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Abstract

The first part of this work considers the entropy of the sunpofkéibly dependent and non-identically distributed) Beitn
random variables. Upper bounds on the error that followmfem approximation of this entropy by the entropy of a Poisson
random variable with the same mean are derived via the Chein-Biethod. The second part of this work derives new lower
bounds on the total variation distance and relative enthgtween the distribution of the sum of independent Berihcatidom
variables and the Poisson distribution. The starting pofrthe derivation of the new bounds in the second part of thaskw
is an introduction of a new lower bound on the total variatitistance, whose derivation generalizes and refines thgsimal
by Barbour and Hall (1984), based on the Chen-Stein methodhf Poisson approximation. A new lower bound on the
relative entropy between these two distributions is inticetl, and this lower bound is compared to a previously redort
upper bound on the relative entropy by Kontoyiannis et &l08). The derivation of the new lower bound on the relative
entropy follows from the new lower bound on the total vadatdistance, combined with a distribution-dependent refirg of
Pinsker’s inequality by Ordentlich and Weinberger (200%)per and lower bounds on the Bhattacharyya parameternGfier
information and Hellinger distance between the distrinutof the sum of independent Bernoulli random variables ded t
Poisson distribution with the same mean are derived as WseBame relations between these quantities with the totétian
distance and the relative entropy. The analysis in this wmbines elements of information theory with the Chen5tei
method for the Poisson approximation. The resulting bowardseasy to compute, and their applicability is exemplified.
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. INTRODUCTION

Convergence to the Poisson distribution, for the numbercoticences of possibly dependent events, naturally
arises in various applications. Following the work of Porgsthere has been considerable interest in how well the
Poisson distribution approximates the binomial distitout This approximation was treated by a limit theorem in
[15, Chapter 8], and later some non-asymptotic results bawsidered the accuracy of this approximation. Among
these old and interesting results, Le Cam'’s inequdlity [@Blides an upper bound on the total variation distance
between the distribution of the su), = >""" ;| X; of n independent Bernoulli random variabléX;} |, where
X; ~ Bern(p;), and a Poisson distribution P9 with meanA = 3" , p;. This inequality states that

1 0 —A\k n
drv (s, Pa)) 2 3 kzzo [P(s. =) - | < >t

so if, e.g9.,.X; ~ Bern(%) for everyi € {1,...,n} (referring to the case tha, is binomially distributed) then this
upper bound is equal té;, thus decaying to zero astends to infinity. This upper bound was later improved, e.g.,

by Barbour and Hall (see [[4, Theorem 1]), replacing the ahgseer bound by<1‘§”> S, p? and therefore

improving it by a factor of% when A is large. This improved upper bound was also proved by Barbad Hall
to be essentially tight (se&l[4, Theorem 2]) with the follogrlower bound on the total variation distance:

drv (Ps...PoY)) > = min{1, | >t
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so the upper and lower bounds on the total variation distdifter by a factor of at most 32, irrespectively of the

value of A (it is noted that in[[5, Remark 3.2.2], the factéf in the lower bound was claimed to be improvable
to 1—14 with no explicit proof). The Poisson approximation and fakso the compound Poisson approximation have
been extensively treated in the literature (see, e.g.,df@ance list in[[5] and this paper).

Among modern methods, the Chen-Stein method forms a polwadbabilistic tool that is used to calculate error
bounds when the Poisson approximation serves to assesssttigudon of a sum of (possibly dependent) Bernoulli
random variables [10]. This method is based on the simplpasty of the Poisson distribution whef ~ Pa(\)
with A € (0,00) if and only if AE[f(Z + 1)] — E[Z f(Z)] = 0 for all bounded functiong that are defined on
No £ {0,1,...}. This method provides a rigorous analytical treatment,eviar bounds, to the case whdiié has
approximately the Poisson distribution (R where it can be expected thatE[f (W + 1)] — E[W f(W)] ~ 0 for
an arbitrary bounded functiofi that is defined orlNy. The interested reader is referred to several comprelensiv
surveys on the Chen-Stein method|in [3], [3], [6, Chapted@], [42, Chapter 2] and [43].

During the last decade, information-theoretic methodseweploited to establish convergence to Poisson and
compound Poisson limits in suitable paradigms. An inforamatheoretic study of the convergence rate of the
binomial-to-Poisson distribution, in terms of the relatigntropy between the binomial and Poisson distributions,
was provided in[[19], and maximum entropy results for theohiial, Poisson and compound Poisson distributions
were studied in [18],128],[32]/146]/ [50]/[51] and [52].hE law of small numbers refers to the phenomenon that,
for random variable X;}” , defined onNy, the sum}_" | X; is approximately Poisson distributed with mean
A =Y, p; if (qualitatively) the following conditions holdP(X; = 0) is close to 1,P(X; = 1) is uniformly
small, P(X; > 1) is negligible as compared ®B(X; = 1), and{X;}! , are weakly dependent (see [17], [44] and
[45]). An information-theoretic study of the law of smallmbers was provided in [33] via the derivation of upper
bounds on the relative entropy between the distributiomefsum of possibly dependent Bernoulli random variables
and the Poisson distribution with the same mean. An extansidhe law of small humbers to a thinning limit
theorem for convolutions of discrete distributions thag defined onNy was introduced in[[22], followed by an
analysis of the convergence rate and some non-asymptstittseFurther work in this direction was studied|in![30],
and the work in[[¥] provides an information-theoretic stidy the problem of compound Poisson approximation,
which parallels the earlier study for the Poisson approsinain [33]. A recent follow-up to the works ir_[7] and
[33] is provided in [[36] and([37], considering connectioretveeen Stein characterizations and Fisher information
functionals. Nice surveys on the line of work on informatibieoretic aspects of the Poisson approximation are
introduced in[[28, Chapter 7] and [34]. Furthermore, [13after 2] surveys some commonly-used metrics between
probability measures with some pointers to the Poissonocapation.

This paper provides an information-theoretic study of tbesfon approximation via the Chen-Stein method. The
novelty of this paper is considered to be in the followingexsp:

« Consider the entropy of a sum of (possibly dependent andidemntically distributed) Bernoulli random
variables. Upper bounds on the error that follows from anreximation of this entropy by the entropy
of a Poisson random variable with the same mean are derizeth&i Chen-Stein method (see Theofém 5 and
its related results in Sectidn I). The use of these new bsusiéxemplified for some interesting applications
of the Chen-Stein method inl[2] and [3].

« Improved lower bounds on the relative entropy between tié&ibition of a sum of independent Bernoulli
random variables and the Poisson distribution with the sar@an are derived (see Theorem 7 in Sedtidn II).
These new bounds are obtained by combining a derivation wfessharpened lower bounds on the total
variation distance (see Theorém 6 and some related resuledtion[1ll) that improve the original lower
bound in [4, Theorem 2], and a probability-dependent refier@nof Pinsker’s inequality [38]. The new lower
bounds are compared with existing upper bounds.

