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We revisit the fundamental issue of tail behavior of accumulated ran-
dom realizations when individual realizations are independent, and we de-
velop new sharper bounds on the tail probability and expected linear loss.
The underlying distribution is semi-parametric in the sense that it remains
unrestricted other than the assumed mean and variance. Our sharp bounds
complement well-established results in the literature, including those based
on aggregation, which often fail to take full account of independence and
use less elegant proofs. New insights include a proof that in the non-identical
case, the distributions attaining the bounds have the equal range property, and
that the impact of each random variable on the expected value of the sum can
be isolated using an extension of the Korkine identity. We show that the new
bounds not only complement the extant results but also open up abundant
practical applications, including improved pricing of product bundles, more
precise option pricing, more efficient insurance design, and better inventory
management.

1. Introduction. The exploration of the bounds on tail probability and expected loss
pertaining to the sum of random variables has a long and distinguished history. In relation
to a single random variable with given first moments, Chebyshev’s and Markov’s inequal-
ities are the most widely known results pertaining to tail probability (see, e.g., Mallows,
1956), whereas Scarf’s inequality pertains to the bound on linear expected loss (Scarf, 1958).
These inequalities find numerous practical applications in such areas as bundle pricing, inven-
tory management, option pricing, insurance planning and loan contract design. Extensions of
these results beyond the single-variable analysis can be obtained by aggregation, that is, by
applying the single-variable bounds to the sum of variables. However, it is well known that
bounds based on aggregation are not sharp under independence. For example, the tail prob-
ability based on aggregation converges at the rate of N~!, where N is the number of iid
random variables in the sum; in contrast, the tail probability for many distributions is known
to converge exponentially with respect to IV (see, e.g., Bernshtein, 1946, Part 3, Chapter 2).

In this context, Chernoff (1952) applied the moment generating function and its Tay-
lor’s expansion, inspiring numerous subsequent results known as Hoeffding, Azuma, and
McDiarmid inequalities, among others (see, e.g., Hoeffding, 1963; Azuma, 1967; Mc-
Diarmid, 1989). Key to the derivation of these inequalities is that if random variables
(X1, X5) are independent, then the moment generating function must satisfy E [et(X 1+X2)] =
E [etXl] E [etX2], where expectation is with respect to the joint distribution of (X7, X5).
These inequalities have significantly facilitated further development and application of
bounds on tail probabilities (see, e.g., Freedman, 1975; Pinelis, 1994; de la Pefia, 1999; de la
Pena et al., 2004; Marinelli, 2024).
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We follow a similar approach and use moment generating functions to develop a one-
sided Chebyshev bound and a number of related important results. The results concern tail
probabilities for distributions with unknown moments beyond the mean and variance and,
therefore, cannot make use of the classical Berry-Esseen inequality or similar results that
involve higher-order moment assumptions and provide error bounds for approximating to
the standard normal distribution (see, e.g., Billingsley (1995), Section 27; de la Pefia et al.
(2009), Chapter 5). First, we show using a new approach that the iid distribution attaining the
new bound is a two-point distribution. Second, we find that even with non-equal mean and
variance, the extreme distribution attaining the improved bound displays the property of equal
range. Third, we discuss how the new bound relates to the existing ones and how it yields
a more accurate estimate than the aggregation-based bound. Fourth, we develop important
practical implications of the new results. For example, the equal range property immediately
implies that a mixed bundling strategy does not strictly outperform a pure bundling strategy
in terms of the worst-case analysis.

When analyzing the bound on the absolute value of the sum we lose the product form
characterizing tail probabilities, due to the piece-wise nature of the absolute value function.
Therefore, a direct application of Chernoff-type analysis is impossible. Nonetheless we are
able to achieve important improvements of the aggregation-based bound. This is done using
two new results which may be of use in other areas of statistics.

First, we work out how to apply Korkine’s identity (see, e.g., Mitrinovi¢ et al., 1993,
pp- 242-243) to a multivariate environment so that we can isolate the impact of each random
variable on the absolute value of the sum. In the single-variable model, Korkine’s identity
pertains to the covariance between the random variable X and the indicator variable Iy x¢y.
By maximizing the covariance and keeping the mean of the indicator variable unchanged, we
can determine the extreme distribution. It turns out that the same insights can be generalized
to the multi-variable situation, where the extreme distribution is a two-point distribution for
each random variable so that the sum follows a binomial distribution, enabling us to compute
the bound on expected linear loss.

Second, we work out how to obtain the solution of a non-standard optimization prob-
lem arising in this setting. The difficulty here is that the objective function based on the
endogenous binomial distribution is piece-wise with respect to the chosen tail probability. To
overcome this hurdle, we first derive the relationship between the tail probability of each iid
distribution and the tail probability of the sum. Subsequently, we use log-convexity to show
that the optimal tail probability of each iid distribution is one of the two extreme points. This
allows us to disregard the piece-wise nature of the objective function.

Along the way, we provide bounds for quantiles, which incorporate a well known result for
the median, and we show that the equal range condition continues to hold for the distributions
attaining the bound for the expected absolute value of the sum under independent but non-
identical distributions.

The new inequalities and proofs underlie the non-asymptotic tail behavior under known
mean and variance very generally and therefore should be of interest to natural, social and
exact sciences. We focus on applications in economics and finance such as bundle pricing
of goods and services, inventory management, option pricing and insurance planning. To
show the sizeable effect resulting from the use of the new bounds, we work out the details
of three special cases that provide practical improvements. An important observation is that
our derivation of the bounds involves endogenous Bernoulli distributions. In this setting, the
equal range property displayed by the extreme distribution becomes crucial. It ensures that the
lattices in the support of the multivariate distributions are in fact squares with the same size
despite possibly unequal means and variances. This significantly simplifies the derivation for
the sum of multiple non-identical binomial random variables and has implications for such
areas as bundle pricing.
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 recaps the benchmark result
with a single random variable. Section 3 presents a bound on the tail probability associated
with the sum of independent random variables. Section 4 develops a bound on the absolute
value associated with the sum of independent random variables. Section 5 solves practical
problems in relation to bundle pricing, inventory management, and option pricing based on
the newly developed bounds. Section 6 concludes. Appendix presents the technical proofs
associated with Section 4.

2. Benchmark Results. We define £ = X7+ X2 +...4 X v as the sum of N iid random
variables (where NV > 1) and let ¢ be a finite constant. The random variable X,,,n=1,..., N,
and the constant ¢ have many different important interpretations as summarized in the fol-
lowing table.

TABLE 1
Application Examples

Application Xn q
Bundle pricing Valuation for good n Bundle price
Inventory management | Demand of retailer n Inventory level
Option pricing Price change on day n Strike price
Loan contract Income from source n Loan amount
Insurance policy Damage on asset n Maximum benefit

We assume that the underlying distribution of X, remains unknown but E (X,,) =  and
Var (X,) = o? > 0 are known and finite. Lo (1987) refers to this setting as semi-parametric.
We are interested in the lower bound on the tail probability Pr (£ > ¢) and in bounds on
expected loss E (¢ — ¢)" and E (¢ — ¢)~, where (1) = max (0,-) and (-)~ = min (-,0). With
a given y, since (€ — q) " = f%q + % |€ — ¢, it is sometimes convenient to use the upper bound
of E(|¢€ — ql), instead of E (¢ — ¢) ", to solve practical problems.

