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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.) observations Wy, ..., W,
they allow us to give finite sample and high probability guarantees that the sample mean W,, =
% >ir, Wi is not too far away from the population mean E(W). Specifically, they provide upper
bounds for the probability P (W,, — E(W;) > t/y/n) for each ¢ > 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 |W; — E(W7)| < R and variance
o2 £ Var(W}), the Hoeffding and Bernstein inequalities respectively state that

_ 2
P(W, —E(W)) > t/y/n) <e 22 and (1)
P(W, —E(Wy) >t/\/n) < e 27+R/3) )
Meanwhile, the central limit theorem (CLT) identifies the exact limit for these tail probabilities:

P(W, — E(W1) 2 t/y) "= a¢( L), 3)
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where ®(-) is the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of a standard normal distribution and
®¢(-) =1 — ®(-). 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

(W, — E(W)) > t/y/) < °(t/0) + ra(t/o) @

with explicit remainder terms r,,(¢/o). For example, in the non-uniform Kolmogorov case, 7, (t/o)
decreases at an O(n_l/ %) rate in n and at a sub-Gaussian e ) rate in ¢.

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

IP(W,, — E(W) > t/y/n) — ®°(t/o)| < % forall 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 £. Non-uniform Berry-Esseen bounds
(Nagaev, 1965; Bikyalis, 1966) ameliorate this behavior by identifying a constant C satisfying

|P(W, —E(W1) > t/y/n) — ®°(t/o)| < __ R forall t> 0.

- ~oyn(l+t/o)3 -
Appealingly, this non-uniformity yields tighter bounds for larger {. However, the correction has
only cubic, that is, O(t~3), decay in ¢ as the underlying argument only exploits the existence of
a third moment of W,,. Quantile coupling inequalities (see, e.g., Mason and Zhou, 2012) like the
groundbreaking Komlds-Major-Tusnddy approximations (Komlds et al., 1975, 1976; Bretagnolle
and Massart, 1989, Thm. 1) and the strong embedding bounds of Chatterjee (2012); Bhattacharjee
and Goldstein (2016) improve this ¢ dependence for W with finite exponential moments but provide
at best exponential decay in ¢ and O(logn//n) decay in n. By exploiting the sub-Gaussianity of
W1, our theorems provide a correction term with squared-exponential e~ SUt?) decay, leading to
much sharper bounds for larger ¢. 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 WW;. 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 o2 is unknown. We confirm numerically that these new bounds improve upon the most
commonly used confidence intervals and the efficient I, 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 ;. 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 Y7 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

L

Throughout, we will let p(z) \/%76*””2/ 2 designate the probability density function (PDF) of a

standard normal random variable and write a,, < by, to indicate that two sequences (a,,) and (by,)
satisy a,, < by[1 4 0,,(1)]. We define a* = max(a, 0) and make use of the following notation:
Y; 2W; —E(W1), Sp2Vn(W,—-EW)), S,207'S,, R=20'R,
& VeypE2(2e)t/P x A (pr2)n!/? i 8 g% P2
Ap & RETEAS, AL, BT Anp B AR
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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, o) The scaled deviations (Sy)n>1 satisfy Sy, = /n(Wy, — E(Wh)) for a shared
sequence of i.i.d. variables (W;);>1 with W,, = % >oiy Wi. We write the centered random vari-
ables Y; = W; — E(W?), and we suppose that Var(Y1) = o2 and |Y1| < R almost surely.

Our first inferential goal is to tightly upper bound the tail probability P(S,, > t) for a given
threshold ¢ > 0. The CLT provides an asymptotic lower bound for this problem as P(S,, > t) is
known to converge precisely to (I)C(g) as n increases.

Proposition 1 (Asymptotic lower bound for valid tail bounds) Fix any t > 0, any sequence of
scaled deviations (Sy)n>1 satisfying Assump. (R, o), and any sequence of candidate tail bounds
(80 (t))n>1. IFP(Sy > t) < 0,(¢) for all n, then (L) < liminf,, o0 8, (2).

o —

Proof Suppose that a sequence d,,(t) satisfies lim inf, o 6, (t) < ®°(%). Then there exists an
e > 0 such that 6, (¢) < @C(ﬁ) — ¢ for infinitely many n. However, by the CLT (see, e.g., Durrett,
2019, Thm. 3.4.1), there exists an n, such that, for all n > n,, (I)C(g) — e < P(S,, > t). Therefore,
dn(t) < P(S,, > 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(.S,, >
t) > @®°(L) for many S, satisfying Assump. (R, o). However, by tightly bounding the distance
between the distribution of S, 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 .S,,. That is, given a tail probabil-
ity € (0,1) we wish to find g, (R, 6, o) (a measurable function of (W;)?_,, R, o, and §) satisfying
P(S, > gn(R,d,0)) < 0. Such quantile bounds immediately deliver both one- and two-sided
confidence intervals for the population mean E(17) as

P(W,, — 2822 <E(WA)) A P(E(W) — W,| < 20200y > 1§

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 6 €
(0, %), and any nonnegative candidate quantile bounds (¢n(R,0,0))n>1,0>0. Suppose that, for
each o € (0, R] and all (Sy,)n>1 satisfying Assump. (R, o), P(S, > qn(R,d,0)) < § for all n.
Then (¢, (R, 8, 0))n>1 is not asymptotically concentrated' on [0, a] for any a < —o®~1(5).

Proof The result follows by applying Thm. 2.1 of Romano and Wolf (2000) to the conservative

confidence intervals I,,(6, o) = W, + ﬁ [—qn(R,9,0),qn(R,d,0)] for the unknown mean E(WW7).
|

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

1. A sequence of nonnegative random variables (X,,),>1 is asymptotically concentrated on [0, a] if (X, — a)™ & 0.
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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

HX, V)22 L [ (Vix@) - /Iy (@) da

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 S,, 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 (Y;) are real valued continuous
random variables.

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

3.1. Concentration inequalities and the Hellinger distance

Under Assump. ( f ) the Hellinger distance between .S,, 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
S, if the assumption Assump. (R, o) also holds. In this goal, we take Q,, (u) to be any known upper
bound for P (S, > uc) and Q% (u) to be any known upper bound for P(|S,| > uc). Possible
choices are the classical Hoeffding or Bernstein bounds Egs. (1) and (2) or the new Wasserstein-
approximation bounds we derive in Sec. 6 (which hold whenever Assump. (R, o) holds).

Theorem 3 (Efficient Hellinger tail bound) Suppose that the random variables (Y;) satisfy As-
sump. (R, o) and Assump. (f). Let Q,(u) be an any arbitrary upper bound to P(S, > ou) <
Qn(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(S, > ou) < ®°(u) +2H (0719, Z)[ Qn(u) + @C(u)].
Moreover let Q% (u) be an any arbitrary upper bound to P(|S,| > ou) < Q% (u)
P(|S,] > ou) < 20°(u) + V2ZH (0715, Z) [Mz@c(u) n \/Qﬁ(u)]

In Thm. 4 we prove that there is a constant K, that we derive, such that V2H (0_1 Sn, Z) < K b\/%") .

This directly implies that:

P(Sn > ou) < @°(u) + SE ]/ (u) + /@5 ()]

< 0% (u) + KIE [\ e~5E 4 /B

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

remark that the correction term %i(") [\/ e 2RrR? + @C(u)} is sub-Gaussian in © and decreases
log(n)
as ==
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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 \S;, 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 Y; which we denote Sy, () and is

defined as Sy, () = — J;((.')).

Assumption (Sy,,p’) Letp’ > 1, we assume that the norm ||Sy, (cY1)|| 2y < 00 is finite. Write
p—1

Q C R the support of Y1, we suppose that f lso = 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 and AZ defined in Sec. 1.2:

2p
p—1

p—1

22— 1|Sy; (0Y7)|| 2
Cp £ min p-l ' p—1

A* 5, 1Sy (oY1) 20 + A 2 [|Sy; (6Y7)]]2
n’p—l p—1 Tp—1

Theorem 4 (Hellinger CLT bound) Let p' > 1 be a real. Suppose that the random variables (V)
satisfy Assump. (R, o), Assump. (f) and Assump. (Sy,,p'). Write R £ . Then we obtain that

V2H(S,, 2) Sinf pag { YR 4 B GD (1) — Llog(1 - D)

it V3D\/nk 4v2/n N
>_RZ
= /nD
+ infy>p>1 Cp{ %R + zﬁ\ﬁ:i:m [2 - %}

[ ]+t ]}

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

=

og(n 2 B
V2H (07180, 2) % 5= + 5= + DD (R — 1)+ ||y, (o71) |o{ B2 + B2}
_ log(n)
= o[,

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 Y;. 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 fg € C!(R) with support Qg C R. We
a?/20%
ox

write its score function Sg(-). Let hy(z) £ e e~ 7" /2 designate the Hermite polynomials, and

denote Hj, = hy,(Z) where Z ~ N(0, 1) is a standard normal. We write the interpolated process as
XP2e 'S+ V1 —e 227
We denote by f;° the PDF of X;* and define S xg to be the score function of X, We remark that

for all ¢ > 0 the function £ € C>(R) is smooth and we write I}’ (-) = fjiss (S). For every t > 0
t
choose S? to be a random variable such that (S, S?) is an exchangeable pair. For all ¢t > 0 we define
—kt
& R ot E(S" = 8)M9) Hea (2); (6)
.S —kt
D k!f_ﬁﬂz((st — S)F|S)Hi(2). (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|sq, = 0. Then the following holds

V2H(S,Z) < [P I (X7) = (XP)? +1 - XtS(SXS = X7)|2dt

. log(l o9t
< 1nfD>0{ 1Ss(S)|| 22 fo || e
p>1

— e_tS + Tt H2pdt

2t

e e /75
o2 5w (27 - 1) - WSZ + 77 odt

— 1log(1 — %)}

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 (S, 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 /2 H (Sm Z) decreases at a rate of O ( %) However depending on the choices of those

coefficients the constants in the bound of H (S, 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

W, (S, Z). Notably, it was established that
WP(S ’ Z ) S f 0OO

H 67215
Vi-e2t
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.

Z — e S — 1|t
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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 o = 1.
The proof of Thm. 3 is a consequence of the Cauchy-Swartz inequality. Indeed let o (-) be the

PDF of a standard normal random variable, and f,, the PDF of S,,. If we write h(t) = fn(( )) then

P(Sn 2 u) — ‘PC()—f (h(t) L)e(t)dt
R(t) — 1)(/R(t) + )¢

T ol T

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

(a)

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 th 2 e7tS +
V1 — e~2tZ where Z is an independent standard normal random variable. As ¢ varies from 0 to co
ng evolves from S to Z. Indeed we remark that X()g = S and lim;_, th — Z. Forallt > 0,
as X} is the sum of S with an independent normal it is a continuous random variable that admits a

S
PDF f; that is smooth. We write 1y’ (z) £ f;éf)).
Fix an arbitrary 7' < oco. By definition we have

H(S,X3)? =1— [o/fs f2(z)dz.

We remark that for all # € R the function ¢ — f;(z) is differentiable. Therefore we have

fo o/ fP (x)dt = 1/ f2(x) — \/fs(z) which implies that

H(S, X§)? = =L [T [ \/Fs(@)0/ [ (x)dxdt. ®)

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

fts(x) 2\/137 tft( )= o/ (@) ¢ @)

= AR (r) = S () (@) - oh @)

A E) [hf”m R (@)

T W@ @ T T |
Therefore by combining this with Eq. (8) we obtain that
S fS(XS) hS”(XS) Shs,(XS)
H(S, X7)" = QIO (2 fts();ts [hs XP) - X htf(Xftg)Ddt'
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Using the fact that IE( ns (())((SS)) -X7 ];lss ((X S))) = 0, the Cauchy-Swartz inequality and the definition

of the Hellinger distance we then establish that
hy

H(S, X§)? < L5 suppp H(S, XP) i |15 58 — X920 o

As this holds for any arbitrary 7' < oo this implies that

_ x5 (0.5 | 2dt.

(S Z hS XS

ffO H hS XS)

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 LY, the right hand side of this

s S’
equation is not easy to directly control. To go around this issue we re-express hhfs ((x)) — :17']?5 ((;))

terms of the score function S% s and I, which we can do as a simple consequence of the chain-

in

rule. The advantage of this is that usmg the Stein 1dent1ty we can re-express the score function and
I?. Indeed we remark that S;°(X;’) is the unique X;’-measurable random variable such that for all
¢ € C*(R) we have

E(SP(XP)o(X7)) = E(¢'(X7)).

Similarly we remark that I (X;”) is the unique X;’-measurable random variable such that for all
¢ € C*(R) we have

E(If (XP)o(X7)) = E(¢"(X7)).
Therefore using the Stein identity we can prove that

c'E(Ss(5)|X7)

S X0 = { E<Z|X§> ;

1
L WE(W - 1|XS)

The last step of the proof is to notice that Tt’s and 7;° are centered with respect to the conditional

expectation: E(7°|X;) = E(r, 9|X5) = 0. Indeed we establish that for all smooth function
$ € C*(R) we have

E(r5®(XF)) = E(@(Xf)) - E(@(e’tst n mZ))

Yo,

—

where to obtain (a) we use the fact that (.S, S?) is an exchangeable pair. As this holds for arbitrary &
this directly implies that E(Tt’S|XtS ) = 0. Similarly we prove that E(7;°| X;7) = 0. This establishes
Thm. 5.
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3.6. Proof sketch for Thm. 4

To prove Thm. 4 we build an exchangeable pair (S, S?) in the following way: We first start by
drawing an independent copy (Y;) of (Y;). We seta x > 0 and write ¢(t) = \/kV1 — e~2. Then
for every ¢ > 0 we choose an index I ~ unif{1,...,n} at random and change the random variable
Y; by its independent copy Y if and only if both |Y;/v/n| < ¢(t) and |Y//\/n| < c(t):

1
NG

As the observations (Y;) are i.i.d we remark that (S, S%) is indeed an exchangeable pair. The
advantage of this choice of exchangeable pair is that we have

Sy, £ S+ —=I(|Yi/v/nl|, |Yi/v/n| < c(t) (Y] - Y).

1

This will allow us to obtain small upper bounds for || \/%Z — 7S, +7¢|2p and || % (27—
1) — \/%SHZ + 7't/||2 and thereore control H(Sy,, 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. ( f ) holds. In this section, we will see how one can also obtain
efficient concentration inequalities under the alternative condition than the random variables (Y;)
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. ( f ) 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 7 is called the Stein kernel of a

standardized random variable X if for all functions ¢ € C!(R) we have:
E(¢(X)X) = E(r(X)¢/ (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 fy, the Stein kernel is
given by 7(z) = f%(a:) fxoo tfx(t)dt (Ley et al., 2017). Notably, if X is a standard normal random
variable then its Stein kernel is given by 7(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



EFFICIENT CONCENTRATION

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

S(X12) = [I7(X) = 1]]a.

Similarly for p > 2, we can define the following distance S,(X||Z) £ ||7(X) — 1||,. 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 .S,,. In this section, we established
how it can also be used to obtain efficient concentration inequalities.

Assumption (T}}I ,p') Assume that o~ 'Y} admit a Stein kernel Ty, and that ||T)~/1 (077) ]|y < oo

In the following we are going to take Qn(a:) to be such that for all z > 0

sup]P’(eftS'n + mZ >1x) < Qn(x)

t>0

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

Apllrg, (07V1) =12 + A3, |7y, (07 1Y) — 1]

Dp(TYl) £ min _1
VP — 17y, (07 Y1) — 1,

Theorem 6 (Efficient Stein kernel tail bound) Let p’ > 2. Suppose that the random variables
(Y:) satisfy Assump. (R, o) and Assump. (3, ,p'). Choose o > 0 and let p > 1 and q > 2. Define

U (1) = é f;Ha tt+a I(z > u)dzdt and let Z ~ N(0, 1) then we have

P(Sy > ou)

5 A (p=1)(g=1)

Dyp(ry,) ’ TFW(pp_ql) (G,5n)Qn(u—20c) Pq
< E(ua(2)) + 2225 mind 121 |l (D)) 2, + -
A (p=1)
ﬁQn(U - 204) P
E ~
121, [1P(Z € [u— 20,u]) " + ZW (G, 5)
Dy (75 X o
(p—1)

ﬁ@n(u —2a) P

Remark 1 We note that a tighter but less interpretable bound is presented in Lem. 27. Moreover
N (p—=1)(g—1)
we remark that as p increases the terms ||ul,(Z)|| v and Qun(u—2a) #i decrease, and that
P

_ (u72a)2

both are asymptotically bounded by respectively P(Z € [u—2a,u)) < 2ap(u—2a) and €™ 2R?

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 7y, (-) —1 is almost surely bounded by Soo (071Y1]|Z) then Chatterjee
(2012) proved that there is G ~ N (0, 1) normally distributed such that for all § > 0

E(ee\én—m) < 920280 (07111||12)?

G is called a strong embedding of S,,. If the Stein kernel is not bounded or does not exist Bhat-
tacharjee and Goldstein (2016) but ]E(Yf’) = 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
Sh:

Theorem 7 (Alternative Stein kernel tail bound) Suppose that the random variables satisfy As-
sump. (R, o) and Assump. (ty. ,p") with p’ = oo.
Then for allu > 0 and 0 < o < u/2 the following holds

na2

P(S, > ou) < ¢ (u — 2a)) + 2e 2Seole V11127 )

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

P(S, > ou) (10)
< E(ua(2)) + L5, (070) = 1l [ (2)]2 + 2555 @ (u — 20) F].

To contrast this with the bound obtained in Thm. 7, we note that E(u, (7)) < ®¢(u—2«). Moreover
we also remark that

lup(Z)]l2 < ™' VP(Z € [u— 20, 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 25=(e~ 1122 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 that Wy (G, S,,) < 7}([ + on(1)].

We observe that if Assump. ( f ) 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 .

Theorem 8 (Efficient Hellinger-Stein kernel tail bound) Set p' = 2. Suppose that the random
variables (Y;) satisfy Assump. (R, o), Assump. (f), Assump. (Sy,,p') and Assump. (13,,0). Let
Qn(u) and Qfll( ) be an any arbitrary upper bound to respectively P(S,, > ou) < Qn(u) and
P(|S,| > ou) < Q%(u). Suppose that ||Sy, (oY1)||2 < oo and that S(o~'Y1||Z) < co. Then for
all u > 0 the following bounds hold

o1 n||Sy, (6Y1)—o~1Y7]2
P(S, > ou) < @°(u)+ 22 1112 \/1og (1+ o)

% |V Qu(w) + VW)

12
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and

c So(o—1 nl||Sy, (6Y1)—o—1Y7]|2
B(|Sy| > ou) < 20 (u) Y22l 111l2) Q(ﬁY1|Z)\/log (1+ o)

x[ Qd (u) + 2q>c(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 y/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 u,(z) < I(z < w). By the monotony of the expectation this directly implies that
E(ua(Sy)) < P(S, > u). Therefore if we obtain a bound on |E(uq(S,)) — E(ua(Z))|, we can
use it to obtain a bound on P(S,, > w). 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 75 (-) the Stein kernel of S,, and take Z ~ N(0,1) to be an inde-

pendent standard normal random variable. We define Piuy(z) = Ez(uq(e !z + V1 — e 2L7)).
We remark that t — Pju,, interpolates between Pyuq(x) = uq(x) and Pyus(x) = E(ua(Z)).
Therefore we have:

B (ua(Sn)) — E(ua(2))| = \fo‘x’ OE(Prua(Sn))dt]
< | J E(APwua(Sn) — SnV Pua(Sy))dt|
< | o7 E(APua(S,)(1 = Tg (Sn)))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.