« New upper and lower bounds on the Chernoff information andtBlcharyya parameter are also derived in
Sectionl via the introduction of new bounds on the Helénglistance and relative entropy. The use of the
new lower bounds on the relative entropy and Chernoff infdram is exemplified in the context of binary
hypothesis testing. The impact of the improvements of these bounds is studied as well.

To the best of our knowledge, among the publications oflHteE Trans. on Information Theorthe Chen-Stein
method for Poisson approximation was used so far only in temasions. In[[49], this probabilistic method was
used by A. J. Wyner to analyze the redundancy and the distibof the phrase lengths in one of the versions of
the Lempel-Ziv data compression algorithm. In the secormasion, this method was applied in_[16] in the context
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of random networks. IN_[16], the authors relied on existipper bounds on the total variation distance, applying
them to analyze the asymptotic distribution of the numbesolfated nodes in a random grid network where nodes
are always active. The first part of this paper relies (as)vagilsome existing upper bounds on the total variation
distance, with the purpose of obtaining error bounds on thiesBn approximation of the entropy for a sum of
(possibly dependent) Bernoulli random variables, or maeegally for a sum of non-negative, integer-valued and
bounded random variables (this work relies on strongeliamesof the upper bounds in [16, Theorems 2.2 and 2.4]).

The paper is structured as follows: Sectidn Il forms the fuastt of this work where the entropy of the sum of
Bernoulli random variables is considered. Secfioh Il jwleg the second part of this work where new lower bounds
on the total variation distance and relative entropy betwthe distribution of the sum of independent Bernoulli
random variables and the Poisson distribution are deriVid. derivation of the new and improved lower bounds
on the total variation distance relies on the Chen-Steirhatefor the Poisson approximation, and it generalizes
and tightens the analysis that was used to derive the ofilgiwar bound on the total variation distance lin [4]. The
derivation of the new lower bound on the relative entropyofes from the new lower bounds on the total variation
distance, combined with a distribution-dependent refirrgroé Pinsker’s inequality in [38]. The new lower bound
on the relative entropy is compared to a previously repouigaer bound on the relative entropy from[33]. Upper
and lower bounds on the Bhattacharyya parameter, Chemfoffmation and the Hellinger, local and Kolmogorov-
Smirnov distances between the distribution of the sum oéfreshdent Bernoulli random variables and the Poisson
distribution with the same mean are also derived in Secfibrid some relations between these quantities with
the total variation distance and the relative entropy. Thalyssis in this work combines elements of information
theory with the Chen-Stein method for Poisson approximafidie use of these new bounds is exemplified in the
two parts of this work, partially relying on some interegtiapplications of the Chen-Stein method for the Poisson
approximation that were introduced in [2] and [3]. The bosititiat are derived in this work are easy to compute,
and their applicability is exemplified. Throughout the paple logarithms are expressed on the natural base (on
basee).

II. ERRORBOUNDS ON THEENTROPY OF THESUM OF BERNOULLI RANDOM VARIABLES

This section considers the entropy of a sum of (possibly deget and non-identically distributed) Bernoulli
random variables. Sectidn II*A provides a review of someortgal results on the Poisson approximation, whose
derivation relies on the Chen-Stein method, that are raleiathe analysis in this section. The original results of
this section are introduced from Sectlon II-B which prowde upper bound on the entropy difference between two
discrete random variables in terms of their total variatiistance. This bound is later in this section in the context
of the Poisson approximation. Sectlon [I-C introduces sempgicit upper bounds on the error that follows from the
approximation of the entropy of a sum of Bernoulli randomiaales by the entropy of a Poisson random variable
with the same mean. Some applications of the new bounds araptitied in Sectiom II-DD, and these bounds are
proved in Sectiof II=E. Finally, a generalization of theseihds is introduced in SectionTI-F to address the case of
the Poisson approximation for the entropy of a sum of noratieg, integer-valued and bounded random variables.

A. Review of Some Essential Results for the Analysis indbé&iti

Throughout the paper, we use the term ‘distribution’ to refe the discrete probability mass function of an
integer-valued random variable. In the following, we revieriefly some known results that are used for the
analysis later in this section.

Definition 1: Let P and @ be two probability measures defined on a &etThen, the total variation distance
betweenP and (@ is defined by

dv(P,Q) 2 sup |P(A) - Q(A) (1)

Borel ACX

where the supermum is taken w.r.t. all the Borel subgetsf X. If X' is a countable set thehl(1) is simplified to

drv(P,Q) = % > |P(x) - Qx)| = 1P = Qll @

2
zeX

so the total variation distance is equal to one-half of fhedistance between the two probability distributions.
The following theorem combine5si[4, Theorems 1 and 2], angrie®f relies on the Chen-Stein method:
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Theorem 1:Let W = Y |, X; be a sum ofn independent Bernoulli random variables wiltf.X;) = p; for

i € {l,...,n}, andE(W) = \. Then, the total variation distance between the probghdistribution of W and
the Poisson distribution with meansatisfies

5 (11 5) 5" 57 < dry (v Pol) < <1 _f_A> > 3
i=1 =1

wherea A b £ min{a, b} for everya,b € R.

Remark 1: The ratio between the upper and lower bounds in Thebdiem 1t igryer than 32, irrespectively of the
values of{p; }. This shows that, for independent Bernoulli random vagapthese bounds are essentially tight. The
upper bound in[{3) improves Le Cam’s inequality (se€ [35F]¥which states thatiry (Py,Po(A)) < S0, p?
so the improvement, for large values bfis approximately by the facto}.

Theorenill provides a non-asymptotic result for the Poisppnoximation of sums of independent binary random
variables via the use of the Chen-Stein method. In gendialiriethod enables to analyze the Poisson approximation
for sums of dependent random variables. To this end, thewollg notation was used inl[2] and![3]:

Let I be a countable index set, and ferc I, let X, be a Bernoulli random variable with

Pa 2P(Xe=1)=1-P(X,=0)>0. (4)
Let
WEY Xo, A2EW)=) pa (5)
acl ael

where it is assumed thate (0, c0). For everya € I, let B, be a subset of that is chosen such thate B,. This
subset is interpreted in![2] as the neighborhood of deperefar « in the sense thak', is independent or weakly
dependent of all of theXs for 5 ¢ B,. Furthermore, the following coefficients were definedlinh $&ction 2]:

b2 paps (6)

a€l BEB,

2> D Pap Pas 2 E(XaXp) (7)
o€l BeB.\{a}

b3 2> sa, s 2 E|E(Xa — palo({Xs sen s, )] ®)
acl

whereo(-) in the conditioning of[(B) denotes the-algebra that is generated by the random variables insigle th
parenthesis. In the following, we cite/ [2, Theorem 1] whicisentially implies that wheby, b, andbs are all small,
then the total numbeW of events is approximately Poisson distributed.

