
(A2p+R̃1/pÃn,2p)

2 +A2p(R̃− 1)

+
pR̃1/pÃn,2p

2(2p−1)

(
(R̃2)1−1/2p − 1

)
+

R̃1/pÃn,2p
2

2p
(6p−2)

(
(R̃2)

3
2
− 1

2p − 1
)

+
A2p

4

[
R̃2 − 1

]}
R̃√
nκ

(
1 +

√
2p−1
2
√
n

)
+ 1

n
√
κ

{√
2p−1
2

1
n
√
κ

+
√

2p− 1
2p
(

(R̃2)
1− 1

2p−1
)

2(2p−1)

+
√

2p−1
2

2p
(6p−2)

(
(R̃2)

3
2
− 1

2p − 1
)}

+
√

2p−1
2
√
n

[ √
D

n1/4 − R̃√
nκ

] min

{√
2p− 1

(
R̃2

R̃1/p − 1
)

(R̃2 − R̃1/p)Ãn,2p + (R̃− 1)A2p

.

Moreover to further upper bound (a′2,p) we remark that :∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

0

√
1− e−2te−2tdt ≤ R̃3

3(nκ)
3
2

and
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0 e−2tdt ≤ R̃2

2nκ .

Therefore we obtain that
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

‖n2E((Yt)
2|Sn) − 1‖2pdt can be further upper-

bounded as ∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

‖n2E((Yt)
2|Sn)− 1‖2pdt

≤ R̃√
nκ

(1 +
Ũn,2p
2
√
n

) + R̃2

2n
√
κ

(
3A2p

2 + R̃1+1/pÃn,2p

)
.

Therefore this implies that (a′2,p) can be further upper bounded as

(a′2,p) ≤ R̃
√

2p−1√
nκ

(1 +
Ũn,2p
2
√
n

) + R̃2

2n
√
κ

(
3A2p

2 + R̃1+1/pÃn,2p

)
+
√

2p−1
2
√
n

( D
n1/4 − R̃√

nκ
) min


√

2p− 1
(
R̃2

R̃
1
p
− 1
)

(R̃2 − R̃
1
p )Ãn,2p + (R̃− 1)A2p

∼
√

2p−1R̃√
nκ

.

Finally we work on bounding (a′3,p). We observe that if we write Zt,ki , E
(
(Xi − X ′i)kI(|X ′i| ≤

c(t))|X1:n

)
I(|Xi| ≤ c(t)) then

nE(Y k
t |X1:n) =

∑
i≤n Z

t,k
i .

Let k ≥ 3 be an odd integer. We observe that the random variables (Zt,ki ) are symmetric and
therefore have a mean of zero. This implies that nE(Y k

t |S̃n) = Op(
1√
n

).

To make this clear, we shorthand m∗k,2p(t) , min
(
n

1− 1
p c(t)

k− 1
p , nc(t)k, 1√

n
c(t)k−3 R̃3

R̃
1
p

)
. We note

that as |X1|kI(|X1| ≤ c(t)) ≤ c(t)k−3 min
(
c(t)

3− 1
p |X1|1/p, |X1|3, c(t)3

)
then we have

‖Zt,ki ‖2p ≤ 2k‖Xk
1 I(|X1| ≤ c(t))‖2p ≤

2k

n
m∗k,2p(t).
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Similarly if we write m̃k,2p(t) , c(t)k−2 min
(√
nc(t), nc(t)2, R̃

)
then we also have

‖Zt,ki ‖2 ≤
2km̃k,2(t)

n .

Therefore by using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we obtain that for all t > 0:

n‖E(Y k
t |S̃n)‖2p ≤

2k√
n

min

{√
2p− 1m∗k,2p(t)

m∗k,2p(t)Ãn,2pR̃
1/p + m̃k,2(t)A2p

.

This implies that if k ≥ 3 is odd we have

∫ Tn
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|S̃n
)
‖2pdt

≤ √n2kR̃1/pÃn,2pn
−1/2p

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

e−tkc(t)
k− 1

p

√
1−e−2tk−1dt

+
√
n2k(R̃1/pÃn,2p +A2p)

∫ − 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

0
e−tkc(t)k
√

1−e−2tk−1dt

+
2kR̃2(R̃Ãn,2p+A2p)

n

∫ Tn
− 1

2
log(1− R̃2

nκ
)

e−tkc(t)k−3

√
1−e−2tk−1dt

+ 2kA2p

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

e−tkc(t)k−1

√
1−e−2tk−1dt.

Using Eq. (45) we remark that for all x ≥ 1 we have∑
k≥3
k odd

√
2p−1

k−1
2kxk−1√κk

k
√

(k−1)!

≤
√

2eκ
∑

k≥1
(2p−1)k2kx2kκk

√
k+1

(2k+1)
1
k!

≤ 2
√
eκ

3

[
e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1

]
.

Therefore we have:∑
k≥3

√
2p−1

k−1

k
√

(k−1)!

∫ Tn
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|Sn
)
‖2pdt

≤ 2
√
e

3

√
κ

1− 1
p
√
nR̃1/pÃn,2pn

−1/2p
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x21− 1

p [e2(p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+ 2
√
e
√
κ

3

√
n(R̃1/pÃn,2p +A2p)

∫ 1√
1− 1

nκ

√
1− x2[e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+
2
√
eR̃2(R̃Ãn,2p+A2p)

3κn

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ√
1− D√

n

[e2(2p−1)x2κ−1]
1−x2 dx

+
2
√
eA2p

3

∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

[e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1]dx.

Alternatively, we remark that
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∑
k≥3

√
2p−1

k−1

k
√
k−1!

∫ Tn
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|Sn
)
‖2pdt

≤ 2
√
e
√

2p−1
√
n

1− 1
p

3

√
κ

1− 1
p
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x21− 1

p [e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+ 2
√
e
√

2p−1
√
κ

3

√
n
∫ 1√

1− 1
nκ

√
1− x2[e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+ 2
√
eR̃3
√

2p−1

3κnR̃1/p

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ√
1− D√

n

[e2(2p−1)x2κ−1]
1−x2 dx.

We remark that this can be further upper bounded as

∑
k≥3

√
2p−1

k−1

k
√

(k−1)!

∫ Tn
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|Sn
)
‖2pdt

≤ 2
√
e
√
κ

3

√
n(R̃1/pÃn,2p +A2p)

∫ 1√
1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x2[e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+
2
√
eR̃2(R̃Ãn,2p+A2p)

3κn

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ√
1− D√

n

[e2(2p−1)x2κ−1]
1−x2 dx

≤
√
eR̃2Un,2p[e

2(2p−1)M2
n,κκ−1]

3κn log
( (Mn,κ+1)(1−

√
1− D√

n
)

(1−Mn,κ(1+
√

1− D√
n

)

)
+

2
√
eR̃3Ũn,2p

9nκMn,κ
[e2(2p−1)κ − 1]

≤
√
eR̃2

3nκ [e2(2p−1)κ − 1]
[

2R̃Ũn,2p
3Mn,κ

+ Un,2p log
( (Mn,κ+1)(1−

√
1− D√

n
)

(1−Mn,κ(1+
√

1− D√
n

)

)]
.

If k ≥ 4 and is even then for all t ≥ 0 such that c(t) ≤ R̃/√n then we have

n‖E(Y k
t |S̃n)‖2p

≤ ‖∑i≤n E
[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k|S̃n

]
‖2p

≤ ‖∑i≤n E
[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k|S̃n

]
− E

[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k

]
‖2p

+ n|E
[
I(|X1|, |X ′1| ≤ c(t))(X1 −X ′1)k

]
|

(a)

≤ 2k
√

2p− 1 min(
√
n

1− 1
p c(t)

k− 1
p ,
√
nc(t)k) + 2k min(c(t)k−2, nc(t)2).

where to get (a) we used Lem. 39 and the fact that as k ≥ 4 is even we have

‖I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k − E
[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k

]
‖2p

≤ ‖I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k‖2p ≤ 2k‖I(|Xi| ≤ c(t))Xk
i ‖2p.
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Moreover for all t ≥ −1
2 log(1− R̃2

nκ ) according to Lem. 39 we also have:

n‖E(Y k
t |S̃n)‖2p ≤ ‖

∑
i≤n E

[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k|S̃n

]
‖2p

≤ ‖∑i≤n E
[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k|S̃n

]
− E

[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k

]
‖2p

+ n|E
[
I(|X1|, |X ′1| ≤ c(t))(X1 −X ′1)k

]
|

≤
√

2p−12k√
n

3 c(t)k−4R̃4−1/p + 2k R̃
2

n c(t)
k−4.

This directly implies that we obtain

∫ Tn
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|S̃n
)
‖2pdt

≤ 2k
√
κ
k−4

R̃2(
√

2p−1R̃2−1/p+
√
n)√

n
3

∫ Tn
− 1

2
log(1− R̃2

nκ
)

e−tk√
1−e−2t3

dt

+ 2k
√

2p− 1
√
κ
k− 1

p
√
n

1−1/p ∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−tk
√

1− e−2t1−
1
pdt

+ 2k
√
κ
k√
n(
√
n+
√

2p− 1)
∫ − 1

2
log(1− 1

nκ
)

0 e−tk)
√

1− e−2tdt

+ 2k
√
κ
k−2 ∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−tk√
1−e−2t

dt.

We remark that

∑
k≥4
k even

√
2p−1

k−1
2kxk−1√κk

k
√

(k−1)!

≤
√

2eκ
√

2p− 1x
∑

k≥1
(2p−1)k2kx2kκk√

k+1
√

2k+1
1
k!

≤ 2
√
eκ
√

2p−1x√
3

[
e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1− 2(2p− 1)x2κ

]
.
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Therefore we obtain that:

∑
k≥4
even

√
2p−1

k−1

k
√

(k−1)!

∫ Tn
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|S̃n
)
‖2pdt

≤ 2
√
e
√

2p−1√
3

{
R̃2(
√

2p−1R̃2−1/p+
√
n)√

n
3
κ

×
∫√

1− R̃2

nκ√
1− D√

n

x

[
e2(2p−1)x2κ−1−2(2p−1)x2κ

]
√

1−x23 dx

+
√

2p− 1
√
κ

2− 1
p
√
n

1−1/p ∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x21− 1

px
[
e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1− 2(2p− 1)x2κ

]
dx

+
√
nκ(
√
n+
√

2p− 1)
∫ 1√

1− 1
nκ

x
[
e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1− 2(2p− 1)x2κ

]√
1− x2dx

+
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

x

[
e2(2p−1)x2κ−1−2(2p−1)x2κ

]
√

1−x2
dx

≤
√
e
√

2p−1√
3κ

R̃2(
√

2p−1R̃2−1/p+
√
n)√

n
3

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ√
1− D√

n

[
e2(2p−1)xκ−1−2(2p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x3 dx

+
√
e√
3
(2p− 1)

√
κ

2− 1
p
√
n

1−1/p ∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x1− 1

p

[
e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ

]
dx

+
√
eκ
√

2p−1√
3

√
n(
√
n+
√

2p− 1)
∫ 1√

1− 1
nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ

]√
1− xdx

+
√
e
√

2p−1√
3

∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ−1−2(2p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x dx.

Similarly using Lem. 40 we have

n‖E(Y k
t |S̃n)‖2p

≤


Ãn,2pR̃

1/p2k min(
√
n

1− 1
p c(t)

k− 1
p ,
√
nc(t)k) + 2k min(c(t)k−1,

√
nc(t)k)A2p

+2k min(c(t)k−2, nc(t)2).
Ãn,2p2k
√
n

3 c(t)k−4R̃4 + 2k
A2p√
n

3 c(t)
k−4R̃3 + 2kc(t)k−4R̃2/n.

This directly implies that we have:
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∑
k≥4
even

√
2p−1

k−1

k
√

(k−1)!

∫ Tn
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|S̃n
)
‖2pdt

≤
√
eκ
√

2p−1√
3

√
n(Ũn,2p +

√
n)
∫ 1√

1− 1
nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ

]√
1− xdx

+
√
e
√
κ
√

2p−1√
3

A2p

∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ

]
dx

+
√
e
√

2p−1√
3

∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ−1−2(2p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x dx

+

√
e(2p−1)κÃn,2pR̃1/p

√
3

√
κn

p−1
p
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ

]√
1− x1− 1

pdx

+
√
e
√

2p−1√
3κ

R̃2(
√
n+R̃Un,2p)
√
n

3

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ√
1− D√

n

[
e2(2p−1)xκ−1−2(2p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x3 dx.

This can be further simplified as

∑
k≥4
even

√
p−1

k−1

k
√

(k−1)!

∫ Tn
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|Sn
)
‖2pdt

≤
√
eκ
√

2p−1√
3

√
n(A2p + Ãn,2pR̃

1/p)
∫ 1

1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ

]√
1− xdx

+
√
eκ
√

2p−1√
3

n
∫ 1

1− 1
nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ

]√
1− xdx

+
√
e
√

2p−1√
3κ

R̃2(
√
n+R̃A2p+R̃2Ãn,2p)

√
n

3

∫ 1− R̃
2

nκ

1− D√
n

[
e2(2p−1)xκ−1−2(2p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x3 dx

+
√
e
√

2p−1√
3

∫ 1− 1
nκ

1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ−1−2(2p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x dx

≤
2
√
e
√

2p−1

[
e2(2p−1)κ−1−2(2p−1)κ

]
3
√
nκ
√

3

[
R̃3
√
n
Ũn,2p + 1

]
+ 2
√
e
√

2p−1√
3κ

R̃2(
√
n+R̃Un,2p)√

n

[√nκ
R̃
− n1/4
√
D

][
e2(2p−1)M2

n,κκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)M2
n,κκ

]
+ 2
√
e
√

2p−1√
3nκ

[
e2(2p−1)M̃n,κκ

2

− 1− 2(2p− 1)M̃2
n,κκ

][
R̃− 1]

∼ 2
√
e
√

2p−1R̃√
3nκ

[
e2(2p−1)κ − 1− 2(2p− 1)κ

][
2− 2

3R̃

]
.

This directly implies that

(a′3,p) , (a′3,1,p) + (a′3,2,p). (23)
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where we set

(a′3,1,p) , min



2
√
e

3

√
κ

1− 1
p
√
nR̃1/pÃn,2pn

−1/2p
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x21− 1

p [e2(p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+2
√
e
√
κ

3

√
n(R̃1/pÃn,2p +A2p)

∫ 1√
1− 1

nκ

√
1− x2[e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+
2
√
eR̃2(R̃Ãn,2p+A2p)

3κn

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ√
1− D√

n

[e2(2p−1)x2κ−1]
1−x2 dx

+
2
√
eA2p

3

∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

[e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

2
√
e
√

2p−1
√
n

1− 1
p

3

√
κ

1− 1
p
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x21− 1

p [e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+2
√
e
√

2p−1
√
κ

3

√
n
∫ 1√

1− 1
nκ

√
1− x2[e2(2p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+2
√
eR̃3
√

2p−1

3κnR̃1/p

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ√
1− D√

n

[e2(2p−1)x2κ−1]
1−x2 dx

and

(a′3,2,p)

, min



√
eκ
√

2p−1√
3

√
n(Ũn,2p +

√
n)
∫ 1√

1− 1
nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ

]√
1− xdx

+
√
e
√
κ
√

2p−1√
3

A2p

∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ

]
dx

+
√
e
√

2p−1√
3

∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ−1−2(2p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x dx

+
√
e
√

2p−1Ãn,2pR̃1/p√κ2− 1
p

√
3

√
n
p−1
p
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ

]
×
√

1− x1− 1
pdx

+
√
e
√

2p−1√
3κ

R̃2(
√
n+R̃Un,2p)
√
n

3

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ√
1− D√

n

[
e2(2p−1)xκ−1−2(2p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x3 dx

√
e
√

2p−1√
3κ

R̃2(
√

2p−1R̃2−1/p+
√
n)√

n
3

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ√
1− D√

n

[
e2(2p−1)xκ−1−2(2p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x3 dx

+
√
eκ

(2p−1)

√
3
√
nκ

1−1/p ∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x1− 1

p

[
e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ
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√
enκ
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√
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√
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∫ 1√

1− 1
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e2(2p−1)xκ − 1− 2(2p− 1)xκ

]√
1− xdx

+
√
e
√

2p−1√
3

∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(2p−1)xκ−1−2(2p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x dx
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We remark that this can be further upper bounded as

(a′3,p) ≤
√
eR̃2

3nκ [e2(2p−1)κ − 1]
[

2R̃Ũn,2p
3Mn,κ

+ Un,2p log
( (Mn,κ+1)(1−

√
1− D√

n
)

(1−Mn,κ(1+
√

1− D√
n

)

)]
+ 2
√
e
√

2p−1R̃√
3nκ

[
e2(2p−1)κ − 1− 2(2p− 1)κ

][
R̃2

3
√
n
Ũn,2p + 2 +

R̃Un,2p√
n
− 2

3R̃

]
∼ 2

√
e
√

2p−1R̃√
3nκ

[
e2(2p−1)κ − 1− 2(2p− 1)κ

][
2− 2

3R̃

]
.