Itis well known (see e.g (Ledoux et al., 2015)) that 75 (S’n) = E(% Sy v, (Y3) \S’n) There-
fore as E(7y, (Y1)) = 1 for all p > 1 there is a constant K, such that

K
175, (Sn) = 1l < [l = nyl 1 < 7%”%(5’1) — -

Therefore if we can control the size of 97 Pyuq (S, ) then we will obtain that |E(ua (S, ) —E(ua(Z))| =
O( f) The remainder of the proof consists of controlling A Pyue (S,,). 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(S,, > ou) < &°(u) + vV2H (0~ 1Sy, Z)[ On(u) + (IDC(u)];

and Theorem 2.2 of Ledoux et al. (2015) which upper bounds the KL-divergence K L(S,||Z) in
terms of the Stein kernel.

13
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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, o). 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) < oo if the distribution of S* is absolutely continuous with Lebesgue density
p*(x) = E[ST[S > z]]/Var(S) or, equivalently, if o2E[f'(S*)] = E[Sf(S)] for all absolutely con-
tinuous f with E[|Sf(S5)|] < oo. Our main result, proved in App. F, uses a close coupling of .S,
and its zero-biased counterpart to establish efficient concentration.

Theorem 9 (Efficient zero-bias tail bound) Suppose S, = .. | X; for independent (X;);>1

satisfying E[X;] = 0, Var(X;) = 02,5 " 07 = 0%, and | X;| < % almost surely. Define the
auxiliary variable

Sl &S, + X —X; for X!E=XF+UX;—XF) and P(I:i):”—zﬂ[lgign],

where each X} has the zero-bias distribution of X;, and U ~ Unif([0,1]), I, and (X} )i>1 are
mutually independent and independent of (X;);>1. Then, for all w > 0 and X € [0, 1],

P(Sp > out 2) < V00 (u) + o= (hu(u) — hu(W))P(S), > Aow)

= oV/n+2R6, o\/n+2R 3,
+ mhu()\u)
where, for all w < u,
ha(w) 2 (w + (1 + w?) V27 exp(y ) (w))@(u)  and (11)
6u 2 hy(u) — (u+ fm/ﬂ - n(u+¢%+m)2)®(“>' (12)

If, in addition, (X;)"" ]! are identically distributed, then

P(S,, > Juiv\"ﬁtl + %)

ov/n+1 c
S SUnttrers, ® (u)

L 2R
ovn+1+2R 6,

o (hu(u) = hu()P(Sy + X,y > Aou)

ho(Aw).

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

Proposition 10 (Properties of S!,) Under the notation and assumptions of Thm. 9, the following
claims hold for each i > 1 andt € R.

1. |[E[X]| < £, Var(X)) e %’2 + [%, %ﬁ], | X7 < % almost surely.
2
2. P(S, > t+ ) < S BP(X] - EX]]+ 3, X, > t).

14
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3. If in addition, (X;)!1]! are identically distributed, then S,, + X}, 4 V%I Shi1
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-

— 2 A 2, R _ 2077,
cally distributed summands and oo, ; = 0° + 36 R

P(S), >t
P(S] >t + %)
2 2
2 —— 05 5 2 2 2 2
S oy 2R+ 2 R2 26+ EL) oot 0.56R 0°+(5R*—21no})/(36n)
S =102 mln(e ® ' € ﬁ @ (O'Iow,i) \/ﬁ CT]%wﬂ' )

where 32 := 02 + (25R? — 96n0?)/(144n).
Taken together, Thm. 9, Prop. 10, , and Rem. 2 imply that, for universal constants c;,co > 0
independent of (u,n, R, o),

P(S,, > ou+ \27%) < O¢(u) + (fi/Bi exp(— 02%22)

whenever Assump. (R, o) 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, o). To do so, we measure how far S,, is from a normal
by the p-Wassertein distance WV, (-, -), defined in the following way:

Wov,p) = inf Eixyye, (| X — Y\p)l/p
YEP(V,)

where (v, ) is the set of all possible couplings of the probability distributions  and y on R.

6.1. Efficient tail bounds

When Assump. (R, o) holds we obtain in Thm. 11 below that, for each u > 0,
5.5R1 5.5R1
P(Sp > ou) < @°(u — 2B [1 4o, (1)] 4 228 (u — SO 1 4 0, (1)].

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

Kéﬁ[mr@?ﬂﬁfg[ —18“ ——]~371R

the interpolation parameter

P v = (\/n—i- 28 (Vnuo — eK (2 —i—log(\/m)))Jr — \/ﬁ>

~ K fa\/ﬂ 5.05R1og(0.25n02/R?)o
~1-— ff(’ log ( ) 1-— NG ,

15



AUSTERN MACKEY

and the correction power

Ly 2 WP VIte 9 o 5 05 R10g(0.25n0/ R2).

To first order, Thm. 11 establishes that P(S, > ou) < ®°(p}, ,u)[1 + on(1)] + ;Ifagp(p; LU+

5/2
on(1)]. To make this bound exact we incorporate a small correction term 7, ,, of order Mg@( P )

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

Theorem 11 (Efficient tail bound) If S,, satisfies Assump. (R,0) and2 < L, < 1+ 0"2@,
then

P(S,, > ou)

IN

P}y 1) + Gagp(Ph ) [1+ T

< @e(u— RIlEmy | B, Rlosy | o BRI e )y
n:oo ( O’\/ﬁ ) \/50'90( ) ( (7271 So(p, ))

*
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
Sy, and its Gaussian limit. The quantile bounds we obtain in Thm. 12 are of the order

4(R,8,0) ~ —o07(5 - HLp@1(6))) + LK log (LFw(@1(5) )

n—0o0

~ —0@71 (6 — LB o(@71(6))) + 148 log (35550(071(6) 7).

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

A3 2 108 (V17 o0 (0)) ),

R2log(n)5/2
n

and an explicit correction term s, of order - defined in App. H.3. With this notation in
place, we have the following efficient quantile bound for .S,,, proved in App. H.

R2(A7-1)
0.4no2 —

Theorem 12 (Efficient quantile bound) If S, satisfies Assump. (R, o), A} > 2, and 0 <
1 then P(Sy > qn(R,0,0)) < 6 for

(R, 5,0) 2 o~ (5 - %g@(@_l((;))) n % [K n SM}

~ —U<I>71<(5 10.1R (@~ 1(5)))+ 10'1Rlog(1‘(ﬁ%gp(¢ (5))—1).

neo “Vn ¥ n

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 § € (0,1).
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6.3. Tighter computable bounds

In this section we propose tighter concentration inequalities and quantile approximations for S, 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(.S,, > ou), proved in App. L.

Theorem 13 (Tighter efficient tail bound) If S,, satisfies Assump. (R, o), then, for any auxiliary
upper bounds Qy,(u) and Q2 (u) on P(S, > ou) and P(|Sy,| > ou) respectively, we have

wR(U P

P(Sy > ou) < min (infpe[g,oom{l},pe(o,l) O (pu) + (= jpreye Qnlu ))' and
P(|Sn| > ou) < min (infpe[Q,oo) N1}, pe(0,1) 29¢(pu) + (11)(%, Qe (u ))

for wﬁ(a) a computable bound on 2W,(S,,, N (0,0?)) defined in App. 1.1 that is non-decreasing
ino.

Remark 5 (Auxiliary tail bounds) We include the auxiliary bounds Q,(u) and Q% (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 Q,,(u) = Imn(ffumg2 e 2<1+Ru/3°)) and Q% (u) = 2Q,,(u) provide a convenient
default choice.

By choosing p = Ly, ,, and p = pj; ,, 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 p.
Next we obtain tighter bounds for the quantiles of S, proved in App. L.

Theorem 14 (Tighter efficient quantile bound) If S, satisfies Assump. (R, o), and some auxil-
iary deterministic bounds G, and §? satisfy P(Sn > Gn(R, 9, U)) < dand P(|S | > ¢¢(R, 9, U)) <
0, then

P(Sn > (R, 0,0)) <6, P(ISn| > g3(R.0,0)) <6,

for wf(a) a computable bound on %Wp(Sn,./\/' (0,02)) defined in App. 1.1 that is non-decreasing
in o and

ULUR ag — ~
qTL(R7 57 0) £ min (infp22,p€(0,l) W —o® 1(6p)7 Qn(R7 57 U))7

owl(o _ ~
qg(Ra 57 U) = min (infp22,p€(0,l) ﬁ —o® 1(%)7 qg(Rv 67 U)) .

Remark 6 (Auxiliary quantile bounds) We again highlight that our efficient bounds can be paired
with any valid quantile bounds G, (R, 6, c) and G¢(R,5,0) 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),

Gn(R, 8,0) = min (52 10g(1/8) + o\/21og(1/0), ~o@~1(5 — <52)),
quczl(R757 U) = min(B\/» log(2/<5) —I—O'\/m —o®— (g _ Cjﬁd))‘

where we set Cr , = min(.3328(R + .429), .33554(R + .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 = ﬁ Zign Y; 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 ¢ = 1. Note that there is no loss of
generality by doing so. Fix t > 0, p € [0,1), and p > 1. For all ¢ > 0 we remark that there is a
coupling (S, G) with G ~ N(0, 1) such that ||S,, — G||, < Wp(Sn, G) + €. Therefore we have

P(S, >t) = P(G+ Sp — G > t)

<P(G > pt)+P(S, —G > (1—p)t)
Sn—G

< °(pt) + )
'p (Sn,G)+€

< 9¢(pt) + PEnCI

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

P(S, > t) =P(G+ S, — G >1)

Wy (Sn,G)P
< ®%(pt) + W-

Vnt(1=p)

e then we obtain

Imagine that W, (S, G) < K £ for a constant K and that we set p = ¥

Vat(1—p)
P(S, >t) < B(pt) + e ek

If in addition we choose ,

- nt+\/ t+2t2 nt+1_10g( n,t\/27r/t))

t2

A

with Cp, £ ‘e/?(t then we have

e(pt);

This gives us the desired bound.

6.5. Proof sketch for Thms. 12 and 14

Quantiles are obtained by following a similar reasoning. Let § € (0, %) be a confidence level and
€ (0,0). Choose ¢ > 0 and (S,,G) to be a coupling of S,, with a standard normal random

variable that satisfies ||S,, — G|, < W,(Sn, N'(0,1)) + €. Then for all p > 2, if we write u =
Wy (8n,G)

~175— then we obtain

P(Sy > ~®71(5 — a) +u) < PG > ~37(6 — ) + B(S, — G > u)
<5 — a4 USn=Clata”,

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

P(Snz—(l)_l((s—a)+u)§5_Q+WS5‘
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Therefore to obtain a good approximation of the quantiles of \S,, we need to choose a candidate for
a and p. If we choose p = — log(«) then we obtain then we can upper bound the quantile of S,, by

N 3 —log(a
—d (5 —a)+ eW_log(a) (Sn, G) = O(—® W6 —a)+ \/g?i))

—1(5
We choose a = O(W).

7. Efficient Concentration Inequalities for Smoothed Observations

We notice that when we had some additional information on the distribution of the random variables
(Y;), 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 (Y;) are smoothed then we can obtain (potentially)
tighter concentration inequalities without requiring any additional properties of the distribution of
the random variables (Y;). In this goal let D > 0 be a real and let Z be an independent standard
normal random variable. We define

o D - VD . .
S e JI- TSut pZ, S R of,
n n
We show how we can obtain efficient tail bounds for S5, In this goal, we write wy,, =

Wig(gn»z) and wap g = HZH%
2r =

Theorem 15 (Efficient smoothed tail bound) Assume that the random variables (Y;) satisfy As-
sump. (R, o). Let Qn(u) be an arbitrary upper bound for P(S, > u) < Qn(u). Then the following

holds for all k > max(%Q, \/%QD)

P(Sp > ou)

p—1 . ~
i dn(u) P [ Ve(p— e2r(p—1) _ log (2% ) vVp—1Ap(R—1
< %(u) + infyng QT {EDRA D)) g(’ﬂ)g o )}.

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 Sp°™ 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 S and S, and use
this to obtain an efficient concentration inequality for the latter. Similarly if S,, admits a Stein
kernel then one could use strong embeddings (Chatterjee, 2012, Thm. 1.2) to control the tail bound
of |S, — Sn”"| and use Thm. 15 to obtain an efficient concentration inequality for S,,.

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 Xy £ e7tS, + V1 —e2tZ. Ast varies from 0 to oo, then X
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transforms from S, to Z. We define 7,, 2 —% log(1 — %) We note that X7, has the same

distribution than Sp®*. The key to the proof is then to use the heat equation to establish the
following equality:

P(SH™ > ) — ®°(u)]
_ yfTO:IE[}I(Xt > u)E[%(ZQ —1) - 8,7 - Tt’|XtHdt\.

where (7/) is the quantity defined in Eq. (14). The proof is finished by using Holder’s inequality
and bounding the norms ||%2_t2t(22 —-1)— \/%S’nZ — 7{||p (see Lem. 19 and Lem. 21).
8. Application: Efficient Empirical Berry-Esseen Bounds

The preceding sections assumed that the variance parameter o2 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 o 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: 62 £ L 37, (W; — W,,)2,
« the empirical centered third moment: 73 = 1 > icn (Wi — Wo)3,
» the empirical variance of (W; — W,,)?: 1y = %Zzgn((Wl —Wh)? —62%)2,

« the 1 — ¢ quantile of the two-sided Kolmogorov-Smirnov distribution: ¢X5(a/4),

* a lower estimate for o2: a?a £ 52— RQQES(%), and

* alower estimate for s7 = Var((W; — E(W1))?):

2 A - 4 KS(a : 52,2 5
Sip = Ty — Ry (7) + min,, <o peKs(2) 46°u” — dmszu,

and the proof can be found in App. K.
Theorem 16 (Empirical quantile bounds) Consider any quantile bounds (jff and G, with

P(|Sn| > §4(R,6,0)) <6 and (o) 2 M non-increasing and

P(Sy > Gu(R,0,0)) <0 and (o) & W40

> non-increasing
no

foreach 6 € (0,1) and S,, satisfying Assump. (R, o). If Sy, satisfies Assump. (R, o), then, for each
confidence level § € (0,1) and a,, € (0,0), we have

P(S, ¢ VnAj, ) <6 andhence P(|S,|>Gi(R,6,an)) <6
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EFFICIENT CONCENTRATION

for the empirical quantile bound ¢ (R, 6, a,) £ \/n max,e Az |z| and the confidence set

S—a 2
A 2 a2 ¢ “(01,a)
g 2 e (32 - oroohlos )

1,0(5*0(0.1@

d—a 2 a
< ( ¢ %(01,a) ) c(s1,a) [m4+462:::2—4ﬁ13x—|—R4qffS(%)]}.

1—0(15_0’(0'173) 176%(31@)

Remark 8 The maximum and minimum elements of A} a,, 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 @A(R,0p,0,) — —0@‘1(%) whenever (oy,,0,) — (0,0). If an, — 0, loglan) s 0, and

n
5" (S1.4,,) “30, then
@4 (R,6,an) 3 —0®1(3).

Remark 9 As convenient default choices, we recommend setting a,, = lorgln and taking qg and ¢y

to be the efficient quantile bounds q2, q,, of Thm. 14 with the auxiliary bounds of Rem. 6.

Proof For brevity, we will adopt the shorthand ¢¢ £ ¢2(R, 6, a,) and ¢¢ £ ¢4(R,d — an, 014,)-
/%ty

We will also write 79 ; := —— " "Lan
n76 1_6?7[1” (O—l,an)

. Since \/nA} a, 18 the sublevel set of the norm-coercive

monic polynomial

N 46242 4w
7 (510010 + 32202 2713 4 RIS (2

2
Yy = (y2 - (}QT?%{(S) N (T,;i(s)Q l—c;" (Sl,an) ’ (13)

% 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

q}fs(%) < log(C/ay)

n

log(an)
n

a

— 0 therefore yields q,IfS(T”) — 0. Moreover, by
2

for some constant C. Our assumption
the strong law of large numbers (Durrett, 2019, Thm. 2.4.1), 52 & , My % si, and Mg %

E[(W; — EW1)3] and hence o*fa % 52 and .9127& “% 57 as well. Since a,, — 0, we therefore
have §¢ % —0@‘1(%) and ¢~ (01.4,) “3 0. Finally, as ¢5" (514, ) — 0, the polynomial Eq. (13)
converges almost surely to the monic polynomial y + (y?—(—c®~! (%)))2 Hence, by Artin (2011,
Prop. 5.2.1), G¢ converges almost surely to the unique positive root of this polynomial, —c®~" (g)
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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(|.S,,| > R+/21log(2/9)) < d; the empirical Bernstein quantile bound (Maurer and
Pontil, 2009, Thm. 4) commonly deployed in reinforcement learning (Mnih et al., 2008; Audibert

etal., 2009), P(|S,| > 64/210g(2/0) "5 + %Rlog@/é)n—*/j) < d; and the efficient J,, 3 quantile

bound of Romano and Wolf (2000),2 with its free parameter (3, set to match our default value,
_ logn

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 73 = Ré? and
g = R?62 — 6% and, as we show in App. M, changes only minimally as 73 and 774 vary.

9. Discussion and Related Work

In this work, we have derived new computable tail and quantile bounds for the scaled deviations
Sp = /n(W,, —E(W7)) 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 |.S,,| with fixed boundedness parameter R = 1 and varying
sample size n and empirical variance 62. 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 I, 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 S,, 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, w-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 S, rather than on the moments of Lipcthiz functions of S,,. 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 (Wz)zzl
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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. .1 we derive up-

per bounds for the Wassertein distances between S,, and its asymptotic distribution A(0, o2). 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 (X;);>1 the rescaled random variables X; =

%ﬁwﬁ = % We remark that E(X;) = 0, that Var(X;) = w = %2 and that || X1 [0

R/+/n. We also note that S,, can be re-expressed as S, = > ., X;. Moreover we use the following
notation: -

A

Y; 2W; —E(Wy), Sn 2 Vn(W, —E(W))), S,207'S,, R207'R,
A V/eypt2(2e)'/P « A (pr2)nl/r I A A+ P
Ap TS AL, ST A S AL R

Unp = Ap+ RAnp,  Up, 2 A+ RVPA,
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Finally, throughout the appendix we write for all £ > 0

X, 2e S, 4+ V1 —e2Z, Y; = Yi/o.