Theorem 2:Let W = ., X, be a sum of (possibly dependent and non-identically distei) Bernoulli

random variableg X, }.c;. Then, with the notation in_{4)H(8), the following upper Iouon the total variation

distance holds: Y

drv (P, PaN)) < (b + ba) (1 —)\e ) + b3 (1 A %) 9)

Remark 2: A comparison of the right-hand side &ff (9) with the bound inTReorem 1] shows a difference in a
factor of 2 between the two upper bounds. This follows froniffeignce in a factor of 2 between the two definitions
of the total variation distance inl[2, Section 2] and Defontil here. It is noted, however, that Definitidn 1 in this
work is consistent, e.g., with [4] andI[5].

Remark 3: Theorem 2 forms a generalization of the upper bound in Tmedleby choosingB, = {«} for
acI={1,...,n} (note that, due to the independence assumption of the Bimamdom variables in Theoref 1,
the neighborhood of dependencecis « itself). In this setting, under the independence assumptio

blzzp?, b2:b3:0
i=1

which therefore gives, froni{9), the upper bound on the flegntd side of[(3).
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Before proceeding to this analysis, the following maximurtr@py result of the Poisson distribution is introduced.
Theorem 3:The Poisson distribution P&) has the maximal entropy among all probability distribusonith
mean that can be obtained as sums of independent Bernoulli RVs:

H(Po})) = L H(S)

Boo(A) £ [ Ba(V)

neN

B,(\) & {S : 8 =YX, X;~Bern(p;) independent® " p; = /\} . (10)

i=1 i=1
Furthermore, since the supremum of the entropy over thé3sét) is monotonic increasing in, then

H(Po\)) = lim sup H(S5).
N0 geB,(N)

Forn € N, the maximum entropy distribution in the claBg () is the Binomial distribution of the sum of i.i.d.
Bernoulli random variables Bé%) SO

H(Pa\)) = lim H(Binomial(m é))

n—oo n

Remark 4: Theorem[B partially appears in [32, Proposition 2.1] (s€& Bqg. (2.20)]). This theorem follows
directly from [18, Theorems 7 and 8.

Remark 5: The maximum entropy result for the Poisson distribution lredreniB was strengthened in[28] by
showing that the supermum on the right-hand sid€_of (10) @extended to the larger set of ultra-log-concave
probability mass functions (that includes the binomialtrdisition). This result for the Poisson distribution was
generalized in[[29] and [31] to maximum entropy results fizctete compound Poisson distributions.

Calculation of the entropy of a Poisson random varialdfethe next sub-section, we consider the approximation
of the entropy of a sum of Bernoulli random variables by th&agy of a Poisson random variable with the same
mean. To this end, it is required to evaluate the entropy of Po(\). It is straightforward to verify that

e A=A og k!
H(Z) = Alog (X) Y (11)
k=1

so the entropy of the Poisson distribution (in nats) is giireterms of an infinite series that has no closed-form
expression. Sequences of simple upper and lower boundsi®rentropy, which are asymptotically tight, were
derived in [1]. In particular, from[[1, Theorem 2],

31 33 1 1 1 ) 1
“on¢ ~aow o = HZ) — 5 leere) + 555 S o+ Gow
which gives tight bounds on the entropy 4f ~ Po(\) for large values of\. For A > 20, the entropy ofZ
is approximated by the average of its upper and lower boundd3), asserting that the relative error of this
approximation is less thaf.1% (and it decreases Iik(-;\% while increasing the value of). For A € (0,20),
a truncation of the infinite series on the right-hand side[Hl) (after its first[10\] terms gives an accurate
approximation.

(12)

B. A New Bound on the Entropy Difference of Two Discrete RamWariables

The following theorem provides a new upper bound on the pgtdifference between two discrete random
variables in terms of their total variation distance. THiedrem relies on the bound of Ho and Yeunglin] [23,
Theorem 6] that forms an improvement over the previouslorgg bound in[[11, Theorem 17.3.3] dr [12,
Lemma 2.7]. The following new bound is later used in this ieecin the context of the Poisson approximation.
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Theorem 4:Let A = {a1,a2,...} be a countable infinite set. Lef andY be two discrete random variables
where X takes values from a finite s&t = {a1,...,a,,}, for somem € N, andY takes values from the entire
set.A. Assume that

drv(X,Y) <7 (13)
for somen € [0,1), and let
Mémax{mﬂ ﬁ} (14)
Furthermore, lejx > 0 be set such that
— > Py(a;) log Py(a;) < pu (15)
i=M
then
[H(X) — H(Y)| < nlog(M —1) + h(n) + p (16)
whereh denote the binary entropy function.
Proof: Let Y be a random variable that is defined to be equal'td Y € {al,;. .,ap—1}, and it is set to

be equal touy, if Y = a; for somei > M. Hence, the probability mass function ®f is related to that ol as
follows

Py (a;) ifie{l,...,.M —1}
P);(al) = 0o ) e (17)
> jen Pr(ag) if i= M.
Since Px (a;) = 0 for every: > m and M > m + 1, then it follows from [(1¥) that
dTV(X Y)
1 = 1
= —Z‘PX a, z)’+§ Z Pf,(ai)—l—iPy(aM)
i=m+1
1 o0
= _Z|PX (ai) = Py (ai)| + 5 > Py(a)
i=m+1
- dw<X, Y). (18)

Hence,X andY are two discrete random variables that take values fromehéus, . .., axs} (note that it includes
the set¥) anddry (X, Y) < n (seel[IB) and(18)). The bound in[23, Theorem 6] therefopien that ify < 1—4;
(which is indeed the case, due to the walis defined in[(I4)), then

|H(X) — H(Y)| <1 log(M — 1) + h(n). (19)

SinceY is a deterministic function o¥ then H(Y) = H(Y,Y) > H(Y), and therefore[{15) an@{117) imply that

|H(Y) — H(Y)|
—H(Y)—-H(Y)
:—ZPY (IZ logPy Clz (ZPY az>10g (ZPY(a2)>
=M i=M
< =Y Py(a;) log Py (a;)
i=M
< (20)

Finally, the bound in[{16) follows fron{_(19)_(R0) and theatrgle inequality. [ |
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C. New Error Bounds on the Entropy of Sums of Bernoulli Randfarables

The new bounds on the entropy of sums of Bernoulli randomabées are introduced in the following. Their
use is exemplified in Sectidn 111D, and their proofs appeaséactionII-E.