C.2. Combining the results together

Theorem 22 Suppose that the conditions of Thm. 4. The upper bound found for (a′1,p), (a′2,p) and
(a′3,p) found in Eq. (20),Eq. (22) and Eq. (23) are valid. Moreover, we have

√
2H(S̃n, Z) ≤ inf D>0

κ≥ R̃2
√
nD

{√
3eR̃2(

√
n+R̃)(e2κ(Mn

D)2−1)

κC
√

2n
+
√
eR̃2Mn

D(e2κ(Mn
D)2−1)√

3D
√
nκ

+ log(n/D2)

4
√

2
√
n

(R̃− 1)− 1
2 log(1− D√

n
)

+ infp≥1Cp

(
(a′1,p) + (a′2,p) + (a′3,p)

)}
.

Note that a looser but more concise upper bound for H(S̃n, Z) can be established.

Theorem 23 Suppose that the conditions of Thm. 4, hold then the upper bound in Thm. 22 is asymp-
totically equivalent to the following upper bound

√
2H(S̃n, Z) / inf D>0

κ≥ R̃2
√
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{√
eR̃2(e2κ−1)√
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[
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.

Moreover they are constants K1, K2 and K3 given in Eq. (24) such that

√
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D
√
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4
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Proof Using Thm. 22 we obtain that for all κ ≥ R̃2
√
nD

√
2H(S̃n, Z)

/
√
eR̃2(e2κ−1)√

3D
√
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3R̃

]
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[
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]}
∼
√
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.

Write C , 31/4

2
√

2
√

3e1/4
∈ [0.16, 0.17] and choose κ = max

(
31/4

2(2p−1)
√

2
√

3e1/4
, R̃2
√
nD

)
then we have

√
2H(S̃n, Z) ∼

√
e(2p−1)R̃2(e

C
2p−1−1)√

3D
√
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+ log(n/D2)

4
√

2
√
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(R̃− 1) + D
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√
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+ Cp
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√
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3nC

[
e2C − 1− 2C

][
2− 2

3R̃
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.

If we choose p = 2 then if we write

K1 , 1.105, K2 , 35.01, K3 , 1.36, (24)

we obtain that
√

2H(σ−1Sn, Z) / K1

D
√
n

+ log(n/D2)

4
√

2
√
n

(R̃− 1) + D
2
√
n

+ ‖SY1(σY1)‖2
{
K2R̃√
n
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= O
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log(n)√
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.

Appendix D. Proof of Thm. 5: Bounding Hellinger distance to a Gaussian

Lemma 24 Under the conditions of Thm. 5, the following holds

H(S,Z) ≤ 1√
2

∫∞
0 ‖ISt (Xt)− (XS

t )2 + 1−XS
t (SSXt −XS

t )‖2dt.

Proof Let ϕ(·) be the PDF of a standard normal random variable. We write hSt (x) , fSt (x)
ϕ(x) .

Fix an arbitrary T <∞. By definition we have

H(S,XS
T )2 = 1−

∫
R
√
fS(x)

√
fST (x)dx.

We remark that for all x ∈ R the function t → fSt (x) is differentiable. Therefore we have∫ T
0 ∂t

√
fSt (x)dt =

√
fST (x)−

√
fS(x). Therefore this directly implies that

H(S,XS
T )2 = −

∫ T
0

∫
R
√
fS(x)∂t

√
fSt (x)dxdt.
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We will re-express this in terms of information theoretic quantities. Indeed, by the chain rule and
the heat equation we obtain that

∂t
√
fSt (x) = 1

2
√
fSt (x)

∂tf
S
t (x) = ϕ(x)

2
√
fSt (x)

∂t
fSt (x)
ϕ(x) (25)

= ϕ(x)

2
√
fSt (x)

∂th
S
t (x) = ϕ(x)

2
√
fSt (x)

[hSt
′′
(S)(x)− xhSt

′
(x)] =

fSt (x)

2
√
fSt (x)

[
hSt
′′

(x)

hSt (x)
− xh

S
t
′
(x)

hSt (x)

]
.

We therefore obtain that

H(S,XS
T )2

= −
∫ T

0

∫
R
√
fS(x)∂t

√
fSt (x)dxdt

(a)
= −

∫ T
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( √
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t )
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√
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t )
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t )

hSt (XS
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t
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′
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t )
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])
dt

(b)
= −1

2
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t
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′
(XS

t )
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])
dt

(c)

≤ 1
2 supt≤T ‖1−

√
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t )√
fSt (XS

t )
‖2
∫ T

0 ‖ISt (XS
t )− (XS

t )2 + 1−XS
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t
−XS

t )‖2dt

≤ supt<∞
1√
2
H(S,XS

t )
∫ T

0 ‖ISt (XS
t )− (XS

t )2 + 1−XS
t (SSXt −XS

t )‖2dt.

where (a) is a consequence of Eq. (25) and (b) is a consequence of the fact that

E
(
hSt
′′

(XS
t )

hSt (XS
t )
−XS

t
hSt
′
(XS

t )

hSt (XS
t )

)
= 0,

and finally were to obtain (c) we used the fact that by the chain rule we know that:

hSt
′
(XS

t )

hSt (XS
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=
fSt
′
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t )

fSt (XS
t )

+XS
t = −SXS

t
(XS
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t
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′
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hSt (XS
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= It(X
S
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t )2 + 1 + 2XS
t (−SXS

t
(XS
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= It(X
S
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t SXS
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Therefore as this holds for all T <∞ we obtain that

supt<∞H(S,XS
t ) ≤ 1√

2

∫∞
0 ‖ISt (XS

t )− (XS
t )2 + 1−XS

t (SS
XS
t
−XS

t )‖2dt.

This notably implies that

H(S,Z) ≤ 1√
2

∫∞
0 ‖ISt (XS

t )− (XS
t )2 + 1−XS

t (SS
XS
t
−XS

t )‖2dt.

Proof [Proof of Thm. 5]For all measurable function h, we write Pt(h) : x → E(h(e−tx +√
1− e−2tZ)).
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By the linearity of the integration we know that∫∞
0 ‖ISt (XS

t )− (XS
t )2 + 1−XS

t (SS
XS
t
−XS

t )‖2dt

≤
∫ − 1

2
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, (b1) + (b2).

We bound each term successively. Firstly we remark that thanks to Lem. 37 we have E(τ
′,S
t |XS

t ) =
E(τSt |XS

t ) = 0. Moreover, we remark that SSt (XS
t ) is the unique XS

t -measurable random variable
such that for all φ ∈ C∞(R) we have

E(SSt (XS
t )φ(XS
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Moreover as Z is independent from S we remark that for all φ ∈ C∞(R) we have
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Therefore this implies that
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t ) = etE(SS(S)|XS

t ).

Moreover we remark that ISt (XS
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Therefore by the Stein identity we obtain that:
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Therefore as E(τSt |XS
t ) = 0, then by Hölder’s inequality, we obtain that for all p, p′ ≥ 1
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Now that we have bounded (b1), we bound (b2). By the Stein identity we remark that

ISt (XS
t ) = E(

1

1− e−2t
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t ).

This directly implies that
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t

)
.

Moreover we also know by the Stein identity that

SSt (XS
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t = E
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)
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t

]
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This directly implies that:
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Therefore we have
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.

As E(τ
′,X
t |XS

t ) = 0, then by Jensen inequality this directly implies that
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Appendix E. Proof of Thms. 6, 7, and 8: Efficient Concentration with Stein Kernels

In this section we write TS̃n(·) the Stein kernel of S̃n , σ−1Sn.
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E.1. Proof of Thm. 6: Efficient Stein kernel tail bound

In the following we are going to take Q̂dn(x) to be such that for all x > 0

sup
t≥0

P(|e−tS̃n +
√

1− e−2tZ| ≥ x) ≤ Q̂dn(x).

Lemma 25 Let p′ ≥ 2. Suppose that the random variables (Yi) satisfy Assump. (R, σ) and As-
sump. (τỸ1

, p′). Choose α > 0 and let p ≥ 1 and q ≥ 2. Define ud,α(x) , 1
α2

∫ x+α
x

∫ t+α
t I(|z| ≥

u)dzdt and let Z ∼ N(0, 1) then we have

P(|Sn| ≥ σu) ≤ E(ud,α(Z)) +
Dp(τỸ1

)
√
n

×min

‖Z‖p
[
‖u′d,α(Z)‖ p

p−1
+

πW pq
(p−1)

(G,S̃n)Q̂dn(u−2α)
(p−1)(q−1)

pq

4α2

]
1

2α2 Q̂
d
n(u− 2α)

(p−1)
p

.

As the proof is very similar to the proof of Lem. 26 we present only the proof of Lem. 26 in detail
and highlight the differences with the proof of Lem. 25. A similar one-sided inequality can also be
presented

Lemma 26 If the conditions of Thm. 6 hold then the following upper bound is valid:

P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ E(uα(Z)) +
Dp(τỸ1

)
√
n

min


‖Z‖p

[πW pq
(p−1)
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4α2

+‖u′α(Z)‖ p
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]
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2α2 Q̂n(u− 2α)
(p−1)
p

.

Proof As the proof of Lem. 25 is very similar to the proof of Lem. 26 we present only the proof of
Lem. 26 in detail and highlight the differences with the proof of Lem. 25.

Fix α > 0 to be a constant. It will be useful to note that uα ∈ C2(R). Moreover we remark that
uα(x) 6= I(x ≥ u) and u′α(x), u′′α(x) 6= 0 if and only if x ∈ [u − 2α, u]. For all x we also have
|u′α(x)| ≤ 1

α and |u′′α(x)| ≤ 1
α2 .

Moreover we denote

TS̃n(S̃n) , 1
nE
(∑n

i=1 τỸ1
(σ−1Yi)|S̃n

)
.

We remark that TS̃n is a Stein Kernel for S̃n.
LetZ ∼ N(0, 1) be an independent standard normal random variable. DefinePtuα(x) , EZ(uα(e−tx+√

1− e−2tZ)). We remark that P0uα(x) = uα(x) and P∞uα(x) = E(uα(Z)). Therefore we have:

|E(uα(S̃n))− E(uα(Z))| = |
∫∞

0 ∂tE(Ptuα(S̃n))dt|
(a)

≤ |
∫∞

0 E(∆Ptuα(S̃n)− S̃n∇Ptuα(S̃n))dt|
(b)

≤ |
∫∞

0 E(∆Ptuα(S̃n)(1− TS̃n(S̃n)))dt|,
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where to obtain (a) we used the heat equation satisfied by the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process and to
obtain (b) we used the definition of Stein Kernels. Moreover, by the Stein identity, we note that we
note that

∆Ptuα(x) = e−2tEZ
(
u′′α(e−tx+

√
1− e−2tZ)

)
= e−2t
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.

Therefore for any arbitrary p ≥ 1 we have
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≤
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p−1

dt.

where (a) is a consequence of Holder inequality.

We can prove very similarly that

|E(ud,α(S̃n))− E(ud,α(Z))|
≤ ‖Z‖p‖1− TS̃n(S̃n)‖p
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Now let q ≥ 2 and let G ∼ N(0, 1) be an independent copy of Z that is such that ‖S̃n − G‖q =
Wq(S̃n, N(0, 1))( which exists) then we have

‖u′α(e−tS̃n +
√
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≤ ‖
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α2 e−tP(Xt ∈ [u− 2α, u])
(p−1)(q−1)

pq .

where (a) comes from the fact that u′α(x) = 0 for all x ∈ [u−2α, u] and where (b) is a consequence
of Hölder inequality and of the Lipchitizity of u′α. Moreover we note that:

P(Xt ∈ [u− 2α, u]) ≤ P(Xt ≥ u− 2α) ≤ Q̂n(u− 2α).

This directly implies that∫∞
0
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4
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Very similarly we can prove that
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p−1

≤ ‖u′d,α(Z)‖ p
p−1

+
W pq

(p−1)
(G,S̃n)

α2 e−tP(|Xt| ∈ [u− 2α, u])
(p−1)(q−1)

pq

≤ ‖u′d,α(Z)‖ p
p−1

+
W pq

(p−1)
(G,S̃n)

α2 e−tQ̂dn(u− 2α)
(p−1)(q−1)

pq .

Now we clearly notice that P(S̃n ≥ u) ≤ E(uα(S̃n)). Therefore we have

P(Sn ≥ σu)

≤ ‖Z‖p‖1− TS̃n(S̃n)‖p
[
‖u′α(Z)‖ p

p−1
+

πW pq
(p−1)

(G,S̃n)Q̂n(u−2α)
(p−1)(q−1)

pq

4α2

]
+ E(uα(Z)).

Moreover as we have

TS̃n(S̃n) =
1

n
E
( n∑
i=1

τỸ1
(σ−1Yi)|S̃n

)
.

Therefore by Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 this directly implies that

‖1− TS̃n(S̃n)‖p ≤ ‖ 1
n

∑
i≤n E(τỸ1

(σ−1Yi)|S̃n)− 1‖p

≤ 1√
n

min

{
Ap‖τỸ1

(σ−1Y1)− 1‖2 +A∗n,p‖τỸ1
(σ−1Y1)− 1‖p√

p− 1‖τỸ1
(σ−1Y1)− 1‖p

.

This directly implies

P(Sn ≥ σu)

≤ E(uα(Z)) +
‖Z‖p√
n

min

{
Ap‖τỸ1

(σ−1Y1)− 1‖2 +A∗n,p‖τỸ1
(σ−1Y1)− 1‖p√

p− 1‖τỸ1
(σ−1Y1)− 1‖p

×
[
‖u′α(Z)‖ p

p−1
+

πW pq
(p−1)

(G,S̃n)Q̂n(u−2α)
(p−1)(q−1)

pq

4α2

]
.

This proves the first part of the minimum
To prove the second part, we note that ∆Ptuα(·) can alternatively be bounded as

|∆Ptuα(x)| = e−2t|EZ
(
u′′α(e−tx+

√
1− e−2tZ)

)
|

= e−2t|EZ
(
u′′α(e−tx+

√
1− e−2tZ)

)
|

≤ e−2t

α2 EZ
(
I(e−tx+

√
1− e−2tZ ∈ [u− 2α, u])

)
≤ e−2t

α2 P(e−tx+
√

1− e−2tZ ∈ [u− 2α, u])).
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Therefore we obtain that

|E(uα(S̃n))− E(uα(Z))|
≤ |
∫∞

0 e−2tE
(
u′′α(e−tS̃n +

√
1− e−2tZ)(1− TS̃n(S̃n))

)
dt|

≤ ‖1− TS̃n(S̃n)‖p
∫∞

0 e−2t‖u′′α(e−tS̃n +
√

1− e−2tZ)‖ p
p−1

dt

≤ 1
α2 ‖1− TS̃n(S̃n)‖p

∫∞
0 e−2t‖P(e−tS̃n +

√
1− e−2tZ ∈ [u− 2α, u])|S̃n)‖ p

p−1
dt

≤ Q̂n(u−2α)
p−1
p

α2 ‖1− TS̃n(S̃n)‖p
∫∞

0 e−2tdt

≤ Dp(τỸ1
)

2
√
nα2 Q̂n(u− 2α)

p−1
p .