2.1. Single Variable. We first recap the known results with N = 1 (where we can write
¢ = X)) as benchmarks.

2

LEMMA 1. (Single-Variable Bounds) It holds that (a) Pr(X —q>0)>1— g

(n=q)"+o?
if 1> q; and (b) E|X — q| <1/ (11— q)* + 0.

PROOF. (a) Let [ x~ ) be an indicator function satisfying [ =1 if X >0 and I = 0 oth-
erwise. When 4 > ¢, it must hold that 0 < pn — ¢ <E (X — ¢) - I{ x4} ). Cauchy inequality

states that for any two random variables X and Y, it holds that E (XY) < \/E (X2)/E (Y?)
and the equality holds if X and Y are linearly dependent or comonotone (i.e., X = \Y, where

A is a constant). We find that
0<pu—g<E((X —q) Ixsq) < \/IE (X =0°)E(By) = \/<<“ ~a) 402 Pr(X >0),

. w—a® _1_ __ o°
from which we find that Pr(X > ¢) > Gt et = 1 e
we find that

Similarly, when p < q,

0<q—u§E((q—X)-H{q>X})§\/<(u—q)2+02)Pr(q>X),
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yielding Pr(q > X) > —#= 9

(h—q)*+02"
(b) We observe that E | X — ¢| = IE\/(X —q)*< \/]E (X —q)*= \/(,u —q)? + 02, where
we apply Jensen’s inequality. O

In Section 4.1, we develop a tighter bound than part (b) of Lemma 1. Two of the fol-
lowing three remarks relate to the extreme distribution implied by Lemma 1, that is, to the
distribution for which the equality sign holds.

REMARK 1. In part (a), the comonotonicity condition (X —¢q) = Ajx+) yields that
(i) X =¢q when I x4 =0 and (ii)) X — ¢ = X when I;x-, = 1, where X\ = %
Thus, the extreme distribution attalmng the bound of Lemma 1(a) isa two -point dlstrlbutlon

REMARK 2. For part (b), equality holds when | X — q| = A = /(1 — ¢)* 4+ 02. The ex-

treme distribution attaining the bound of Lemma 1(b) is also a two-point distribution satisfy-

. i N2 2) -1 - H=q
mg: Pr <X_q:l: (M q) +O—> 2:':2 (u—q)2+o'2'

satistying: Pr(X = ¢) = o510

REMARK 3. While Lemma 1(a) pertains to the one-sided Chebyshev inequality (also re-
ferred to as Cantelli’s inequality), Lemma 1(b) pertains to Scarf’s inequality as E (X — q)Jr =

1B (X — g+ |X — g|) < boetvlea) o8

2.2. Simple Aggregate Results. With N > 2, a technical shortcut is to regard £ as a single
random variable with mean E (£) = Ny and variance Var () = No?. Consequently, we can
apply Lemma 1 to obtain the following bounds.

LEMMA 2. (Aggregate Bounds) It holds that (a) Pr (£ > q) > 1— N(+2)2+2 ifNu>
H=x o

g and (b) E|¢ — q| < \/N? (- §)” + No>.

A few observations are noteworthy. First, the term 1\7(072)%2 converges to zero at a

speed of 1 . Second, the extreme distributions attalnlng the bounds in Lemma 2 violate
the 1ndependence constraints even though Var (€) = No? is consistent with independence.
Specifically, to make the proposed bounds sharp, the joint distribution underlying & must
have only two realized values as shown in Remarks 1 and 2. However, with N > 2, even if
each iid X, has only two realized values, the sum & must have (N + 1) different realized
values. Thus, we can never identify an iid random distribution to make the bounds in Lemma
2 sharp. This underscores the challenge caused by independence.

3. Tail Probability.
3.1. Equal Mean and Variance. We can now present the first new result as follows.

PROPOSITION 1.  (Tail Probability) When E (X,,) = p > 4 and Var (X,) = a2 >0, it
holds that

(1) Pré=X1+Xo+...+Xn>q¢)>1—
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PROOF. Because each X, is independent, we find that
N
E (et(g_Q)) =FE [et(xl_%)} E [et(XT%)] L E [et(XN_%)} = [IE (et(Xn—%))} .

As Lemma 1(a) indicated, Pr (Xn < %) < where the equality sign holds when

e
(=) o

the extreme distribution satisfies Pr (X, = &) = (;'7%2 and Pr <Xn =p+ (MUQq)> =
H=x g N
@. For exposition simplicity, let
(n=%) +o?
2
R— o’ g _(u—F) +0°
LT TN -
=N =N

be the range of the extreme distribution (i.e., the maximum minus the minimum realized
value).
We apply Markov’s inequality to this extreme distribution to obtain

Pr((—¢>0)=Pr ([et(X”_ﬁf)}N > 1) <E {e“x"_%)rv

N
2 (,u— %)2 etR]

o
_l’_
2 2
(h=F%)"+0> (u=R) +0o
if £ > 0. Similarly, if £ < O then we have

Pr(e - q0) =pr ([0 0] <) m1 e ([0 0] 5 1)

N
N 2 _q)\?2
>1-—-FE [et(anﬁ)] =1— g + (M N) R
(n=%) 40 (= F) + 0
As t — —o0, the second term in the bracket converges to zero, yielding inequality (1). O

With independent distributions, the bound on tail probability is a rescaling of the single-
variable result (i.e., an analogy to Cramér’s Theorem). When allocating the total “budget” of
q=q +q+ -+ qn, we simply let ¢, = % when random variables are iid. We observe
that when rescaling the single-variable result, we apply division to the additive relationship
(such as the total budget) and multiplication to the probability of multi-fold convolution.

3.2. Extensions. As a natural extension, with non-equal mean and variance across dif-
ferent random variables in the sum, we need to optimize the budget allocation.

PROPOSITION 2. (Equal Range) When the mean and variance of each X, are non-
identical, the extreme distribution for each independent X,, must have equal range.

PROOF. Because the event £ > ¢ is equivalent to the event ZnNzl (X — qn) > 0, similar
to the proof of Proposition 1, we find that if ¢t < 0, then

Pr({—q>0)= (He <1>—1—Pr<He )

N 3 5 o (ftn = ¢n)”
>1-F [H et(X"_qn)] —1— H [( n - + Hn 2n
Hn — -

n=1



6

holds. Here,
o2 (pn — qn)* + 02
Rn =pnt < —qn=
( - Qn) Hn — Q4n

represents the range of the extreme distribution associated with X,,. As t — —oo, we obtain
the converging result that

Pr(¢—¢>0)>1- max {ﬁ[%_ai %”

q1,92;5---,4n

where q=q1 +q2+ --- + qn.