Theorem 5:Let I be an arbitrary finite index set witl| £ n. Under the assumptions of Theoréin 2 and the
notation used in Eqsl(4]3(8), let

12 (b + bo) (1 _;_A> (1 %) 21)
Mémax{n—l—Zﬁ} (22)
pa [(Alog(%))Jr +/\2+%] exp{— [A+(M—2) log (ijﬂ} (23)

where, in [(28),(x)+ = max{x,0} for everyx € R. Let Z ~ Po()\) be a Poisson random variable with meanif
n < 1, then the difference between the entropiesZodnd W satisfies the following inequality:

|H(Z) — H(W)| < nlog(M — 1) + h(n) + . (24)

The following corollary refers to the entropy of a sum of ipgadent Bernoulli random variables:
Corollary 1: Consider the setting in Theorem 5, and assume that the Bérramdom variables{ X, }.c; are

also independent. Then, the following inequality holds:

0<H(Z)—=HW)<nlog(M—1)+h(n) +u (25)

wheren in (21) is specialized to

e <1 _;_A> > . (26)

ael

The following bound forms a possible improvement of the itesuCorollary[1.
Proposition 1: Assume that the conditions in Corolldry 1 are satisfied. Theeguality [25) holds with the new
parameter

3
é 9 i {1 - _>\7 } 27
n min e Je(1 - \/5)3/2 (27)
where
A2 po (28)
acl
02130 (29)
ael

Remark 6:From [28) and[{29), it follows thal < § < max,csPa = Pmax- The condition that) < 1 is mild
since it is a meaningful upper bound on the total variatistattice (which is bounded by 1).

Remark 7:Propositior ]l improves the bound in Corollady 1 onlyifs below a certain value that depends on
A. The maximal improvement that is obtained by Propositibaslcompared to Corollaiy 1, is in the case where
6 — 0 and A\ — oo, and the corresponding improvement in the value)a$ by a factor of% ~ (0.276.
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D. Applications of the New Error Bounds on the Entropy

In the following, the use of Theorefd 5 is exemplified for théireation of the entropy of sums of (possibly
dependent) Bernoulli random variables. It starts with gpéinexample where the summands are independent binary
random variables, and some interesting examples from [@jd®e3] and [3, Section 4] are considered next. These
examples are related to sums of dependent Bernoulli randoiables, where the use of Theoreim 5 is exemplified
for the calculation of error bounds on the entropy via therE8e&ein method.

Example 1 (sums of independent Bernoulli random variables} W = """ | X; be a sum ofn independent
Bernoulli random variables wher¥; ~ Bern(p;) for i = 1,...,n. The calculation of the entropy d¥ involves
the numerical computation of the probabilities

(PW(O),Pw(l), . ,Pw(n)) = (1 _p17p1) * (1 —pg,pg) * ... (1 —pn,pn)

whose computational complexity is high for very large valwé n, especially if the probabilities,...,p, are
not the same. The bounds in Corollaty 1 and Proposition ligeorgorous upper bounds on the accuracy of the
Poisson approximation fol (). Lets exemplify this in the case where

pi=2ai, Yie{l,...,n}, a=10"12 n=10°
then "
A= p;=an(n+1) = 1,000,000.01 ~ 10°

i=1

and from [29)
1 a(2n + 1)
= X E = ———= =10.0133.

The entropy of the Poisson random varlaIZlew Po()\) is evaluated via the bounds in_{12) (sinke> 1, these
bounds are tight), and they imply that(Z) = 8.327 nats. From Corollary]1 (see Ed. (25) whdre= {1,...,n}),
it follows that0 < H(Z)— H(W) < 0.316 nats, and Propositidd 1 improves it@o< H(Z)— H (W) < 0.110 nats.
Hence,H (W) = 8.272 nats with a relative error of at mo8t7%.

Example 2 (random graphs)rhis problem, which appears inl[2, Example 1], is describgdo#lows: On the
cube {0,1}", assume that each of the"~! edges is assigned a random direction by tossing a fair cah. L
k€ {0,1,...,n} be fixed, and denote by’ = W (k,n) the random variable that is equal to the number of vertices
at which exactlyk edges point outward (so= 0 corresponds to the event wherealedges, from a certain vertex,
point inward). Let/ be the set of alk™ vertices, andX, be the indicator that vertex € I has exactlyk of its
edges directed outward. Thé# = > _; X, with

X, ~Bem(p), p=2" <Z> Va e I.

This implies that\ = (z) (since|I| = 2™). Clearly, the neighborhood of dependence of a vedtex I, denoted by
B,, is the set of vertices that are directly connected t@ncluding « itself since Theorernl2 requires thatc B,).

It is noted, however, thaB, in [2, Example 1] was given by, = {8 : |8 — a| = 1} so it excluded the vertex
a. From [6), this difference implies that in their example should be modified to

)

=927"(n + 1) <Z>2 (30)

so by is larger than its value ir_[2, p. 14] by a factor bf+ % which has a negligible effect ifi > 1. As is noted
in [2, p. 14], if « and 8 are two vertices that are connected by an edge, then a camddgi on the direction of
this edge gives that

-1 -1
pa,géE(XaXﬁ):Zz_Q” (nk ><Z_1>, Vael, pe€B,\{a}



I. SASON: AN INFORMATION-THEORETIC PERSPECTIVE OF THE PGB®N APPROXIMATION VIA THE CHEN-STEIN METHOD 9

9pm (N—1\ (n—1
by = 2 ( ] ) <k—1>'
Finally, as is noted in’[2, Example 14; = 0 (this is because the conditional expectation¥of given (Xs)sen 5,
is, similarly to the un-conditional expectation, equaptq i.e., the directions of the edges outside the neighborhood
of dependence of: are irrelevant to the directions of the edges connectingréttex o).
In the following, Theoreml5 is applied to get a rigorous elyound on the Poisson approximation of the entropy
H(W). Table[] presents numerical results for the approximatddevaf H(1/), and the maximal relative error

that is associated with this approximation. Note that, bysyetry, the cases withV’ (k,n) and W (n — k,n) are
equivalent, so (W (k,n)) = H(W (n — k,n)).

and therefore, fromi(7),

TABLE |
NUMERICAL RESULTS FOR THEPOISSON APPROXIMATIONS OF THE ENTROPY (W) (W = W (k,n)) BY THE ENTROPY H (Z) WHERE
Z ~ PO(X), JOINTLY WITH THE ASSOCIATED ERROR BOUNDS OF THESE APPROXIMAONS. THESE ERROR BOUNDS ARE CALCULATED
FROM THEOREM[G FOR THE RANDOM GRAPH PROBLEM INEXAMPLE 2.