As E(uα(Sn)) ≥ P(S̃n ≥ u) we obtain the desired result.

Following the same roadpath we obtain that

|E(ud,α(S̃n))− E(ud,α(Z))| ≤ Q̂dn(u−2α)
p−1
p

α2 ‖1− TS̃n(S̃n)‖p
∫∞

0 e−2tdt

≤ Dp(τỸ1
)

2
√
nα2 Q̂

d
n(u− 2α)

p−1
p .

Lemma 27 If the conditions of Thm. 6 hold then the following bound also holds:

P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ E(uα(Z)) +
‖Z‖pDp(τỸ1

)
√
n[

‖u′α(Z)‖ p
p−1

+ π
4α2W pq

p−1
(S̃n, G)P(Z ∈ [u− 2α− ρ, u+ ρ])

(q−1)(p−1)
pq

+
√
πΓ(

q′(p−1)+2p
2p

)

2α2Γ(
q′(p−1)+3p

2p
)

W pq′
p−1

(S̃n,Z)q
′

ρ
q′(p−1)

p

]
.

Proof Fix α > 0 to be a constant. It will be useful to note that uα ∈ C2(R). Moreover we remark
that uα(x) 6= I(x ≥ u) and u′α(x), u′′α(x) 6= 0 if and only if x ∈ [u− 2α, u]. For all x we also have
|u′α(x)| ≤ 1

α and |u′′α(x)| ≤ 1
α2 .

LetZ ∼ N(0, 1) be an independent standard normal random variable. DefinePtuα(x) , EZ(uα(e−tx+√
1− e−2tZ)). We remark that P0uα(x) = uα(x) and P∞uα(x) = E(uα(Z)). Therefore we have:

|E(uα(S̃n))− E(uα(Z))| = |
∫∞

0 ∂tE(Ptuα(S̃n))dt|
(a)

≤ |
∫∞

0 E(∆Ptuα(S̃n)− S̃n∇Ptuα(S̃n))dt|
≤ |
∫∞

0 E(∆uα(S̃n)(1− TS̃n(S̃n)))dt|;
where to obtain (a) we used the heat equation satisfied by the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process. More-
over, by the Stein identity, we note that we note that

∆Ptuα(x) = e−2tEZ
(
u′′α(e−tx+

√
1− e−2tZ)

)
= e−2t
√

1−e−2t
EZ
(
Zu′α(e−tx+

√
1− e−2tZ)

)
.
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Therefore for any arbitrary p ≥ 1 we have

|E(uα(S̃n))− E(uα(Z))|
≤ |
∫∞

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

E
(
Zu′α(e−tS̃n +

√
1− e−2tZ)(1− TS̃n(S̃n))

)
dt|

≤
∫∞

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

E
(
|Z(1− TS̃n(S̃n))||u′α(e−tS̃n +

√
1− e−2tZ)|

)
dt

≤ ‖Z‖p‖1− TS̃n(S̃n)‖p
∫∞

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

‖u′α(e−tS̃n +
√

1− e−2tZ)‖ p
p−1

dt.

Now let q ≥ 2 and ρ ∈ (0, u−2α). Let G be independent from Z being such that ‖S̃n−G‖q =
Wq(S̃n, G) then we have

‖u′α(e−tS̃n +
√

1− e−2tZ)‖ p
p−1

≤ ‖
[
u′α(e−tS̃n +

√
1− e−2tZ)− u′α(e−tG+

√
1− e−2tZ)

]
I(Xt ∈ [u− 2α, u])‖ p

p−1

+ ‖u′α(Z)‖ p
p−1

≤ ‖u′α(Z)‖ p
p−1

+ 1
α2 e
−t‖(G− S̃n)I(Xt ∈ [u− 2α, u])‖ p

p−1

≤ ‖u′α(Z)‖ p
p−1

+ 1
α2 e
−t‖(G− S̃n)I(Xt ∈ [u− 2α, u])‖ p

p−1

≤ ‖u′α(Z)‖ p
p−1

+ 1
α2 e
−t
[
‖(G− S̃n)I(e−tG+

√
1− e−2tZ ∈ [u− 2α− ρ, u+ ρ])‖ p

p−1

+ ‖(G− S̃n)I(|G− S̃n| ≥ ρet)‖ p
p−1

]
(a)

≤ ‖u′α(Z)‖ p
p−1

+ 1
α2 e
−tW pq

p−1
(S̃n, G)P(Z ∈ [u− 2α− ρ, u+ ρ])

(q−1)(p−1)
pq

+ 1
α2 e
−t(1+

q′(p−1)
p

)
W pq′
p−1

(S̃n,Z)q
′

ρ
q′(p−1)

p

.

where to obtain (a) we used Chebyshev inequality.
Therefore we obtain that

|E(uα(Sn))− E(uα(Z))|

≤ ‖Z‖p‖1− TSn(Sn)‖p
∫∞

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

[
‖u′α(Z)‖ p

p−1
+ 1

α2 e
−t(1+

q′(p−1)
p

)

×
W pq′
p−1

(S̃n,Z)q
′

ρ
q′(p−1)

p

+ 1
α2 e
−tW pq

p−1
(S̃n, G)P(Z ∈ [u− 2α− ρ, u+ ρ])

(q−1)(p−1)
pq

]
dt.

Now we clearly notice that P(S̃n ≥ u) ≤ E(uα(S̃n)). Therefore we have

P(Sn ≥ σu)

≤ E(uα(Z)) + ‖Z‖p‖1− TS̃n(S̃n)‖p
[
‖u′α(Z)‖ p

p−1
+
√
πΓ(

q′(p−1)+2p
2p

)

2α2Γ(
q′(p−1)+3p

2p
)

W pq′
p−1

(S̃n,Z)q
′

ρ
q′(p−1)

p

+ π
4α2W pq

p−1
(S̃n, G)P(Z ∈ [u− 2α− ρ, u+ ρ])

(q−1)(p−1)
pq

]
.
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Lemma 28 Suppose that the conditions of Thm. 6 hold. Write BR(·) be the Hoeffding bound for a
R2-subgaussian random variable. Then for all t, u > 0 we have

P(Xt ≥ u) ≤ min

BR(u)

infp≥2, ρ∈(0,1) Φc
(
ρu
)

+
ωRp (1)

(1−ρ)pup

;

where ωRp (·) is defined in Eq. (30) of App. I.1.

Proof Let p ≥ 2 be a real and let G ∼ N(0, 1) be a standard normal random variable independent
from Z such thatWp(S̃n, G) = ‖G− S̃n‖p (exists). Let u ≥ 0 then for all ρ ∈ (0, 1) the following
holds

P(Xt ≥ u) ≤ P(Xt ≥ u)

≤
{
P(etG+

√
1− e−2tZ ≥ uρ) + e−tp

‖S̃n−G‖pp
(1−ρ)pup

}
≤
{

Φc(uρ) + e−tp
Wp(Sn,Z)
(1−ρ)pup

}
≤
{

Φc(uρ) +
Wp(S̃n,Z)
(1−ρ)pup

}
.

Therefore we obtain that

P(Xt ≥ u) ≤ infp≥2, ρ∈(0,1) Φc
(
ρu
)

+
ωRp (1)

(1−ρ)pup .

Similarly we know that Xt is
√

1− e−2t + e−tR2-subgaussian, it is therefore also R2 subgaussian
and this concluded the proof.

E.2. Proof of Thm. 7: Alternative Stein kernel tail bound

Thanks to Chatterjee (2012) we know that there is G ∼ N(0, 1) distributed such that for θ > 0 we
have

E(eθ|S̃n−G|) ≤ 2e2θ2S∞(σ−1Y1||Z)2
.

By Chebyshev inequality we therefore have for all t > 0 that

P(|S̃n −G| ≥ t) ≤ 2e−θte2θ2S∞(σ−1Y1||Z)2
.

If we choose θ = t
4S(σY1||Z)2 then we have

P(|S̃n −G| ≥ t) ≤ 2e
− t2

8S∞(σ−1Y1||Z)2 .

Therefore by the union bound we obtain that for all u > 0 and all α < u/2 we have

P (S̃n ≥ u) ≤ P (S̃n −G+G ≥ u)

≤ P (G ≥ u− 2α) + P (S̃n −G ≥ 2α)

≤ Φc(u− 2α) + 2e
− α2

2S∞(σ−1Y1||Z)2 .
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E.3. Proof of Thm. 8: Efficient Hellinger-Stein kernel tail bound

We write τS̃n the Stein kernel of S̃n and its score function SS̃n(·). According to Thm. 3 we know
that

P(Sn ≥ σu) ≤ Φc(u) +
√

2H(σ−1Sn, Z)
[√

Q̂n(u) +
√

Φc(u)
]
.

Moreover we know that H(σ−1Sn, Z) ≤
√
KL(S̃n||Z|). Furthermore according Ledoux et al.

(2015) we know that

KL(S̃n||Z) ≤ S2
2 (S̃n||Z) log

(
1 +

‖SS̃n (S̃n)−S̃n‖22
S2

2 (S̃n||Z)

)
.

Firstly we note that the following is a Stein Kernel for S̃n

τS̃n(S̃n) , 1
nE
(∑

i≤n τỸ1
(σ−1Y1)|S̃n

)
.

Therefore as a consequence of Jensen inequality we have: S2(S̃n||Z) ≤ 1√
n
S2(σ−1Y1||Sn). As for

all c > 0 we know that x→ x log(1 + c
x) is a non-decreasing function then

KL(S̃n||Z) ≤ 1
nS2

2 (σ−1Y1||Z) log
(

1 +
n‖SS̃n (S̃n)−S̃n‖22
S2

2 (σ−1Y1||Z)

)
.

Moreover we know that SS̃n(S̃n) is the only S̃n-measurable random variable such that for all φ ∈
C∞(R) we have

E(φ(S̃n)SS̃n(S̃n)) = E(φ′(S̃n)).

Therefore we know that SS̃n(S̃n) = E
(

1√
n

∑
i≤n SY1(σYi)|S̃n

)
. Therefore by Jensen inequality,

we obtain that:
‖SS̃n(S̃n)− S̃n‖2 ≤ ‖SY1(σY1)− σ−1Y1‖2.

This implies the desired result.

Appendix F. Proof of Thm. 9: Efficient zero-bias tail bound

The crux of our argument, inspired by Ross (2011, Thm. 3.27) and proved in App. F.1, shows that
a zero-biased version S? of a random variable S has tails close to those of a Gaussian whenever S?

and S have a close coupling.

Theorem 29 (Zero-bias tail bounds) Suppose that S? has the zero-bias distribution for a random
variable S with E[S] = 0 and Var(S) = 1 and that S? − S ≤ δ almost surely. For U ∼ Unif[0, 1]
independent of (S, S?), define the intermediate variable S′ , S? +U(S −S?). Then, for all u ≥ 0
and λ ∈ [0, 1],

P(S? > u)− Φc(u) ≤ δ [hu(λu) + (hu(u)− hu(λu))P(S′ > λu)− δu P(S′ > u)],

for hu and δu defined in Eq. (11) and Eq. (12) respectively. If, in addition, S − S? ≤ δ almost
surely, then

P(S > u+ δ) ≤ 1
1+δ δu

Φc(u) + δ
1+δ δu

(
hu(λu) + (hu(u)− hu(λu))P(S′ > λu)

)
.
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Hence, to establish the first claim, it only remains to construct a suitable zero-bias coupling for
Sn/σ. By Chen et al. (2011, Lem. 2.8), S?n = Sn + X?

I − XI has the zero-bias distribution for
Sn. Therefore, by the zero-bias definition, S?n/σ has the zero-bias distribution for Sn/σ. Finally,
|S?n/σ − Sn/σ| = |X?

I − XI |/σ ≤ 2R/(σ
√
n) almost surely. The advertised result thus follows

from the second claim of Thm. 29 applied with S = Sn/σ, S? = S?n/σ, and δ = 2R/(σ
√
n).

Now suppose the random variables (Xi)
n+1
i=1 are identically distributed, define Sn+1 =

√
n√
n+1

(Sn+

Xn+1), and consider an independently generated index J ∼ Unif({1, . . . , n + 1}). By Chen et al.
(2011, Lem. 2.8), S?n+1 = Sn+1 + X?

J − XJ has the zero-bias distribution for Sn+1. Define the

intermediate variable S′n+1 , (S?n+1 +U(Sn+1−S?n+1)). By symmetry, Sn+X?
n+1

d
=
√
n+1√
n
S?n+1

and hence Sn +X ′n+1
d
=
√
n+1√
n
S′n+1. In addition, since X?

n+1 ∧X ′n+1 ≥ − R√
n

,

P(S > σu
√
n+1√
n

+ R√
n

) ≤ P(S +X?
n+1 ∧X ′n+1 > σu

√
n+1√
n

)

≤ P(S?n+1 > σu) ∧ P(S′n+1 > σu).

The result now follows from the first result of Thm. 29 with S = Sn+1/σ, S? = S?n+1/σ, and
δ = 2R/(σ

√
n+ 1).

F.1. Proof of Thm. 29: Zero-bias tail bounds

Fix any u ∈ R. Our proof structure, based on Stein’s method, mimics that of Ross (2011, Thm. 3.27)
but employs u-dependent bounds in place of the u-independent bounds invoked by Ross.

Solving the Stein equation Next we define the Stein equation (Stein, 1986)

f ′u(w)− wfu(w) = I[w ≤ u]− Φ(u).

By Chen et al. (2011, Lem. 2.2), the absolutely continuous function

fu(w) =
√

2π exp(w
2

2 )Φ(w ∧ u)Φc(w ∨ u) (26)

solves the Stein equation, and we can therefore write

P(S? ≤ u)− Φ(u) = E[f ′u(S?)− S?fu(S?)] =,

where the final equality uses the definition of the zero-biased distribution. Negating both sides, we
obtain

P(S? > u)− Φc(u) = E[S?fu(S?)− Sfu(S)].

Bounding the Stein solution Now let gu(w) = wfu(w). By Chen et al. (2011, Eq. (2.81)), the
function

hu(w) ,

{√
2πΦc(u)((1 + w2) exp(w2/2)Φ(w) + w/

√
2π) if w ≤ u√

2πΦ(u)((1 + w2) exp(w2/2)Φc(w)− w/
√

2π) if w > u
(27)

= w(Φc(u)− I[w > u]) + (1 + w2)fu(w)

= w(I[w ≤ u]Φc(u)− I[w > u]Φ(u)) + (1 + w2)fu(w)
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matches the derivative of gu(w) whenever w 6= u. Since the absolute continuity of fu implies that
gu is absolutely continuous on compact intervals, the fundamental theorem of calculus yields

E[gu(S?)− gu(S)] = E[
∫ 1

0 hu(S? + x(S − S?))(S? − S)dx] = E[hu(S′)(S? − S)].

Our next result, proved in App. F.2 provides a suitable u-dependent bound on hu.

Lemma 30 (Growth of hu) For any u ≥ 0, λ ∈ [0, 1], and w ∈ R,

0 ≤ hu(w) ≤ hu(λu) + (hu(u)− hu(λu))I[w > λu]− δuI[w > u].

for hu and δu defined in Eq. (27) and Eq. (12) respectively.