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

Write f,,(-) the PDF of 015, and let Z ~ N(0, 1) be an independent standard normal random

variable. Write o(+) the PDF of Z and denote h(-) = ! ”(( )) Then we have

|P(o7'S, >u) P(Z > u)|

= [E((h(Z) = 1)(Z > u))|

= m«m D(VIZ) + 1D)I(Z > u))|

< [E((VR(Z) = DU(Z > u))]
+E((VR(Z) = )VMZ(Z > u))]

< VE(VAD) - 1) /B(Z > )

1)?)
+ E((VR(Z) - 1)\ JE((2)1(Z > u>)
< VE((WVAZ) - 1) [VETW) + VEWDIZ = w)|
<\ V@) — Vel@)2da W‘PCW) + wE(h(Z)H(Z > )|
< V2H(07'S,, Z) [\/q)c(u) + VEMZ(Z > u)}
< VEH(o7S0, 2) [ V8] + /Qu(w)],

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

[P(lo™1Sn] 2 u) = P(1Z] = u)| = [E((h(Z) — DI(Z] = u))]

< V2H(07 'Sy, Z) [\/W+ \/M]

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

Throughout this section we fix areal D > 0 and take x > max (%, %). Finally we set

Spa 2 Sn+ (X7 = XDL(X], 1X7] < VA(L - e72)),
where I ~ unif{1,...,n} and shorthand
Yt - gn - S'I/’L,t'

We first specialize Thm. 5 to S,,. In this goal we write S 3, (+) the score function of S,.
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Lemma 18 Suppose that the random variables (Y;) satisfy the condition of Thm. 4. Define S, &
o~1S,, and for all t > 0 choose St to be such that (S!, Sy forms an exchangeable pair. Let Z be
an independent standard normal random variable. We define

DI W%#E((gﬁ — )k Sn) H—1(2); (14)
00 o—ht ~ ~ ~
eI ﬁ ((Sh, = Sn)¥[Sn) Hi(Z)

Then the following holds for allp > 1 and all D > 0

2t —t ~ 12
V2H(S,,Z) < [ Llog(1-2,) ||W(ZQ—1)—ﬁSnZ+Ttll2dt
“2lee=70 o dt — Llog(1 — 2
+ Jo infp>q ||\/7 og( —ﬁ)-

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

2t

f (SnaZ < f 1 1 log( 177) HW(Z2 - 1) - \/%SHZ_’—T;H?C#

log(l ~
+f0 ||Ssn( )||2 ||m e tSy + 7| 2pdt — %log(l—%).

Moreover, we know that the score function Sg (Sn) is the only S, —measurable random variable
such that for all ® € C*°(R) we have

E(®(55)S3, (Sn)) = E(®'(Sn)).

n

Therefore we note that
S5, (50) = =BTy v (¥)[50).
Combined with the tower property we therefore have:
185, (Sll_ze, < 15 Loy (VD) 2z
Therefore as E(Sy, (Y1)) = 0, then using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we observe that
1S3, (S, < €.

This directly implies that

2t

—t ~ ’
f (SnaZ <f 110 17\7 HW(ZQ_D_\/%S”Z—F%H?CM

3 log(1-22)

Vvn

+ infy>1 Cpl| 22y — €88, + millapdt — 3 log(1 — L),
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C.1. Bounding the different terms

Throughout this subsection,we write T), £ —1 log(1 — £-)

NGO

Lemma 19 IfAssump. (R, o), Assump. (f) and Assump. (Sy, , p') hold then for all k. > max (%, \/R;D)

then for all p > 1 the following upper bound holds

—2t —t =~
ffol log(lf%) ||ﬁ(22 -1)- \/87775112 - Tt/HQP

\/7R2(2p 1)(\F+A2pR+R An 2p) fO Vn 2(2p Dar_ 1)d$

NN (1—z)?
| AV Ayt R y) (V175 @0
V3nk fO /71—1’23 Xz
R2
" long%mm{\/?P ~ 1z —1)

4W2yn (R% — RYP)A, 5, + (R —1)Ay,

Notably if p = 1 and if we write Mp; £ /1- % then for all this can be further upper bounded

as:

72t

JE N5 (22 = 1) = 75502 — 7|2t
< VRt AN ) | VeR M VBT 1) | tostn/D?)
kCvV2n \/§D\/ﬁm 4\/5\/5

R 1) los(n/D?) (7
Vipyme T avaym (1)

—1)

Proof
Using the definition of 7/ and triangle inequality we obtain that

7215
f_o.glog(l— )Hl 672t<Z2 1) — \/17_215 Z - TtIH2p

[e%S) H
< f—%log( ) \/Hil‘z‘f ||”E(Yt|sn) - 5’n||2pahf
25 o 2 T I FE((Y)?150) — Lapd

t H ~
+ f—llog 1-2) Zk>3 k'(ﬁ” ;!ﬁp nHE((Yt) ’Sn)||2pdt
2 (a1) + (a2) + (a3).

We bound each term successively. For ease of notation we write c(t) 2 \/k(1 — e2t),

Firstly we note that, if ¢ > —1 log( ) > 0 then ¢(t) > R/\/n therefore Y; = X1 — X7.
As I is a randomly drawn index in {1, . n} this implies that
E(Yt|5n) = %ZignE(Xi - X{|S‘n) = %Zzgn Xi —E(X;) = %S (15)

which implies that ||nE (Y;]S,) — Snll2p = 0. As —3 log(1 — %) < —1log(1— %) we have that
(al) =0.
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We now work on upper bounding (a2). In this goal, we first remark that if ¢ > —% log(1 — %)
we have Y; = X } — X7 which implies that:

IBE((YD)?[5n) = Ul2p < 13 Xicn BOXF) + X7 = Ll2p < 5l iy X7 = L2

We remark using Eq. (33) that | X? — 1/n|j2, < 2(R*7Y/P — 1) and | X? — 1/n[s < L(R - 1).
Therefore using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we obtain:

BE((Y)2]5,) — 1]|lgy < mind 2V7 \EVP ) ) LB,

This implies that
2t

)4 log(1—-2%) IBE((Y2)15n) = lappEe=mrt

1—-L
&) e 2t _ Bn,2p Vn
< Bn,2p ffélog(lf D ) 1—e—2t dt = 2 fO

1

NG
R2
— Bn,2p 1 D2 — log(n/Dz) . V 2p - ]‘(ﬁ - 1)
== log(n/D?) Toegm o ming T o fUE .
(R*— RYP)A,2p+ (R —1)Ay,
Therefore we obtain that

RQ
(ay) < lr/ D2zt PV =T 1)
T wavm (R? — RYP) Ay 2p + (R — 1) Ay,

Finally we work on bounding (a3). We observe that if we write Zf’k £ E((X; — X)M(1X]) <
c(t)| X1:n) 1(1X;] < ¢(t)) then
k
nIE(Y;k\le) = Zign Zf :
Let K > 3 be an odd integer. We observe that the random variables (Zf k) are symmetric and
therefore have a mean of zero. This implies that nE(Y}¥|S,,) = Op(ﬁ).
To make this clear rivg 2, (t) £ ¢(£)* 2 min (y/nc(t), nc(t)?, R) then we also have
kala?p(t)
- :

t.k
HZi ‘2p <

Therefore we obtain that for all ¢ > 0:
k

. ok
n||E(Y1Sn) 2 < J2(t):

This implies that if & > 3 is odd we have
—kt ~
fimgy%) ﬁ””ﬁl((nm&)ﬂbdt
28 R2(RAn 2p+Azp) (oo e~ the(t)k—3
< e 7%10g(17%) Nier="1a dt

< QkRZ(RAn,2p+A2p)\/Ek73 foo
— n —% log(1—

eftk:

%) l—e*2t3dt
I -~ D
28 R2(RA,, 0p+Agp) /K" SI\/l Vi_ahl o
n 0 /179323 :
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We remark that

2k gk =1 /2p— 1" /K"
> k>3 V&

k 2k k Kk
. < V2RI T 2k a2k (2p—1)F kP VEHT
k odd VE

klv2k+1

~1).

IN

2/ER VT (20 (29 1)
V3

Therefore we have:

H ~
Sk 2 J5 el B (Y450 lapdt

D
2V/elp DR (RAnaytAzg) (17 (7 Cr 01y
\[nn 0 xZ.

\/17x23
If £ > 4 and is even then we have:
n[E(YFIS)lap < | e B[I(IXG], | X]] < c(6))(Xi — X
<5< BT X 1 XT] < e(0)(X; — X]
—E[I(|X;], |X]] < e(t)(X; — X))*]

+nlB[I(X], [ X7] < () (X1 — X))

k k—4 ~ ~
< 2(i(/Z#ALRQ(\/ﬁ + RUn,Zp).

This directly implies that we have:

00 etk k| Q
ff%log(lf%) /71_672tanE((YVt) |Sn)||2pdt
28 R /RF 4 (nt Ay R+ R2 A ) I etk
NG —3log(1=722) i—e—2"

~ ~ ~ o~ D
2% R2 /i (it Ay R+ R2 A 0p) (N Ve

dt

dt.

/71 — 4
‘We remark that

ok pk— 1\/T \/* \/’ 2k 2k— 1(217 1)k k /k—l-
D k>4 Tl Zk>2
k even :

< 36%\/(521)—1) [6293 (2p—1)k _ 1}'

Therefore we have:

H,
Z >4 Il i'HZPI

k is even ) 7%10g(177) \/ﬁanE((YE) |Sn)H2pd.’E
< VBeR?(VntAgy R+ R Ap,2p)(2p-1) Fwdt
B 220/ 0 i

fR2(\ﬁ+A2pR+R Apop)(2p—1) f Lwdx
o KV/2/n° 0 (1—z)? :

Therefore by combining this together we obtain that

<a3) \/7R2(\/>+A2pR+R An 2p)(2p 1

Hff fol—% (62(2]) Dk _ l)dl’

(1-z)*

42 e(2p—1)R2(Ap+RA,, 2p)
V3nk

n (621 (2p—1)r _ 1)

Viz2®
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Therefore we obtain that

—2t

—t ~
ff‘i log(1-2-) == (2% - 1) - =52 — Till2p

D
< VBeR(2p—)(Vit Aoy e R A 3p) fl—ﬁ (2@ Do) o
0

KV/2y/n° (1-z)?
L 2/ DR (At RAnz) -7 (@ er-Dr)
V3nk Jo Va2 X

+ 10g(n/D2) min{ Vv 2p - 1(R1/p 1)

42yn (R? — RYP)A, 5, + (R —1)Ay,

Lemma 20 [f the conditions Assump. (R, o), Assump. ( f) and Assump. (Sy,,p') hold then we have

Tn 2t —t Tn — & o
Jo ”\/ﬁ e 'Sy + Tillopdt < [y e t|INE(Y2|Sn) — Sull2pdt

—2t Q
+ [T %HQE( (Y1)?[Sn) — 1|2pdt

Vi1—e—2t

T, e FY|H, &
s fy izl B (V) S) lopdt

A

= (al,p> + (a2,p) + (a3,p)'

Proof By definition of 7, we have

Ty 2t = T, _ ~ ~
Jo " N Fe=s — 7' Su + mllapdt <[5 e tInE(Ye]Sn) — Shll2pdt

. 6—215 H bl N ~
+ %ufﬁ((msﬂ) — 1|yt

Tn e "t H =
D et (VO] P
£ (al,p> + (a’2,p) + (a3,p)‘

|
Lemma 21 The upper bound found for (a} ,), (ay,,) and (ay ) found in Eq. (20),Eq. (22) and
Eq. (23) are valid. Moreover the following also hold:

! < R? 7 ! < V2r—1R
(aLp) R 2nkMy, [U"QP + Un,Qp}a (az,p) R Jnk and

(ah ) 5 VIR 20001 p(3p — 1) [2- 2].

Proof For ease of notation we write c(t) £ /(1 — e~2t). Define (Z?!) as

(s {—Xi if |X;] > c(t)
' E(XI(|X;| > c(t))) — XiP(|X;| > c(t)) otherwise
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Then we have nE(Y;|S,,) — Sp = > i<n Zi- Suppose that t < —1log(1— %) then ¢(t) < R/\/n.
Therefore using the triangle inequality we note that the norm of the variables (Z!) are bounded by

(a) 1 R . _ 1-1
120y < Xl + 1600 < e0) oy € =+ min (07 e(t) 5 c(0):
) @ 1
1Zill2 < 1 Xill2 + [ XL(1X| < e(#))]l2 < N

where (a) is obtained using Eq. (33). Moreover according to Lem. 40 we have
[RE(Yi15,) = Sl (16)
= Agp(1 + min(1, v/ne(t))) + Anp(R + RYP/mmin (n~2c(t) 77, c(t))).
Moreover according to Lem. 39 we have
~ ~ R . . 1-1
[nE(Y:]Sn) — Snllap < v/2p—1 [R—/ +y/nmin (n” 2 c(t) p,c(t))] (17)
By combining Eq. (34) and Eq. (35) we obtain
_1
V2p — [Rl/P /nmin (n 2Pc(t)1 P,c(t))}

InE(Y¢|Sn) — Snll2p < min Ap2p(R + RYP/nmin (n*1/2pc(t)1_%,c(t))) (18)
+A2P(1 + \/ﬁﬂn,n,l)'

Moreover, if t > —1log(1 — %) > 0 then c(t) > R/\/n therefore Y; = X; — X/. As [ is a
randomly drawn index in {1, ..., n}, this implies that

which implies that |[nE (Y;|Sy) — Snll2p = 0.
Combining Eq. (36) and Eq. (37) we obtain that we can upper (a} ) as:

dy ) < et InE(Y]S,) — Sn ngdt
2 0
(RAn 2p + A2p fo 2losl! ) e 'dt

—Llog(1— £ _1
Rl/p\/nli PAngpf 1g(17 )) ~tT— e 2 vt

+ \/nli( /pAn 2p + Agp) f log \/ — € 2tdt

10
o B etay

_ pl - Y 1 1 1 3 2
= RV? Jur' " n,2p(Mn,n2F1(§a%—§v§7Mn,n)

_Mnn 2F1(272p %,%,Mi,&) + [AQp Rlzln2p}( Mnm)
\/ﬁ Rl/pAn’ +A _ Y Mn K
+ ( . 2p 2,,) (cos (M) — \/ﬂ)

+ AQp(Mn,H - Mn n)-
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where to obtain (a) we used the fact that ¢(t) = \/kvV1 — e~ 2.
This can be further upper-bounded in the following way:

(ai,) < Jo~ e InE(Yi|Sn) — Shll2pdt

© o
Y (RAy oy +245y) 21505 oty

+ RYP Ay fy 2 =20 -t T ey
= [2A2p + szlnﬂp} (1- Vi— %)
+ 7}?1/1)\/2?14"’2” K kps
_ Rl/p\/g?/in,zp Knps
+ [QAQ,, n Rﬁn,gp} (1= M,.)
< st Unzp + Unzp-
We remark that(a} ) can be alternatively upper bounded as

(a1,) < Jo e InE(YelSn) — Snllzpdt

R\/Qp - —2log(1 ) ¢
< ER Jo 2 el et dt

2
+2p — 1 /rn' ™ f h llog g )) el —e 2t P4t
+ 20— 1/kn [y 3log(1-75) e V1 — e 2Udt

- n,K 2F1(%7 % - %7 %7M’]%7K/)) + Rll%/?(l - Mn,n)

+ \/ﬁ [cos (Mn,n) — 1\\/;;—’:] }

n,K 2Fl(§7 i - l 3 MEL,,{)) + [AQp + RAn,Zp] (1 - Mn,n)
RYPA,, op,+A 4~ o
+W( ; 2p 2?) (COS 1(Mn,1€) 1\\/;7) —+ Agp( — Mn,,{)
_1 ~
\/2p— 1{\//{1@1 4 (Mnn QFl(% % — %, %,Mg
~Mys 3P (3, 3 = 3,3, M2,0 ) + 7 (1= M)
K \ / Mnn
+\/7l[cos (Mn’ﬂ) — \/ﬁ] }

(¢,) < min (20)

\

We now work on upper bounding (a’zp). In this goal, we first remark that if t > —% log(1 — =)
we have YV; = X } — X1 which implies that:

IBE((Y2)?[Sn) = Ul2p < 13 Xicn BXF) + X7 = Ll2p < 311 Xy X7 — L2y
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We remark using Eq. (33) that | X? — 1/n|j2p < 2(R>7Y/P — 1) and | X? — 1/n[s < L(R - 1).
Therefore using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we obtain:

\/prl( 1)
2R ((Y;)? S,) — 1||2p < min 2vn AR - - £ By, 2p.
I5E((YD)%15) b 21f <(R2 RY?)A, 9, + (R — 1)A2p) P

This implies that

5 log(1—

f 1 log(l R2 dt

~ o2t
||"E((Yt) |Sn) = Lll2p A=

=it = VD _ R
< Bn,2p ‘[félog(l—R—z) ﬁdt = Bn,Qp [m — ﬁ]

VD R]min{VZP_l([ﬁ/p_l)

-1 — - S ~
2vn |:n1/4 NG (R? — RYP)A,0p + (R —1)Ag,

Similarly if t < —11og(1 — £2) then we have

I5E((Y)?[Sn) = 1ll2p < 1 - 5E((Y2)?) +
2

|3E
< 1+ [I3E((Y2)?I50) ~ E(<Y>)H2p

To control the size of this we remark that

SE((Y2)%150) = sE(XPI(IX:] < (1)) 32, 1(1X:| < e(t))
+3P(IXa] < e(t) 5 XPI(1X3] < c(t))
=~ E(XGI(1X ] < o(t)) 22 Xl(1Xq] < ().

Therefore according to Lem. 40 we have

ISE((Y2)?[5n) = SE((Y2)?) ll2p
< AQP[ \f \gflinﬁ,l + \/ﬁﬂi,m] + Rl/pAn,Qp[ﬁ

1
+ min (c(t)2 pQ\/ﬁl -, C(t);\/ﬁ) + min (c(t)l_%n_l/Qp, \/ﬁc(t)Q)].