n | k(orn—k) A= (D) Approximation of H(W) | Maximal relative error
30 27 4.060 - 10® 5.573 nats 0.1%
30 26 2.741 - 10* 6.528 nats 0.5%
30 25 1.425 - 10° 7.353 nats 2.3%
50 48 1.225 - 10° 4.974 nats 7.6-1071°
50 46 2.303 - 10° 7.593 nats 9.5-1078
50 44 1.589 - 107 9.710 nats 5.2-1076
50 42 5.369 - 10® 11.470 nats 1.5-107*
50 40 1.027 - 10'° 12.945 nats 2.5-1073
100 95 7.529 - 107 10.487 nats 7.9.1072°
100 90 1.731 - 10*3 16.660 nats 1.2-1071
100 85 2.533 - 10"7 21.456 nats 1.3-1071%°
100 80 5.360 - 10%° 25.284 nats 2.4-1077
100 75 2.425 - 10%3 28.342 nats 9.6-107°
100 70 2.937 - 10%° 30.740 nats 1.1%

Example 3 (maxima of dependent Gaussian random variabfésiisider a finite sequence of possibly depen-
dent Gaussian random variables. The Chen-Stein method seakin [3, Section 4.4] and [26] to derive explicit
upper bounds on the total variation distance between theilbdison of the number of timegWW) where this
sequence exceeds a given level and the Poisson distributibrthe same mean. The following example relies on
the analysis in[[3, Section 4.4], and it aims to provide anogs estimate of the entropy of the random variable that
counts the number of times that the sequence of Gaussianmawnariables exceeds a given level. This estimation
is done as an application of Theorém 5. In order to sharpeertoe bound on the entropy, we derive a tightened
upper bound on the coefficiet in (7) for the studied example; this bound bnimproves the upper bound inl[3,
Eq. (21)], and it therefore also improves the error boundhendntropy ofi¥. Note that the random variablé
can be expressed as a sum of dependent Bernoulli randonblesri@here each of these binary random variables
is an indicator function that the corresponding Gaussiadaen variable in the sequence exceeds the fixed level.
The probability that a Gaussian random variable with zeranrend a unit variance exceeds a certain high level is
small, and the law of small numbers indicates that the Ppisgproximation forV is good if the required level
of crossings is high.

By referring to the setting in_[3, Section 4.4], 1€éZ;} be a sequence of independent and standard Gaussian
random variables (having a zero mean and a unit variancejsi@er a 1-dependent moving average of Gaussian
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random variablegY;} that are defined, for somec R, by
2 Zit0Zip

P s ———, Vi>1 31
V1+6? (31)
This implies thatE(Y;) = 0, E(Y;?) = 1, and the lag-1 auto-correlation is equal to
0
A Vo) —
pEEY:Yin) = 1 (32)

Lett > 0 be a fixed leveln € N, andW be the number of elements in the sequefiEg, ...,Y,} that exceed
the levelt. Then,W = Y7 | X; is the sum of dependent Bernoulli random variables where= 1y, for
i € {1,...,n} (note thatW is a sum of independent Bernoulli random variables onlg ¥ 0). The expected
value of W' is

E(W) =nP(Y1 > t) =n (1 - &(t)) £ A\, (1) (33)
where . .
@(t)é%/_we—idt, VteR (34)

is the Gaussian cumulative distribution function. Consiagthe sequence of Bernoulli random variab{e$, }ocr
wherel = {1,...,n} then, it follows from [(4) that

Pa =PYo>t)=1—®(t), Vael. (35)
The neighborhood of dependence of an arbitrarg I is
By2{a—1,a,a+1}NI

sinceY, only depends int,_1,Y,, Y,+1. From [6), [38) and[(35), and also becayfg| < 3 for everya € I,
then the following upper bound dn (see [(6)) holds (se&[3, Eq. (21)])
3A2(t)
<|I By|p?} = — 2 36
by < I max{|Ba|pa} - (36)
In the following, a tightened upper bound éx (as is defined in[(7)) is derived, which improves the bound3in [
Eqg. (21)]. Since, by definitionX, = 1y, ¢}, X = Liy, >, and (from [(7))pa, s £ E(XoX3), then

Pa,B = P(min{Ya,Yg} > t), Vael, g€ By\{a}. (37)

Note that for everyy € I and g € B, \ {a}, necessarilyd = a+1 soY, andYjs are jointly standard Gaussian

random variables with the correlatignin (32) (it therefore follows thap [—%, %] achieving these two extreme

values at? = +1). From [3, Eq. (23) in Lemma 1], it follows that

2(1+p)
Da,s < 7T(1 — P) ’ [(p(u) —u (1 - CI)(u))] (38)
where
N 2
1 u? ,
olu) = Nors exp(—;) = ®'(u). (40)

Finally, since|I| = n and|B,| < 3 for every« € I, then [T) and[(38) lead to the following upper bound:

by < |1 el ﬁﬁ%ﬁ\{a}mBa' —1)pas}

20+0) o) — (1 — By
<2\ i) [p(u) —u (1 — P(u))] (41)

where®, p, u andy are introduced, respectively, in Eqs.1(32),]1(34).] (39) &H#).(This improves the upper bound
on b in [3, Eg. (21)] where the reason for this improvement is tedlato the weakening of an inequality in the
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transition from [3, Eq. (23)] to[[3, Eqg. (24)]. As is noted iB,[Eq. (21)], sinceY,, is independent otYs)s¢ 5., ,
then it follows from [8) thats = 0.
Having upper bounds oby andb, (see [(36) and_(41)) and the exact valuegfwe are ready to use Theorérn 5

to get error bounds for the approximation Bf1/) by the entropy of a Poisson random variallevith the same
mean (i.e..Z ~ Po(\,(t)) where,(t) is introduced in[(3B)). Tablelll presents numerical resfdisthe Poisson
approximation of the entropy, and the associated error d®ulh also shows the improvement in the error bound
due to the tightening of the upper bound Bnin (41) (as compared to its original bound id [3, Eq. (21)]).