S? tail bound Fix any λ ∈ [0, 1]. Lem. 30, our almost sure assumption S? − S ≤ δ, and the
definition of S′ together imply that

P(S? > u)− Φc(u) ≤ δ E[hu(S′)]

≤ δ [hu(λu) + (hu(u)− hu(λu))P(S′ > λu)− δu P(S′ > u)]. (28)

From S tails to S? tails When S − S? ≤ δ almost surely, we additionally have

S − S′ ≤ (S − S?)(1− U) ≤ δ and therefore

P(S > u+ δ) = P(S? ∧ S′ > u+ δ + S? ∧ S′ − S)

≤ P(S? ∧ S′ > u) ≤ P(S? > u) ∧ P(S′ > u).

Combining this inequality with our S? tail bound Eq. (28) yields

P(S > u+ δ)

≤ Φc(u) + δ [hu(λu) + (hu(u)− hu(λu))P(S′ > λu)− δu P(S > u+ δ)].

Rearranging the terms of this expression yields the final advertised result.

F.2. Proof of Lem. 30: Growth of hu

Our proof makes use of the following bound on the growth of Φc, established in App. F.3.

Lemma 31 (Growth of Φc) If w ≥ 0 then
√

2π(1 + w2) exp(w2/2)Φc(w)− w ≤ b(w) , 2

w+
√
w2+8/π

− 8w

π(w+
√
w2+8/π)2

.

Fix any u ≥ 0, λ ∈ [0, 1], and w ∈ R. We will divide our proof into cases based on the value of
w.

Lower bound, w 6= u: Since gu is differentiable for w 6= u and increasing by Chen et al. (2011,
Lem. 2.3), hu(w) = g′u(w) ≥ 0.

Lower bound, w = u: We have hu(u) = limv↑u hu(v) ≥ 0.
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Upper bound, w > u: From the definition of fu Eq. (26) and the Φc growth bound (Lem. 31),
we have

(1 + w2)fu(w)I[w > u] =
√

2π(1 + w2) exp(w2/2)Φc(w)Φ(u)I[w > u]

≤ (b(u) + w)Φ(u)I[w > u].

Hence,

hu(w)I[w > u] = (1 + w2)fu(w)I[w > u]− wΦ(u)I[w > u] ≤ b(u)Φ(u)I[w > u].

Upper bound, λu ≥ w ≥ 0: Since gu is increasing (Chen et al., 2011, Lem. 2.3), fu is increasing
for w < u, and λufu(λu) + Φc(u) is nonnegative, we have

hu(w)I[λu ≥ w ≥ 0] = (fu(w) + w(wfu(w) + Φc(u)))I[λu ≥ w ≥ 0]

≤ [fu(λu) + w(λufu(λu) + Φc(u))]I[λu ≥ w ≥ 0]

≤ [fu(λu) + λu(λufu(λu) + Φc(u))]I[λu ≥ w ≥ 0]

= hu(λu)I[λu ≥ w ≥ 0] = hu(λu)(I[w ≥ 0]− I[w > λu]).

Upper bound, w < 0: Since w < 0 ≤ u, we use the definition of fu Eq. (26), the Φc growth
bound (Lem. 31), the nonnegativity of Φc, and the fact that b is decreasing to derive

(1 + w2)fu(w)I[w < 0] =
√

2π exp(w2/2)Φc(|w|)Φc(u)I[w < 0]

≤ (b(|w|) + |w|)Φc(u)I[w < 0]

≤ (b(0) + |w|)Φc(u)I[w < 0].

Since λu ≥ 0 by assumption, our prior derivation implies hu(λu) ≥ hu(0) and hence,

hu(w)I[w < 0] = ((b(0) + |w|)− |w|)Φc(u)I[w < 0]

= b(0)Φc(u)I[w < 0] =
√

π
2 Φc(u)I[w < 0]

= hu(0)I[w < 0] ≤ hu(λu)I[w < 0].

Upper bound, u ≥ w > λu: Since u,w, fu(u), and Φc(u) are nonnegative, gu is increasing
(Chen et al., 2011, Lem. 2.3), and u ≥ w, we have

hu(w)I[u ≥ w > λu] = (fu(w) + w(wfu(w) + Φc(u)))I[u ≥ w > λu]

≤ (fu(u) + w(ufu(u) + Φc(u)))I[u ≥ w > λu]

≤ (fu(u) + u(ufu(u) + Φc(u)))I[u ≥ w > λu]

= hu(u)I[u ≥ w > λu] = hu(u)(I[w > λu]− I[w > u]).

Complete upper bound Taken together, our upper bounds yield

hu(w) ≤ b(u)Φ(u)I[w > u] + hu(u)(I[w > λu]− I[w > u])

+ hu(λu)(I[w ≥ 0]− I[w > λu]) + hu(λu)I[w < 0]

≤ (b(u)Φ(u)− hu(u))I[w > u] + (hu(u)− hu(λu))I[w > λu] + hu(λu).
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F.3. Proof of Lem. 31: Growth of Φc

By Abramowitz and Stegun (1964, 7.1.13)

exp(w2/2)Φc(w) ≤
√

2/π/(w +
√
w2 + 8/π).

Therefore,
√

2π(1 + w2) exp(w2/2)Φc(w)− w
≤ 2(1 + w2)/(w +

√
w2 + 8/π)− w

= (2(1 + w2)− w2 − w
√
w2 + 8/π)/(w +

√
w2 + 8/π)

= (2 + w(w −
√
w2 + 8/π))/(w +

√
w2 + 8/π)

= 2

w+
√
w2+8/π

− 8w

π(w+
√
w2+8/π)2

.

Appendix G. Proof of Prop. 10: Properties of S ′n
Instantiate the notation and assumptions of Thm. 9, and fix any i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and t ∈ R. We
invoke the definition of X ′i, Lem. 2.1(iv) of Goldstein and Reinert (1997), and our Xi boundedness
assumption in turn to find that

|E[X ′i]| = 1
2 |E[X?

i ]| = 1
4σ2
i
|E[X3

i ]| ≤ R
4
√
n
.

The same invocations, coupled with the independence of Xi, U, and X?
i , imply

Var(X ′i) = E[(UXi + (1− U)(X?
i − E[X?

i ]))2]

= E[U2]Var(Xi) + E[(1− U)2]Var(X?
i )

= 1
3σ

2
i + 1

3Var(X?
i ) = 1

3σ
2
i + 1

3(E[X?
i

2]− E[X?
i ]2)

= 1
3σ

2
i + 1

9σ2
i
E[Xi

4]− 1
12σ4

i
E[Xi

3]2 ≤ 1
3σ

2
i + R2

9n .

Moreover, since E[X3
i ]2 ≤ E[X2

i ]E[X4
i ] by Cauchy Schwartz, we have

Var(X ′i) ≥ 1
3σ

2
i + 1

9σ2
i
E[Xi

4]− 1
12σ2

i
E[Xi

4] = 1
3σ

2
i + 1

36σ2
i
E[Xi

4] ≥ 1
3σ

2
i + R2

36n .

Next, by Goldstein and Reinert (1997, Lem. 2.1(ii)), the support of X?
i is the closed convex hull of

the support of Xi. Therefore, by the triangle inequality,

|X ′i| ≤ U |Xi|+ (1− U)|X?
i | ≤ R√

n
almost surely.

The final result is justified exactly as in App. F.

Appendix H. Proof of Thms. 11 and 12: Efficient Concentration with Wasserstein
Approximation

The proofs of Thm. 11 and Thm. 12 exploit the following upper bound forWp(Sn,N (0, σ2)).
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Lemma 32 If the conditions of Thm. 11 hold and we write Dn,p ,
√

1− R̃2(p−1)
Cn where C = 0.4,

then for all p ≥ 2 the following upper-bound holds:

Wp(S̃n, Z) ≤ (p−1)√
0.4n

[
R̃(1 +

Ũn,p
2
√
n

) + R̃
2
√
n

(
3Ap

2 + R̃1+2/pÃn,p

)
+
√

0.4
2
√
p−1

(1− R̃
√
p−1√

0.4n
)
[
Un,p − R̃−1Ũn,p

]]
+
√
e(p−1)R̃2

1.2n [e0.8 − 1]
[

2R̃Ũn,p
3Dn,p

+ Un,p log
(
Dn,p+1
1−Dn,p

)]
+ 2
√
e(p−1)R̃√

1.2n

[
e0.8 − 1.8

][
R̃2

3
√
n
Ũn,p + 2 +

R̃Un,p√
n
− 2

3R̃

]
+ R̃2(p−1)

0.8nDn,p

[
Un,p + Ũn,p

]
.

Proof Using Lem. 34 we know that

Wp(S̃n, Z) ≤
√
p−1√
nκ

[
R̃(1 +

Ũn,p
2
√
n

) + R̃
2
√
n

(
3Ap

2 + R̃1+2/pÃn,p

)
+
√
κ

2 (1− R̃√
nκ

)
[
Un,p − R̃−1Ũn,p

]]
+
√
eR̃2

3nκ [e2(p−1)κ − 1]
[

2R̃Ũn,p
3Mn,κ

+ Un,p log
(
Mn,κ+1
1−Mn,κ

)]
+ 2
√
e
√
p−1R̃√

3nκ

[
e2(p−1)κ − 1− 2(p− 1)κ

][
R̃2

3
√
n
Ũn,p + 2 +

R̃Un,p√
n
− 2

3R̃

]
+ R̃2

2nκMn,κ

[
Un,p + Ũn,p

]
.

We obtain the advertised bound by choosing κ = C/(p− 1) and C = 0.4.

H.1. Definition of rn,t in Thm. 11

The bound in Thm. 11 is stated in function of a small reminder term rn,t which we define in this
section. We write

1
eσ rn,t ,

(p+2)√
0.4n

[
R̃ Ũn

2
√
n

+ R̃
2
√
n

(
ALn,t

2 + Ũn

)
+

√
0.4

2
√
Ln,t−1

Mn

[√
Ln,t+2

√
e((2e)1/Ln,t−1)√

2

− R̃−1Ũn

]]
+

2
√
e(Ln,t−1)R̃√

1.2n

[
e0.8 − 1.8

][
R̃2

3 Ũn + R̃Un

]
+

R̃2(Ln,t−1)
0.8nMn

[
Un + Ũn

]
+
√
e(Ln,t−1)R̃2

1.2n [e0.8 − 1]
[

2R̃Ũn
3Mn

+ Un log
(
Mn+1
1−Mn

)]
,

where we set

Mn ,
√

1− R2(Ln,t−1)
0.4∗nσ2 , Un ,

√
e(2e)1/Ln,t

√
Ln,t+2√

2
+

(Ln,t+2)
2

(
R̃√
n

)1−2/Ln,t ,

and Ũn ,
√
e(2e)1/Ln,t

√
Ln,t+2√

2
+

(Ln,t+2)R̃2/Ln,t

2

(
R̃√
n

)1−2/Ln,t .
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H.2. Proof of Thm. 11: Efficient tail bound

As the proof of the two results is very similar we show only the details of the proof of the first result
and highlight the differences with the proof of the second result.

The first step is to notice that by definition of the metricWp(·, ·) for all ε > 0 we can find G ∼
N (0, σ2) a normally distributed random variable that respects ‖Sn−G‖p ≤ ε+Wp(Sn,N (0, σ2)).
This implies that for all ρ ∈ (0, 1) we have

P(Sn ≥ tσ) = P(G+ Sn −G ≥ tσ)

≤ P(G ≥ ρtσ) + P(Sn −G ≥ (1− ρ)tσ)

≤ Φc(ρt) + E(|Sn−G|p)
(1−ρ)p(tσ)p

≤ Φc(ρt) +

(
ε+Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2))

)p
(1−ρ)p(tσ)p .

As this holds for arbitrary ε ∈ R+, p ≥ 2, and ρ ∈ (0, 1) we obtain that

P(Sn ≥ tσ) ≤ infp≥2,ρ∈(0,1) Φc(ρt) +
W p
p (Sn,N (0,σ2))
(1−ρ)p(tσ)p .

Our objective is to upper bound the right-hand side of this equation. In this goal and for ease of
notation we shorthand ωp ,Wp(Sn,N (0, σ2)). This directly implies that:

P(Sn ≥ σt) ≤ infρ∈[0,1]
p≥2

Φc(ρt) +
ωpp

(1−ρ)p(tσ)p . (29)

We proceed in two successive steps. First, for all ρ ∈ (0, 1) we choose an integer pρ ∈ N that makes
the right hand small and select a specific value for ρ only in a second stage. In this goal we first note
that:

ωpp
(1−ρ)p(tσ)p

≤ 1
(1−ρ)p(tσ)p

[
(p+2)σ√

0.4n

[
R̃+

√
0.4
√
e

2
√

2

]
+ 2
√
e(p+2)σR̃√

1.2n

[
e0.8 − 1.8

][
2− 2

3R̃

]
+ εn,p

]p
where we have set

1
σ εn,p ,

(p+2)√
0.4n

[
R̃
Ũn,p
2
√
n

+ R̃
2
√
n

(
3Ap

2 + R̃1+2/pÃn,p

)
+
√

0.4
2
√
p−1

(1− R̃
√
p−1√

0.4n
)

×
[√

p+2
√
e((2e)1/p−1)√

2
− R̃−1Ũn,p

]
+
√
e(p−1)R̃2

1.2n [e0.8 − 1]
[

2R̃Ũn,p
3Dn,p

+ Un,p log
(
Dn,p+1
1−Dn,p

)]
+ 2
√
e(p−1)R̃√

1.2n

[
e0.8 − 1.8

][
R̃2

3 Ũn,p + R̃Un,p

]
+ R̃2(p−1)

0.8nDn,p

[
Un,p + Ũn,p

]
.

Minimizing ωpp
(1−ρ)ptp in terms of p is complex. In the goal of obtaining a simple expression we

instead choose to minimize the following alternative quantity

1
(1−ρ)p(tσ)p

[
(p+2)σ√

0.4n

[
R̃+

√
0.4e

2
√

2

]
+ 2
√
e(p+2)σR̃√

1.2n

[
e0.8 − 1.8

][
2− 2

3R̃

]]p
.
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In this goal we write

K , σ√
0.4

[
R̃+

√
0.4e

2
√

2

]
+ 2
√
eσR̃√
1.2

[
e0.8 − 1.8

][
2− 2

3R̃

]
.

and we define hρ(p) →
[

(p+2)K√
ntσ(1−ρ)

]p
. We remark that hρ is smooth and minimized for p ≥ 2

satisfying p + 2 = e−1
√
ntσ(1−ρ)
K e

− 1
p−1 . If n ∈ N is large then this equation is approximately

solved by p solving the following alternative equation p+ 2 = e−1
√
ntσ(1−ρ)
K . Therefore we choose

p∗ρ = e−1
√
ntσ(1−ρ)
K − 2 ≥ 2. We remark that this implies that K(p∗ρ+2)√

ntσ(1−ρ)
= e−1. Therefore we

obtain [ ωp∗ρ
(1−ρ)tσ

]p∗ρ ≤ [e−1 + εn,p∗ρ

]p∗ρ
≤ e−e−1

√
ntσ(1−ρ)
K

+2
[
1 + e× εn,p∗ρ

]p∗ρ .
Therefore according to Eq. (29) we obtain that

P(Sn ≥ σt) ≤ min
ρ∈(0,1)

Φc(ρt) + e−e
−1
√
ntσ(1−ρ)
K

+2
[
1 + e× εn,p∗ρ

]p∗ρ .
To obtain a closed-form formula upper bound to Eq. (29) we want to minimize

g(ρ) , Φc(ρt) + e−e
−1
√
ntσ(1−ρ)
K

+2.

In this goal denote Cn,t ,
e−1√ntσ

K and note that g is smooth and that its derivative is:

g′(ρ) = −tϕ(ρt) + Cn,te
2e−Cn,t(1−ρ).

Therefore if Cn,t
t e−Cn,t−1 ∈

[
1√
2π
, ϕ(t)e−Cn,t

]
we have that g(·) is minimized by ρ?n,t ∈ (0, 1)

satisfying:

ϕ(ρ?n,tt)e
−ρ?n,tCn,t =

Cn,t
t
e−Cn,t+2.