Using also Lem. 39 this implies that

IBE((Y)?ISh) — Lll2p
A2p [ﬁ + gﬂn,n,l + \/ﬁu% K,1 + Rl/pxinﬁp [ﬁ

S R
<1+ + min (C(t)2 p2\/51 )’ f) + min (c(t)l_%n_l/Qp, \/ﬁc(t)z)}
V2p—1 [# + ¢(t)? min( \[ ,v/1/2) + min (c(t)l_%n_lmp, \/ﬁc(t)Q)] .
n 2¢(t)Pn 1/2p”
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| 2E((Y;)?|Sn) — 1/|2pdt, we need remark that the

og(1- )
Therefore to upper-bound | n m

following integrals are upper-bounded as:
dt < f \/— 1_x
_1)

,132)
— L -
Vi e (R

dtSf B2 V1- szw Vnk

1—B2
nKk

fﬁé log(1
0 1 —e~

Moreover we have

P2
—Zlog(1-£5) -2
(1--5) Vi-e 2

Furthermore we observe that
_1 1 1
og1=7z) V1 —e2te 2tdt < 3 fl \/ xdx < " )3.
nK)2

Jo *

2f 1/pdx

In addition we have:
)) [ re2tgr <
2p =0 1-1/2
S 2(2p—1)(n;§)71/2p+1 ((R ) /2p _ )

1
f,llog

1—1’1 l/pd:c

And finally we also have
3 f
<(R2)3/271/2p _ 1>.

f : 10g 7m) /1 1 1/p 72tdt<
~Llog(1-
2p
= Gr 217

and

~Llog(1-12) o2t [”2_ }
fﬁlog(lfi) dt < R?—1].

Therefore we obtain that

I5E((Y2)?|Sn) — 1]|2pdt (21

(Aot RV A 0y) | PRYPAn 2, ((R2)' 729 1)

2(2p—1)
1]}

f()i%log(lilj?) ‘/1 e—2t
~ (e
: (<R2>1 o 1)

A2p+R1/pAn,2p )
P +
nvk
(R2 3/2—1/2p _ Ao (R —1 Azp R2
(6p7 (1) + Ag( )

)
Jim (L + 2
Rl/pAn’2p
< min T )
2
) L
|+ g (R
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This directly implies

(a5,) (22)
(R Agp+RYP A, Agp+RYP A, 5
\/%(1 + Atz ﬁ{w + Aoy (R — 1)
RY/PA, ~ o\ RY/PA,
+p2(2p—1j2p <(R2)1 Y2 — 1) + 52 (6p 2) ((RQ) % — 1)
Ao T
< V2p — I min +%{R2_1
1—
R \/2p 7{ ( R?) % 1)
(1+ +v2p— T2
W \/27 2 f“/; N f 2(2p—1)
+ g (6p— p (R? )2 w = )}
+ V2p— [ o ( l/p B 1) N
e Ln RYP) Ay oy + (R — 1) Ag,
Moreover to further upper bound (a, ) we remark that :

,72 _1 _R?
Jy 2 )me—%dt< R and [y 280 gy < B2

3(nk)2 = 2nK"

log( —fi) e—2t Hn

Therefore we obtain that [, 2 il

bounded as

E((Y;)?|Sn) — 1||2pdt can be further upper-

_ll (1_R2) n
foz"g " e | BE((Y2)1Sh) — Lll2pdt

< G (4 ).

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

0 0 1 )

2n+/k
_ R 1)
2p—1, D R ( 5t
+ n (n o nn) in R ~
2y/n 1/4 N (R2 %)A (R _ 1)A2p
V2p—1R
Vnk

Finally we work on bounding (a3 ,). We observe that if we write Zf’k 2 B((X; — X)MI(X]] <
c(t))| X1:n) 1(]X;] < ¢(t)) then

i<n

Let £ > 3 be an odd integer. We observe that the random variables (Zf k) are symmetric and

therefore have a mean of zero. This implies that nE(Y}*|S,,) = Op(ﬁ)

1 1 7
To make this clear, we shorthand my; , (t) £ min (nl_ic(t)k_i, ne(t)*, ﬁc(t)k_?’g—;). We note

that as | X |FI(|X1| < ¢(t)) < ¢(t)*~3 min (c(t)3_%|X1|1/P, |X1[%, ¢(t)?) then we have

k
t,k 2
127" lop < 25N XTI | < () l2p < i (1).
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Similarly if we write 17y, 2, (t) £ ¢(t)*~2 min (y/ne(t), ne(t)?, R) then we also have

Qk’rﬁk,g(t)
—

1Z8%]]2 <

Therefore by using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we obtain that for all £ > 0:
- ok V2
ARS8y < S mind VI~ W)
vn My, 9,(t) An, apRYP + 1y, o (1) Agp

This implies that if £ > 3 is odd we have

etk S
#ﬁ%$mmm%mwt

< TR Ay ) el L

b JR2E(BYP Ay + Agy) [y 2B TRR) e gy

Vice 2!
28 R2(RA, 2p+A2p) e~ the(t)k—3
+ n p p) f 110g(1—ﬁ) mk ————dt
R2
k log 1——) e—the(t)k—1
+2 Apr 177) Wdt
Using Eq. (45) we remark that for all z > 1 we have
V2p—T1" " tokgk—1, /i*
Zkkgjd ky/(k=1)!
< V2ek Zk>1 bt (21511) A
<

@ [e (2p—1)z2k _ 1]'

Therefore we have:

Zk>3 km f()n 1 = 7k — 1’I’L||E((Y}/) |Sn)”2pdt
2f\f prl/pA P UQPIFVW [ ek _ 1] dg
1_R?
+ ZGﬁﬁ(Rl/pfln,gp + Agp) f\l/i \/—7562[8(2”—1)%2“ ~1)de

 2VER (RAn oy +Aay) fF [e2erDatey]
3kn \/: 1—22
2\/A2,, f\/i 2(2p—1)a2

— 1]dz.

Alternatively, we remark that
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Zk>3 k\/k 11 f()n Vi—e 2t T 1n||E((Y;‘/) |Sn)H2pdt

w\ﬂ—ymﬁ P [2Or e 1) da

+ 2x/5\/2§97—1\/5\/ﬁf1 — m[emp—l)x% —1]dw

nkKk

2fR3W f“ [2(2p71)zgn_1}dl"

3knR1/P 1— 1—a?

We remark that this can be further upper bounded as

Zk>3 k\/(k 1! fo ! = Sl 1”||E((Y;t) |Sn)H2pdt

< #\/E(Rl/p/lnap + Aap) f\/l_? V1= 22[e2@p- D2 _ )4y

1 2veR2(RA, 2p+Asp) f\/ [2(29 Da?s —1] da
3kn 1_ 1—z2

< Ve Unﬁzp[em”‘”Mw“—l} log <(M"7*”~+1)(1_\/1‘55))
< 3rn (17Mn,n(1+\/1*%)
U S G

< Vel oa2p-1)k _ q)[2R0n, (Mot 1)(1— /1= 2)
< R oa(p- 1]{ st + Unaplog ( (1=Mo e (14,/1- Do) )}

If k > 4 and is even then for all ¢ > 0 such that ¢(t) < R/+/n then we have

nlE(YF(S0) 125

<N icn E[I(Xl, 1X7] < e())(Xi = X))¥150] ll2p
< i< EILOXG] X < e(0))(Xi — X0)FISn] — E[L(XG], [X]] < e(8)(Xi = X)) ll2p
+nlE[I(1X], | X7] < () (X1 — X7) ]|

(a) k . 1—1 k-1 k ko - k—2 2
< 252p —Tmin(y/n  re(t)” 7, /ne(t)?) + 28 min(c(t)" 2, ne(t)?).
where to get (a) we used Lem. 39 and the fact that as £ > 4 is even we have

I, XS] < () (X — X)F = E[I(XG], 1 XG] < () (X = XD |l2p
< I, X < e(@)) (X — X)Fll2p < 2°[[T(1XG] < et)) X l2p-
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Moreover for all t > — log( ) according to Lem. 39 we also have:

nl|E(YF1Sn)ll2p < | Xicn BILIXl, 1XG] < e(8) (X = X)*(Sn] ll2p
<[ icn B [(|X||X|<C())( X1)¥(5n]
= E[I(X:], | Xi] < e(t))(Xi — X7) ]Ilzp
+nlE[I(|X1], [XG| < o)) (X1 — X])]|
V2p—T P -
< 2\[2 ()k 4pa-1/ +2kR ()k 4

This directly implies that we obtain

Sy <= [E((Y)F150) lapt

Vi

2k\fk 4R2(\/TR2 l/p+f f e—tk dt

= NG ——logu—Ri) Vice 2
1—-1 log(1— _ =

+2k\/2pif P\f /pf 1logg(1 tkm Pdt

R R (2 T) Jy ) et Ty

k k2 log(1 fi) otk
+2\/> fllog(l—l) /16 d

‘We remark that

e Vop—T1F " tokgk—1, /iF
k even k\/(k_l)!

kok .2k k
< 2ek\2p — 1z Zk21 M%

VEk+1v2k+1
< Wewvgpln [e2<2p—1>x2~ —1-22p— 1):&].
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Therefore we obtain that:

St LHL i el B(()F15,) et
2[W{R2(\/TR2 1/p+f)
< 2o 11

1_R2 x |:e2(2p’1)12“7172(2p71)x2m}
nkKk
1/1—% \/1—:1323

+/2p — f p\/>1 v f\/—ig V1-—a? [62(21)_1)#“ —1-2(2p - 1)2?k|dx

+vne(vn+2p —1) f\/l—lq;{e2(2p—1)x2ﬁ —-1-2(2p— 1);[;24 V1 — 22dx
/1— L |:62(2p’1)z2“—1—2(2p—1)a:2/f:|
+f nKk

X
1— B2 Vi—a?
nkKk

X dx

dzx

2 2(2p—1)zx _1__ _
< VeIl RAIpTR ) V1-2 [e P 1-2(2p 1)m] .

< g R e (o

\\?(Qp—l)\f P\fl Upf\/iv—}g V1—=x 7%{ Cp—Dar 1—2(2p—1)x/<1}dx

+ \@’f\/\/gpflx/ﬁ(\/ﬁ_F V2p —1) f@ [62(27’_1)“” —1-2(2p— 1)33/43} V1 —xdz
( Jar_ K
g gl

V3 [1_ R2 1—z L.
nK

Similarly using Lem. 40 we have

n|[E(Y/(Sn)l2p
ApapRYP2% min(y/m' " re(t)F v, ae(t)*) + 28 min(e()F 1, Vae(t)*) As,

< +2F min(c(t)¥=2, ne(t)?).

L%’fk (AR 4 28 T () ARP 4 2he(t)F 1 R? .

This directly implies that we have:
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== S (G0 n)Hzpdt

even

< YT n2p+f IF[ 20— 1= 2(2p = Van] V1= ada
AR, F @0t _ 1 32— 1)o] o

N \[\/T f\/i |:62(2p*1)z”—1—2(2p—1):cn} p

1_ R2 1—x

nK

"

X

TDRA o Rl p—1 ,/1--L -1
ST o [e2@ban 1 = 2(2p — 1)ak| VT =o' rda
1—2=

nKk

+ ey 2p—1 Rz(\ﬁ"‘RUn 2p) fﬁ [52(2p71)zn_1_2(2p_1)x’{| "
V3K \/53 177 =3 .

This can be further simplified as

k—l

Z Tn e—tk
k>4
ovon k\/ k—1)! Vi—e 2t

< LB iAoy + AngpBUP) [ o 20705 — 1 = 2(2p — V)a| VT = zda

nKk

4 \@ngfln fllin% [ea(zp_l)m —1-22p— 1)M} V1= zdz

E—1 n”E((Yt)ﬂSn) H2pdt

32(21’71)’“'"—1—2(2p—1)$l{|

ey/2p—1 R2(Vn+RA»p+R* A, -9
+ \[\fi (Wn \/zf 2p) f [ — dx
a1 |e2@r=Dar_1_9(2p—1)ak
1-
+ fx/2p f1—R—2 [ — }dx
2\/6\/2p7—1|:62(2p_1)"€—1—2(2p—1)l{| 7 -
= ENZTNE [%U"@p + 1}
1 2VeV2poT R2(Vn+RUnp) (Vs nl/4 [ 2(2p—1)M2 ok
+ 2/ O/ Ry ) [V ] [e (@p=DMZn 1 2(2p — 1) M2 .k
2,/ey/2 )My ik y i
+ D] { 20p—1)Mnsr’ _ 1 (2 — 1)Mgﬁn} [R—1]
2v/ev/2p—1R [ 2(2p—1)x
This directly implies that
(a’g’),p) £ (ag,l,p) + (aé,Q,p)' (23)
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where we set

(dh1,) £ min

and

(agﬁ,p)

A .
= min

2\/\[ prl/pA 2T 1/2pme [Q(p 1)z —1}dx
Q\f\/if(Rl/pAn2p+A2p me (2p—1)zx 1]d$
2R Ryt Ay f\/i e

3kn \/7 1—a?
Q\fA2p f\/ 1 2(2p Va?s _ 1]d

i
wﬁ“ [V T e

R2
1_ nKk

—I-Q‘/E*/Q:ffl‘/g\/ﬁf — m[BQ(Qp—1)$2H_ 1)dz

_|_2fR“3\/Tf\/ wd

3knR1/P /1 1—a?

LSBT (0 0 + /) IF[ Crber — 1~ 2(2p — 1)a| VT = zda
AL g E[ 22p-ban 1~ 3(2p — 1)ak|de
_‘_\/\/T f\/ij {2(217 1)%_11 2(2p— 1)954 "
\J1-E2 -

\/\/TA,L\;%RUPW \/ﬁ% [ e [ 22—k _ 1 —2(2p — 1)zk

_1
Xml ?dx
_‘_\[\/T R2 f+RUn 2p) fﬁ |:62<2p71>mm_1_2(2p_1)$’{|

V3K /177 -z

dz

VoV IR ) fﬁ [exr-D2n 1 3(2p-1)05]

Vn v == o
ﬁ)\[\/ﬁl 1/pfm { 2(2p—1)zr 1—2(2p—1)l’/€}d33

\/W
_,_\/a'fx/;l’* (Vn++2p—1) f\/i [62(27’_1)” —1-2(2p— 1)LL’K}} V1 —zdz
L Vev2p—1 IF [2(% D122 1)15} dx

VERREN 1 =z
nkKk
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We remark that this can be further upper bounded as

i - RU,,
(a3,) < \éii [P~ —1] [QIM\T? + Un,zplog (

(Mp,r+1)(1— 1—\%)>}
(1= Mo (14/1-22)

2./eN/Zp—1R _ R2 15 RU,,
+ Wk [62(21” Dr—1-2(2p - 1)"'1} [%Unap +24 T ﬁ]

C.2. Combining the results together

Theorem 22 Suppose that the conditions of Thm. 4. The upper bound found for (a} ,,), (as ) and
(ag’p)found in Eq. (20),Eq. (22) and Eq. (23) are valid. Moreover, we have

ﬂH(S’na Z) < inf D>0 {\/%RQ(\/'E+R)(62“(MB>2,1) " \/ER2MB(62“<M?)>2,1)
- »2

= kCV2n V3D/nk
K>
2 /D
log(n/D?) /
+ Of\(/i/\/ﬁ)(R —1) = 5 log(1 - 7)

+infy>1 Cp((al,) + (ah,) + (ah,) ) |-
Note that a looser but more concise upper bound for [ (S’n, 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

V3H(8,,Z) Sinf peg {m2(€2“*1> + los/D) (fp 1y Log(1 — 2

2 V3D+/nk 42 /n Vvn
KEW
intyon G A 4 BGRR[0 01 200p - 1] [2 - ]

) -
+ gttt (Uno + Unzp) }

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

- K log(n/D?) 15 D
V2H(0 ™19, 2) S 5 Jr + e (R= 1D+ 5=

n ||5Y1(0Y1)|\2{f% — [2 - %H _ O<10\g/(£)>.




Proof Using Thm. 22 we obtain that for all k >

fD
V2H (S, Z)
VeR?(e?"~1) | log(n/D?) 7 1 _ D
é \/gD\/ﬁH + 4\/\f (R_ 1) -2 log(l \/ﬁ)
+ infpzl Cp{ v %R Q\f\/i\/;:N R[ 2(2p—-1)k _ 1— 2(2p _ 1)1%] |: _ %}
+ 2'!1,/11?\2”,,4 [Un72p + Un12p:| }
VeR?(e* 1) | log(n/D?) 7
~ V3Dy/nk + 4v/2/n (R 1)
+infpsg Cp{ V%R | i R[ 220-1r 1 _9(2p — 1),@] [2 _ ﬁ} }
) 1/4 1/4
Write C' £ Ni?’w € [0.16,0.17] and choose x = max( e 1;}\/\/61/4’ fD)then we have
& ve(2p— 1)R2(€QPTI 1) log(n/D2)
V2H (S, Z) ~ ADJeC + T (R 1) + 55
2p—DR | 2ve(2p—DR[ 2 2
+Cp{ PR 2/ [e —1—20} [2— 3&]}-
If we choose p = 2 then if we write
K £1.105, Ky £35.01, K3 £1.36, (24)

we obtain that

og(n/D? D R
V2H (078, 2) £ 25 + 200D (1) + B+ |1y, (071) 2 { 538 + K] }

o)

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,2) 177 (Xe) = (X7P)? + 1 = XP(S%, — X772t

<7h

Proof Let ¢(-) be the PDF of a standard normal random variable. We write b (z) £ OR
Fix an arbitrary 1" < oco. By definition we have

H(S, X5)? = 1 — [ o/Fs(@)\/ ff(a)da
We remark that for all z € R the function ¢ — f(z) is differentiable. Therefore we have

fOT O/ f7 (x)dt =/ f2(x) — \/fs(z). Therefore this directly implies that
H(S, X582 = — [T o o/Ts@00/FE (@) .
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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

o(x) I (@)
O [ (@ 2\/]%7 O S (x) = ff(a:)at o) (25)
_ o S o(x) st -4 _ fP@ [r( ) . he (z)
= mah P(a) = S {h" (S) () — ahf ()] = ;L [ ).

We therefore obtain that
H(S, X7)?

= — [ o VTs(@)0/F5 () dadt

o I e [ - Zi'éﬁifbdt

-3 [ 5 - 5 - xeR

< bowpecr It - YECD 17 150x) - <X§>2+1—XE<S§;—XF>H2dt
< SUPjco fH (5, Xt fo HIS Xt ) — (th)z +1- th(Sig(t - ng)||2dt-

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

B(XS) | s hS(XS)\ _
E(hS( 5 X hS(XS))‘O’

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

W) _ IO
RFCXS)  TP)

+X7 = —SXtS(XtS)‘i‘Xiga

and

h(XP) (P 542 shi'(XP)
e = e~ (X0 12X ety

= L(XP) — (XP)? + 1+ 2XP (= Sxs (X7) + X7)
= L(XF) + (X5)? +1 - 2X5 S s (XP).