TABLE Il

NUMERICAL RESULTS FOR THEPOISSON APPROXIMATIONS OF THE ENTROPY (W) IN EXAMPLE[3l. IT IS APPROXIMATED BY H (Z)
WHERE Z ~ PO(\,(t)) IN (33), AND THE ASSOCIATED ERROR BOUNDS ARE COMPUTED FROMHEOREM[S. THE INFLUENCE OF THE
TIGHTENED BOUND IN (1)) IS EXAMINED BY A COMPARISON WITH THE LOOSENED UPPER BOUND OR2 IN [3}, EQ. (21)].

s

n 0 t (afixed | E(W) = A.(t) | Poisson Approximation Maximal relative error with
(Eq. [32)) level) (Eq. [33)) of H(W) tightened and loosened boun

10" +1 5 2.87-1073 0.020 nats 1.9% (2.3%)

10° +1 5 0.287 0.672 nats 4.9% (6.0%)

10% +1 5 28.7 3.094 nats 4.9% (6.0%)

1010 +1 5 2.87 - 10° 5.399 nats 3.3% (4.1%)

1012 +1 5 2.87 - 10° 7.702 nats 2.7% (3.3%)

10* -1 5 2.87-1073 0.020 nats 3.8-1076

10° -1 5 0.287 0.672 nats 9.6-107°

108 -1 5 28.7 3.094 nats 9.3-1076

10" -1 5 2.87-10° 5.399 nats 6.1-1076

1012 -1 5 2.87-10° 7.702 nats 4.8-107°

10" +1 6 9.87-107° 1.24 - 10~ nats 0.2% (0.2%)

10° +1 6 9.87-107* 0.008 nats 0.3% (0.4%)

10% +1 6 9.87 1072 0.327 nats 0.7% (0.8%)

1010 +1 6 9.87 2.555 nats 1.0% (1.2%)

1012 +1 6 9.87 - 107 4.866 nats 0.6% (0.7%)

Table[dl supports the following observations, which aret fiited and then explained:

« For fixed values ofi and#, the Poisson approximation is improved by increasing thelle
« For fixed values of. andt, the error bounds for the Poisson approximation of the gtimprove when the
value off is modified in a way that decreases the lag-1 auto-correlatim (32).
« For fixed values of. andt, the effect of the tightened upper boundief(see [(411)) on the error bound of the
entropy H (W) is more enhanced whemis increased (via a change in the valuedpf
« For fixed values of andt, the error bounds for the Poisson approximation are weagpeddent om.

The explanation of these observations is, respectivelfolasvs:

« For fixed values of» and d, by increasing the value of the positive levglthe probability that a standard
Gaussian random variab¥ (for i € {1,...,n}) exceeds the valugis decreased. The law of small numbers
indicates on the enhancement of the accuracy of the Poiggmoxdmation fori¥ in this case.

« For fixed values of» andt, the expected value di (i.e., \,,(¢) in (33)) is kept fixed, and so is the upper
bound onb; in (36). However, if the correlatiop in (32) is decreased (by a proper change in the valug) of
then the value of: in (39) is increased, and the upper boundber(see [(41)) is decreased. Since the upper
bounds orb; andbs are not affected by a change in the valuedadnd the upper bound di is decreased,
then the upper bound on the total variation distance in Téra® is decreased as well. This also decreases the
error bound that refers to the Poisson approximation of tiepy in Theoreni]5. Note that Taklé Il compares
the situation for§ = +1, which corresponds respectively po= i% (these are the two extreme valuesp)f
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« Whenn andt are fixed, the balance between the upper bound$;0and b, changes significantly while
changing the value of. To exemplify this numerically, let = 10® and¢ = 5 be the length of the sequence
of Gaussian random variables and the considered levelecagely. If # = 1, the upper bounds oty and
by in (36) and [(41l) are, respectively, equal2a7 - 107> and 0.176 (the loosened bound oby, is equal to
0.218). In this casep, dominatesh; and therefore an improvement in the valuebgf(or its upper bound)
also improves the error bound for the Poisson approximatfoie entropyH (W) in Theoreni 5. Consider
now the case wheré = —1 (while n,t are kept fixed); this changes the lag-1 autocorrelation (32) from
its maximal value(+§) to its minimal value(—3). In this case, the upper bound éndoes not change, but
the new bound orb, is decreased from.218 to 6.88 - 10~!7 (and the loosened bound @g, for § = —1,
is equal t09.90 - 10~16). In the latter case, the situation w.r.t. the balance betwtbe coefficientd; and b,
is reversed, i.e., the bound @n dominates the bound ok. Hence, the upper bound on the total variation
distance and the error bound that follows from the Poissguagmation of the entropyd (W) are reduced
considerably whed changes from+1 to —1. This is because, from Theorédrh 2, the upper bound on the total
variation distance depends linearly on the skm- b, whenbs = 0). A similar conclusion also holds w.r.t.
the error bound on the entropy (see Theotém 5). In light af temparison, the tightened bound ignaffects
the error bound for the Poisson approximationf6fi’’) whené = 1, in contrast to the case wheéh= —1.

« The numerical results in Tablég Il show that the accuracy efRbisson approximation is weakly dependent on
the lengthn of the sequencéY;}?_,. This is attributed to the fact that the probabilitigs for i € {1,...,n},
are not affected by but they are only affected by choice of the leveHence, the law of small numbers does
not necessarily indicate on an enhanced accuracy of thedtoapproximation foid (1) when the length of
the sequence is increased.

E. Proofs of the New Bounds in Secton 1I-C

1) Proof of Theoremil5:The random variablélV” = " _; X, is a sum of Bernoulli random variables where
|I| = n < oo, thenW gets values from the s€¢b,1,...,n}, andZ gets non-negative integer values. Theofém 4
therefore implies that

|HW) — H(Z)| < nlog(M — 1) + h(n) + p (42)

and we need in the following to calculate proper constantsand M for the Poisson approximation. The cardinality
of the set of possible values &F is m = n + 1, so it follows from [14) that\M is given by [22). The parameter
n, which serves as an upper bound on the total variation distén, (W, Z), is given in [21) due to the result in
Theorerm 2. The last thing that is now required is the calmradf ;. Let
e Mk

(k) = i
designate the probability distribution &f ~ Po()\), sop is an upper bound op_ ;2 { —II,(k) logIT,(k)}, which
is an infinite sum that only depends on the Poisson distohutStraightforward calculation gives that

Vke{0,1,...}

Z {—TIx(k) log TIx (k) }

k=M

= —Xlog A i Iy (k) + A i Iy(k Z ITy(k) log(k!) . (43)

k=M—-1 k=M

From Stirling’s formula, for every: € N, the equalityk! = 27k (£)" ¢ holds for somey, ¢ (o> %)
This therefore implies that the third infinite sum on the tighnd side of[(43) satisfies

Z IT) (k) log(k!)
= k
< ) I(k) log (\/ﬂ <§> e—)
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_ log(27) > 1 1 <= IOy (k)
) S mm) + 3 W )| 310w - ]+ 5 =
k=M k= J\/[ k=M
log(27) 1 &
_Og;” Y (k) Z{k ~DILR} + 55 > Tk
k= M k=M k:M
(@ log(2m) 5 1 &
5 Z )+ A Z Iy (k) + 1 Z I)\(k)
=M k=M-2 k=M
1 o
12
k=M-2

where the equality in (a) follows from the identikyfk — 1) IT (k) = A2 11, (k — 2) for everyk > 2. By combining
(43) and [(44), it follows that