This equation is solved by

ρ?n,t ,
−Cn,t+

√
C2
n,t+2t2(Cn,t−2−log(Cn,t

√
2π/t))+

t2

(a)∼ 1− log(Cn,t
√

2π/t)
Cn,t

,

where to get (a) we used the fact that Cn,t = on(C2
n,t) therefore we have√

C2
n,t + 2t2(Cn,t − 2− log(Cn,t

√
2π/t))

∼
√
C2
n,t + 1

2
√
C2
n,t

2t2(Cn,t − 2− log(Cn,t
√

2π/t))

∼ Cn,t + t2C−1
n,t (Cn,t − 2− log(Cn,t

√
2π/t)).

The advertised result now follows directly.

61



H.3. Definition of sn,δ in Thm. 12

The bound in Thm. 12 has a small reminder term sn,δ which we define in this section. We write

1
σsn,δ ,

1√
0.4

[
R̃ Ũδn

2
√
n

+ R̃
2
√
n

(AAn
δ

2 + U δn

)
+

√
0.4

2
√
Anδ−1

× (1− R̃
√
Anδ−1
√

0.4n
)
[√

Anδ+2
√
e((2e)1/Aδn−1)
√

2
− R̃−1Ũ δn

]
+
√
e(Anδ−1)R̃2

1.2
√
n
√
Anδ+2)

[e0.8 − 1]
[

2R̃Ũδn
3Mδ

n
+ U δn log

(
Mδ
n+1

1−Mδ
n

)]
+

2
√
e(Anδ−1)R̃√

1.2n
√
Anδ+2

[
e0.8 − 1.8

][
R̃2

3 Ũ
δ
n + R̃U δn

]
+

R̃2(Anδ−1)

0.8
√
n(Anδ+2)Mδ

n

[
Un,Anδ + Ũn,Anδ

]
,

where we set

M δ
n ,

√
1− R2Anδ

0.4nσ2 , U δn ,
√
e(2e)1/Anδ

√
Anδ+2

√
2

+
(Anδ+2)

2

(
R̃√
n

)1−2/Anδ ,

Ũ δn ,
√
e(2e)1/Anδ

√
Anδ+2

√
2

+
(Anδ+2)R̃2/Anδ

2

(
R̃√
n

)1−2/Anδ .

H.4. Proof of Thm. 12: Efficient quantile bound

Let G ∼ N (0, σ2) be a normal random variable such that ‖Sn − G‖p ≤ ε +Wp(Sn,N (0, σ2)).
Let u > 0 be such that Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2))p

up ≤ α then for any t < 1
2 we have:

P(Sn ≥ u− σΦ−1(t)) ≤ t+
(
α1/p + ε

u

)p
.

Therefore as ε > 0 is arbitrary we have

P(Sn ≥ u− σΦ−1(t)) ≤ t+ α.

Therefore to obtain the desired result we work in two step: i) For every confidence α > 0, we
choose u∗α > 0 to be as small as possible while satisfying Wp(Sn,N (0,1))p

up ≤ α and (ii) choose α
such that u∗α − σΦ−1(δ − α) is as small as possible.

Given a confidence levelα > 0, our first goal is to find the smallest u∗ such that Wp(Sn,N (0,1))p

up ≤
α. With that goal we define

g(p) =
Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2))

α1/p .

We remark that u∗ = infp g(p). Using Lem. 32 we have:

g(p) =
Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2))

α1/p ≤ 1
α1/p

[
K(p+2)√

n
+ εn,p

]
,
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where we set εn,p to be

1
σ εn,p ,

(p+2)√
0.4n

[
R̃
Ũn,p
2
√
n

+ R̃
2
√
n

(
3Ap

2 + R̃1+2/pÃn,p

)
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0.4
2
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(1− R̃
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[
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3Dn,p

+ Un,p log
(
Dn,p+1
1−Dn,p

)]
+ 2
√
e(p−1)R̃√

1.2n

[
e0.8 − 1.8
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R̃2

3 Ũn,p + R̃Un,p

]
+ R̃2(p−1)

0.8nDn,p

[
Un,p + Ũn,p

]
.

As minimizing 1
α1/p

[
K(p+2)√

n
+ εn,p

]
in terms of p ≥ 2 is tricky we simplify things and instead

choose to minimize pK√
nα1/p . This is minimized for p∗α = − log(α). Therefore we have

g(p∗α) ≤ e
[K(− log(α)+2)√

n
+ rn,α

]
;

where we have set

1
σ rn,α , (− log(α)+2)√

0.4n
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2
√
n

+ R̃
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[
Un,− log(α) + Ũn,− log(α)

]
.

Therefore for any choice of α ∈ (0, δ) we have:

P(Sn ≥ −σΦ−1
(
δ − α

)
+ g(p∗α)) ≤ δ.

Let h(α) , −σzδ−α+eK(− log(α)+2)√
n

. We want to minimize h(·). To do so we note that h is smooth
and we have:

h′(α) =
√

2πσ2e
Φ−1(δ−α)2

2 − eK√
nα

.

We propose the following approximate solution to h′(α) = 0 and choose α∗ , eK√
nσ
ϕ(Φ−1(δ)). We

set Anδ , log
(√nσ
eK ϕ(Φ−1(δ))−1

)
; and write

qn(R, δ, σ) , σzδ− eK
σ
√
n
ϕ(Φ−1(δ)) +

e
[
Anδ+2

]
√
n

[
K + sδ,n

]
where we have set
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Appendix I. Proof of Thms. 13 and 14: Tighter computable bounds

I.1. Definitions of the Quantities in Sec. 6.3

In section Sec. 6.3, we propose some tighter concentration inequalities. Those bounds are dependent
on a quantity ωR,κp that we define rigorously in this section. For all choices of p ≥ 2, κ > 0 and
σ̃ > 0 we write

R̃σ̃ , R/σ̃.

When σ̃ = σ is equal to the true variance we shorthand Mn,κ ,Mn,κ(σ).
We define the following candidate for an upper bound toWp(Sn,N (0, σ2)):

ωR,κp (σ̃) , σ̃
{

(aκ,p,R̃σ̃1,1 ) + (aκ,p,R̃σ̃2,1 ) + (aκ,p,R̃σ̃3,1 )
}
,

where (aκ,p,R̃σ̃1,1 ), (aκ,p,R̃σ̃2,1 ) and (aκ,p,R̃σ̃3,1 ) are defined in respectively Eq. (39), Eq. (43) and Eq. (47).We
remark that if σ̃ = σ is the true variance of Y1 then ωR,κp (σ) is an upper bound on the Wassertein
distanceWp(Sn, Z) (see Lem. 34 for a proof). Finally, we define:

ωRp (σ̃) ,

inf
κ∈( R

2

σ̃2n
,∞)

ωR,κp (σ̃) if p ≥ 2

R̃σ̃√
n

if p = 1.
(30)

I.2. Proof of Thms. 13 and 14

To prove Thm. 13 and Thm. 14 we first establish the following result that any upper bound on the
Wassertein distanceWp(Sn,N (0, σ2)) also yields a tail bound and a quantile bound for Sn.

Lemma 33 Let (Xi)i≥1 be a sequence of random variable satisfying the conditions of Thm. 13.
For all p ≥ 2 let ωp be an upper bound toWp(Sn,N (0, σ2)) ≤ ωp then the following holds

P
(
Sn ≥ t

)
≤ infp≥2,ρ∈(0,1)

{
Φc
( tρ
σ

)
+

ωpp
(1−ρ)ptp

}
,

P
(
|Sn| ≥ t

)
≤ infp≥2,ρ∈(0,1)

{
2Φc

( tρ
σ

)
+

ωpp
(1−ρ)ptp

}
.

Moreover for all δ ∈ (0, 1) for all ρ ∈ [0, 1] if we define uρδ ,
ωp

(δ(1−ρ))1/p −σΦ−1(δρ) then we have

P(Sn ≥ uρδ) ≤ δ;
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finally if we define ud,ρδ , ωp
(δ(1−ρ))1/p − σΦ−1(1

2δρ) then we have

P(|Sn| ≥ ud,ρδ ) ≤ δ.

Proof Choose reals ρ ∈ (0, 1) and p ≥ 2. For all ε > 0 there is a Gaussian random variable
G ∼ N(0, σ2) such that ‖Sn − G‖p ≤ Wp(Sn, N(0, σ2)) + ε. By the triangle inequality and the
union bound we have

P
(
Sn ≥ t

)
= P

(
Sn −G+G ≥ t

)
≤ P(G ≥ ρt) + P(Sn −G ≥ (1− ρ)t)

≤ P(G ≥ ρt) +
‖Sn−G‖pp
(1−ρ)ptp

≤ P(G ≥ ρt) +
(Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2))+ε)p

(1−ρ)ptp

≤ Φc
(
ρt
σ

)
+

(Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2))+ε)p

(1−ρ)ptp .

Similarly by the triangle inequality we also observe that:

P
(
|Sn| ≥ t

)
= P

(
|Sn −G+G| ≥ t

)
≤ P(|G| ≥ ρt) + P(|Sn −G| ≥ (1− ρ)t)

≤ P(|G| ≥ ρt) +
‖Sn−G‖pp
(1−ρ)ptp

≤ P(|G| ≥ ρt) +
(Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2))+ε)p

(1−ρ)ptp

≤ 2Φc
(
ρt
σ

)
+

(Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2))+ε)p

(1−ρ)ptp .

As this holds for any arbitrary choice of ε > 0 we deduce that

P
(
Sn ≥ t

)
≤ Φc

(
ρt
σ

)
+
Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2))p

(1−ρ)ptp .

and

P
(
|Sn| ≥ t

)
≤ 2Φc

(
ρt
σ

)
+
Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2))p

(1−ρ)ptp .

For all δ ∈ (0, 0.5) and all ρ ∈ (0, 1) if we write uδ ,
Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2)

(δ(1−ρ))1/p − σΦ−1(δρ). We remark
that

P
(
Sn ≥ uδ

)
= P

(
S̃n −G+G ≥ uδ

)
≤ P

(
G ≥ −σΦ−1(δρ)) + P(Sn −G ≥ ωp

(δ(1−ρ))1/p )

≤ δρ+
δ(1−ρ)(Wp(Sn,N(0,σ2))+ε)p

ωpp
.

As this holds for any arbitrary choice of ε > 0 we deduce that

P
(
Sn ≥ uδ

)
= P

(
S̃n −G+G ≥ uδ

)
≤ P

(
G ≥ −σΦ−1(δρ)) + P(Sn −G ≥ ωp

(δ(1−ρ))1/p )

≤ δρ+ δ(1− ρ) = δ.
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In the same way we can prove that if we write udδ ,
Wp(Sn,N (0,σ2)

(δ(1−ρ))1/p − σΦ−1( δρ2 ). We remark that

P
(
|Sn| ≥ udδ

)
= P

(
S̃n −G+G ≥ uδ

)
≤ P

(
|G| ≥ −σΦ−1( δρ2 )) + P(|Sn −G| ≥ ωp

(δ(1−ρ))1/p )

≤ δρ+
δ(1−ρ)(Wp(Sn,N(0,σ2))+ε)p

ωpp
.

As this holds for any arbitrary choice of ε > 0 we deduce that

P
(
|Sn| ≥ uδ

)
≤ δρ+ δ(1− ρ) = δ.

We then propose an upper bound forWp(Sn,N (0, σ2)).

Lemma 34 Let Z ∼ N (0, 1) be a standard normal random variable. Let (Xi)i≥1 be random
variables satisfying the conditions of Thm. 11. If the conditions of Thm. 13 holds then we have:

σ−1Wp(Sn, σZ) ≤ inf
κ≥ R̃2

n

{
(aκ,p,R̃1,1 ) + (aκ,p,R̃2,1 ) + (aκ,p,R̃3,1 )

}
, (31)

where (aκ,p,R̃1,1 ), (aκ,p,R̃2,1 ) and (aκ,p,R̃3,1 ) are defined in respectively Eq. (38), Eq. (42) and Eq. (46).
Moreover this can be further upper-bounded as

σ−1Wp(Sn, σZ) ≤ inf
κ≥ R̃2

n

{
(aκ,p1,2) + (aκ,p2,2) + (aκ,p3,2)

}
. (32)

where (aκ,p1,2), (aκ,p2,2) and (aκ,p3,2) are defined in respectively Eq. (39), Eq. (43) and Eq. (47).

Proof As the proof both for Eq. (31) and Eq. (32) are very similar we only present in details
the proof for Eq. (31) and when needed we highlight the differences with the proof of Eq. (32) in
proof-asides.

We first notice that if σ > 0 then we have Wp(Sn, σZ) ≤ σWp(
Sn
σ , Z). Therefore we can

assume without loss of generality that Var(X1) = 1
n and that the random variables (

√
nXi) are

bounded by R̃ , R
σ . This notably implies that for all k ≥ 0 the moments of Xk

1 can be upper
bounded as

‖Xk
1 ‖p =

(
E(|X1|kp)

)1/p ≤ (‖X1‖kp−2
∞ E(|X1|2)

)1/p ≤ R̃k

R̃2/p
√
n
k (33)

‖Xk
1 I(|X1| ≤ c(t))‖p ≤

(
‖X1I(|X1| ≤ c(t))‖kp−2

∞ E(|X1|2)
)1/p ≤ n−1/pc(t)1−2/p.

where I ∼ unif{1, . . . ,n} Let κ ∈ R+ be a positive real that satisfies κ ≥ R̃2

n . We set

S′n,t , Sn + (X ′I −XI)I
(
|X ′I |, |XI | ≤

√
κ(1− e−2t)

)
where I ∼ unif{1, . . . ,n} and shorthand

Yt = Sn − S′n,t.
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Let hk(x) , ex
2/2 ∂k

∂xe
−x2/2 designate the Hermite polynomials, and denote theHk , hk(Z) where

Z ∼ N (0, 1) is a standard normal. By slightly modifying Theorem 5 of Bonis (2015) we have:

Wp(Sn, Z) ≤
∫∞

0 e−t‖nE
(
Yt|Sn

)
− Sn‖pdt

+
∫∞

0
e−2t‖H1‖p√

1−e−2t
‖n2E

(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− 1‖pdt

+
∑

k≥3

∫∞
0

e−kt‖Hk−1‖p
k!(
√

1−e−2t)k−1
n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|Sn
)
‖pdt

≤ (a1) + (a2) + (a3).

We bound each term, (a1) (a2) and (a3), successively. For ease of notation we write c(t) ,√
κ(1− e−2t). Moreover for all p ≥ 2, and κ > R̃2

n we write

Mn,κ ,
√

1− R2

nσ2κ
, M̃n,κ ,

√
1− 1

nκ .

Moreover we set

Kn,κ,p,1 , M̃n,κ 2F1(
1

2
,

1

p
− 1

2
,
3

2
, M̃2

n,κ)−Mn,κ 2F1(
1

2
,

1

p
− 1

2
,
3

2
,M2

n,κ)
)

Kn,κ,p,2 , cos−1(M̃n,κ)− M̃n,κ√
nκ
, Kn,κ,p,2 , cos−1(Mn,κ)− R̃Mn,κ√

nκ

µn,κ,1 := min(c(t),
1√
n

), µn,p,κ,2 , min
(
n
− 1
p c(t)

1− 2
p , c(t)

)
µn,p,κ,3 , min

(
c(t)

1− 2
pn−1/p,

√
nc(t)2

)
Define (Zti ) as

Zti ,

{
−Xi if |Xi| ≥ c(t)

E
(
XiI(|Xi| > c(t))

)
−XiP(|Xi| > c(t)) otherwise

.