By focusing on
N 2
B= max n )
150250 dN {};[1 <(,un —qn)?+ a,%) }

subject to the budget constraint ¢ = g1 + g2 + - - - + qv, we find that the Lagrangian equals

N 2
g,
£=||< & )—7(q1+q2+---+qN—q)-
el (,un_Qn>2+U721

The first-order conditions require that

gy 2H<+g>‘”:0’

where ~ is the Lagrangian multiplier associated with the budget constraint. We find that for

any n # m,
N
2 UZ-Q
R, H( +0> 7_R1_[<M—61¢)2+0?>’

indicating that R,, = R,, for any n # m. O

We refer to the result in Proposition 2 as the equal range property. In the two-dimensional
model, Proposition 2 implies that the extreme joint distribution graphically forms a square,
which has important implications in models of bundling using mixed strategies (see Section
5.1 for details).

Due to symmetry, we can also obtain the tail probability of the other direction as follows.
If 1 < 4, then

02 v
2) Pr({ <q) = 1—<M)2+02> :

Lety € (0,1) and gx () = Fy' (7), where Fy is the N-fold convolution of F'. We refer to
qn () as the 100 x ~y-th percentile of the N-fold convolution of F'. Using inequalities (1)
and (2), we immediately obtain the range of the percentile as follows.
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COROLLARY 1. (Percentile) It holds that

z|~
|
—~~
—_
|
-2
~
z|-

1—~
Y

3) Np—No <gn(v) <Np+No

z|~

1-m~v

PROOF. According to inequality (1) and the definition of ¢y (), we find that 1 —
o > 1 — ~ must hold. By taking the root less than Ny, we obtain that

z N
(s
Nuy— No iii < gn (7). Similarly, we obtain the bound in the different direction us-
'yN

ing the condition 1 — -

—7——= <y and taking the root larger than NV p. O
((n=%)"+02)

When v = 0.5 and NV =1, inequality (3) yields the well-known result that the median is
between p — o and p + 0. When extending to N > 2, the median of the sum of NV iid random
variables satisfies that

1—(0.5)%
Nu—No (72 <gqn (0.5) < Nu+ No
(0.5)~
When N approaches infinity, the correction factor 1;0(05')5)%ﬁ approaches zero, suggesting

that the sample average of the median, which equals %QN ( %) , approaches the mean p. With-

out independence, the aggregation bounds predict that the median is between Ny — v No

17(0.5)1%
(05)~

and N ++/No, where the correction factor equals \/% and is larger than

4. Expected Loss. We recenter each random variable by using 1 = i/ — 7 as the shifted

mean so that we focus on the bound for E (§)+. Due to recentering, a positive (negative)
realized value of X implies a realized value larger (smaller) than .

4.1. Single-Dimensional Model. Korkine’s identity (Mitrinovi¢ et al., 1993, Ch. 9,
pp. 242-243) pertains to covariance as follows:

1

E[(X —E(X)) (Y —E(V))] = 5E[(X = X') (Y =Y")],
where (X,Y") are iid copies of (X’,Y”). In the special case with NV = 1, we find that
1 1
E(X)" =E(X)E (I{x>0}) + SExx [(X = X') (ixs0y — Lixosoy) | = (1= 5) + 51

in which X and X’ are iid and 8 = Pr (X < 0) is a known probability based on a given feasi-
ble distribution. With 1 (1 — 3) being fixed, we wish to maximize the term %T, which equals
the covariance between variable X and indicator Iy x~y. The integrand A; in 7" equals

A= (X = X') (Iixsoy — Lixsoy) = | X = X'| (Tmax{x,x3501 — Lmin{x,X"}>0}) »

where the subscript 1 indicates a one-dimensional model.

We observe that the indicator is weakly increasing in X. When | X — X’| increases, the
coefficient (]I{max{ X,x'}>0} — Limin{x, X,}>0}) weakly increases. The integrand A; must be
zero if both X and X'’ have the same sign. Therefore, the extreme distribution maximizing
the summation 7" must be a two-point distribution with one positive realized value and one
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negative realized value. According to mean-variance conditions and the probability constraint
B =Pr (X <0), we find that the extreme distribution is unique and satisfies:

Pr(X:u—a %d;f[/):ﬂ,

) Pr(X=pto /i Ym)=1-5

The range of the two-point distribution in equation (4) equals H — L =o+/3 (1 — ().

LEMMA 3. It holds that
(5) E(X)"<pu(l—8)+0y/B(1-7).

Importantly, the bound in Lemma 3 is tighter than Scarf’s bound because of the probability
constraint 5 = Pr (X <0). If we optimize the bound in inequality (5) by choosing 3, we
recover Scarf’s bound because the first order condition yields that 5* = % + %
(since = p’ — ¢ is the shifted mean). The advantage of using Lemma 3 is that via the input
variable 3, we can now consider what is known as the service level requirement, which is
often linked to the tail probability (see, e.g., Axaster, 2000, p. 79), whereas the standard
Scarf model does not allow us to do that. de la Pefia et al. (2004) proved Lemma 3 using
Holder’s inequality whereas we use the unique extreme distribution to directly compute the
bound. This difference in the proof becomes crucial when developing the bound for the multi-
dimensional model.

REMARK 4. Itholds that E(X)™ > uf — o/ (1 — /). Consequently, E (X|X > 0) <
H and E (X|X <0) > L, where H and L are shown in equation (4).

We refer to E (X|X <0) and E (X|X >0) as the left and right conditional means of
the iid random variable X, respectively. The bounds on the conditional means will play an
important role in the subsequent analysis.

We highlight a crucial difference between the one-dimensional and multi-dimensional
models as follows. Let 8 = Pr (X; <0) be the first input and v = Pr (£ < 0) be the second
input. A notable relationship is that

6) 1-pN>1-7>(1-p)".

The first inequality indicates that the event that all X; are non-positive must imply the event
that the sum is non-positive, but the opposite is not true. The second inequality indicates that
the event that all X; are positive must imply the event that the sum is positive, but the opposite
is not true. Inequalities (6) hold for any iid distributions. In the one-dimensional model, v = 3
must hold due to only one dimension; whereas in the multi-dimensional model, the one-to-
one mapping between v and 3 does not exist. Only when one of these constraints becomes
binding, do we re-establish the one-to-one mapping.

4.2. Two-Point Distributions. Several known inequalities in the literature show that the
extreme distributions come from the family of two-point distributions. For instance, Ben-
tkus (2004) proved that Pr(¢ > q) < cPr(s1 + s2 + ... + s, > q), where £ is a sum of n
independent bounded random variables, c is a constant and each s is iid Bernoulli, while
Mattner (2003) developed bounds based on mean and absolute deviations using Binomial
distributions. Motivated by the literature, we first compute a candidate bound based on two-
point distributions. In Section 4.3, we prove that the candidate bound is indeed the globally
optimal bound among all feasible distributions subject to the mean-variance condition.
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4.2.1. Piece-wise Objective Function. As any two-point distribution can be fully char-
acterized by equation (4), where = Pr(X < 0) is the decision variable, the sum £ follows
an endogenous Binomial distribution satisfying the following probability mass function:

Pr(¢= (N —t)L+tH)

GPpr (gz(N—t) (u—a 1_55> +t<u+o 1_%)) zﬂ(]\jfvimﬁjw(l—ﬁ)t,

where t € {0,1,..., N }. We define a sequence of thresholds {0} satisfying

(8) OzN/H—a(—(N—k)\/lgkék—i—k\/lfkék),

where k =1,2,..., N — 1. By default, we let 5o = 1 and dy = 0 such that if 8 € [0, 0x_1], it
holds that (N —t) L +tH >0fort >kand (N —t)L+tH <O0fort<k—1.