> —T(k) logTIx(k)

k=M
e > 6log(2m) +1 5 >
<(s(9)), X mm+ (T ) Y
k=M-1 k=M-2
< |(vog(5)), + 30+ SECDEL S 5)
+ k=M-2
Based on Chernoff's bound, sinéé~ Pa(}),
> (k)
k=M-2
=P(Z>M -2)
: —0(M—2) 0z
< e EL)
. —0(M—2) A(e’—1)
i J
M -2
—exp{—[/\—l—(M—Q)log( = )]} (46)
where the last equality follows by substituting the optiedzvalued = log(M 2) in the exponent (note that
A<n=m-—1< M — 2, so optimized value of is indeed non-negative). Hence, by combinihg (45) (46),
follows that -
Z {101, (k) log I\ (k) } < p (47)
k=M

where the parameter is introduced in[(213). This completes the proof of Theofém 5.

2) Proof of Corollary[1: For proving the right-hand side df_(25), which holds undex #ssumption that the
Bernoulli random variable$ X, }.c; are independent, one chooses (similarly to Rerhéirk 3) th&set {a} as
the neighborhood of dependence for evarg I. Note that this choice oB,, is taken because(Xﬁ)ﬁel\{a}) is
independent ofX,,. From [6)-{(8), this choice gives that = 3" ., p2 andby = b = 0 which therefore implies
the right-hand side of (25) as a special case of Thedlem Bhé&mnore, due to the maximum entropy result of the
Poisson distribution (see Theorérh 3), thEiiZ) — H (W) > 0. This completes the proof of Corollary 1.

3) Proof of Propositiom11:Under the assumption that the Bernoulli random variall€s}.c; are independent,
we rely here on two possible upper bounds on the total vanatiistance between the distributions 1&f and
Z ~ Pa\). The first bound is the one inl[4, Theorem 1], used earlier inoCary [1. This bound gets the form

drv (Pw,Po\)) < ( > S opi=(1-e?)0 (48)

ael




14 UN-PUBLISHED MANUSCRIPT. LAST UPDATED: SEPTEMBER 4, 2012.

whered is introduced in[(29). The second bound appearslin [8, EQ],(&80d it improves the bound in [40, Eq. (10)]
(see alsol[41, Eq. (4)]). This bound gets the form

30
drv(Pw,PO))) € ———=7 . (49)
de(1—/6)*?
It therefore follows that
drv(Pw,PoA)) <7 (50)

wherer is defined in[(2l7) to be the minimum of the upper bounds on tted t@riation distance i (48) and (49).
The continuation of the proof of this proposition is simitarthe proof of Corollary11.

F. Generalization: Bounds on the Entropy for a Sum of Nondtleg, Integer-Valued and Bounded Random
Variables

We introduce in the following a generalization of the boumusSection[1[-C to consider the accuracy of the
Poisson approximation for the entropy of a sum of non-negainteger-valued and bounded random variables. The
generalized version of Theordrh 5 is first introduced, ans then justified by relying on the proof of this theorem
for sums of Bernoulli random variables with the approach eiflfg in [45, Section 7]. This approach enables to
derive an explicit upper bound on the total variation diseabetween a sum of non-negative and integer-valued
random variables and a Poisson distribution with the samenmEhe requirement that the summands are bounded
random variables is used to obtain an upper bound on theamcaf the Poisson approximation for the entropy of a
sum of non-negative, integer-valued and bounded randorables. The following proposition forms a generalized
version of Theorerh]5.

Proposition 2: Let I be an arbitrary finite index set, and Igf £ n. Let {X,}.c; be non-negative, integer-

valued random variables, and assume that there exists soméN such thatX, € {0,1,..., A} a.s. for every
acl. Let
WEN Xo, pa2PXa=1), @2P(Xa>2), A2 pa, ¢2) da (51)
acl ael ael

where\ > 0 andq > 0. Furthermore, for every € I, let X/, be a Bernoulli random variable that is equal to 1 if
X, =1, and let it be equal otherwise to zero. Referring to thesen@dli random variables, let

MEY D paps (52)

523 S g s 2E(XLX) (53)
a€l a#BEB,

2 s, s, 2E[E(X. - palo({Xs))sens.)] (54)
acl

where, for everyy € I, the subseB3, C I is determined arbitrarily such that it includes the elemerfturthermore,
let

1—e A 1.4
220, +0,) [ ———— (1A —= 55
1A (b1 + 2)( h >+ 3( \/X)—HJ (55)
A 1
MA:maX{nA—l—Zi} (56)
1—mna

g 2 [(Alog(%))Jr P24 %} exp {— [A+ (My — 2)log <MAA6_ 2)]} (57)

provided thaty4 < 1. Then, the difference between the entropies (to lbgsE W and Z ~ Po(\) satisfies
|H(Z) — HW)| < na log(Ma — 1) + h(na) + pa. (58)
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Proof: Following the approach ir_[45, Section 7], 1&t, = lyx,—1y be a Bernoulli random variable that is
equal to the indicator function of the eveit, = 1 andP(X), = 1) = p, for everya € I. Let W' £ 3 _, X/,
be the sum of the induced Bernoulli random variables. FroenGhen-Stein method (see Theoreim 2)

drv (Pw, PO(X)) < (b + b)) <$> + b§<1 A %) (59)

with the constant$, b, andd; as defined in[(52)E(54). Furthermore, fromI[45, Eq. (7.2)follows that

drv (Pw, Pw)
<PW' £ W)

< P(X], # Xa)

acl

=> ta=q¢q (60)
It therefore follows from[(55),[(39) and (50) that

drv (Pw,PAN)) < drv(Pw, Pw) + drv(Pw,POX)) < na.