Then we have nE(Yt|Sn)− Sn =
∑

i≤n Z
t
i . Suppose that t ≤ −1

2 log(1− R̃2

nκ ) then c(t) ≤ R̃/√n.
Therefore using the triangle inequality we note that the norm of the variables (Zti ) are bounded by

‖Zti‖p ≤ ‖Xi‖p + ‖XiI(|Xi| ≤ c(t))‖p
(a)

≤ 1√
n

R̃

R̃2/p
+ µn,p,κ,2;

‖Zti‖2 ≤ ‖Xi‖2 + ‖XiI(|Xi| ≤ c(t))‖2
(a)

≤ 1√
n

+ µn,κ,1,

where (a) is obtained using Eq. (33). Moreover according to Lem. 40 we have

‖nE
(
Yt|Sn

)
− Sn‖p (34)

= Ap(1 + min(1,
√
nc(t))) + Ãn,p

(
R̃+ R̃2/p√nµn,p,κ,2

)
.

Moreover according to Lem. 39 we have

‖nE
(
Yt|Sn

)
− Sn‖p ≤

√
p− 1

[
R̃

R̃2/p +
√
nµn,p,κ,2

]
. (35)
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By combining Eq. (34) and Eq. (35) we obtain

‖nE
(
Yt|Sn

)
− Sn‖p ≤ min

{√
p− 1

[
R̃

R̃2/p +
√
nµn,p,κ,2

]
Ap(1 +

√
nµn,κ,1) + Ãn,p

(
R̃+ R̃2/p√nµn,p,κ,2).

(36)

Moreover, if t ≥ −1
2 log(1 − R̃2

nκ ) ≥ 0 then c(t) ≥ R̃/
√
n therefore Yt = XI − X ′I . As I is a

randomly drawn index in {1, . . . , n}, this implies that

E
(
Yt|Sn

)
= 1

n

∑
i≤n E(Xi −X ′i|Sn) = 1

n

∑
i≤nXi − E(Xi) = 1

nSn; (37)

which implies that ‖nE
(
Yt|Sn

)
− Sn‖p = 0.

Combining Eq. (36) and Eq. (37) we obtain that we can upper (a1) as:

(a1) ≤
∫∞

0 e−t‖nE
(
Yt|Sn

)
− Sn‖pdt

(a)

≤ Un,p
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0 e−tdt

+ R̃2/p√nκ1− 2
p Ãn,p

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−t
√

1− e−2t1−
2
pdt

+
√
nκU?n,p

∫ − 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

0 e−t
√

1− e−2tdt+Ap
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−tdt

= R̃2/p√nκ1− 2
p Ãn,pKn,κ,p,1 + Un,p(1−Mn,κ)

+
√
nκU?n,p

2 Kn,κ,p,2 +Ap
(
M̃n,κ −Mn,κ),

where to obtain (a) we used the fact that c(t) =
√
κ
√

1− e−2t.
We remark that(a1) can be alternatively upper bounded as

(a1) ≤
∫∞

0 e−t‖nE
(
Yt|Sn

)
− Sn‖pdt

≤ R̃
√
p−1

R̃2/p

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

0 e−tdt

+
√
p− 1

√
κn

1− 2
p
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−t
√

1− e−2t1−
2
pdt

+
√
p− 1

√
κn
∫ − 1

2
log(1− 1

nκ
)

0 e−t
√

1− e−2tdt

=
√
p− 1

{√
κn

1− 2
pKn,κ,p,1 + R̃

R̃2/p (1−Mn,κ) +
√
κn
2 Kn,κ,p,2

}
.

Therefore we have

(a1) (38)

≤ (aκ,p,R̃1,1 ) , min


R̃2/p√nκ1− 2

p Ãn,pKn,κ,p,1 + Un,p(1−Mn,κ)

+
√
nκU?n,p

2 Kn,κ,p,2 +Ap
(
M̃n,κ −Mn,κ)

√
p− 1

{√
κn

1− 2
pKn,κ,p,1 + R̃

R̃2/p (1−Mn,κ) +
√
κn
2 Kn,κ,p,2

}
.
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We remark that (aκ,p,R̃1,1 ) can be further upper bounded by a more compact expression. In this
goal we can remark that

(a1) ≤
∫∞

0 e−t‖nE
(
Yt|Sn

)
− Sn‖pdt

(a)

≤ (R̃Ãn,p + 2Ap)
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0 e−tdt

+ R̃2/p√nκÃn,p
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0 e−t
√

1− e−2tdt

=
[
Ap + Un,p

]
(1−Mn,κ) +

R̃2/p√nκÃn,p
2 Kn,κ,p,3

≤ R̃2

2nκMn,κ

[
Un,p + Ũn,p

]
.

Therefore (a1) can be further upper-bounded by the more compact bound:

(a1) ≤ (aκ,p1,2) , R̃2

2nκMn,κ

[
Un,p + Ũn,p

]
. (39)

We now work on upper bounding (a2). In this goal, we first remark that if t ≥ −1
2 log(1− R̃2

nκ )
we have Yt = X ′I −XI which implies that:

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− 1‖p ≤ ‖1

2

∑
i≤n E(X2

i ) +X2
i − 1‖p ≤ 1

2‖
∑

i≤nX
2
i − 1‖p.

We remark using Eq. (33) that ‖X2
i − 1/n‖p ≤ 1

n

(
R̃2−2/p − 1

)
and ‖X2

i − 1/n‖2 ≤ 1
n(R̃ − 1).

Therefore using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we obtain:

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− 1‖p ≤ min


√
p−1

2
√
n

(
R̃2

R̃2/p − 1
)

1
2
√
n

(
(R̃2 − R̃2/p)Ãn,p + (R̃− 1)Ap

) , Bn,p.

This implies that ∫∞
− 1

2
log(1−R2

nκ
)
‖n2E

(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− 1‖p e−2t

√
1−e−2t

dt (40)

≤ Bn,p
∫∞
− 1

2
log(1−R2

nκ
)

e−2t
√

1−e−2t
dt = Bn,p

∫√
1−R2

nκ

0
t√

1−t2dt

= 1
2
√
n

(1− R̃√
nκ

) min

{√
p− 1

(
R̃2

R̃2/p − 1
)

(R̃2 − R̃2/p)Ãn,p + (R̃− 1)Ap
.

We note that this can be further upper-bounded as∫∞
− 1

2
log(1−R2

nκ
)
‖n2E

(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− 1‖p e−2t

√
1−e−2t

dt

≤ 1
2
√
n

(1− R̃√
nκ

)
[
R̃Un,p − Ũn,p

]
.

Similarly if t ≤ −1
2 log(1− R̃2

nκ ) then we have
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‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− 1‖p ≤ 1− n

2E
(
(Yt)

2
)

+ ‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− n

2E
(
(Yt)

2
)
‖p

≤ 1 + ‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− n

2E
(
(Yt)

2
)
‖p.

To control the size of this we remark that

n
2E
(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)

= 1
2E(X2

1 I(|Xi| ≤ c(t))
∑

i I(|Xi| ≤ c(t)) + 1
2P(|X1| ≤ c(t))

∑
iX

2
i I(|Xi| ≤ c(t))

− E(X1I(|X1| ≤ c(t))
∑

iXiI(|Xi| ≤ c(t)).

Therefore according to Lem. 40 we have

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− n

2E
(
(Yt)

2
)
‖p

≤ Ap
[

1
2
√
n

+
√
n

2 µn,κ,1 +
√
nµ2

n,κ,1

]
+ R̃2/pÃn,p

[
1

2
√
n

+ min
( c(t)2− 2

p
√
n

1− 2
p

2 , c(t)
2√n
2

)
+ µn,p,κ,3

]
.

Using also Lem. 39 this implies that

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− 1‖p

≤ 1 +


R̃2/pÃn,p

[
1

2
√
n

+ min
( c(t)2− 2

p
√
n

1− 2
p

2 , c(t)
2√n
2

)
+ µn,p,κ,3

]
+Ap

[
1

2
√
n

+
√
n

2 µn,κ,1 +
√
nµ2

n,κ,1

]
√
p− 1

[
1

2
√
n

+ min( c(t)
2− 2

p
√
n

2n1/p ,
√
nc(t)2/2) + µn,p,κ,3

]
.

We note that this can be further upper bound as

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− 1‖p ≤ 1 + 1

2
√
n
Ũn,p + 3

2

[
Apc(t) +

√
nc(t)2R̃2/pÃn,p

]
.

Therefore to upper-bound
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

‖n2E
(
(Yt)

2|Sn
)
− 1‖pdt, we remark that the fol-

lowing integrals are upper-bounded as:∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

dt ≤
∫ 1√

1− R̃2

nκ

x√
1−x2

dx = R̃√
nκ
.

Moreover we have ∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

dt ≤
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

x√
1−x2

dx = (R̃−1)√
nκ

.

Furthermore we observe that∫ − 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

0

√
1− e−2te−2tdt ≤ 1

2

∫ 1
1− 1

nκ

√
1− xdx ≤ 1

3(nκ)
3
2
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In addition we have:∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

√
1− e−2t−2/p

e−2tdt ≤ 1
2

∫ 1− R̃
2

nκ

1− 1
nκ

√
1− x−2/p

dx

≤ p
2(p−1)(nκ)−1/p+1

(
(R̃2)1−1/p − 1

)
.

And finally we also have∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

√
1− e−2t1−2/p

e−2tdt ≤ 1
2

∫ 1− R̃
2

nκ

1− 1
nκ

√
1− x1−2/p

dx

≤ p
(3p−2)(nκ)3/2−1/p

(
(R̃2)3/2−1/p − 1

)
;

and ∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)
e−2tdt ≤ 1

2nκ

[
R̃2 − 1

]
.

Therefore we obtain that∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

‖n2E((Yt)
2|Sn)− 1‖pdt (41)

≤ min



R̃√
nκ

(
1 +

U?n,p
2
√
n

)
+ 1

n
√
κ

{
U?n,p

2 +
pR̃2/pÃn,p

2(p−1)

(
(R̃2)1−1/p − 1

)
+
R̃2/pÃn,p

2
p

(3p−2)

(
(R̃2)3/2−1/p − 1

)
+Ap(R̃− 1) +

Ap
4

[
R̃2 − 1

]}
R̃√
nκ

(
1 +

√
p−1

2
√
n

)
+ 1

n
√
κ

{√
p−1
2

1
n
√
κ

+
√
p− 1 p

2(p−1)

(
(R̃2)1−1/p − 1

)
+
√
p−1
2

p
(3p−2)

(
(R̃2)3/2−1/p − 1

)}
.

We can note that similarly we have:

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

0

√
1− e−2te−2tdt ≤ R̃3

3(nκ)
3
2

;

and ∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

0 e−2tdt ≤ R̃2

2nκ .

Therefore we obtain that
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

‖n2E((Yt)
2|Sn)− 1‖pdt can be further upper-

bounded as ∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

0
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

‖n2E((Yt)
2|Sn)− 1‖pdt

≤ R̃√
nκ

(1 +
Ũn,p
2
√
n

) + R̃2

2n
√
κ

(
3Ap

2 + R̃1+2/pÃn,p

)
.

Therefore by combining Eq. (41) and Eq. (40) we obtain that

(a2) ≤ (aκ,p,R̃2,1 )
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where we set

(aκ,p,R̃2,1 ) ,min



√
p− 1

{
R̃√
nκ

(
1 +

U?n,p
2
√
n

)
+ 1

n
√
κ

{
U?n,p

2 +
pR̃2/pÃn,p

2(p−1)

(
(R̃2)1−1/p − 1

)
+
R̃2/pÃn,p

(
(R̃2)3/2−1/p−1

)
2

p
(3p−2) +Ap(R̃− 1) +

Ap
4

[
R̃2 − 1

]}}
√
p− 1

{
R̃√
nκ

(
1 +

√
p−1

2
√
n

)
+ 1

n
√
κ

{√
p−1
2

1
n
√
κ

+
p

(
(R̃2)1−1/p−1

)
2
√
p−1)

+
√
p−1
2

p
(3p−2)

(
(R̃2)3/2−1/p − 1

)}}
(42)

+
√
p−1

2
√
n

(1− R̃√
nκ

) min

{√
p− 1

(
R̃2

R̃2/p − 1
)

(R̃2 − R̃2/p)Ãn,p + (R̃− 1)Ap
.

We note that (a2) can be further upper-bounded as

(a2) ≤ (aκ,p2,2) ,
√
p−1√
nκ

[
R̃(1 +

Ũn,p
2
√
n

) + R̃
2
√
n

(
3Ap

2 + R̃1+2/pÃn,p
)

(43)

+
√
κ

2 (1− R̃√
nκ

)
[
Un,p − R̃−1Ũn,p

]]
Finally we work on bounding (a3). We observe that if we write Zt,ki , E

(
(Xi − X ′i)kI(|X ′i| ≤

c(t))|X1:n

)
I(|Xi| ≤ c(t)) then

nE(Y k
t |X1:n) =

∑
i≤n Z

t,k
i .

Let k ≥ 3 be an odd integer. We observe that the random variables (Zt,ki ) are symmetric and
therefore have a mean of zero. This implies that nE(Y k

t |Sn) = Op(
1√
n

).

To make this clear, we shorthand m∗k,p(t) , min
(
n1−1/pc(t)

k− 2
p , nc(t)k, 1√

n
c(t)k−3 R̃3

R̃2/p

)
. We

note that as |X1|kI(|X1| ≤ c(t)) ≤ c(t)k−3 min
(
c(t)

3− 2
p |X1|2/p, |X1|3, c(t)3

)
then we have

‖Zt,ki ‖p ≤ 2k‖Xk
1 I(|X1| ≤ c(t))‖p ≤ 2k

n m
∗
k,p(t).

Similarly if we write m̃k,p(t) , c(t)k−2 min
(√
nc(t), nc(t)2, R̃

)
then we also have

‖Zt,ki ‖2 ≤
2km̃k,p(t)

n .

Therefore by using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we obtain that for all t > 0:

n‖E(Y k
t |Sn)‖p ≤ 2k√

n
min

{√
p− 1m∗k,p(t)

m∗k,p(t)Ãn,pR̃
2/p + m̃k,p(t)Ap

.

This implies that if k ≥ 3 is odd we have
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∫∞
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|Sn
)
‖pdt

≤ √n2kR̃2/pÃn,pn
−1/p

∫ − 1
2

log(1− R̃
2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

e−tkc(t)
k− 2

p

√
1−e−2tk−1dt

+
√
n2k(R̃2/pÃn,p +Ap)

∫ − 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

0
e−tkc(t)k
√

1−e−2tk−1dt

+
2kR̃2(R̃Ãn,p+Ap)

n

∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− R̃2

nκ
)

e−tkc(t)k−3

√
1−e−2tk−1dt

+ 2kAp
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

− 1
2

log(1− 1
nκ

)

e−tkc(t)k−1

√
1−e−2tk−1dt.

We note that this alternatively can be upper-bounded as∫∞
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|Sn
)
‖pdt

≤ √n2k(R̃2/pÃn,p +Ap)
∫ − 1

2
log(1− R̃

2

nκ
)

0
e−tkc(t)k
√

1−e−2tk−1dt

+
2kR̃2(R̃Ãn,p+Ap)

n

∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− R̃2

nκ
)

e−tkc(t)k−3

√
1−e−2tk−1dt.

To bound this we want to control
√

(k − 1)!. In this goal note that

√
(2m+ 1)! =

√
m!Π2m+1

i=m+1i ≥
√

(2m)!
√

2m+ 1 ≥ m!2m
√

2(2m+1)

(m+1)(1+ 1
m

)m

≥ m!2m
√

2(2m+1)
e(m+1) .

(44)

We therefore note that ∑
k≥3
k odd

√
p−1

k−1
2kxk−1√κk

k
√

(k−1)!

≤
√

2eκ
∑

k≥1
(p−1)k2kx2kκk

√
k+1

(2k+1)
1
k!

≤ 2
√
eκ

3

[
e2(p−1)x2κ − 1

]
.

Therefore we have:∑
k≥3

√
p−1

k−1

k
√

(k−1)!