Therefore as this holds for all 7" < co we obtain that
sup,.oo H(S, X7) < L fO 117(X7) — (X2)2 +1 - th(sf(ts — X ||2dt.
This notably implies that
H(S,Z) < &5 [ IS (XF) = (XFP +1 = XP (555 — XF) |adt.
|

Proof [Proof of Thm. 5]For all measurable function h, we write Pi(h) : © — E(h(e 'z +

VI— e 22Z)).
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By the linearity of the integration we know that
S IS (XF) = (XF)? 41— XF(855 — X5 ot
—llog(l—i-%)
< Jo 2TV (XP) - (XP)? + 1 - XF(S5s — X7 adt
+ f_l]og(1+ 117 (XP) — (XF)2+1— XtS(S)S(ts — X7 |2dt
2 (b1) + (bz)'

We bound each term successively. Firstly we remark that thanks to Lem. 37 we have ]E(Tt, ’S\X o) =
E(7|X;%) = 0. Moreover, we remark that S (X;”) is the unique X;*-measurable random variable
such that for all ¢ € C*°(R) we have

E(S7(XP)o(X7)) = E(¢'(X7))-
Moreover as Z is independent from S we remark that for all ¢ € C>°(R) we have
E(E(Ss ()| XP)o(X7)) = E(Ss(S)¢(e™"S + V1 — e7%2)) = e 'E(¢/(X7)).
Therefore this implies that
SP(X7) = ¢'E(Ss(9)]X7).

Moreover we remark that I, (X;%) is the unique X;’-measurable random variable such that for all
¢ € C*(R) we have

E(I7 (X7P)o(XP)) = E(¢" (X))
Therefore by the Stein identity we obtain that:
et
IP(XP) = 7===E(Ss(9)Z]X7).

This directly implies that
IF(XF) = XPSi(XP) = B (S5(8) | g — ¢ 7'8 = VI = 2] IXF)

— B (S5(8) | g - et ||1XF)

= B(85(5) [ et — e7'8]147).

Therefore as E(7°| X;”) = 0, then by Holder’s inequality, we obtain that for all p,p’ > 1

12 (X7P) = (XP)? + 1= XP(S%s = X2
< 1S5 (S)lla 2, | Aomgr = 7S + 7|2 + 1.

Therefore for all p > 1 we have

—3 log(1-2%)
(b1) < fo VU (XP) = (X241 = XP(S%s = XP) ladt
2 los(1- ) 2 —t S 1 D
< 1S58 s . |2 — 1 + 7 |yt — 3 Tog(1 = 2.)
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Now that we have bounded (b;), we bound (b2). By the Stein identity we remark that

1
(X7) = E(l_ie_%(ZQ - 1)IX7P).

This directly implies that

IS(X)—(X)+1
=E( L - (XPXF) - 1o

:E(\/I e2t Vie ezt Xt)+ng(\/1_Zeth
—2t _ —9t _ _ot
—E( il (e Z - e i8)1XF) + XPB| (g 2 - 718 1XF | - 157w

Moreover we note that

~+

—2t

- X§)|X§) - 1ie—2f

—2 - -2t
E(\/l z_ (ﬂe_ﬂtz_e ts>thS) _ e

- E( (22 —1) - \/%SZWF).

Moreover we also know by the Stein identity that

—2t

SSXE) — XE =B|(7mZ - 1S 1XF)

This directly implies that:
IP(XP) - (XS)2
—E(71555 (22 - 1) - 757 S2IXF ) + X (5§ - XF).
Therefore we have
IP(XP) - (Xf)2 +1 - XP(SP(XF) - X7)

—E(155 (22 - 1) - A= SZIXF).

As E(T;’X |X”) = 0, then by Jensen inequality this directly implies that

(52) < [ toga 2 1P (XF) = (XF) 1= XF(S5(XF) = XP)|adt

o2t .,
Sf_o.ilog HE(I Ep— 2t(Z2_1)— \/f_eﬁSZ‘X}S)Hth
B f_flo ‘|72_t2t(z2 —1) = 757 + 7, adt.
sl 1=e Ve 7

Appendix E. Proof of Thms. 6, 7, and 8: Efficient Concentration with Stein Kernels

In this section we write Ty (-) the Stein kernel of S, 20718,
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E.1. Proof of Thm. 6: Efficient Stein kernel tail bound

In the following we are going to take Qﬁ(x) to be such that forall z > 0

supP(le™'S,, + /1 — e 27| > ) <Qd( ).

t>0

Lemma 25 Let p’ > 2. Suppose that the random variables (Y;) satisfy Assump (R,0) and As-
sump. (7y.,p'). Choose o > 0 and letp > 1 and q > 2. Define ug,o (v ) £ & fora FI(2] >
u)dzdt and let Z ~ N(0, 1) then we have

Dyp(r3,)
B(Su| > ou) < E(uga(2)) + 220
(p—1)(g—1)
7rW @1) (G, Sn)Qn(u 2ar) Pq
x ming 121l | 146 (2)] 2, = i

( )
aQ Qd (u— 204)7

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:

A (p=1)(g=1)
W __pq (G,Sn)Qn(U,an) pq

ey | 12020
.
v Sl (2))]ey

~ (p
ﬁQn(u —2a) P

402

P(Sn > ou) < E(ua(Z)) +

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 a > 0 to be a constant. It will be useful to note that u, € C?(RR). Moreover we remark that
ua(x) # ]I(x > u) and ul (z),u’(z) # 0 if and only if x € [u — 2a, u]. For all = we also have
i (2)] < L and Jul ()] < 2.

Moreover we denote

Ts, (Sn) & FE( I 73, (071Y0)]S0).

We remark that TS‘n is a Stein Kernel for Sn.

Let Z ~ N(0, 1) be an independent standard normal random variable. Define Pyu,(x) £ Ez(uq (e to+
V1 —e2t7)). We remark that Pyuy (7) = uq(x) and Pootg(x) = E(uq(Z)). Therefore we have:

B (0 (5n)) — E(ua(Z)) |= | Jo~ OHE(Prua(Sn))dt]
< | J  E(APwua(Sn) — SnV Pua(Sy))dt|

| E(APua(30) (1 — Ty, (50)))d],
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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

APug(z) = e ' Ez(ul(e 'z + V1 — e 227))
o2t _ —
= mEZ(Zu;(e tr +V1—e22)).

Therefore for any arbitrary p > 1 we have

“E(Ua(‘gn)) — E(ua(2))|
<| [ %E(Zu’a(e_tgn +V1—e22)(1 - Tgn(gn))>dt]
< i AR (1200 — Ty, ()l 8 + VI~ e BZ)| )t

(a) ~ —2t 5
< N2l = Ts, (Sl J5° e (€78 + VI = e 22) | o dt.
where (a) is a consequence of Holder inequality.
We can prove very similarly that
|E(ud,a(Sn)) = E(uga(2))|
P -2t 5 —
< 1 Zlpl11 = Ts, (Sadllp Jy° i I 0 (675 + VI = €2 2) | o .
Now let ¢ > 2 and let G ~ N(0,1) be an independent copy of Z that is such that 1S, — Gy =
W4(Sn, N(0,1))( which exists) then we have
luf (7S + V1= e"%2))|

(a) -
< Hup (e Sn + V1 — e 22Z) —up(e7'G + V1 — e 2 2) |1(X; € [u — 20, u])|| 2
(D) 2,

(b) W_pq_(G,Sn) (p—1)(g=1)
<l (Z)]| 2 + —20—e~tP(X; € [u—2a,u])

p—1

P
p—1

where (a) comes from the fact that u, (z) = 0 for all z € [u—2«, u| and where (b) is a consequence
of Holder inequality and of the Lipchitizity of u/,. Moreover we note that:

P(X; € [u—2a,u)) < P(X; > u—2a) < Qn(u—2a).
This directly implies that

—2t = —
J5® = (™ 8 + VI = e HZ)|| e dt

JN (p—1)(g—1)
W_pg (G,5:)Qn(u—2a) pq

< |y (2)]]2, +F—0

o2
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Very similarly we can prove that

e ™S+ VI= e B2)]| 2,

, Wi(;jll) (Gvgn) ¢ (p=1)(g—1)
< Hud,a(Z)H# + — e 'P(|Xy| € [u —2a,u]) e
W_pq_(G,Sn) (p=1)(g=1)

o

< H%,a(z)llﬁ + %e‘té)ﬁ(u —2a) e

Now we clearly notice that P(S,, > 1) < E(uq(S,,)). Therefore we have

P(Sn > O'U)
& \A (p=1)(¢—1)
o ™ _pg_(G,Sn)Qn(u—2a) Pq
-1
SR _T§n<sn)”p[”“;(z)”rfl + —= 12
+ E(ua(2)).

Moreover as we have
n

Tgn(gn) = %E( ZTf,l (ailYi)]Sn).

=1

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

11— T (S)llp < 112 3 icn B(ry, (071Y3)1S0) — 1lp
ot ind Al (7Y = 1l A5l (7Y — 1)
VP = Tlrg, (07 Y1) = 1l

This directly implies

P(S, > ou)

A llTe (071Yy) — 1 A* - (o7ly)) =1
< E(ua(2)) + Haﬂf min vl (o lzl 2 Anplirs, (7730) = 2l
Vo =1y, (07 Y1) — 1|

A (p—1)(g—1)
TW_pqg  (G,Sn)Qn(u—2a) Pq

(p—1)
< [ (2)] 2, + —C ]

This proves the first part of the minimum
To prove the second part, we note that A Pyu, (+) can alternatively be bounded as

|APug(z)] = e Ez (ul(ete + V1 — e 22))]|

e HEy (ul(etr + V1 — e 2Z))|

< %EZ(I((T% +V1—e2Z € [u—2a,u))
e_gtIP’(e_tx +V1—e 27 € [u—2a,u)).

«

IN
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Therefore we obtain that
‘E(ua(gn)) — E(ua(2))]
<|f&e QtE( e S, + VI — e 2Z)(1 - Tgn(Sn)))dﬂ

< 11 =T, (Sa)llp Ji* e 2l (e™ S + VI = e 22)]| o dt
< a2llt = Tg, (Sw)llp Jo° e IB(e™ S + VI = 722 € [u — 20, u])|Sy) || 2, dt

p
u— 2a o oo
n Hl - Sn(Sn)Hp fo e 2dt

Dy( TYl

2/na? Qn( a)%'

IN

IN

As E(uq(Sy,)) > P(S,, > u) we obtain the desired result.

Following the same roadpath we obtain that

~ d(u—2a oo
IE(ugo(Sn)) — E(uga(Z))] < Mnl— S)llp Jo° e 2dt

o2
Dy( Tyl p—1

§2fa2Qd( )p

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

P(S, > ou) < E(ua(Z)) + %
(a=D@-1
||’LL ( )H +4 QWPQ (Sn,G) (ZG[U*QOZ*p,qup])q pqp
JAT(Les ) W (Sn, )a'
2021 (4L 2L)+3p) pq G=T)

Proof Fix a > 0 to be a constant. It will be useful to note that u, € C?(R). Moreover we remark
that u, () 7é I(z > u) and ul,(x),u’(x) # 0if and only if z € [u — 2«, u]. For all z we also have

Ju, (2)] < 3 and Jug ()] < 5

LetZ ~ N (O, 1) be an independent standard normal random variable. Define Piug (2) = Ez(uq (e ta+
V1 —e2tZ)). We remark that Pyu,(z) = uq(x) and Peoug () = E(uq(Z)). Therefore we have:

IE(a(Sn)) — E(ua(2))| = \f0°° OE(Prua(Sn))dt|
< | [°E APtua (5,) — SpV Piug(S,))dt]
< ‘fo Auoz )(1 - T ( n)))dt|a

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

APug(x) = e By (ull(e ™tz + V1 — ¢ %2))
e—2t _ -
= A (Zu (e + VT = e 2 7)).
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Therefore for any arbitrary p > 1 we have

[E(uta(5n)) — E(ua(2))]

<1 fs® g B Zul (et 8y + VI = e 2 2)(1 = Ty (S0)) ) dl

< Jy7 AR E (1200 = Tg () (e 'S+ VI = e 72)] )t
<112l = T, (Sallp Jo~ i lltale ™50 + VI =2 2)|| o dt.

Now let ¢ > 2 and p € (0, u —2a). Let G be independent from Z being such that 1S, — G|l =
W, (Sy, G) then we have

(e85 + VI = 2 2)]| 2,
< [u;(e*tén + VI = e22) = (e'G+ VT = e 2 Z)|I(X; € [u — 20, u])| 2,
+ (D))
< (D) 2y + et G = Sn)I(Xs € [u— 20, u)]| e,
< (D) 2, + Fe (G = Sn)I(Xe € [u— 20w e,
< (Z)] 2, + Lt (G = S)UeG + VI = e PZ € [u—2a— pu+ p])l| g,
+ G - Sn> (1G = Sal = pel)l| e,

@ 1 e - (a=1)(p=1)
< e (Z)]| 2, + HeWoan (S, GIP(Z € [u— 20— pyut p]) "

~ ’
WLQI (Sn,2)?

' (p—1)
p P

/
(1 (=1
+ Le 1+

«

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

[E(ua(Sn)) — E(ua(Z))]

—2t 1+‘1’(P*1)
< 121111 = T, (Sl J5* e (D)l oy + e
szgll (Snuz)t/ 1 4 ~ (q,1)<p,1)
xw—i—?e W%(Sn,G)P(ZG[u—2a—p,u+p]) pa }dt
p

Now we clearly notice that P(S,, > 1) < E(us(S,)). Therefore we have

P(S,, > ou)

fr(q "(p— 1)+2;D) q’ (STH )
p_

< E(ua(2)) + | Z]pl11 = T, (Su)llp |1t (Z)]| =2, + rerr (L5, T
2p p P

~ (a=D(p=1)
+ 3 W (50, CVR(Z € u—2a—prut ) w |
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Lemma 28 Suppose that the conditions of Thm. 6 hold. Write Bg(-) be the Hoeffding bound for a
R?-subgaussian random variable. Then for all t,u > 0 we have

Bpr(u) .
wyt(1) )

P(X; > u) < ming .
inf,>2 peo,1) ® (pu) + o

where wf(-) is defined in Eq. (30) of App. L1.

Proof Letp > 2 be areal and let G ~ N (0, 1) be a standard normal random variable independent
from Z such that W, (S,,, G) = ||G — Sy, ||, (exists). Let w > 0 then for all p € (0, 1) the following
holds

_ Sn—G
< {IP’ (e!G+V1—e2Z>up)+e tp‘(‘l p)pﬂﬁ}

(& — P S’m
< {@%(up) + e T )

< {0 (up) + 550

1 p puP
Therefore we obtain that

: c "-’;}}(1)
P(Xt Z U) S 1nfp227p€(071) ) (pU) + m

Similarly we know that X; is v/1 — e=2f + ¢~! R?-subgaussian, it is therefore also R? 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 § > 0 we

have .
E(ee\snfGU < 26292500(0—1}/1”2)2.

By Chebyshev inequality we therefore have for all ¢ > 0 that
(1S, — G| > t) < 2012 Sl 1l12)?,

If we choose 6 = > then we have

t
48(oY1|2)
£2

P(|S, — G| > t) < 2e 88eclc 1122
Therefore by the union bound we obtain that for all © > 0 and all @ < u/2 we have

P(S, >u) < P(S, — G+ G >u)
< P(G>u—2a)+ P(S, — G > 20a)

a2
< ®¢(u — 2a) + 2e 2ol MI12)%,
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E.3. Proof of Thm. 8: Efficient Hellinger-Stein kernel tail bound

We write 75 the Stein kernel of S,, and its score function S 3, (+). According to Thm. 3 we know
that

P(S, > ou) < ¢(u) + V2H (oS, Z)[ O (u) + cpc(u)].

Moreover we know that H(oc~'S,,, Z) < \/KL(S,||Z|). Furthermore according Ledoux et al.
(2015) we know that

S Q - (S )—G. |12
KL(5,]|Z) < S2(S,||Z) log (1 n w)

S3(Snll2)

Firstly we note that the following is a Stein Kernel for S,,
75,(50) 2 LE( iy, (07 V1)150 ).

Therefore as a consequence of Jensen inequality we have: S»(S,,||Z) < ﬁé‘g (c71Y1]|Sp). As for

all ¢ > 0 we know that  — xlog(1 4 £) is a non-decreasing function then

KL(S,]|2) <

nl1Ss, (5n)~5n3
L83(o Y11 2) 1og (1 + M)

S3(o=m|Z)

Moreover we know that S5 (S,,) is the only S,-measurable random variable such that for all ¢ €
C>(R) we have ) . .

E(¢(5n)Sg,(Sn)) = E(¢'(Sn))-
Therefore we know that S Sn(gn) = E(ﬁ > i<n S (aYi)\S’n). Therefore by Jensen inequality,

we obtain that: 3 3
1S5, (Sn) = Sull2 < [[Svi (6Y1) = o 'Yifo-

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 < 0 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 \ € [0,1],

P(S* > u) — ®¢(u) < & [hu(Au) + (hy(u) — hy(Aw))P(S" > Au) — 6, P(S" > u)],

for hy, and b, defined in Eq. (11) and Eq. (12) respectively. If, in addition, S — S* < § almost
surely, then

P(S > u+06) < 155 2(u) + 1555 (Pu (M) + (hu(u) = hy(Au))P(S’ > Au)).
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Hence, to establish the first claim, it only remains to construct a suitable zero-bias coupling for
Sy/o. By Chen et al. (2011, Lem. 2.8), S} = S,, + X7 — X7 has the zero-bias distribution for
Sp. Therefore, by the zero-bias definition, S} /o has the zero-bias distribution for S,, /0. Finally,
|Sy /o — Sp/o| = | X7 — X1|/o < 2R/(0+/n) almost surely. The advertised result thus follows

from the second claim of Thm. 29 applied with S = S,, /o, S* = S} /o, and § = 2R/(o+/n).

n+1

Now suppose the random variables (X;)!'"}" are identically distributed, define Sy, 1 = \/\T{% (Sp+

Xp+1), and consider an independently generated index J ~ Unif({1,...,n + 1}). By Chen et al.
(2011, Lem. 2.8), Sy, 1 = Spt1 + X7 — X has the zero-bias distribution for S, 1. Define the

intermediate variable S/, = (S5, 1 4+ U(Sy11— S, 1)). By symmetry, S, + X7, | = 4 V:}g Sk i1

and hence S,, + X, 4 V\’}%l S;,4+1- In addition, since X | A X}, | >

_ R
vn’

(S>quf}ir +f) (S’+Xn+1/\Xn+1>ouv\T;f)
<P(Spq > ou) ANP(S) . > ou).

The result now follows from the first result of Thm. 29 with S = S,,1/0, S* = Sy, /0, and

§=2R/(ov/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)
Fa(w) = wfu(w) = Iw < u] — B(u).
By Chen et al. (2011, Lem. 2.2), the absolutely continuous function
Fulw) = V27 exp(%)®(w A u)®(w V u) (26)
solves the Stein equation, and we can therefore write
P(S* < u) — ®(u) = E[fL(S") — S*£u(5*)] =

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

P(S* > u) — ®¢(u) = E[S* fu(S*) — Sfu(S)].