LEMMA 4. (Piece-wise Objective Function) Under the endogenous Binomial distribu-
tion in equation (7), the expected loss equals

N-1)(1—p)r "Nk N N1gN—t (1 - )
® 2= NoVBI=A G E e+ M S

forany 5 € [0k, 0k—1)-

The second-order conditions reveal that each piece of the Z(/3) function is concave, result-
ing in multiple local optimums. The intuition is that with endogenous Binomial distributions,
the zero point can fall between two different realized values of the Binomial distribution,
yielding different local optimums. We illustrate the piece-wise objective function Z () in
Figure 1 for two constellations of (u,0) at N = 5. We obtain a bound on the expected loss
by optimizing this piece-wise objective function.

4.2.2. Zero Mean. The case with zero mean (i.e., u = ¢ — §; = 0) provides invaluable
insights into the piece-wise objective function. As a special case of equation (8), we find
that (i) the thresholds satisfy 0 = % (which is decreasing in k) and (ii) the second term
on the right-hand side of equation (9) equals zero. We only need to maximize the following
expression, which is the first term on the right-hand side of equation (9):

(N = 1)1(1— gy~ gk

T(3)=T (h,8) = Now/B(1—B) =

when § € [%, W} . Each piece T' (k, 3) is continuous and strictly concave with respect

to 3. We obtain the local optimal solution: 3; = %, which is the mid-point of the
corresponding interval [%, W] Substituting the local optimal solution into 7" (k, 3),
we obtain the local optimal objective values:

(10)

. . (N =) (L) (1= 22N [rop 1N foN 2k + 1
T (k) =T (k,Bx) =No EkQZ_Vl))!(N(_ k)[w) ( 2N >< 2N )

LEMMA 5. (Local Optimums) With . = 0, the local optimal objective values display the
following properties: (i) Symmetric property that T* (k) = T* (N — k) holds for any k =
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FIG 1. Piece-wise Objective Function
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1.0
0.8

o 0.6
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0.2
0.0

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
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(b) With u=—0.1,06 =1,N =5

1,2, ..., N; (ii) Log-convexity with respect to k such that maxy {T* (k)} =T* (1) =T* (N),
where

11 T*(1)=T*(N)=No (1 L\ ! 1 !
an W=r' =N (1-30) o (1= 55 )

As a direct consequence of Lemma 5, we find that with zero mean, it holds that 7'(3) <
No (1 — ﬁ)N_l ﬁ (1 — ﬁ), but there exist two extreme distributions with 8 = ﬁ or
B= 2]2\7 1 attaining this bound. We illustrate the sequence of 7*(k) in Figure 2 using N =5

and o = 1. The solid curve depicts the piece-wise objective function while the dashed curve
connects all the local peaks as a log-convex curve.

4.2.3. Optimal Bound. Equation (9) yields two noteworthy cases: (i) when (5 € [d1, 1],
we find that

N

Z(B)=21(8)=Npu (Z (?) BNt (1 — 5)'*) +7T(1,5)

t=1

= Nu(1- V) + No/B(T-B)s L.

since k = 1, and (ii) when /3 € [0,0_1], we find that

N
Z(B)=2n(B)=Np (Z @f) CARMG! —ﬁ)t> +T(N,B)

t=N
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F1G 2. Log-Convexity

iNaaad

Bound
=
o0

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Beta

=Np(1-B)N +No/B(1-8)(1-B) ",

since k = N. We show that when optimizing the piece-wise objective function Z (3), the
optimal solution either falls in the rightmost interval [d;, 1] or the leftmost interval [0, oy _1]
but never falls in the middle. Thus, we either optimize Z;(3) or Zn () to determine the
optimal bound. We summarize the results as follows.

PROPOSITION 3. (Expected Loss) With identical mean and variance, if p < 0, it holds
that

Z*(B)=Np+NBY [ ~p+o ?Bl :
1

where

a2 5 — (2N —1)0® + Np® — py/(2N — 1) 02 + N2p?
L 2N (02 4 12 ’

otherwise, if u > 0, then

~

~\N /82
Z* 5 =N 1_5 /'L+ ~ )
(8) ( 2) N5
where
. 2 N 2 _ IN —1)o2 + N2y2
13 g, — - Nu 1/ ( Jo? + N2pi?.

2N (02 + p?)

Proposition 3 is mainly due to the log-convexity of 7 (k). When maximizing a log-convex
objective function, the optimal solution must be an extreme point. Interestingly, inequalities
(6) imply two extreme points, corresponding to the intervals [d1, 1] and [0, —1]. Thus, based
on the sign of y (i.e., whether Ny’ > q or N/ < q), we choose either (12) or (13) to deter-
mine the candidate bound on the expected loss.

With non-identical means and variances but under two-point distributions, if ¢ is larger
than the total means, then we solve

(14) Z:I%aX{ZMn+(H7]:[1,8n) Z <—,un-|-0—n 5 n)}
" n=1 n

n=1
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to obtain the desired bound. Again, we find that the extreme distributions continue to display
the equal range property as o, ( . f;} 4+ /123*62,) — R* holds.

4.3. Extreme Distribution. A distinguishing feature of our derivation is that both the tail
indicator function Iy ¢y and linear loss max(0,£) have two linear pieces, making two-
point distributions the extreme distributions. We can extend Korkine’s identity to a multi-
dimensional environment. Let f(i) =X; + ...+ Xy — X; =& — X; be the sum excluding
the i-th random variable and let X be an independent copy of X, both satisfying the mean-
variance conditions. Also denote & = ;) + X/, meaning that we keep the other (N —1)
random variables intact but randomize the i-th random variable one at a time. We observe
that

(€ =€) (es0p —Tgesoy) = (Xi = X0) (Txeer >0 = Lxiee, >0) -
We define the component summation 7; as follows:

(15) T =B(x, X160 (X = X7) (Lxire >0y — Lixreen>0)]
Due to symmetry caused by equal mean and variance, we obtain an intuitive and important
relationship as follows.

LEMMA 6. (Total and Component Summations) The total summationI’ contains N iden-
tical component summations, i.e., T' = N'T;.

Lemma 6 implies that

E(&)" =E(&)E (Iges0y) + %T = NuPr(€>0)+ %NT

We define the integrand of the component summation as

AN = X = Xi| (Lmax(x.,x2) 600 >0) ~ Lmin(X, X)) 600>0})
where the subscript /V indicates the N-dimensional model. We now find that

(16)  E(€)"=NuPr(¢>0)+ ZZZANPr Pr (X]) Pr (€u)) -

Xi X &w

An important advantage of equation (16) is that we can derive the Z(3) function with fewer
steps (see the second proof of Lemma 4 in Appendix A). Equation (16) also has other future
applications as it isolates the impact of each individual random variable and bridges between
the sum and variance (or absolute deviation) of the random variables.