∫∞
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|Sn
)
‖pdt

≤ 2
√
e

3

√
κ

1− 2
p
√
nR̃2/pÃn,pn

−1/p
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x21− 2

p [e2(p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+ 2
√
e
√
κ

3

√
nU?n,p

∫ 1√
1− 1

nκ

√
1− x2[e2(p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+
2
√
eR̃2Un,p
3κn

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ

0
[e2(p−1)x2κ−1]

1−x2 dx+
2
√
eAp
3

∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

[e2(p−1)x2κ − 1]dx.

73



Alternatively, we remark that

∑
k≥3

√
p−1

k−1

k
√
k−1!

∫∞
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)

k|Sn
)
‖pdt

≤ 2
√
e
√
p−1
√
n

1− 2
p

3

√
κ

1− 2
p
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x21− 2

p [e2(p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+ 2
√
e
√
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√
κ

3

√
n
∫ 1√

1− 1
nκ

√
1− x2[e2(p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+ 2
√
eR̃3
√
p−1

3κnR̃2/p

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ

0
[e2(p−1)x2κ−1]

1−x2 dx.

We remark that this can be further upper bounded as∑
k≥3

√
p−1

k−1

k
√

(k−1)!

∫∞
0

e−tk√
1−e−2tk−1n‖E

(
(Yt)
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)
‖pdt

≤ 2
√
e
√
κ

3

√
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∫ 1√
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nκ

√
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+
2
√
eR̃2Un,p
3κn

∫√
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nκ
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[e2(p−1)x2κ−1]

1−x2 dx

≤ 2
√
eR̃3Ũn,p

9nκMn,κ
[e2(p−1)κ − 1] +

√
eR̃2Un,p[e

2(p−1)M2
n,κκ−1]

3κn log
(
Mn,κ+1
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≤
√
eR̃2

3nκ [e2(p−1)κ − 1]
[

2R̃Ũn,p
3Mn,κ

+ Un,p log
(
Mn,κ+1
1−Mn,κ
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.

If k ≥ 4 and is even then for all t ≥ 0 such that c(t) ≤ R̃/√n then we have

n‖E(Y k
t |Sn)‖p ≤ ‖

∑
i≤n E

[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k|Sn

]
‖p

≤ ‖∑i≤n E
[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k|Sn

]
− E

[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k

]
‖p

+ n|E
[
I(|X1|, |X ′1| ≤ c(t))(X1 −X ′1)k

]
|

(a)

≤ 2k
√
p− 1 min(

√
n

1− 2
p c(t)

k− 2
p ,
√
nc(t)k) + 2k min(c(t)k−2, nc(t)2),

where to get (a) we used Lem. 39 and the fact that as k ≥ 4 is even we have

‖I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k − E
[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k

]
‖p

≤ ‖I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k‖p ≤ 2k‖I(|Xi| ≤ c(t))Xk
i ‖p.
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Moreover for all t ≥ −1
2 log(1− R̃2

nκ ) according to Lem. 39 we also have:

n‖E(Y k
t |Sn)‖p ≤ ‖

∑
i≤n E

[
I(|Xi|, |X ′i| ≤ c(t))(Xi −X ′i)k|Sn
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]
‖p

+ n|E
[
I(|X1|, |X ′1| ≤ c(t))(X1 −X ′1)k

]
|

≤
√
p−12k√
n

3 c(t)k−4R̃4−2/p + 2k R̃
2

n c(t)
k−4.

This directly implies that we obtain

∫∞
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To propose a good upper bound to this we first re-express
√

(k − 1)!.
We note that for all m ∈ N \ {0} we have

√
2m! ≥

√
m!Π2m

i=m+1i. (45)

Hence m!√
2m!
≤
√

Π2m
i=m+1

i−m
i . By exploiting the monotony of x→ m

x we obtain;
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i=m+1i
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)
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=
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This directly implies that
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√
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Therefore we obtain that:

∑
k≥4
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Similarly using Lem. 40 we have
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This directly implies that we have:
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Ãn,pR̃2/p

√
e(p−1)κ√

3

√
nκ

1− 1
2p
∫ 1− 1

nκ

1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(p−1)xκ − 1− 2(p− 1)xκ

]√
1− x1− 2

pdx

+
√
e
√
p−1√

3κ

R̃2(
√
n+R̃Ap+R̃2Ãn,p)
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Note that this can be further upper bounded as∑
k≥4
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Ũn,p + 2 +

R̃Un,p√
n
− 2

3R̃

]
.

78



Therefore to conclude we obtain that

(a3) (46)
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nU?n,p

∫ 1√
1− 1

nκ

√
1− x2[e2(p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+
2
√
eR̃2Un,p
3κn

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ

0
[e2(p−1)x2κ−1]

1−x2 dx

+
2
√
eAp
3

∫√
1− 1

nκ√
1− R̃2

nκ

[e2(p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

2
√
e
√
p−1
√
n

1− 2
p

3

√
κ

1− 2
p
∫√

1− 1
nκ√

1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x21− 2

p [e2(p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+2
√
e
√
p−1
√
κ

3

√
n
∫ 1√

1− 1
nκ

√
1− x2[e2(p−1)x2κ − 1]dx

+2
√
eR̃3
√
p−1

3κnR̃2/p

∫√
1− R̃2

nκ

0
[e2(p−1)x2κ−1]

1−x2 dx

+
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√
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3κ
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√
p−1R̃2−2/p+

√
n)√
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√

1−x3 dx
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√
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3
(p− 1)

√
κ
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√
n

1−2/p ∫ 1− 1
nκ

1− R̃2

nκ

√
1− x1− 2

p

[
e2(p−1)xκ − 1− 2(p− 1)xκ

]
dx

+
√
eκ
√
p−1√

3

√
n(
√
n+
√
p− 1)

∫ 1
1− 1

nκ

[
e2(p−1)xκ − 1− 2(p− 1)xκ

]√
1− xdx

+
√
e
√
p−1√
3

∫ 1− 1
nκ

1− R̃2

nκ
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e2(p−1)xκ−1−2(p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x dx
√
eκ
√
p−1√

3

√
n(Ap + Ãn,pR̃

2/p +
√
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∫ 1

1− 1
nκ

[
e2(p−1)xκ − 1− 2(p− 1)xκ

]√
1− xdx

+
√
e
√
κ
√
p−1√

3
Ap
∫ 1− 1

nκ

1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(p−1)xκ − 1− 2(p− 1)xκ

]
dx

+
√
e
√
p−1√
3

∫ 1− 1
nκ

1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(p−1)xκ−1−2(p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x dx+
√
e
√
p−1√
3

Ãn,pR̃
2/pn−1/p√κ2− 2

p

√
n
∫ 1− 1

nκ

1− R̃2

nκ

[
e2(p−1)xκ − 1− 2(p− 1)xκ

]√
1− x1− 2

pdx

+
√
e
√
p−1√

3κ

R̃2(
√
n+R̃Ap+R̃2Ãn,p)
√
n

3

∫ 1− R̃
2

nκ
0

[
e2(p−1)xκ−1−2(p−1)xκ

]
√

1−x3 dx.

We remark that (a3) can be further upper-bounded by

(a3) (47)

≤ (aκ,p3,2) ,
√
eR̃2

3nκ [e2(p−1)κ − 1]
[

2R̃Ũn,p
3Mn,κ

+ Un,p log
(
Mn,κ+1
1−Mn,κ

)]
+ 2
√
e
√
p−1R̃√

3nκ

[
e2(p−1)κ − 1− 2(p− 1)κ

][
R̃2

3
√
n
Ũn,p + 2 +

R̃Un,p√
n
− 2

3R̃

]
.
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According to Lem. 34 we know that if p ≥ 2 thenWp(Sn,N (0, σ2)) ≤ ωR,κp (σ). Finally, by
Chen et al. (2011, Cor. 4.2), we have W1(Sn,N (0, σ2)) ≤ R√

n
= ωR1 (σ). Thm. 13 and Thm. 14

directly follow using Lem. 33.

Appendix J. Proof of Thm. 15: Efficient smoothed tail bound

For ease of notations we write ω1,p,q =W 2pq
q−1

(S̃n, Z) and ω2,p,q = ‖Z‖ pq
q−1

.

Theorem 35 Assume that the random variables (Yi) satisfy the conditions of Thm. 15. Let Q̂n(u)
be an arbitrary upper bound for P(S̃n ≥ u) ≤ Q̂n(u). Let D > 0 be a constant and write
Tn , −1

2 log(1− D√
n

). Then the following holds

P(XTn ≥ u) ≤ Φc(u) +
∫∞
Tn

infp,q≥1

{
Q̂n(u)

p−1
p ‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t‖p

}
dt.

where τ ′t is defined in Eq. (14).

Proof Write ϕ(·) the distribution of G and denote Pt the following functional

Ptf(x) ,
∫
R
f(e−tx+

√
1− e−2tz)dϕ(z).

We write h the density of the distribution of S̃n with respect to ϕ and ht the density of the distribu-
tion of Xt with respect to ϕ. We know that ht(x) = Pth(x). Therefore we have

P(Xt ≥ u) =
∫∞
u Pth(x)dϕ(x).

Moreover we note that by the heat equation we know that:

∂tPth(x) = h′′t (x)− xh′t(x).

This directly implies that

P(G ≥ u)− P(XTn ≥ u) =
∫∞
Tn
∂tP(Xt ≥ u)dt

=
∫∞
Tn

∫∞
u h′′t (x)− xh′t(x)dϕ(x)dt

=
∫∞
Tn

∫∞
u

[
h′′t (x)
ht(x) − x

h′t(x)
ht(x)

]
ht(x)dϕ(x)dt

=
∫∞
Tn

E
(
I(Xt ≥ u)

[
h′′t (Xt)
ht(Xt)

−Xt
h′t(Xt)
ht(Xt)

])
dt.

We remark that the PDF of Xt is ft(x) = ht(x)ϕ(x). Therefore we have

St(x) = −h′t(x)
ht(x) + x.

Moreover define It(x) , f ′′t (x)
ft(x) . We have

f ′′t (x)
ft(x) =

h′′t (x)
ht(x) − 2x

h′t(x)
ht(x) + x2 − 1.
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Therefore we have

∂tP(Xt ≥ u) = E
(
I(Xt ≥ u)

[
It(Xt)− 2XtSXt −X2

t + 1−Xt(Xt − SXt(Xt))
])

= E
(
I(Xt ≥ u)

[
It(Xt)−XtSXt + 1

])
= E

(
I(Xt ≥ u)

[
It(Xt)−X2

t + 1−Xt(SXt −Xt)
])
.

Moreover using the Stein identity we know that

St(Xt)−Xt = E
( e−2t

√
1− e−2t

Z − e−tS̃n|Xt

)
.

Moreover we note that by the Stein identity we also obtain that

It(Xt) = E(
1

1− e−2t
(Z2 − 1)|Xt).

This directly implies that

It(Xt)−X2
t + 1

= E( Z2

1−e−2t −X2
t |Xt)− e−2t

1−e−2t

= E
(

Z√
1−e−2t

( Z√
1−e−2t

−Xt) +Xt(
Z√

1−e−2t
−Xt)|Xt

)
− e−2t

1−e−2t

= E
(

Z√
1−e−2t

(
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

Z − e−tS̃n
)
|Xt

)
+XtE

[(
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

Z − e−tS̃n
)
|Xt

]
− e−2t

1−e−2t

= E
(

Z√
1−e−2t

(
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

Z − e−tS̃n
)
|Xt

)
+Xt(SXt −Xt)− e−2t

1−e−2t .

Moreover, we note that

E
(

Z√
1−e−2t

(
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

Z − e−tS̃n
)
|Xt

)
− e−2t

1−e−2t

= E
(

e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ|Xt

)
.

This directly implies that

It(Xt)−X2
t + 1−Xt(St(Xt)−Xt)

= E
(

Z√
1−e−2t

(
e−2t

√
1−e−2t

Z − e−tS̃n
)
|Xt

)
− e−2t

1−e−2t .

This directly implies that

P(XTn ≥ u)

≤ Φc(u) +
∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
) |E
(
I(Xt ≥ u)

[
E
(

e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ|Xt

)])
|dt.

Now we have proven in Lem. 37 that E(τ ′t |Xt) = E(τt|Xt) = 0. Therefore

81



This directly implies that

P(XTn ≥ u)

≤ Φc(u) +
∫∞
− 1

2
log(1− D√

n
) |E
(
I(Xt ≥ u)

[
E
(

e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t |Xt

)
|

(a)

≤ Φc(u) +
∫∞
Tn

infp≥2 P(Xt ≥ u)
p−1
p

{
‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t‖p

}

≤ Φc(u) +
∫∞
Tn

infp≥2 Q̂n(u)
p−1
p

{
‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t‖p

}
.

Theorem 36 Assume that the random variables (Yi) satisfy the conditions of Thm. 15 hold. Let
D > 0 be the constant set in Thm. 15. Let Q̂n(u) be an arbitrary upper bound for P(S̃n ≥ u) ≤
Q̂n(u). Then the following holds

P(Snoisy
n ≥ σu)

≤ Φc(u) + infp≥2 Q̂n(u)
p−1
p

{√
3e(p−1)R̃2(

√
n+ApR̃+R̃2Ãn,p)

κ
√

2
√
n

3

×
∫ 1− D√

n

0
(e2(p−1)x(p−1)κ−1)

(1−x)2 dx+ log(n/D2)
√
p−1

4
√

2
√
n

min


√
p− 1

(
R̃2

R̃2/p − 1
)

(R̃2 − R̃2/p)Ãn,p

+(R̃− 1)Ap

+
2
√
e(p−1)R̃2(Ap+R̃Ãn,p)√

3nκ

∫√
1− D√

n

0
(e2x

2(p−1)κ−1)√
1−x23 dx

/ Φc(u) + infp≥2
Q̂n(u)

p−1
p

√
n

{√
eR̃2(e2κ−1)√

3D
√
nκ

+ log(n/D2)
√
p−1

4
√

2
√
n

(R̃− 1)Ap

}
.

Proof The first step is to remark that XTn
d
= S̃noisy

n . Therefore without a loss of generality, we
obtain a tail bound for XTn . To do we exploit Thm. 35 which guarantees that

P(XTn ≥ u) ≤
∫∞
Tn

infp,q≥1

{
Q̂n(u)

p−1
p ‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t‖p

}
dt.

+ Φc(u).
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Moreover, according to Lem. 19 we have that:∫∞
Tn
‖ e−2t

1−e−2t (Z
2 − 1)− e−t√

1−e−2t
S̃nZ − τ ′t‖p

≤
√

3e(p−1)R̃2(
√
n+ApR̃+R̃2Ãn,p)

κ
√

2
√
n

3

∫ 1− D√
n
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(e2(p−1)x(p−1)κ−1)

(1−x)2 dx

+
2
√
e(p−1)R̃2(Ap+R̃Ãn,p)√

3nκ

∫√
1− D√

n

0
(e2x

2(p−1)κ−1)√
1−x23 dx

+ log(n/D2)
√
p−1

4
√

2
√
n

min

{√
p− 1

(
R̃2

R̃2/p − 1
)

(R̃2 − R̃2/p)Ãn,p + (R̃− 1)Ap

/
√
eR̃2(e2κ−1)√

3D
√
nκ

+ log(n/D2)
√
p−1

4
√

2
√
n

(R̃− 1)Ap.