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

hy(w) 2

{x/ﬁi)c(u)((1+w2) exp(w?/2)®(w) + w \/;7%) ifw<u 27

(w) +w/
V271®(u) (1 4 w?) exp(w?/2) ¢ (w) — w/v/27) ifw > u
= (@ ()~ Tw > ) + (14 w2) ()
= w(l[w < u]®(u) — Tw > u]®(u)) + (1 + w?) fu(w)
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matches the derivative of ¢, (w) whenever w # w. Since the absolute continuity of f,, implies that
gy 1s absolutely continuous on compact intervals, the fundamental theorem of calculus yields

E[gu(S5*) — u(S)] = ELfy hua(S* + 2(S — §))(5" — S)de] = E[hn(5') (5" ~ 5)].
Our next result, proved in App. F.2 provides a suitable u-dependent bound on h,,.
Lemma 30 (Growth of h,,) Foranyu > 0, € [0,1], and w € R,
0 < hy(w) < hy(Au) + (hy(u) — hy(Aw))I[w > Au] — §,1[w > u).
for hy and 6, defined in Eq. (27) and Eq. (12) respectively.

S* tail bound Fix any A € [0,1]. Lem. 30, our almost sure assumption S* — S < ¢, and the
definition of S’ together imply that

P(S* > u) — ®°(u) < 6 E[hy(S")]
< 8 [huO) + (hu() — hu(Mu))P(S' > ) — 8, P(S' > u))]. 28)

From S tails to S* tails When .S — S* < ¢ almost surely, we additionally have

S—8<(8-85*(1—-U)<§ and therefore
P(S>u+6)=PS*AS" >u+d+S*AS —8)
<P(S*AS >u) <P(S* > u) AP(S" > u).

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

P(S > u+0)
< O¢(u) 4 6 [hu( M) + (hy(u) — hy(Aw))P(S” > Au) — 6, P(S > u + 9)].

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

F.2. Proof of Lem. 30: Growth of h,,
Our proof makes use of the following bound on the growth of ®¢, established in App. F.3.

Lemma 31 (Growth of ®°) Ifw > 0 then

) 9 . _ < N 2 o 8w
V2m(L+ w?) exp(w?/2)8(w) — w < b(w) = s 7w/ w?+8/m)2”

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

Lower bound, w # u: Since g, is differentiable for w # wu and increasing by Chen et al. (2011,
Lem. 2.3), hy(w) = g},(w) > 0.

Lower bound, w = u: We have hy,(u) = limyq, hy(v) > 0.
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Upper bound, w > u: From the definition of f,, Eq. (26) and the ®¢ growth bound (Lem. 31),

we have
(1 + w?) fu(w)[w > u] = V27 (1 + w?) exp(w?/2) P (w) P (u)[[w > u]
< (b(u) + w)®(u)l[w > u].
Hence,

ho(w)[w > u] = (1 4+ w?) fu(w)I[w > u] — wP(u)l[w > u] < b(u)®(u)l[w > ul.

Upper bound, \u > w > 0: Since g, is increasing (Chen et al., 2011, Lem. 2.3), f,, is increasing
for w < w, and \ufy,(Au) + ®¢(u) is nonnegative, we have

hy(w)I[Au > w > 0] = (fu(w) + w(wfu(w) + ®¢(uw)))I[Au > w > 0]
fuAuw) + wAufu(Au) + @¢(w))]I[Au > w > 0]

<[ )
< [fuAu) + Au(Aufy,(Au) + D¢(u)
= hy(Aw)I[Au > w > 0] = hy(Au)(

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

(1+ w?) fu(w)lw < 0] = v/27 exp(w?/2)®°(|w|)°(u)[w < 0]
< (b(Jwl) + |w])@*(w)I[w < 0]
< (b(0) + |w]) ¢ (u)I[w < 0].

Since Au > 0 by assumption, our prior derivation implies h,(Au) > h,(0) and hence,

by (w)I[w < 0] =

((6(0) + |w]) = |w])®*(u)I[w < O]
b(0)@¢(u)I[w < 0] = /FP(u)I[w < 0]
hy (0)I[w < 0] < hy(Auw)I[w < 0].

Upper bound, v > w > Au: Since u,w, f,(u), and ®°(u) are nonnegative, g,, is increasing
(Chen et al., 2011, Lem. 2.3), and u > w, we have

hy(w)I[u > w > Au] = (fu(w) + w(w fu(w) + P€(u)))I[u > w > Au]
+ w(ufy(u) + @(u))I[u > w > \u]
+ u(ufy(u) + @¢(w))I[u > w > Au

)

= hy(w)I[u > w > ] = hy(w)(T[w > Au] — Iw > u)).
Complete upper bound Taken together, our upper bounds yield

hy(w) < b(w)®(w)l[w > u] + hy(uw)(Lw > Au] — Iw > u])
+ hy(Au)(Ifw > 0] — Iw > Au]) + hy(Au)I[w < 0]
< (b(u)®(u) — hy(u)I[w > u] + (hy(w) — hy(Aw))I[w > Au] + hy(Auw).
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F.3. Proof of Lem. 31: Growth of &
By Abramowitz and Stegun (1964, 7.1.13)

exp(w?/2)@(w) < /2/7/(w + \/w? +8/m).

Therefore,

V27 (1 + w?) exp(w?/2)®¢(w) — w

< 2(1+w?)/(w + v/w? + 8/7) -

= (2(1 + w?) — w? — w\/w? + 8/7)/(w + J/w? + 8/r)
= 2+ w(w — /w2 +8/7))/(w + \/w? +8/m)

2 _ 8w
w+\/w2+8/7r 7r(w+\/w2+8/7r)2.

Appendix G. Proof of Prop. 10: Properties of S5/,

Instantiate the notation and assumptions of Thm. 9, and fix any ¢ € {1,...,n} and t € R. We
invoke the definition of X/, Lem. 2.1(iv) of Goldstein and Reinert (1997), and our X; boundedness
assumption in turn to find that

ELX])] = 3[E[X]| = 72 [EIX7)| <

\F

The same invocations, coupled with the independence of X;, U, and X7, imply

Var(X!) = E[(UX; + (1 - U)(X; — E[X}]))?]
E[U?]Var(X;) + E{( — U)*Var(X})

= % o; + 1Var(X*) — 1 2 %(]E[XZ*Q] _E[Xz*]z)
=5oi %E[Xﬁ] N 120§E[Xi3]2 < 307 + g—;.

Moreover, since E[X?]? < E[X?]E[X] by Cauchy Schwartz, we have

Var(X )>% +

2
af]E[XZA] - 121¢7§E[Xi4] = 307 36{7$E[X"4] > 307 + 4en-

Next, by Goldstein and Reinert (1997, Lem. 2.1(ii)), the support of X* is the closed convex hull of
the support of X;. Therefore, by the triangle inequality,

X/ <U|IX;|+(1-U)|X}| < ﬁ 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 for W, (S, N (0, a2)).
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Lemma 32 [fthe conditions of Thm. 11 hold and we write D, ;, 24/1— % where C' = 0.4,
then for all p > 2 the following upper-bound holds:
-1 [ 5 U, R (34
(p )|:R(1—|- 2\/£)+2\}2f( SAp +R1+2/pA )

W, (Sn, Z) < Nore
#2fpn (= ) (U = 0|
YD 08 g [ 28 4, log (L2522 )]
+ 2R 08 18] [ Bodr,, + 2+ Rl - &
+ 358 U+ Uy .
Proof Using Lem. 34 we know that
Wy(Sh, 2) < SB[ R(1+ J22) + SR (22 + R0 A,,)
+ (1= ) Uy — B0, |
+éﬁ[“ﬁ”ﬁ1ﬂ%%§+mwbgﬁﬂﬂﬁ}
m

+ ZnRMn K |:U n,p + U 7P:|
—1)and C = 0.4.

We obtain the advertised bound by choosing x = C/(

H.1. Definition of 7, ; in Thm. 11
The bound in Thm. 11 is stated in function of a small reminder term 7, ; which we define in this

VI F2v/E((2e)/ Pt —1)
V2

section. We write

R ALn,t 7 \/ﬂ [
( + U”) *3 Ln,t—lM”

e & i (Bl + 5 (%
(Lnt~1)R [60-8 . 1.8] [%2(7” + RU,J
1] {ZRU" + U, log (M"H)}’

_ R—lﬁnH + 2L
(Un -+ T | + LD

R2(Lp,1—1)
+ o8,
where we set
M, & /1— R (Ln.t—1) U, £ ﬁ(ze)l/Ln’t\/m 4 (Lnt+2)( )1 e
n 0.4%no? n— V2 n ’
0 s Ve@2e) /bt [Ty %2 (L 42)R2/ Ent o B \1-2/Ln s
N V2 T 2 (\/E) :

and
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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 metric W),(-, -) for all ¢ > 0 we can find G ~
N (0, 0?) a normally distributed random variable that respects || S, — G||, < €+ W, (Sn, N (0, 02)).
This implies that for all p € (0, 1) we have

P(S, > to) =P(G+ S, — G > to)
<P(G > pto) + P(S, — G > (1 — p)to)

c Sn—G
< @%(pt) + ((| )P (tgll);zz

AW, (Sn N (0,62)))"

< ®%(pt) + ( A=p)P(io)P

As this holds for arbitrary e € R, p > 2, and p € (0, 1) we obtain that

Wg(SnvN(Ovoj))

IP(STL Z tO') S inprZpe(o’l) q)c(pt) =+ W

Our objective is to upper bound the right-hand side of this equation. In this goal and for ease of
notation we shorthand w,, £ W, (S,, N'(0,02)). This directly implies that:

P(Sn Z O't) S infpe[o,l] @C(pt) + ( (29)

Wp
1—p)P(to)P "
) p)P(to)

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

P
Wp

(1—p)P(to)P

< (1—0)2(750):7 [(p+2)a [R + \/ﬂ\/é] n 2\/5\(/;%271)01% [60.8 - 1.8} [2 - %} i th}p

where we have set

é (p+2) [Rﬁn,p + R <%+R1+2/])An,p) m (1 o Rvp—l)

avn T 2vm T 21 V0.4n
< [EREG D _ fagy, )
LD 08 ] [3fFe 14, log (2522 )]
— v LR [ S 8} [Rz Unp+ RU, p} + el [Un,p + Un,p]

p

Minimizing (ww in terms of p is complex. In the goal of obtaining a simple expression we

instead choose to minimize the following alternative quantity

v o (R 5] + MR [ - 18] - 5[
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In this goal we write

e F[R+\g?[@} +2\/\/%R[eo~8—18} |:2_£]

and we define h,(p) — [%}p. We remark that h, is smooth and minimized for p > 2

satisfying p + 2 = e_IWefp%l. If n € N is large then this equation is approximately

solved by p solving the following alternative equation p +2 = e ™! w. Therefore we choose

p, = e ! ‘fw( =0 _ 9 > 2. We remark that this implies that % = e~ 1. Therefore we

obtain

wox 1P P
Pp P -1 P
[(l—p)ta:| = [6 + 6n7p2:|
_e—1 Vnto(l—p) 42 p*
I7e [1 +ex fn,p;] °

IN

(&

Therefore according to Eq. (29) we obtain that

_1 mto(1—p) *
1%”[

P(S, > ot) < min ®°(pt) +e 14ex 6n,p;]p”.

o p€(0,1)
To obtain a closed-form formula upper bound to Eq. (29) we want to minimize

_1 v/Ato(1—p)
g(p) £ & (pt) + e TR,

In this goal denote C,, ; £ 671# and note that g is smooth and that its derivative is:
g,(P) = —tp(pt) + Cn7t€26—0n,t(1—p)‘

Therefore if C" te=Cne—l ¢ \/%, @(t)e~ %t | we have that g(-) is minimized by prt € (0,1)
satisfying:

_ax C t —
@(P:L,tt)e PGt — 2Tt o=Cnp 42

This equation is solved by

o o —Cnity[C2 4262(Coy—2-og(Cn,i V27 /1) *
Pnt = 2

(a) 1 log(Ch,t V27 /)
~ - Cn,t )

where to get (a) we used the fact that C,, ; = 0, (C? +) therefore we have

\/ L 262(Crs — 2 — log(Cov/27 /1))
2
Chi+ ; \/@% (Cnt — 2 —log(Cp V27 /1))

~ Ungt + t2cr;% (Cn,t -2- Iog(Cn,t \% 27T/t)).

The advertised result now follows directly.
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H.3. Definition of s,, 5 in Thm. 12

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

3 ” Agn
Lons 2[Rl + (58 4 up) + -

V0.4 f 2y/n 2,/A7-1
T
+ e~ [+ Ulos (1)
s~ 18] [§00+ Rug)
+ i [Uns + Onag].

where we set
s A& |4 RPAY
Mn - 1 0.4nc?>

=5 & Ve@)VASJATTD | (An42)RAY | \1-2/A7
no V2 + 2 ( ) :

Ve AT (A3+2) (R )1-2/4F
V2 2 \Um

=3,
[|>

)

9

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

Let G ~ N(0,0?) be a normal random variable such that ||S, — G|, < € + Wy (Sn, N(0,02)).

2
Let © > 0 be such that W < « then for any ¢ < % we have:

P(S, > u—o® (1)) <t+ (al/? + )P,
Therefore as € > 0 is arbitrary we have
P(Sh > u— 0@l (1)) <t+a

Therefore to obtain the desired result we work in two step: i) For every confidence o > 0, we

Wp(Sn (0 D)”

choose u}, > 0 to be as small as possible while satisfying < « and (ii) choose «

such that u}, — c®~1(§ — «) is as small as possible.

Given a confidence level o > 0, our first goal is to find the smallest ©* such that W"(S”;L—W <

«. With that goal we define

0_2
g(p) = VeSO

We remark that u* = inf,, g(p). Using Lem. 32 we have:
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where we set €, ,, to be

1. A& (042 [pUa H142/p A
U€n,p—m|:R = 2ﬁ< p"—R /pA )
+ Q\ﬁ\/‘gﬁl (1-F

p(1 = BYpT) o [VEERVAGA) _ pug,, |
+e(f;,1l)é2[€0'8*1][3 "p+U 7plog(D”pH>}
+ 2EpOR 08 1 8] [0, + RU, | +

As minimizing

0. 8(pD L |:U”:p + 0"»P:| .

+ € p} in terms of p > 2 is tricky we simplify things and instead
This is minimized for p},

1/p [ (p+2)

\/»
choose to minimize

pK
V/nal/p®

— log(a). Therefore we have

9(py) < e[ AR 4 ]
where we have set
_ ~ B (34 ~ e
- ( logo(zzlJr?) {RU”’Q_\I/OS(") 1 f(3 “loste) 4 fpl=2/log(e) 4
V04 _ Ry/—log(a)—
+ 24/ —log(a)—1 x (1

7p>
1 ~ ~
V0.4n )[_R 1Un—log(a)
n —log(a)+2+/e((2e)~

) 1/ log(a)_l)
7 |

QRUTI — 10, (o3
1.on (0% —1] [ 3Dn7’,1(l):(fl>) + Un,— 1og(a)
n, —log(a)+1>:|
x log ( Din,~ 10g()
4 B/EClogle) IR 0
v12n

- L 8} |:R2 Un —log(a) + RUn —log(a)
lo 1 -
+ 0. SELDng,( lo)g(a)) |: n,— IOg(a) + Un)_ log( ):|

Therefore for any choice of « € (0, ) we have

P(Sy > —0®1 (6 —a) +g(ph)) < 6.
Let h(«) 2 —O'Z(;ia_i_ew
and we have:

We want to minimize A (-). To do so we note that & is smooth
e l-a? el
B (o) = V2mo2e 2

- Vna'
We propose the following approximate solution to 2'(«) = 0 and choose
set A? £ log (\g(ago(q) 1(6))71); and write

A
ot & eK

<K H(@1(5)). We

(R(SO’)—O’ZJ EK ((I> ())+
where we have set

e[Ap+2]
n

ﬂ
=
_|_
&
=
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~ 776 5 Ayn
gsn,aé#[RU" + 2 (S 4 Ud) + Al

04" 2vn ' 2yn 2\/W
e
0 8 kv (5]
+\2/%A\;A}%[ S - 18] |03 + Rup)
+ OS\IZ((%% (Unaz + Oz -

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 wf " that we define rigorously in this section. For all choices of p > 2, k > 0 and
o > 0 we write
Rs; 2 R/5.
When ¢ = o is equal to the true variance we shorthand M, ,, £ i (0).
We define the following candidate for an upper bound to W, (S,,, N'(0, 0%)):

wp®(5) 2 #{ (af D) + (57" + (a5 ],

where (al’f’R ), (a2’f’R ) and (a3’f "'7) are defined in respectively Eq. (39), Eq. (43) and Eq. (47).We

remark that if ¢ = o is the true variance of Y; then wff‘ (o) is an upper bound on the Wassertein
distance W), (Sy,, Z) (see Lem. 34 for a proof). Finally, we define:

inf _ g2 Wit (5) if p>2
NG =1.

1.2. 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 distance W, (S,,, N'(0, 0?)) also yields a tail bound and a quantile bound for S,,.

Lemma 33 Ler (X;);>1 be a sequence of random variable satisfying the conditions of Thm. 13.
For all p > 2 let w,, be an upper bound to Wy (Sn, N'(0,0?%)) < w,, then the following holds

. c(t wp
P(Sn > t) <infp>g pe(0,) {(I) (%) + =yt }7
D
(‘S | > t) < 1nfp>2 pG(O 1) {2@ ( ) + W}
Moreover for all § € (0,1) for all p € [0, 1] if we define ufj = W —o®~Y(6p) then we have
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finally if we define ug’p = WIEJW —o®! (%(5,0) then we have

P(|S| > ug”) < 6.

Proof Choose reals p € (0,1) and p > 2. For all € > 0 there is a Gaussian random variable
G ~ N(0,0?) such that |S,, — G|, < W,(Sn, N(0,0?)) + €. By the triangle inequality and the
union bound we have
P(SnZt) =P(Sy—G+G=>t)
G>pt)+P(S, —G>(1—-p)t)

P(
P(G > pt) + I1Sn—Gllp
P(

(e
Sn,N(0,02))+e
G > pt) 4 Dl O
c W (Sn N (0,02))+€)P
o) s

IA

Similarly by the triangle inequality we also observe that:
P(|Sp| > t) = P(|Sn — G+ G| > t)
< P(G| = pt) + P(|Sn — G| = (1 = p)t)

Sn—G
<P(IG| > pt) + L=l

0, N (0,02))+e
<P(G| > pt) + LN O H0"

< 2@0(%) + (WP(ST(ziN[()())pij))+f)p

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

and

P(ISn] > t) < 20°(£) + Lela 00",

For all § € (0,0.5) and all p € (0,1) if we write us = W(P(g"’ig)(%‘;) — a®1(6p). We remark
that

P(Sn > u(;)

P(S, —G+G > us)
P(G > —a® (ép)) + P(S, — G >

5(1—/))(1/\/;)(57110 (0,0 ))+E)”'
Wp

IN

(6(1— ))1/”)

IN

op+

As this holds for any arbitrary choice of € > 0 we deduce that
P(Sn Zu(;) :P(Sn—G—i-GZu(;)
<P(G>—-0®1p) +P(S, — G >
<dp+0(l—p)=ad.