THEOREM 1. (Extreme Distribution) When determining the upper bound on E (€)%, it
suffices to consider only the two-point distributions satisfying equation (4).

To understand the intuition of Theorem 1, we can assume X; > 0 > X{ without loss of
generality such that the integrand A increases along with the absolute value | X; — X!|. The
indicator function ]I{ X,+€,>0} weakly increases with respect to X; and £;). We ﬁnd that
Apn must be increasing when X/ decreases. Specifically, we find that (i) when §ay < =X,
An =0 as both indicators are zero; (ii) when —X; < &;) < — X, A= (X; — X]) as the first
indicator equals one but the second indicator equals zero; and (iii) when — X/ < §@y» A=0
as both indicators are one. Thus, to increase the integrand, we increase X; but decrease X/
as much as possible. By doing so, we also widen the interval (—X;, —X/], over which Ay
is strictly positive, making the expected value [E (Ax) even larger. Therefore, the extreme
distributions maximizing E (¢) must come from the family of two-point distributions. The
candidate solutions in Proposition 3 are indeed globally optimal.
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4.4. Contrasting with Aggregate Bounds. It is useful to contrast the bounds in Lemma
2 with those in Propositions 1 and 3. Figure 3(a) evaluates the bounds N(u—+2)24m2 and
m using the parameters: ;4 = o = 1 and ¢ = 0.9. Graphically, the former is

H=x o?
higher than the latter; and the gap between them can be visibly wide. Conceptually, the for-
mer relaxes the independent constraints, providing an overestimate (underestimate) for the
left (right) tail. To highlight the speed of convergence, we also depict the curves (in light
grey) based on the normal distribution. Figure 3(a) confirms that relative to normal prior, the
bound produced by Proposition 1 on the tail probability is fairly accurate when N increases
(while that produced by Lemma 2 is much less accurate).

Using the parameters 1/ =0 =y — 7 and o = 1, we find that E|¢| = 2E({) ™. Figure 3(b)

contains plots of the aggregation bound E|{| = \/ N2 (,u - %)2 + No? and 2Z},. Graphi-
cally, the former bound is higher than the latter as the former relaxes the independence con-
straints. In addition to visualization, we also obtain several notable converging results. When
each X, follows iid standard normal distributions, we obtain that

E(¢6)T = L /N ~0399VN = 0.5E¢|,

V2T
where \/% is the standard normal density evaluated at point z = 0. In contrast, equation (11)
yields that

1I\M g 1 1
lim VN (1—- — — (1-—=— )= ——~042
Nboo ( 2N> 2N( 2N> e 0429,

indicating that the improved upper bound on expected loss equals Z* = 0.429+/N, which is
about 7.5% higher than the exact value under standard normal prior. The aggregation bound
on expected loss yields Z = 0.5v/N, which is significantly higher than 0.429v/N .

5. Applications.
5.1. Bundle Pricing. Consider the bundle pricing problems.

5.1.1. Equal Mean and Variance. The firm selling N goods in a bundle chooses a posted
price ¢ and the customer’s valuation for good n offered in the bundle is X,,. To ensure that
the firm’s ex-post payoff is lower semicontinuous, we assume that only when X > ¢, the
customer buys the good; otherwise, the customer walks away. With lower semicontinuity, the
bound in Proposition 1 is attained rather than approached. With identical mean and variance,
the firm solves the following model:

2N
Z =max{ q— 19

N (e

COROLLARY 2. (Pure Bundle Price) Let t}; be the root of the polynomial equation:

(17) 1— 2Nt — (t2+1)N—|—t2—|—2Nt§—t2 (2 +1)" =0.

Then, the firm’s optimal bundle price is g5 = N (u — tjo).
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FIG 3. Contrasting with Benchmark
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(b) Expected Linear Loss

PROOF. We introduce the safety factor ¢ as follows to define the extreme distribution:

Pr Xizu—ta>:ﬁz/3,
Pr Xi:““‘%a):lft?:l_ﬁv

for each good. We find that for N > 1, ¢ = N (u — to) is the bundle price, yielding an ex-
pected profit as follows:

1
(18) Z=Np—o0ot)|[1————|.
( ) 2+ 1)~
When using a component pricing strategy, each product yields an expected profit Z; = (u —

ot) (1 - ﬁ) It must hold that

1 1
Z = N(u— ot) (1_(t2+1)N> > N(p— ot) <1—t2+1>:NZi,
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implying that pure bundling is always better than component pricing. To determine the op-
timal bundle price under independence, we take the first derivative of equation (18) with
respect to t as follows:

0z No I o
= _No+42N®— __ _oN%E
ot~ (2+1)" 7t 2+ 1)Vt 2+ 1)V

which is equivalent to
No (1=2N2 = (2 +1)" + 2+ 2Ne2 — 2 (12 +1)") =0,
o
We then confirm Equation (17). ]

In contrast, if we apply Lemma 2, we solve

2
Z =max<{ q— i 5 .
’ N(u=5) +o°
We obtain a bundle price §y = Ny — t#+/No, where tf, solves a cubic equation ¢ + 3t =

2Np _ 2/ Np
VNo o

TABLE 2
Bundle Pricing Solutions

in Z}k\f q?\f Z}k\/ qu;VQN ZNZ_]*VZN
1.346 0.769 1.346 0.769 0.0% 0.0%
3.000 2.000 3.000 2.250 0.0% 11.1%
4.767 | 3.401 4.824 3.991 1.2% 14.8%
6.602 4.903 6.749 5.861 2.2% 16.3%
8.484 6.476 8.741 7.811 2.9% 17.1%
18.311 | 14.966 | 19.234 | 18.144 4.8% 17.5%
20 | 38.979 | 33.468 | 41.337 | 40.010 5.7% 16.4%

S| o ||| 2

We contrast the two solutions (¢n,¢j/) and the optimal objective values (Z N, ZJ*V> in

Table 2. The parameters include = 2.5 and 0 = 1. As NV increases, the gap between ¢y and
¢ widens (where gy is consistently lower than g;). The gap in the profit is also remarkable,
underscoring that independence impacts the quality of the bundle pricing solution.

5.1.2. Unequal Means and Variances. 'When mean and variance are non-identical across
different products, we apply Proposition 2 to define

a2 4 o2
R (Hn =) %% forall n,
HUn — dn

as the universal range of all random variables. The firm’s objective function equals

N N 0_2
) Z:%%f{(n:lq") 1_H<(unqn>2+az> }

n=1
The constraint on the range R ensures that the internal budget allocation of g, maximizes

the product of T, (m) Additionally, the definition of R implies that g, =

—%R + iy = % R? — 402 such that R > 20,, must hold. If both roots of ¢, are positive,
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we take the smaller root; if there is a negative root, we take the positive root. Due to this
inconvenience of having two possible roots, we do not recommend replacing all ¢,, with only
one variable R. Instead, we endogenously choose R and impose constraints that the range of
each random variable must equal R.