Appendix K. Proof of Thm. 16: Empirical quantile bounds

To simplify our presentation, we introduce the following notation

µ̂ , 1
n

∑
i≤nWi, m̂2(m) = 1

n

∑
i≤n(Wi −m)2, m̂3(m) = 1

n

∑
i≤n(Wi −m)3,

v4(m, s) , 1
n

∑
i≤n
(
(Wi −m)2 − s

)2
, s2

4 = var(Y2
1 − σ2),

µ , E(W1), ∆µ̂ = µ̂− µ.

and note that σ̂2 = m̂2(µ̂), m̂3 = m̂3(µ̂), and m̂4 = v4(µ̂, σ̂2).
Fix any δ > 0 and a ∈ (0, δ), and define the event E1 ,

{
| 1n
∑

i≤n Yi|2 ≤ cδ−an1 (σ)σ2
}

. Since

σ̂2 = m̂2(µ̂) = 1
n

∑
i≤n(Wi − µ̂)2 = m̂2(µ) + ∆µ̂2.

we have

σ2 = σ2 − σ̂2 + σ̂2 = σ̂2 + ∆µ̂2 + σ2 − m̂2(µ). (48)

Therefore if E1 holds we have

∆µ̂2 ≤ cδ−an1 (σ)[σ̂2 + ∆µ̂2 + σ2 − m̂2(µ)].

This directly implies that

∆µ̂2 ≤ cδ−an1 (σ)

1−cδ−an1 (σ)
[σ̂2 + σ2 − m̂2(µ)].

We note that σ → cδ−an1 (σ) is a non-increasing function. Therefore for any nonnegative value
c < σ we have

∆µ̂2 ≤ cδ−an1 (c)

1−cδ−an1 (c)
[σ̂2 + σ2 − m̂2(µ)].
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We, therefore, want to lower-bound σ with high probability. According to Lem. 41 we have:

P
(
|m̂2(µ)− σ2| ≥ R2qKS

n (
an
4

)
)
≤ an

4
.

We define the event E2 , {(|m̂2(µ) − σ2| ≤ R2qKS
n (an4 )} and remark that σ2 ≥ σ2

l,an
when E2

holds by Eq. (48). Therefore we have

∆µ̂2 ≤ cδ−an1 (σl,an )

1−cδ−an1 (σl,an )
[σ̂2 + σ2 − m̂2(µ)]. (49)

To further upper bound this we want again to upper bound σ2− m̂2(µ). To do so we propose to use
Thm. 14. Indeed remark that

m̂2(µ)− σ2 = 1
n

∑
i≤n Y

2
i − σ2.

We also notice that ‖Y 2
1 − σ2‖∞ ≤ R2 and that Var(Y 2

1 − σ2) = s4. Therefore according to
Thm. 14 we have:

P(σ2 ≤ m̂2(µ) + q̃n(R2,
an
4
, s4)) ≥ 1− an

4
.

We write the event E3 ,
{
σ2 ≤ m̂2(µ) + q̃n(R2, an4 , s4))

}
. As s4 is unknown to be able to use this

result we want to bound s4. Now we notice that

v4(µ, m̂2(µ)) = 1
n

∑
i≤n[(Wi − µ)2 −

(
1
n

∑
i≤n(Wi − µ)2

)2
]2

= v4(µ, σ2)− (σ2 − m̂2(µ))2

= s2
4 + v4(µ, σ2)− s2

4 − (σ2 − m̂2(µ))2.

This directly implies that

s2
4 = v4(µ, m̂2(µ)) + (σ2 − m̂2(µ))2 + s2

4 − v4(µ, σ2). (50)

Now we will re-express v4(µ, m̂2(µ)) in terms of v4(µ̂, m̂2(µ̂)). In this goal for all i, j ≤ n we
remember that Yi = Wi − µ and write ∆µ̂ , µ̂− µ. We remark that

Y 2
i − Y 2

j = (Yi −∆µ̂)2 − (Yj −∆µ̂)2 + 2∆µ̂(Yi − Yj).

Therefore we have:[
(Y 2
i − Y 2

j )2 − [(Yi −∆µ̂)2 − (Yj −∆µ̂)2]2
]

=
[
(Y 2
i − Y 2

j )− [(Yi −∆µ̂)2 − (Yj −∆µ̂)2]
]

×
[
(Y 2
i − Y 2

j ) + [(Yi −∆µ̂)2 − (Yj −∆µ̂)2]
]

= 4∆µ̂2(Yi − Yj)2 + 4∆µ̂(Yi − Yj)[(Yi −∆µ̂)2 − (Yj −∆µ̂)2].

By traditional arguments, we remark that

1
2n2

∑
i,j≤n(Yi − Yj)2

= 1
2n2

∑
i,j≤n(Yi −∆µ̂)2 + (Yj − µ̂)2 − 2(Yi −∆µ̂)(Yj −∆µ̂) = m̂2(µ̂).
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where to obtain the last equality we used the fact that

1

2n2

∑
i,j≤n

(Yi −∆µ̂)(Yj −∆µ̂) = 0.

Similarly we have

1
2n2

∑
i,j≤n((Yi −∆µ̂)2 − (Yj −∆µ̂)2)(Yi −∆µ̂− (Yj −∆µ̂))

= 1
n

∑
i≤n(Yi −∆µ̂)3 = m̂3(µ̂).

This directly implies that

v4(µ, m̂2(µ))− v4(µ̂, m̂2(µ̂)) = 4m̂2(µ̂)∆µ̂2 − 4∆µ̂m̂3(µ̂). (51)

We define c3 = 4m̂2(µ̂) and c4 = −4m̂3(µ̂) and remark that by combining Eq. (50) and Eq. (51)
we have

s2
4 = v4(µ̂, m̂2(µ̂)) + c3∆µ̂2 + ∆µ̂c4 + (σ2 − m̂2(µ))2 + s2

4 − v4(µ, σ2).

Therefore when the event E3 holds we obtain that

[(σ2 − m̂2(µ))I(E2)]2

≤ can2 (s4)
[
v4(µ̂, m̂2(µ̂)) + c3∆µ̂2 + ∆µ̂c4 + (σ2 − m̂2(µ))2 + s2

4 − v4(µ, σ2)
]
.

This directly implies that

[(σ2 − m̂2(µ))I(E2)]2

≤ can2 (s4)

1−can2 (s4)

[
v4(µ̂, m̂2(µ̂)) + c3∆µ̂2 + ∆µ̂c4 + s2

4 − v4(µ, σ2)
]

According to Lem. 41, we have:

P
(
|s2

4 − v4(µ, σ2)| ≥ R4qKS
n (

an
4

)
)
≤ an

4
.

We write the event E4 ,
{
|s2

4 − v4(σ2)| ≤ R4qKS
n (an4 )

}
. Then when the event E3 and E4 both

hold then

s2
4 ≥ v4(m̂2(µ̂)) + c3µ̂

2 + µ̂c4 + (σ2 − m̂2(µ))2 −R4qKS
n (an4 ).

When the event E5 , {|∆µ̂| ≤ RqKS
n (an/4)} holds we have the further lower bound

s2
4 ≥ s2

l,an
.

We remark that s → can2 (s) is a non increasing function therefore we have that under E3, E4 and
E5 we have

[(σ2 − m̂2(µ))I(E2)]2 ≤ can2 (sl,an )

1−can2 (sl,an )

[
v4(µ̂, m̂2(µ̂)) + c3∆µ̂2 + ∆µ̂c4 +R2qKS

n (an4 )
]
.
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Therefore by combining this with Eq. (49) we obtain that[
∆µ̂2 − cδ−an1 (σl,an )

1−cδ−an1 (σl,an )
σ̂2
]2

(52)

≤
[

cδ−an1 (σl,an )

1−cδ−an1 (σl,an )

]2[ can2 (sl,an )

1−can2 (sl,an )

[
v4(µ̂, m̂2(µ̂)) + c3∆µ̂2 + ∆µ̂c4 +R2qKS

n (an4 )
]]
.

Note that Eq. (52) holds only if

∆µ̂4 +
[

cδ−an1 (σl,an )

1−cδ−an1 (σl,an )

]2
σ̂4 − 2∆µ̂2σ̂2 cδ−an1 (σl,an )

1−cδ−an1 (σl,an )

≤
[

cδ−an1 (σl,an )

1−cδ−an1 (σl,an )

]2 can2 (sl,an )

1−can2 (sl,an )

[
v4(µ̂, m̂2(µ̂)) + c3∆µ̂2 + c4∆µ̂+R4qKS

n (an4 )
]
.

Therefore we have

P
(

∆µ̂ ∈ Anδ,a
)
≤ P(E1) + P(E2) + P(E3) + P(E4) + P(E5) ≤ δ.

Appendix L. Additional Lemmas

Lemma 37 Let S be a standardized bounded random variable, and let Z be an independent stan-
dard normal random variable. For all t > 0, write XS

t , e−tS +
√

1− e−2tZ. Let St be another
real valued bounded random variables such that (S, St) are an exchangeable pair. Let τ

′,S
t and τSt

be the quantities defined respectively in Eq. (6) and Eq. (7) then

E(τ
′,S
t |XS

t ) = E(τSt |XS
t ) = 0.

Proof For all measurable function h, we write Pt(h) : x → E(h(e−tx +
√

1− e−2tZ)). Let
Φ ∈ C∞(R) be a smooth function then

E(E(τ
′,S
t |XS

t )Φ(XS
t )) =

∑∞
k=1

e−kt

k!
√

1−e−2tk
E
(
E((St − S)k|S)Hk(Z)Φ(XS

t )
)

(a)
=
∑∞

k=1
e−kt

k! E
(
E((St − S)k|S)Φ(k)(XS

t )
)

=
∑∞

k=1
e−kt

k! E
(

(St − S)kE(Φ(k)(XS
t )|S)

)
=
∑∞

k=1
e−kt

k! E
(

(St − S)k(PtΦ)(k)(S)
)

= E
(

(PtΦ)(St)− (PtΦ)(S)
)

= 0,

where (a) is a consequence of the Stein identity that implies for any measurable function f ∈ Ck(R)
we have E(f(Z)Hk(Z)) = E(f (k)(Z)) and where the last equality is obtained by exploiting the

fact that S d
= St. Similarly we can prove that E(τSt |Xt) = 0.

Lemma 38 Let hk(x) , ex
2/2 ∂k

∂xe
−x2/2. Shorthand HK , hk(Z). Then the following holds for

all k, p ∈ N:
‖Hk‖p ≤

√
k!
√
p− 1

k
.
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Lemma 39 (Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality (Rio, 2009)) Let (X̃i) be a sequence of cen-
tered i.i.d observations. Assume that they are admit a p-th moment then the following holds for all
p ≥ 2

‖ 1√
n

∑
i≤n X̃i‖p ≤

√
p− 1‖X̃1‖p.

Lemma 40 (Rosenthal inequality with explicit constants) Let (X̃i) be a sequence of centered
i.i.d observations. Assume that they are admit a p-th moment then the following holds for all p ≥ 2

‖ 1√
n

∑
i≤n X̃i‖p ≤ (p2 + 1)n1/p−1/2‖X̃1‖p + 21/p

√
p/2 + 1e

1
2

+ 1
p ‖X1‖2.

Proof According to Nagaev and Pinelis (1978, Thm. 2) we have

‖ 1√
n

∑
i≤n X̃i‖pp ≤ infc> p

2
cpn1− p

2 ‖X̃1||pp + pcp/2ecB(p2 , c−
p
2)‖X̃1‖p2,

where B(·, ·) is the Beta function. Choose c = p
2 + 1 then we obtain

‖ 1√
n

∑
i≤n X̃i‖pp ≤

(p
2 + 1)pn1− p

2 ‖X̃1||pp + p(p2 + 1)p/2e
p
2

+1B(p2 , 1)‖X̃1‖p2
= (p2 + 1)pn1− p

2 ||X̃1||pp + 2(p2 + 1)
p
2 e

p
2

+1||X̃1||p2.

Therefore this directly implies that

‖ 1√
n

∑
i≤n X̃i‖p ≤ (p+2)

2 n
1
p
− 1

2 ‖X̃1‖p + (2e)1/p
√

p+2
2

√
e‖X̃1‖2.

Lemma 41 ((Romano and Wolf, 2000)) Let (Xi) be a sequence of i.i.d random variables taking
value in [0, 1]. Let α > 0 be a level of confidence. Let qKS

n (α) be the 1−αth quantile of a two-sided
Kolmogorov-Smirnov distribution with parameter n. Let k ∈ N be an integer, then the following
holds:

P
(
|m̂k −mk| ≥ qKS

n (α)
)
≤ α,

where m̂k ,
1
n

∑
i≤nX

k
i .

Proof According to Proposition 3.1 of (Romano and Wolf, 2000) if you denote by dK the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov distance then for any two distributions on [0, 1] µ, ν and any k ∈ N the following holds

|EX∼ν(Xk)− EX∼µ(Xk)| ≤ dK(µ, ν).

Write KS(n) the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distribution with parameter n and FX1 the distribution of
X1. Now suppose that the (Xi) are continuous random variables then we know that dK( 1

n

∑
i≤n δ·=Xi , FX1) ∼

KS(n). Therefore this implies that

P
(
|m̂k −mk| ≥ qKS

n (α)
)
≤ P

(
dK( 1

n

∑
i≤n δ·=Xi , FX1) ≥ qKS

n (α)
)
≤ α.
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Now if (Xi) are not continuous, let (Ui) be an iid sequence of uniform random variables in [0, 1].
Define:

Xε
i ,

1

1 + ε
(Xi + εUi).

Then the (Xε
i ) are continuous random variables on [0, 1] we know that:

P
(
| 1n
∑

i≤n(Xε
i )
k − E((Xε

1)k)| ≥ qKS
n (α)

)
≤ α.

As this holds for any arbitrary choice of ε > 0 we get the desired result.

Appendix M. Additional Plots

The supplementary plots in this section demonstrate that the efficient EBE bounds of Fig. 1 vary
only minimally as the empirical parameters m̂3 and m̂4 vary over their feasible ranges [−Rσ̂2, Rσ̂2]
and [0, R2σ̂2 − σ̂4] respectively.
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Figure 2: Empirical quantile bound comparison with efficient EBE inputs m̂3 = −Rσ̂2, m̂4 = 0.
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Figure 3: Empirical quantile bound comparison with efficient EBE inputs m̂3 = −Rσ̂2, m̂4 =
1
2(R2σ̂2 − σ̂4).
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Figure 4: Empirical quantile bound comparison with efficient EBE inputs m̂3 = −Rσ̂2, m̂4 =
R2σ̂2 − σ̂4.

91



0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
1− δ

1

2

3

1
−
δ

qu
an

ti
le

b
ou

nd
fo

r
|S
n
| n = 2500, σ̂ = 0.75, R = 1

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
1− δ

n = 25000, σ̂ = 0.75, R = 1

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
1− δ

n = 250000, σ̂ = 0.75, R = 1

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
1− δ

1

2

3

1
−
δ

qu
an

ti
le

b
ou

nd
fo

r
|S
n
| n = 2500, σ̂ = 0.5, R = 1

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
1− δ

n = 25000, σ̂ = 0.5, R = 1

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
1− δ

n = 250000, σ̂ = 0.5, R = 1

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
1− δ

1

2

3

1
−
δ

qu
an

ti
le

b
ou

nd
fo

r
|S
n
| n = 2500, σ̂ = 0.25, R = 1

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
1− δ

n = 25000, σ̂ = 0.25, R = 1

0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0
1− δ

n = 250000, σ̂ = 0.25, R = 1

Efficient Empirical (Ours)

Hoeffding

Empirical Bernstein

Empirical Asymptotic

Romano-Wolf

Figure 5: Empirical quantile bound comparison with efficient EBE inputs m̂3 = Rσ̂2, m̂4 = 0.
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Figure 6: Empirical quantile bound comparison with efficient EBE inputs m̂3 = Rσ̂2, m̂4 =
1
2(R2σ̂2 − σ̂4).
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Figure 7: Empirical quantile bound comparison with efficient EBE inputs m̂3 = 0, m̂4 = R2σ̂2 −
σ̂4.
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Figure 8: Empirical quantile bound comparison with efficient EBE inputs m̂3 = Rσ̂2, m̂4 = 0.
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Figure 9: Empirical quantile bound comparison with efficient EBE inputs m̂3 = Rσ̂2, m̂4 =
1
2(R2σ̂2 − σ̂4).
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