(6(1- p))l/”)
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2
In the same way we can prove that if we write ugl = %5’27%)(?}3) —od! (7”) We remark that

P(|5n|zug): (Sn— G+ G > uy)
P(IG| > @' (%)) +P(ISy — G| > 5

< 6p 4 JU=DOV (S0 N O+

= D
Wp

o(1— p))l/p)

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

P(ISn| > us) < dp+6(1—p) = 6.

We then propose an upper bound for W, (S,,, N'(0, 02)).

Lemma 34 Let Z ~ N(0,1) be a standard normal random variable. Let (X;);>1 be random
variables satisfying the conditions of Thm. 11. If the conditions of Thm. 13 holds then we have:
oWy (S0 2) < inf,_ g { (@7 + (5P + (51}, (31)

where (al’f’R), (ag} R) and (a3’f’R) are defined in respectively Eq. (38), Eq. (42) and Eq. (46).
Moreover this can be further upper-bounded as

oWy (Sn,0Z) < inf > B2 {(a'fg) + (a27§) + (a37§)} (32)

where (a)3), (ay’3) and (a3’y) 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 & > 0 then we have W, (S,,07) < UWP(%", Z). Therefore we can
assume without loss of generality that Var(X;) = 1 and that the random variables (/n.X;) are
bounded by R 2 ?. This notably implies that for all & > 0 the moments of X {“ can be upper
bounded as

Xt = EX ) < (1XE PR 2) Y < = (33)
[ XFI(X3] < c(®)lp < (LX< e(®) |8 B(1X0[2)) 7 < n=1/re(t)1=2/r.
where I ~ unif{1,...,n} Let x € R be a positive real that satisfies r > %. We set
Spi & S+ (X7 = XDOL(IX]], | X7] < V(1 — e72))
where I ~ unif{1,...,n} and shorthand
Yi = S0 — S

n,t:
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Let hy(z) £ =/ 22—26_””2/ 2 designate the Hermite polynomials, and denote the Hy, = hy(Z) where
Z ~ N(0,1) is a standard normal. By slightly modifying Theorem 5 of Bonis (2015) we have:

Wy(Sn, Z) < 5 e‘t||nIE(Yt|S ) — Shllpdt
+ Joo e e | ng ((v,)2]8,) — 1|dt

162t

kt
+ Yuos Jo el E((Y)F[S0) llpdt
< (a1) + (a2) + (a3).

We bound each term, (a;) (a2) and (as), successwely For ease of notation we write c(t) £
k(1 —e~2t). Moreover for all p > 2, and > £ we write

A/ R2 ¥ A 1
Mn,fi - 1 - m, Mn,ﬁ: == ~ nRC

Moreover we set

~ 11 13 -, 11 13 9
Kn,n,p,l é]\4n,/£ 2FI(§72; - 5557 n7/~g)_Mn,I€ 2F1(§,* 2757 nm))
IR M, B RM,,
Knv’iap72 é COs 1(Mn7"‘§) o \/I’l;:'/ Kn7"£7p72 é COs 1(Mn7ﬁ7) o \/fﬁlﬁ
. 1 A . _1 172
Hnp,1 = mln(c(t), %)7 Hn p,k,2 = M1 (TL pC(t) P, C(t))

2
Hn,p,k,3 < min (C(t)lignil/pa nc(t)2)

Define (Z}) as

t é {—X,L lf ‘X1| Z C(t)
' E(X:I(|X;| > c(t))) — XiP(|X;| > c(t)) otherwise

Then we have nE(Y;|Sy) — Sn = >, Z{. Suppose that t < — 3 log(1— %) then ¢(t) < R/\/n.
Therefore using the triangle inequality we note that the norm of the variables (Z!) are bounded by

@ 1 R
12, < [1Xillp + 1 X1 X3] < (@), < NGE 2 + fhnpo,2;
. (@) 1
1Z; ll2 < ([ Xill2 + | XGI(1 X ] < e(?))]2 < 7 + L1

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

IWE(¥i1S0) — Sul, (34)
= Ap(l + min(1, \/nc(t))) + An,p (R + RZ/p\/ﬁMn,p,&?)'

Moreover according to Lem. 39 we have

INE(Yi1Sn) = Sally < VP = 1| 755 + vittinp2) (35)
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By combining Eq. (34) and Eq. (35) we obtain

VP — 1 [% + \/ﬁﬂn,p,m,2:| (36)

[nE (YilSn) = Sullp < min el
Ap(1 + \/ﬁﬂn,n,l) + An,p (R + R2/pﬁ/”’n,p,/€,2)‘

Moreover, if t > —1log(1 — —2) > 0 then c(t) > R/+/n therefore V; = X; — X}. As Tisa
randomly drawn 1ndex in {1,...,n}, this implies that

E(YiSn) = £ 3 B(Xi — X[ISn) = £ 30, Xi —B(X;) = LS,; (37)

n

which implies that ||[nE (Y;|S,) — Sy, = 0.
Combining Eq. (36) and Eq. (37) we obtain that we can upper (a;) as:

(a1) Sfooo e_t||n]E(Yt|S ) — Spllpdt

(a) o
< Uy fy 20
1— 2

+ R R T Ay, [ 111°g - 1)) e i1 — e 2 Pt
+VneUY, fo 2 3 lo(l—5) 1 —eMdt+ Ay [ 1llog(1 )) e~tdt

R2
ne ) —tdt

~ 2 ~
U} ~
+ \/71’7’{’2 n,p TL,H,I),Q —|— Ap (Mn,li - Mn,ﬁ,)7

where to obtain (a) we used the fact that ¢(t) = \/kvV1 — e~ 2.
We remark that(a;) can be alternatively upper bounded as

mnsﬁ?ewmmnw>—suwt

3 log(1— _
= R2/p fO tdt
2
log(1— 1-2
+Vp— L' f 1loogg((1 ) et/T— e 2 bt

+VET TR fy e *Vf?@ﬁ
= p—l{r pKan,1+R2/p(1_M"’”)+\/TN7nKn’K’p’2}'

Therefore we have

(a1) (38)
RQ/p\/ n"{li%/&n,pKn,n,p,l + Un,p(l - M’n,li)
< (@PRy L mind 4"V g, 2 Ap (M — My )

p— 1{r pKn wpl T+ R2/p(1 M) + @Kn’”m’z}‘
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We remark that (af ’f R ) can be further upper bounded by a more compact expression. In this

goal we can remark that
(a1) < fooo e_tHn]E(YHSn) — Spllpdt
) o R
Y (R, +24,) [0 iy

+ R*P\/nkA,, [, 2 3 log(1- Vet T — e 2t
- [A + UTL p:| (1 - Mn f‘i) + R2/pmA"pKn K‘vp73

< QHHM [U n,p + U 7P}

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

( ) < (al 2) 2 QTLHZM”N |:U np T U ,pi| &)

We now work on upper bounding (a). In this goal, we first remark that if ¢ > —% log(1 — %)
we have YV; = X } — X7 which implies that:

ISE((Y)?18n) — Llp < I3 i BOXP) + X7 = Llp < 311 5 X7 = Llp-

We remark using Eq. (33) that | X2 — 1/n]|, < %(]53_2/” — 1) and [|[X? — 1/n|ls < %(R —1).
Therefore using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we obtain:

p_l(RQ/p B 1) Iy

SE((Y1)?[Sn) — 1]l < mind V" ~ ) B,
. (( v ) = Q\f ((R2 R2/p)An’p + (R — 1)Ap) P
This implies that
o0 n e—2t
f—%log(l—%) ||§E((Y;£)2|Sn) - 1Hp\/ﬁdt (40)
R2
o2t
<B’pf110g1 g—i)\/l_? n,p 0\/7175—152(#

/ R2
=—(1— R ) min ~p71~(mj Y .
DA (R = R¥P) A+ (R - 1)4,

We note that this can be further upper-bounded as
—2t
ffé log(1—£2) ISE((Y2)?]Sn) — LllpA—=xdt

<o o[-0,

Similarly if t < —3log(1 — %) then we have
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IZE((Y1)?|Sn) — L, <1 - 5E((Y2)?) + H"E(( Y1) \Sn) — 5E((Y)?)llp
<1+ [I5E((Y)?[Sn) = 3E((Y)?) llp-

To control the size of this we remark that

2E((Y)%Sn)
= SE(XPI(XG] < e(t) 3o, 11 X3] < e(t) + 3P(1X0] < e(t) X, XPU(|1 X4 < c(t))

— E(XI(1X0] < et) Y, XA(1X] < e(8)).
Therefore according to Lem. 40 we have
ISE((Y)?1Sk) — SE((Y2)?)llp
< A5+ {umﬁfﬂml} R A [

—|—m1n(() p\f P’c(t) f)+,un,p,/i3:|

Using also Lem. 39 this implies that

IZE((Y2)?[Sn) — Lllp

C(t);\/ﬁ) + Nn,p,m,?)]

2
~ ~ . e TR m TR
R¥P A, | 5hm + min (49 R
<1+ Ay | g + Gt + VAU |
~ D Qﬁ 2 nnl lu'n,lﬁl
=T [ + min( O et)2/2) + )]

We note that this can be further upper bound as

ISE((Y)?ISn) = llp < 1+ 505 Unp + 3 [Ape(t) + v/c(t)*R¥/P Any).

RQ
Therefore to upper-bound [, 2 3 log(1=350) m |5E((Y;)?|Sn) — 1||pdt, we remark that the fol-

lowing integrals are upper-bounded as:

,%log(lf%z) e—2t dt < 1 T gy —
Jo mt—f./l_%m‘”—wm'

Moreover we have

) oy
2 nkKk €
g1y Vit < e et =

Furthermore we observe that

1
J R T e ey < S VI=adr <
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In addition we have:
f_lllog l = \/7 /p 72tdt§ 2]‘ Tm m—Z/pdx
P 2\1-1
< smohg () = 1),
And finally we also have
< _ _R2 _
f_lll"gl DT e i g < L T e

=)
R2)3/2-1/p 1>;

nKk

< e ((

and

f_lllog — nﬁ)) _2tdt — 2m~t |:R2 - 1:| :

Therefore we obtain that

félog(lfn}éj) "
Jo e |BE(Y)RIS,) — 1t s
4 B Un - “2/ An ~
e (U 52) + e e+ P (B 1)
R2/PA,, ’ )
<mind D (<R2)3/2 - 1) + Ap(R — )+7"[R2_1]

e Y e (LU

el ((Rz)?’/z_l/p -1 }

We can note that similarly we have:

Liog(1— B2
Jorz o) T ey < B

3(nk)2
and
_1 _R2
Jo® R g < =
R2
Therefore we obtain that [, 2 3 log(1=350) m |5E((Y;)?Sn) — 1]|pdt can be further upper-

bounded as

——10 R? n
Jo 2 "'“)WH E((Y2)2ISn) — Lllpdt

)4 (e 4 A, )

— (1 + 2n\/k

2\7
Therefore by combining Eq. (41) and Eq. (40) we obtain that

2. 7R
(a2) < (a1"")
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where we set

el ) 4 {4 e ()
(aifﬂ):min +R2/PA7L,2><(R22)3/21/P_1 (3pp_2)+Ap(Rfl)+%[R2*1]}} )
| o+ ) st e+ L)
()|

R2
+ ”p_l(l— il ) min P 1(32/p 1) -
(R? = R¥P)Ap )+ (R—1)4,

We note that (az2) can be further upper-bounded as

(a2) < (5%) 2RO+ J22) + 5 (32 + RH2PA,,) (43)
+ (1= ) [Uny — BT, |

Finally we work on bounding (as3). We observe that if we write Zf’k 2 E((Xz _ Xl’)kl[(\XZ’] <
c(t))|X1:n) I(|X;| < c(t)) then

k
NE(YF | X1n) = Yiep 20"

Let £ > 3 be an odd integer. We observe that the random variables (Z-t’k) are symmetric and

7
therefore have a mean of zero. This implies that nE(Y}*|S,,) = Op(ﬁ).

) ~
To make this clear, we shorthand mj () £ min (nl_l/pc(t)k_ﬁ,nc(t)k, ﬁc(t)k_?’ Rgip)' We

2
note that as | X1 |¥I(| X1 < ¢(t)) < e(t)¥ 3 min (c(t)* 7| X1 [>/7, | X1]3, ¢(t)?) then we have

t,k E ooy
1Z7 "1l < 28I XFI(XA] < ()l < 5rmi, ().
Similarly if we write 17, ,(t) £ ¢(t)* 2 min (v/ne(t), ne(t)?, R) then we also have
2k
12141 < =2,
Therefore by using Lem. 39 and Lem. 40 we obtain that for all £ > 0:

Vb = Tmg ,(t)

n||B(YEIS)], < 2" in B
IE(YZ1Sn)[lp < v m;p(t)An,pRﬂp + M p(t)Ap

This implies that if £ > 3 is odd we have
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fo \/7_2% 1”||E((Yt) |Sn)det

< n2FR2P A, 0V [ 111:;(11_—;)) \/Mdt

+\F2k(R2/PAnp+A fo 10g )%dt

+w] 110g(1—R—) \/Li)fk Sldt
2

+2kA, [ 1110;17:) %dt‘

We note that this alternatively can be upper-bounded as

fo \/7k 1“HE((Y;i) |Sn)det

e, _1 _R2 _
< \/ﬁ2k(R2/pAnp+A )fg 5 log(1 nn)%dt
kR2(RA, e—tho(p)k—3
L 2R (Rn »tAp) f/log( L2 \/72;@ _dt.

To bound this we want to control y/(k — 1)!. In this goal note that

- ; m 2(2m-+1
@m+ D)l = \/miI2mtd i > /@m)lyam 1 > mi2 e

2(2m+1)
> ml2™ e(nTJrl) :

(44)

We therefore note that

Z p k 12k k— l\f
k>3 k\/ —1)
k odd )!

(p—1) kok g2k ik /KT 1
V2ek Zk21 (2k+1) Il
2ver | 2(p-Dak _
3 [e 1].

IN

IN

Therefore we have:

ﬁk—l

2‘[\f p\fRQ/’PA P ”%_j VI—aZ [ De?e _ 1) dg

2\f«f\f pf\/imﬂpl —1]da

=l E((Y)*[Sh) llpdt

n 2\/EI~%2Unp o= [52(1’ Da?s l]d + 2fA IF[ 2(p—1)x2k _ 1]d$_

x
3kn 1—22 1— ﬁ
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Alternatively, we remark that

. etk
=l hk_mrua(m)%)det

< WYY IUW PP — 1)dx

K

X 2\/5\/5171@\/5]1 - m e2(p—1)z%k _ 1)dz

4 2\/7R3\/7 f\/ W 2(1’ 1)12'4 l]dx

3knR2/P 1—2

We remark that this can be further upper bounded as

Zk>3 k\/(k ] fo \/71« 1””]}3((1@) |Sn)det

S#\/’Tl ﬁ\/l—x 2(p D —1}d(1)

2\/ERQUnp —nr [eZ(p l)z K 1

+ 3kn T 1—22 d.%'
~ ~ 2
2V/eR3Unp 1 2(p—1)k VER2Up p[e* P~ D Mn k5 1] My o1
S gnHMn r@p [6 ( ) B 1] + - 3Kkn lOg l—Mn,,.E
VeR? 2RU,, Mn |
< e 20—k _ 1] 3Mn,: + Unplog ( 7 — |

If k > 4 and is even then for all ¢ > 0 such that ¢(t) < R/+/n then we have

nlEYFIS) 1 < 15050 BEXG] X < e() (X5 — X7)FIS0] [l
< i< E[I(X, 1X]] < e(6) (X — X))¥[Sy]

B [I(|1X:], 1Xi] < e(8))(X; — X{)k]Hp

+n\E[(\X1\7\X1\SC( ))(X1 — XD

(a) _2 _2
< 2k /p—Tmin(y/n" ic(t)’“ b, /ne(t)F) + 25 min(e(t)F 2, ne(t)?),
where to get (a) we used Lem. 39 and the fact that as £ > 4 is even we have

(G, 1G] < e(8) (X = XDF = B[I(1X], [XG] < () (Xi = X ]l
< (G 1XG] < () (X = XDF]lp < 28IL(XG] < e(t) XFlp-
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Moreover for all t > — log( ) according to Lem. 39 we also have:

n|[EYE]Sn) lp < | Xicn E[I(XG], [ X7] < e(8) (X = X)FISn] [l
< Xicn B[I(XG] [XG] < e(8) (X = X)¥|Sn]
= B[I(1X:, 1X] < e()(Xi = X)) ]Il
+n[E[I( X, [X7] < e(t)) (X1 = X7)*]|
< %c(t)k—‘lé‘*—?ﬁ” + 2R B ()b,

This directly implies that we obtain

fo \/ﬁk 1n||IE((Y}) |Sn)|‘pdt
2kfk ‘R (\/7R2 2/P4/n) _ et g
= Vi f~10g(1 RQ)F t
1-2 — 3 log(1 _
N G N e e

b2 R+ ) f 0 e*““mdf

2
g k-2 p—3log(l R =) etk
+2 \f f 1 5 log(1— ) \/lefei—mdt‘

To propose a good upper bound to this we first re-express /(k — 1)!.
We note that for all m € N'\ {0} we have

V2m! > ,/m!H?mei. (45)
Hence \/T < /1eEms 417" By exploiting the monotony of x — “* we obtain;

og (*552%) = S log(1+ )
> St [ log(1 + ™) da + log(2)
= [["log(1 + 2)dx + log(2)
> (2m + 1) log(2) — log(m + 1) — mlog(1 + L).

This directly implies that v2m! > m!2™ /——2 > mpla™ We remark that

(m+1)(1+L)ym = e(m +1)

k—1ok, k—1 kok .2k .k
V1"t okgh 1 /R /5% - (p—1)"2"2"K" 1
> k>4 k\/k DI < V2ery/p 19521@1 VE+1V2k+1 k!

k even
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Therefore we obtain that:

= |[E((Y2)*[Sn) llpdt
— EQN
< 2V/eVp—1 R*(Vp—1R*"*/P+\/n) fﬁ {2@ i _1_2(1)_1)952”] dx
= Tk NG 0 VIia?’
2
2\f(p N Nl fv o ml—;x[eﬂpq)m —1-2(p— l)xzn} dx
+ BNV =) [ 200 -1 = 20— D[V =P

2| e2—Da%s _1_9(,_ x25:|
s i ||
\/g \/1_i2 \/1*12

S i b

e
S V3K \/ﬁ fo 17‘%3 dx

+ Y2 (p— 1)\f Pfl 2/p f ml ; {62(7’_1)” —1-2(p-— l)am} dx
+ \/éﬁfvgf L /nyn+Vp— fl—ﬁ [62(3’*1)“‘ —1-2(p— 1);1:/1} V1 —xdx

[62<p*1>“—1—2(p—1)xf{|

11—z

%\%

dz.

ey/p—1 1—#
+%f R2

Similarly using Lem. 40 we have

| E(YF[Sn)]lp

AnpR2/P2F min(yi' " Fe(t)F 7, Vae(t)F) + (2¢(1))F min(e(t)Y, i) Ay
+2F min(c(t)*=2, ne(t)?).