5.1.3. Mixed Bundle Pricing. In the risk-based model (where the underlying distribution
is known), mixed bundle strategies (weakly) outperform pure bundle strategies. Notably, a
mixed bundle strategy offers p,, for buying only product n and a bundle price pp for buying
all the products as a bundle. It usually holds that pp < ZnNzl Pr, in a mixed bundle strategy.
However, in terms of the worst distribution, mixed bundle strategy is equally effective as pure
bundle strategy.

COROLLARY 3. (Mixed Bundle) When the firm’s objective is to maximize the worst-case
expected income, the mixed bundle strategy is equally effective as the pure bundle strategy.

PROOF. As the extreme distribution displays equal range property, we can easily verify
that the event X,, > p, but X,, + f(n) = ¢ < pp occurs with zero probability (i.e., the cus-
tomer finds that buying only product n gives her the higher utility than buying the bundle).
Therefore, the firm’s worst-case expected profit under mixed bundle strategy with pp is iden-
tical to that under a pure bundle strategy with p;. We conclude that mixed bundle strategy
does not improve the firm’s worst-case expected profit when valuations for each good are
independent. 0

Due to Corollary 3, we either apply Proposition 2 or Equation (19) to determine the pure
bundle price, depending on whether the mean and variance are identical. This result stands in
contrast to Eckalbar (2010) and Bhargava (2013) who advocate mixed bundles under uniform
distributions. With two products (/N = 2), standard uniform distributions, and zero production
costs, both Eckalbar and Bhargava show that (i) the optimal mixed bundle is to charge p,, = %

for product n and pp = % for both products; and (ii) the pure bundle strategy is to charge

Py = \/g for a pure bundle of both products (i.e., the price for individual product is set at

pn = 1 so that no customer buys only product n).
These distribution-specific strategies perform unsatisfactorily under their corresponding
extreme distributions with the same mean and variance. Specifically, we use p = 0.5 and

o =4/ 1—12 as the inputs in our semi-parametric analysis. We find that under mixed or pure

bundle strategy where the bundle price is the same (i.e., pg = pp), the firm’s most unfa-
vorable distribution remains the same, making the mixed and pure bundle strategies equally
effective. The intuition is that the joint distribution forms a square (as suggested by Propo-
sition 2) so that the event a customer buys only product n does not occur in the equilib-

4—/2
3

rium. When pp = , the firm’s expected income under the extreme distribution equals

merely 0.086; and when pp = \/g , the firm’s expected income under the extreme distribution

equals merely 0.137. In contrast, when using the robust bundle strategy, the bundle price is
q¢* = 0.527 and the firm’s expected income is 0.338. Additionally, when ¢* = 0.527 is used
in the uniform distribution, the firm’s expected income equals 0.454. We observe that the
distribution-specific prices are too high while the robust bundle price provides a much better
guarantee while the solution based on uniform prior performs unsatisfactorily. Additionally,
our method can easily scale to an arbitrary number of products.



SEMI-PARAMETRIC BOUNDS 17

5.2. Inventory Management. The firm (that owns a central warehouse) chooses an inven-
tory level g prior to receiving the realized demand X, from retailer n. Each retailer is treated
equally with the same understocking and overstocking costs b and h. Thus, the choice of ¢
is equivalent to choosing a forecast for £ subject to a generalized linear scoring rule. The ex
post loss function equals:

208 =b(E ) +hig-&" ="e g+ e ).

According to Proposition 3, the firm solves the following model:

Z:min{(b—i_h)max [N,u—q—}—QﬂN(q—N,u)—}—QNﬁNU 1-6
q 2 B \/ p

which represents a zero-sum game between the firm and adverse nature. The firm chooses ¢
to minimize the cost 7'(/3, ¢) but adverse nature chooses (3 to maximize the cost.

+ (b;h) (NMQ)},

1

COROLLARY 4. (Inventory Risk-Pooling) Let 3* = (bf:h) be a constant. When Lh >

%, the firm’s most unfavorable distribution is the following two-point distribution:

0) Pr(X u—aF) B8,
Pr(X:u—i-a\/g): — p*.

The firm’s optimal inventory level equals:

28" —1 1—p*
21 ¢ =Npu+o /B——(N—l) 7*6 .
2y/(1—p*)p* p
The firm’s optimal objective value equals:
1 _ *
(22) 7 =boN 5f .

PROOF. As bJ%h > (.5, the firm orders more inventory than the aggregate mean, giving rise

to the case of Ny < q. Using the identity that (¢ — ¢)™ 5 4 4+ 1 |¢ — ¢| and Proposition 3,
we find that the payoff function equals

Nu—q+2ﬁN<q—Nu)+2NﬁNa,/1;5

We solve the first-order conditions to determine the saddle point:

(b+h)
2

Gt Y

Z(5.0) = >

0Z

h+b) BN —b=0
Gy = (D)
YA . NopN 1 (1-28) N-

h+b) |INSN1(qg— Nu) + +(N-=1NBN26y/(1-B)B| =0
55 = (h+D) (4= Ni) + = e+ (V= 1) -9
The first COHdlthIl = 0 immediately yields Equation (20). With some algebra, we find that

the second condmon 8 7 = =0, along with the newly established Equation (20), yields that

(= Np)2y/(1=B)B+0(1-28)+2(N—-1)o(1-5)=0.
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After re-organizing the terms, we confirm Equation (21). Because %zg =0, it is easy to
verify the second-order conditions to confirm that the pair (5*, ¢*) constitutes a saddle point.

Finally, substituting $* and ¢* in to Z(3,q), we find that the value of the zero-sum game

equals Z* =bo N 155 . O

In statistical literature, it is known that the linear penalty costs constitute a strictly proper
scoring rule for forecasting the percentile (see Theorem 6 in Gneiting and Raftery, 2007).
Hence, the optimal inventory level ¢* shown in Equation (21) is the robust optimal forecast
in response to the asymmetric piece-wise linear scoring rule.

If we apply the nonsharp bound in Lemma 2, we solve

Z:mqin{(b—i_h)\/N2 (Hq)QJrNUZJr(b;h)(NMQ)},

2 N

and find g = Nu + @U <\/E — ﬁ) and Z = ov/Nbh. We contrast the two solutions

(¢,q*) and the optimal costs <Z, Z*) in Table 3. The parameters are 4 = 2.5, 0 =1, b=4,
and h = 1. As N increases, the gap between ¢ and ¢* is moderate (where ¢ is consistently
higher than ¢*). The gap in terms of the expected cost is more visible (which is as high as
5.6%), underscoring that independence impacts the quality of the inventory solution.

TABLE 3
Inventory Solutions

~ T q* T* q—q* T-T*

3.250 | 2.000 3.250 | 2.000 0?0% 0.0%
6.061 | 2.828 5.940 | 2.748 | 2.0% 2.9%
8.799 | 3.464 8.605 | 3.335 | 2.3% 3.9%

11.500 | 4.000 | 11.249 | 3.832 | 2.2% 4.4%

14.177 | 4.472 | 13.879 | 4.273 | 2.1% 4.7%

27.372 | 6.325 | 26.901 | 6.009 | 1.7% 5.3%

53.354 | 8.944 | 52.655 | 8.474 | 1.3% 5.6%

| =
I R S P

5.3. Option Pricing. Suppose that the price change of a trading asset in day n from the
starting value of zero is X,,. Thus, after N trading days, the price of the asset becomes
& =X1+ X9+ ...+ Xy. For simplicity, we assume that the asset brings no dividends and
consider an European call option on this asset with strike price ¢ and maturity in /N days. The
expected pay-off of the option is E (€ — ¢)T and risk-neutral price is e "VE (¢ — ¢)", where
7 is the risk-free rate. Lo (1987) proved the following sharp bounds

2 2 2
W g T
+ 02 24

E(€—q)" <p—q—
I
and

1
E(—q)" < 5(# —q+ \/m), otherwise.

The last bound coincided with the benchmark established in Lemma 2 of Section 2.2.
Instead of using simulations from a specified parametric distribution (which is very restric-
tive as an incorrect prior distribution can cause significant loss, for instance, in the bundle
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pricing example), the improved bounds in Propositions 1 and 3 are essential for valuation
of options since traders need to estimate the probability of reaching the strike price £ > 0
(price higher than the current price) and to assess E |£|. Both bounds are clearly important
for valuation of options. While Cox et al. (1979) developed the option pricing model based
on Binomial distributions, Proposition 3 implies that such a result constitutes an upper bound
estimate on E(¢)T.

To incorporate unequal mean and variance (i.e., the scenario of price shocks or price dy-
namics), we can apply Equation (14) to choose the parameters as the input data for the Bi-
nomial option pricing model that Cox et al. (1979) study. The equal range property ensures
that the lattices are squares with the same size despite unequal mean and variance. As Table
1 indicated, we can interpret £ as the aggregate claim of multiple property damages and then
the bound on E(£)™ provides an upper bound estimate of the expected aggregate claim.

In an applied example, we consider the share price of National Australia Bank Ltd.
(NAB.ASX). We use the data from 10 May to 17 November 2023 as the training data to
compute the mean and standard deviation. This training period happens to exclude any divi-
dend. The average price change on each trading day is 0.0194 Australian dollar and standard
deviation is 0.2752 Australian dollar. As at 10 May, the closing price is 26.26. We set the
strike price at ¢ = 28.8. We also include the normal prior benchmark and set the discount rate
at » = 0 for convenience. We compute the price for an European call option with different
expiration days, reported in Table 4.

TABLE 4
Option Prices of NAB Ltd.
Strike Price ¢ =28.8 | N=10 | N=30 | N=60 | N=100 | N =200
Aggregation 0.078 0.256 0.580 1.108 2.727
Improved 0.077 0.245 0.532 0.971 2.572
Normal Prior 0.001 0.069 0.333 0.823 2.313

A quick observation is that the aggregation bound proposed by Lo (1987) tends to over-
price the European call option (as the second row of Table 4 indicated). The closed form
expression and high accuracy make Proposition 3 an attractive alternative to many standard
convex algorithms (see Henrion et al., 2023, for updated literature in this area). In general,
Equation (12) is more suitable for call European options as the strike price is often higher
than the mean while Equation (13) is more suitable for put European options as the strike
price is often lower than the mean.

6. Conclusion. We develop two sets of results associated with the sum of indepen-
dent random variables using only the mean and variance. The results complement earlier
Chebyshev-type results such as Bentkus (2004), de la Peiia et al. (2004), and Yang and Mo
(1985) and provide important new insights, proof strategies and tighter bounds than those ob-
tained by aggregation. We show significant improvements arising from using the new bounds
in such popular applications as bundle pricing, inventory management and option pricing.
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Appendix: Proofs Related to Section 4.

Proof of Lemma 3:.  As a direct result of Corollary 1, it must hold that i — o/ % <0<

pt o4/ % (otherwise 5 = Pr (X < 0) cannot be feasible). Under the extreme distribution
in Equation (4), the integrand A; equals zero if X = X'; otherwise, A; equals H — L =

\/ 5+ 04/ L 5 = 0+/B(1 — ), which is the range of the two-point distribution. We

conﬁrm that the summation equals

T= ZZ [(X = X") (Ixs0p — Lixosop) ] Pr(X) Pr(X)

8 1-5
—2<0\/1_B+U\/ . >B(1—6)—2a\/6—62,

yielding inequality (5). B

Proof of Lemma 4:.  We provide two different proofs of Lemma 4. The first proof directly
uses the probability mass function of the endogenous Binomial distribution while the second
proof uses Korkine’s identity.

PROOF. Using the definition of §; and the probability mass function in (7), we find that

1-3 B8 NI(1-pB) pN—t
E(&)*T Z Nu—l—a< N—t)\/ 5 +t\/1_5>] (t!(N—)t)! :

=k
We define a sequence of {y;} as follows. For t = IV, it holds that

B
15

yv =N 1-8N=N@1-B"N"/B(1-5).

For t < N — 1, it holds that

N—t
yt=<— —t,/ +t,/1_ )N't' f
_ B)' BN B NI(1-p) pN!
__(N_t)\/ 5 t!(N o TWTZE A —o)

N-1)!(1-p) Nt N —1)1(1— )t gN-—t
=-NVET)! t!)(f\(f—t—)lﬂ VBB (t)—(l)!(N)—t)! :

Contrasting y; and y;4+1 (for t < N — 1), we find that the negative term of y; equals the
positive term of y;1. Hence, the summation equals

Yk + Yk+1 + ... + YN

_ (N—l)!(l_ﬁ)kﬂN—k 1 (1- ﬁ)k IBN N
=-NvB(1-5) RN — k1)1 +N\/7 N
O T LM VLL ) S AN/ ey i L1 ) i

(k+ 1IN —k—2)! ka k—1)!



22

(N-Dla-p~! 1-8"72p3
.—N/B(1-5) ) +NB(1-5 N P
+N<1—5>N‘1 ﬂ(l—ﬁ)
It (1Bt N
A R o VTG T

whereby only the positive term of y; is not cancelled out. Thus, the expected loss equals

1 (1 _ R\t RN—t
Z(B) =0 (yr + Yr+1 + . +yn) +NMZN (1(N/8_)§!
_ (V- 1)1 — )~ gV S NI(1-B) BV
= NoVBA =0 "5N —n) +N“; AN —f
which proves Equation (9). O

PROOF. We apply Equation (16) to compute the expected loss under the endogenous
Binomial distribution. We observe that if 3 € [0, dx—1], (N —t) L + tH is positive for
t > k but is negative for ¢t < k — 1. Thus, when {;) = (N — k)L + (k— 1) H, it holds
that H + ¢ = (N—k)L+kH >0and L + ¢, =(N—-k+1)L+ (k—-1)H <0.
The coefficient equals (]I{ Hiéw>00 — Iy L+£(i>>0}) = 1. This event occurs with probability