%c(t}k“‘f{‘* + 28 S ()R + 2he(t) R .

IN

This directly implies that we have:
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=l E((Y)*[Sn) [lpdt

it o I 7
<M\/ﬁ(A +AnpR /P+\/ﬁ)

" ﬁ o[-0t 1= 2(p — )] VT = 2Pde

Q\f\\f[\/iA f\/i { 20p-1)a*s _ 1 _ 2(p — 1)1‘2,%] dx

Vi-2
RN = IF i i

1 V1—z2
\/l—j 2 -2
% ;; x|:62(p—1)m K_ 11— 2(]7 — 1);32/43} m Pdx

nK

ZQN

4 2/evp—1 RQ(\F+RAP+R Anp) fﬁ [ ey _1_2(’9_1)9625] dx
V3n N 0 Vi-z?’

< %W(Ap + An,pRQ/p +/n) flfﬁ [62(;9—1)% —1-20- 1)564 V1= ade

1

|:62(p71)zn_1_2(p_1)x,{|

_ 1
_‘_L\/p_lfl 1?; dx

11—z

2/ _2
i AnpR Pmr 2pf nn|: (p—Dzr _ 1—2(])—1)%%}\/@1 pdx

Jevp—1 RQ(f+RAp+R2A,L ) 17%3 [62(17—1)3357172@71)%{} ]
" 3k vn® Jo =3 xT.
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Note that this can be further upper bounded as

St i 7

< —ﬂfﬁmp b A B2 [ o [0 1 2(p — V)ow] VT

nk

fﬁ fl 7[ 2(p-Dak —1—2(p—1):m£]\/1—a:dx

=l E((Y)*[Sn) llpdt

+ Vevp—1 R2(f+RAp+R Anp) fl_%i [eQ(p‘l)x“—l—?(p_l)m} .
Van \/> 0 1—:10d
(P=Der_1-2(p—1)ar
—1 - [62 P }
+ % f R2 dx

11—z

. 2\/\/7{ 33%;1 2(p— 1)%] [f}%ﬁn,p+ 1}
4 2T R ) [0 1 9(p — 1)M2, ]

+ 2L [ 260 1 9(p — 1) N2 ] [~ 1
_szr;ﬁ,[ 2(p-1)x _1_2(p_1),@”3f - Rz%”’—%]
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Therefore to conclude we obtain that

(as)
2\/[ prQ/pA n—l/p f\/z mlf%[eﬂp_l)x%{
1- £

2\[\F\/‘ pf\/i /1_$2 2(p—1)z 1]d.%'

2/eR?*U,, e2(p l)z K_1

e N e

1—L

< (aspf) 29 R VIR 2t ]dy

2\/’R3\/7 ey [62(1) 1)1‘ K 1]
T Rz 3knR2/P fO 1—z2 dz

p

~ ~ =9 2(p—1)zr _1_ _

Vevp—1 R2(/p—1R22/P4\/n) fl_% [8 1-2(p l)zn} I
0 3

V3K NG 11—z

N

1 [2<P 1)“—1—2(;7—1)

vevp=1 pl=g;
+ \/133 f R Vi—=zx dl'

nKk

e\ K — 1-L — K

+%Ap fl_g |:e2(p Dzk _ 1— 2(]7 _ 1)$l€} dr
e2(p—Dzr_1_9(p—1)zk
_I_\f\/ f 7m :|

1—x
N [ =0 1 2(p — V)an| VT = 7' Pda

62(1771)7”"—1—2(1)—1):1:5]

dx.
lf:v3

_|_\fv RQ(I+RAP+R Anp) fl_lﬁ |:
\ 3K NS

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

1k 2RU,, My 41
[e2(P—1) _1]|:3Mn, —i—Unplog( )}

n,K

RU, P 2

+ 2/eyp IR e2<P*1>”—1—2(p—1)nHfU,p+2+ e — 2],
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+£( Wi Pfl 2/”] ml %[62(17—1)5”“—1—2(p—1)$l-€}dl'
+\f"\/7\f(\f+\/7)f [ 2p—Dar —1—2(p—1)x/<a}\/1—xdx

du + VA1 L1, R2rp=1/p /20

(46)

1 VI Ay A p R 4 /) [y (0707~ 1 = 2(p — Vaw VT = wde

(47)



According to Lem. 34 we know that if p > 2 then W, (S,,, N'(0,0?)) < wp "(o). Finally, by
Chen et al. (2011, Cor. 4.2), we have W (S,,, N(0,0?)) < % = wf(s). 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 wy p ; = W2pq (Sp, Z) and wo .y = || Z| 2o

Theorem 35 Assume that the random variables (Y; ) satisfy the conditions of Thm. 15. Let Q,,(u)
be an arbitrary upper bound for P(S,, > u) < Qn(u). Let D > 0 be a constant and write

T, 2 -1 5 log(1 — T) Then the following holds

—2t

P(Xr, > u) < 0(u) + [ infp g1 {Qu(w)T | 152 (22 = 1) = Ep 802 — 7l

where 7/ is defined in Eq. (14).

Proof Write ¢(-) the distribution of G and denote P, the following functional
Puf@) 2 [ Jle e+ VI—ePadgle).

We write h the density of the distribution of S,, with respect to ¢ and h; the density of the distribu-
tion of X; with respect to ¢. We know that hy(z) = P,h(x). Therefore we have

P(X: > u) f Ph( (x).
Moreover we note that by the heat equation we know that:
O P;h(z) = by (x) — xh}(x).
This directly implies that
P(G > u) —P(X7, >u)= f;o OP(Xy > u)dt
= Iz, Jo Wi (@) = ahi(x)de(z)dt
—hf[% — i (@) dip(w)dt
= S E(UX > w) [F5 - X iG] Yat.

We remark that the PDF of X is fi(x) = h¢(z)¢(z). Therefore we have

Moreover define I;(x) £ ];}:((;C)). We have

@) W@ o K@, o
A = R PR T L
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Therefore we have

P(X; > u) = (]I(Xt > ) [It(Xt) —92X,Sx, — X2 +1— X;(X; — Sx, (Xt))D

(]I(Xt > u) [[t(xt) ~ X,Sx, + 1])
(]I(Xt > u) [It(Xt) X241 Xi(Sx, — Xt)} )

Moreover using the Stein identity we know that

I
E B =

—2t
Sy(X) — X, = E(ei

- e7151X,).

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

1

L(Xy) = E(m

(2% = 1)|X).

This directly implies that

L(Xy) — X2 +1
= E(% - Xt2|Xt) - %

—2t
- E(\/I—Ze*%5 (\/1—Ze72t — Xe) + Xt(\/% - Xt)|Xt) —

1—e—2t
- B (i - 180) %) + B[ (2 - 8]
e—2t
Tl
N E<‘/1—Z€‘2t <x/16:2t—2t Z - eitg”) |Xt> + X¢(Sx, — Xi) — %

Moreover, we note that

2t - —2t
E<\/1,Z€—2t <\/1€,e—2t Z—e tSn) ‘Xt> - ﬁ
—E(:5 (22 - 1) - o SuZIX)).

This directly implies that

L(Xy) — XP +1— X (Se(Xy) — Xy)

—2t 4 —2t
- E<\/1,Z€—2t <\/1e,e—2tZ — € tSn) ‘Xt> - ﬁ‘

This directly implies that

P(X7, > u)
< @) + [ ya- |E(H(Xt > u) [E(%(W —1) - \/%Snmxtﬂ)ut.

Now we have proven in Lem. 37 that E(7/| X;) = E(7¢|X¢) = 0. Therefore
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This directly implies that

< %(u)+ [ log(1-2.) |E<H(Xt > u) [E<W(Z2 -1)- \/%S‘nz - Tt/|Xt)|

(a) p=1 _ _ ~
() + 7 infyea P(Xe = 0)F {15 (22 = 1) = 5 SnZ = 7y}

p—1 2t

< @) + [ intyzs Qulw)' T {IIrE2 (22 — 1) — 2587 — 7l ).

Theorem 36 Assume that the random variables (Y;) satisfy the conditions of Thm. 1 5 hold. Let
D > 0 be the constant set in Thm. 15. Let Qn(u) be an arbitrary upper bound for P(S, > u) <
Qn(u). Then the following holds

P(SEOiSy Z O'u)
< 0%(u) + infyzg Qu(u) 7 {VEEAIENREARE L)

/m/i\/ﬁd
V-1 1)
X foli% (20D D) gy + los(/DAVPT i) (R? — RQR?P;AM,

(1—2)? 4V2/n ~
+(R-1)A4,
20 /e(—D)R2(Ap+ RAn,) V1™ T5 (222D _q
+ i ﬁnnp - fO ( 17123 *)dﬂf
In (u e eR2(e2r — n/D? — 5
00 4y ST (SR BT )

Proof The first step is to remark that X7, £ GRoSY - Therefore without a loss of generality, we
obtain a tail bound for X7, . To do we exploit Thm. 35 which guarantees that

A p— —2t

o0 p=1 o s
P(Xr, > ) < [ o1 {Qu()S 152 (22— 1) = e §uZ — 7l et
+ O¢(u).
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Moreover, according to Lem. 19 we have that:

—2t —t =~
Jr It (2% = 1) = 7==55.2Z — 7illp

~ ” o~ D
< V3e(p-1)R*(VntAp R+ R? Ap p) fl_ﬁ (e2(P=Dz(p—1)x _1)

—_ H[\/’\/*B (1—$)2 d.%'
+ (p 1 R p+RAn p f\/i (621 (p—1)r _ 1 dm
Vink =

ot/ 0251 [ VP 1( — 1)
+ — 1NN -~ ~ ~ ~
W2/ (R* — R¥P) A, + (R—1)A,

VER2(e2-1) | log(n/D?)vp=1
é \/gD\/ﬁH + 4\/5\/5 (R_l)AP'

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

To simplify our presentation, we introduce the following notation

= %Zién Wi,  rg(m) = %Ziﬁn(Wi —m)?, ing(m) = %ZiSn(Wi —m)?,
U4(m7 5) = %Zzgn ((WZ - m)2 - 8)27 8421 = Val"(Y% - 02)7

pEEWL),  Abj=fi—p

and note that 62 = 1y(f1), 13 = M3 (j1), and 17y = va(f1, 62).
Fix any § > 0 and a € (0, ), and define the event E; = {|1 di<n Yi|? < c‘f*a” (c)o?}. Since

2(0) = + Y icn (Wi — )2 = mha(p) + AR2.

|
>

we have
02 =0%-624+62 =62+ A%+ 0% —1a(p). (48)
Therefore if F; holds we have
Ap? < 7 (0)[6% + A + o2 — 1ng(u)].

This directly implies that
A (o) ra2 2 _ s
AH - 1— 6 an( )[0 +U _mQ(I’I’)]
We note that 0 — c‘i_a”(a) is a non-increasing function. Therefore for any nonnegative value
c < o we have

5—
(o)

Ap? < m[aj + 02 — 1hg(p)].
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We, therefore, want to lower-bound ¢ with high probability. According to Lem. 41 we have:

R an an
P(na() — 0% > RS < %2

We define the event E» £ {(|ha(p) — 0?| < R?¢X5(%)} and remark that 0% > aﬁan when E»
holds by Eq. (48). Therefore we have

S—an
Ap? < A hen) (52 4 62 g, (). (49)

= O—
1_61 an (olﬂn )

To further upper bound this we want again to upper bound o — 12 (11). To do so we propose to use
Thm. 14. Indeed remark that

ia(u) — 0% = 53, Y7 — o
We also notice that | Y2 — 02|l < R? and that Var(Y? — 02) = s4. Therefore according to
Thm. 14 we have: a

n

B(o® < na() + Gu(R?, T 50) > 1= 7

We write the event F3 £ {02 < rhg(p) + Gn(R?, %, 54)) }. As s4 is unknown to be able to use this
result we want to bound s4. Now we notice that

va(p (1) = 2 57, (W5 = )2 = (3 30,0, (W5 — )?) )2
= v4(p, 02) — (02 — 1ha(p))?
2

= st +va(p, 0%) — 51— (02 —1na(p))*.
This directly implies that
51 = va(p, ma(p)) + (0% — iz (p))? + s§ — va(p, o). (50)

Now we will re-express vy (p, 72(1e)) in terms of vy (fi, 12 (f1)). In this goal for all 4,5 < n we
remember that Y; = W, — p and write Ajt 2 i — . We remark that

Y2 = Y7 = (Yi— Ap)? — (Y — Ap)? + 2084(Y; = Y5).
Therefore we have:

(V2 = Y22 = [(Yi = Ap)? = (¥ — A2

By traditional arguments, we remark that

a2 2ijen(Vi = ¥5)?
= 52 Ligal¥i = )% + (Y = i) = 2% = A (Y = Ap) = 1o 7).
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where to obtain the last equality we used the fact that

o 3 (Vi AR(Y; — M) = 0.

L,j<n
Similarly we have

5z 2 jen (Vi = AR — (Y — A2 (Y; — A — (Yj — Ap))
- %Ezgn(Yz - ﬂ)S =m3 ﬂ)'

This directly implies that
va(p, 2 (p)) — valfi, o)) = i (1) Ap? — 4A firivs (f1). (51)

We define ¢35 = 41h2(f1) and ¢4 = —47h3(f1) and remark that by combining Eq. (50) and Eq. (51)
we have

s3 = vg(1,ma(f2)) + csAp2 + Aficy + (02 — 1ha(1))? + 5% — va(p, 02).
Therefore when the event E3 holds we obtain that

(0 — i (41) JI(E) 2
< 4 (50) a2 (1) + €3 AR + Aics + (0% = 1ina (1)) + 53 — va(p, 0)|.

This directly implies that

[(02 — 1o () JI( E))?
< 12l g o (7)) + s A2 + Afic + 53 — va(pi, %)

According to Lem. 41, we have:

an

P(|s3 — va(p, 02)| > RAES (2 )=

We write the event By 2 {|s — vs(0?)| < R%qX5(%)}. Then when the event E3 and Ej both
hold then

82> v(ha() + e + fies + (07 — 1o (1))? — RAGKS (%),
When the event 5 2 {|Afi| < RgX5(a,/4)} holds we have the further lower bound
5?1 > sﬁan.

We remark that s — ¢5"(s) is a non increasing function therefore we have that under E3, E, and
FEs5 we have

[(0% — 12 (1)) I(E2)]? < % [114(,&,7?12(;1)) + e A% + Aficy + R2gKS (%) .
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Therefore by combining this with Eq. (49) we obtain that

a2 - #’) 52’ (52)

1-¢% M (01,0p

5 an an
Co

= [1 1c1 “ig(xzzl)r[l 627(13(1;(;21) [114(/1,7%2(/))) + e3Af2 + Aficy + R* g5 (T")H

Note that Eq. (52) holds only if

S— an(

Apt + [M]Q — 2A[i262 c Flan)

) 6
1-c o (Ul,an) 1- on (0'1 an)

<| A" Gy ]2 o) Lo, (i, a(1) + es A% + sl + RIS (%)
S o) 4, ma(f 3ALL IVAVY] 1

Ol,an 1- an(sla )

Therefore we have

P(Aﬂ € Aga) < P(E1) + P(Es) + P(E3) + P(Ey) + P(Es) < 6.

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 XtS £ e tS 4+ V1 —e2tZ. Let St be another

real valued bounded random variables such that (S, S*) are an exchangeable pair. Let Tt, S and 2
be the quantities defined respectively in Eq. (6) and Eq. (7) then

'8
E(r”|X7) = E(7| X}7) = 0.

Proof For all measurable function h, we write P;(h) : x — E(h(e 7tz + V1 —e2Z)). Let
¢ € C*(R) be a smooth function then
ekt

FIO(XF)) = Y3y B (E(S' - )M1S) Hi(2)2(xXF))
oy, %“E(E((St - 5)418)20) (X))
= S0 GrE((S° - S)EE@M(XP))S))

E(E(r,”

= 53 SrE((8 - 8)H(Re)M(s))
= E((Ro)(s") - (A)(9))
=0,

where (a) is a consequence of the Stein identity that implies for any measurable function f € C*(R)
we have E(f(Z)H(Z)) = E(f*)(Z)) and where the last equality is obtained by exploiting the

fact that S < St. Similarly we can prove that E(7%| X;) = 0. [

Lemma 38 Let hy(z) = e$2/22—26_$2/2. Shorthand Hy = hy(Z). Then the following holds for

all k,p € N:
k
1Hllp < VE/p =1
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Lemma 39 (Marcinkiewicz-Zygmund inequality (Rio, 2009))  Let ( i) 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

175 Zicn Xillp < v = T[1 X1l

Lemma 40 (Rosenthal inequality with explicit constants)  Ler (X;) 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

- - 1,1
| Sicn Killp < (5 + D2 Ky, + 273 /]2 § TeA 51 X .
Proof According to Nagaev and Pinelis (1978, Thm. 2) we have
- . _p ld ~
1w Cicn Xillp < infesp Pn =5 | X0 |[} + per/2e°B(5,c — B[ Xa |5,
where B(, -) is the Beta function. Choose ¢ = § + 1 then we obtain

19 Sicn Xillp < (5 + )P0 2| Xul[p + p(5 + 1)P/2e5 T B(5, 1) Xa |5
= (& +1)Pn' =2 || X4 ][5 +2(Z + 1) 22+ | Xq |5

Therefore this directly implies that

195 Yicn Xillp < @D 573 Xy + (200174 222 eI Ko o
|
Lemma 41 ((Romano and Wolf, 2000)) Let (X;) be a sequence of i.i.d random variables taking
value in [0,1]. Let o > 0 be a level of confidence. Let ¢<° () be the 1 — ath quantile of a two-sided

Kolmogorov-Smirnov distribution with parameter n. Let k € N be an integer, then the following
holds:

P(Imk —my| > qffs(a)) < a,
where 1, = %Zzgn Xk,

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

‘EXNV(Xk) - EXNM(Xk” < dK(:U’u V)~

Write K.S(n) the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distribution with parameter n and Fx, the distribution of
X1. Now suppose that the (X;) are continuous random variables then we know that d x ( % Dicn 0=x, Fxy) ~
K S(n). Therefore this implies that

P(Ji = mxl = a55(0) ) < P(die (2 X oc 6=xi Fx) = d55(0)) < e
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Now if (X;) are not continuous, let (U;) be an iid sequence of uniform random variables in [0, 1].
Define:

1

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

P(I% e, (X0F —E(XDY)] 2 5%(0)) < o

As this holds for any arbitrary choice of € > 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 1113 and 7714 vary over their feasible ranges [~ R62, R62]
and [0, R%262 — 64] respectively.
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