(N—(llg!_(i)_!(ﬁz\);t;)ﬂlwk . For all the other {;y # (N — k) L + (k — 1) H, the two indicators have

the same value, making the coefficient (Iz ¢, 01 — I{zte, >0p) = 0. Hence, we find that
when 3 € [0, 0x_1], Equation (16) equals

Y NIgN-t <1 - ﬁ)t

Z(B)= Nu TN =
(N—1)I(1 =gt Nk
1— -8 (k=N —k)! ’
which is identical to Equation (9). ]

Proof of Lemma 5:. 'We recall that over the interval [, d;—1], the piece-wise objective
function equals

(V-1 =)tV
CETE
It is more convenient to take logarithm and consider In(T'(k, 8)) = In(No)+ (k— 1) In (1 — 8)+
(N —k+ %) In 3. The first order condition yields that
OInT (k,8) (2N —2k—2NB+1)
op 26(B-1)

indicating that 8; = 5k (2N — 2k + 1). Substituting 3} into T (k,3), we obtain the local
optimal objective value 7™ (k) shown in Equation (10). The second order condition yields
that

T (k,p)=NoyB(1—p)

=0,

FWnT (k,5) 1
op*  2p2(B-1)

(2N — 2k — 28 —4NB +4kB +2Np* +1).
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The numerator is a convex and quadratic function with respect to 8. The determinant of this
quadratic equation equals

A=(—2—4N +4k)> —4-2N-(2N -2k +1)=—4(2k — 1) (2N =2k +1) <0
due to 1 < k < N. Thus, the numerator is always positive, meaning that %ﬁgk’ﬂ) <0

and making InT (k,3) a log-concave function with respect to /5. We conclude that 3} =
75 (2N — 2k + 1) is a local optimal solution over the interval [0, 6_1].
(i) The symmetry property as illustrated in Figure 1(a) is trivial due to the relationship

1 1
r=_— (2N =2 1)=1— — (2N —2(N — N=1- 5%
Br. 2N( k+1) 2N( ( k)+1) BNk

and the symmetry of ' (k, ) =T (N — k,1 — j3).
(ii) To prove the log-convex property, we take logarithm such that

InTy =InT'"(N) —InT' (k) —In'(N —k+1)

1 2k —1 1 2k —1
+<k‘—2>ln< 5N >+<N—k+2)ln(1— o ),

where I" (k) = (k — 1)! is the Gamma function. Since

0?2 1 2%k — 1 1 2k —1 1 1
= —— 1 N — “)In(1-
8k2(<k 2)11( oN >+( k+2>n( 9N )) k—%+N—k+%’

and InT" (V) is a constant, our task is to show that

O?’InT (k) O*InT (N —k+1) 1 1
G= < .
o2 Ok? k—%+N—k+%
82InT(k)

It is known that <3 = () (k) is the Trigamma function satisfying ¢ (k) ~ + +
ﬁ + 61? — 30% + .... As the fourth term has a negative coefficient, we use the first three

terms of the expansion to construct an upper bound on G as follows:

1 n 1 n 1 n 1 n 1 n 1
2k 6k N—-k+1 (N—k+1)° 6(N-k+1)"

which is consistent with Theorem 4 in Gordon (1994). Due to symmetry, it suffices to show

that

< Z
G_k

1, 1,1 (S S
ko220 6k3 k-1 6k3(2k—1) 7
for any 1 <k < N. We conclude that G < é + N%kqt;’ which ensures that % (In(Ty)) >

0.1

Proof of Proposition 3:.  When optimizing Z(/3), we solve the following first order con-
dition:

) (Nu(1-8) + N B9

_ o NpMt —\ _
- 5(1—6)<J ONo +2NoB + 2N /B (1 6))—0,
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which results in Equation (12). The candidate solution Bl is in the interior of [d1, 1], meaning

that
—(N—-1)o 1_Aﬁ1+0“ /BlA >0
B 1—5

Thus, under Bl, only when all X,, =y — o/ ! ﬂﬁ L can the sum & be negative. The expected

loss indeed equals Z* = Ny — N B{V </¢ —0 1;51> under this extreme two-point distri-

bution. Similarly, by optimizing Zx (3) we solve the following first order condition:

D) (Nu =) + No BT - 5) )
N(1-8"/B(1-8)
=- 26(1- ) <2NOB—U+2N/m/5(1—ﬁ)> =

which results in Equation (13).
Next, we investigate the sign of g (1) = + <21 (B1) — ZN(BN)). When p =0, Lemma 5
has shown that g (0) = 0. Applying the envelope theorem, we find that

, 107 107 ~ \N
= VIS B P (R M I

At the point = 0, it holds that

oN — 1\ ¥V 1\
/ 1 _ -
g (1) |u=0=1 ( SN ) (1 5 > <0.

Thus, when Ap > 0 (which occurs when g increases from zero to a positive number), g () ~
¢ (u )|u o] Ap < 0, suggesting that Z;(31) — Zn(Bx) < 0, making Sy a better solution
than Bl Likewise, when Ay < 0 (which occurs when p decreases from zero to a negative
number), g (1) =~ [¢’ ( ) |u=0] Ap > 0, suggesting that Z1(B1) — Zn(Bn) > 0, making f3; a
better solution than ﬁ N

Using the same method, we can contrast max {Zl (Bl), Z N(ﬁN)} with any other local
optimum objective value Zj (5 ), where k € {2,3, ..., N — 1}. We notice that

N!

(N —k)(k— 1)[” B(1—pB)(1—p)k1pN-k

Zp (B) =

N
(N—Fk+ )ik —1)!

+Npu (1 — BN - NN 1 - B) — ... — Nk — 5)’“) :

The first order condition yields that
07 (B) o NIBNFL (1)t

98 2(N-k)\(k—1)/B(1-B) [
Thus, we find that

5 02 (2N =2k + 1) + Np? — uy/N2p2 + 02 (2k — 1) (2N — 2k+1)

=" 2N (02 + p12)

2%k —1)o — 2No + 2NoB + 2Nuy/B(1 — 5)} -
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In a special case with p = 0, we recover the same result in the proof of Lemma 5 that

B M . When p < 0 (which implies Ay < 0), we find that

10, AN ArAN-1 A N! AN—k+1 A \k—1

= 7 — 1 _ _ _ 1—
(N2 \Y N! ON — 2k + 1\ VT rok 1\ !
B 2N O (N=k+DI(k—1)! 2N 2N

oN—-1\" o _ .
>1—< SN ) :%Zl(ﬁl)|uzo~

At the point o = 0, Lemma 5 already shows that Z;(51) > Zi(3)). We find that Z (5;) —
Z(By) ~ % (Zl(Bl) — Zk(/é’k)) |u=0Ap > 0, making $31 the global optimal solution for
Z () when p < 0. Similarly, we find that when 1 > 0, Zyx(3x) > Zi(Br).-

In summary, the global optimal solution is 1) 1 when u<0or?2) Bn when > 0. Cer-

tainly, Lemma 5 already shows that when p = 0, there exist two global optimal solutions
b1 = 2];[1\71 and By = ﬁ |
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