The rest of this proof follows closely the proof of Theoréinrote thatPy (k) = 0 for & > nA, soW gets
m = nA+ 1 possible values). This completes the proof of Proposition 2 |

[1l. 1 MPROVED LOWER BOUNDS ON THETOTAL VARIATION DISTANCE, RELATIVE ENTROPY AND SOME
RELATED QUANTITIES FOR SUMS OF INDEPENDENTBERNOULLI RANDOM VARIABLES

This section forms the second part of this work. As in the jmev section, the presentation starts in Sedfion ]11-A
with a brief review of some reported results that are relev@athe analysis in this section. Improved lower bounds
on the total variation distance between the distributiothef sum of independent Bernoulli random variables and
the Poisson distribution with the same mean are introdunefeiction[1lI-B. These improvements are obtained
via the Chen-Stein method, by a non-trivial refinement of dmalysis that was used for the derivation of the
original lower bound by Barbour and Hall (see [4, Theorem EPrthermore, the improved tightness of the new
lower bounds and their connection to the original lower lmbame further considered. Sectibn 1Il-C introduces
an improved lower bound on the relative entropy between thevetwo distributions. The analysis that is used
for the derivation of the lower bound on the relative entrigpyased on the lower bounds on the total variation
distance in Section Il[-B, combined with the use of the disttion-dependent refinement of Pinsker’s inequality
by Ordentlich and Weinberger [38] (where the latter is spiead to the Poisson distribution). The lower bound on
the relative entropy is compared to some previously redarfger bounds on the relative entropy by Kontoyiannis
et al. [33] in the context of the Poisson approximation. Upged lower bounds on the Bhattacharyya parameter,
Chernoff information and Hellinger distance between tregritiution of the sum of independent Bernoulli random
variables and the Poisson distribution are next derivedeati8n[Ill-D. The discussion proceeds in Section 1lI-E
by exemplifying the use of some of the new bounds that areselgtiin this section in the context of the classical
binary hypothesis testing. Finally, Sectibn Tll-F provée thew results that are introduced in Sectibns ]1I-C and
[M-D] It is emphasized that, in contrast to the setting irct®m [l where the Bernoulli random variables may be
dependent summands, the analysis in this section depertie assumption that the Bernoulli random variables are
independent. This difference stems from the derivatiorhefitnproved lower bound on the total variation distance
in SectionIlI-B, which forms the starting point for the dexiion of all the subsequent results that are introduced
in this section, assuming an independence of the summands.
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A. Review of Some Essential Results for the Analysis indB&lEki

The following definitions of probability metrics are padlarized and simplified to the case of our interest where
the probability mass functions are defined Idn

Definition 2: Let P and @ be two probability mass functions that are defined on a saruatable setY. The
Hellinger distance and the Bhattacharyya parameter bat#eand Q) are, respectively, given by

1

du(P.Q) 2 (Z(J— J—)> (62)

zeX

£33 VP()Q(x) (62)

zeX

so, these two probability metrics (including the total a#idn distance in Definition]l1) are bounded between 0
and 1.

Remark 8:In general, these probability metrics are defined in thergetvhere (X, d) is a separable metric
space. The interest in this work is in the specific case whére Ny andd = | - |. In this case, the expressions of
these probability metrics are simplified as above. For frtudy of probability metrics and their properties, the
interested reader is referred to, e.gl, [5, Appendix A3, [Chapter 2] and [39, Section 3.3].

Remark 9:The Hellinger distance is related to the Bhattacharyyamater via the equality

dn(P,Q) = +/1-BC(P,Q). (63)

Definition 3: The Chernoff information and relative entropy (a.k.a. djemnce or Kullback-Leibler distance)
between two probability mass functio@sand( that are defined on a countable Sétare, respectively, given by

C(P,Q) = ~ Bin log <Z Pl(z)Q" ) (64)
(z)
D(P||Q) P(x (65)
2 3 ris ()

soC(P,Q),D(P||Q) € [0,o0]. Throughout this paper, the logarithms are on base
Proposition 3: For two probability mass function® and @ that are defined on the same get

drv(P,Q) < V2du(P,Q) < v/D(P||Q). (66)

The left-hand side of (66) is proved in [39, p. 99], and thérigand side is proved in [39, p. 328].

Remark 10:It is noted that the Hellinger distance in the middle[of] (ot multiplied by the square-root of 2
in [39], due to a small difference in the definition of this tdisce where the factor of one-half on the right-hand
side of [61) does not appear in the definition of the Hellindistance in[[30, p. 98]. However, this is just a matter
of normalization of this distance (as otherwise, accordm{B9], the Hellinger distance varies between 0 ar@l
instead of the intervdl, 1]). The definition of this distance il (B1) is consistent, ewgth [5]. It makes the range
of this distance to be between 0 and 1, similarly to the togalation, local and Kolmogorov-Smirnov distances
and also the Bhattacharyya parameter that are considetthisipaper.

The Chernoff informationC'( P, @), is the best achievable exponent in the Bayesian probabflirror for binary
hypothesis testing (see, e.d., [11, Theorem 11.9.1]).hEumore, if X7, X5, ..., Xy are i.i.d. random variables,
having distributionP with prior probability 7; and distribution@ with prior probability 75, the following upper
bound holds for the best achievable overall probability rwbe

V) < exp(=N C(P,Q)). (67)
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A distribution-dependent refinement of Pinsker’s inequdB8]: : Pinsker’s inequality provides a lower bound
on the relative entropy in terms of the total variation dis& between two probability measures that are defined
on the same set. It states that

D(PIIQ) = 2(ar(P.Q))" (68)

In [38], a distribution-dependent refinement of Pinskarsguality was introduced for an arbitrary pair of probayili
distributions P and @) that are defined oiY,. It is of the form

D(PIQ) > p(rq) (drv(P.Q))" (69)
where
TQ £ sup min{Q(A), 1-— Q(A)} (70)
ACNg
and )
w(p)é{ % 1og(%’) !f0<]f<% (71)
2 if p=3

S0 ¢ is monotonic decreasing in the intenvl, 3],

lim p(p) =400, lim @(p) =2
p—07 p—>%7
where the latter limit implies thap is left-continuous at one-half. Note that it follows fromOj7that =g € [0, %].

In Section1II-G, we rely on this refinement of Pinsker’s inetity and combine it with the new lower bound on
the total variation distance between the distribution oluen ©f independent Bernoulli random variables and the
Poisson distribution with the same mean that is introduce8dctior Il-B. The combination of these two bounds
provides a new lower bound on the relative entropy betweesetltwo distributions.

B. Improved Lower Bounds on the Total Variation Distance

In Theoreni ], we introduced the upper and lower bounds ornotléariation distance i [6, Theorem 1 and 2]
(see alsol[5, Theorem 2.M and Corollary 3.D.1]). This shoat these upper and lower bounds are essentially
tight, where the lower bound is abogg of the upper bound. Furthermore, it was claimed[in [5, Rengag?2]
(with no explicit proof) that the consta@ij in the lower bound on the left-hand side 0f (3) can be improtced
ﬁ. In this section, we obtain further improvements of this éovbound where, e.g., the ratio of the upper and
new lower bounds on the total variation distance tends t® In6the limit whereA — 0, and this ratio tends
to 10.54 in the limit where\ — oo. As will be demonstrated in the continuation of Section tHe effect of
these improvements is enhanced considerably when coimgjdamproved lower bounds on the relative entropy and
some other related information-theoretic measures. Widurstudy later in this section the implications of the
improvement in lower bounding the total variation distagneegginating in this sub-section, and exemplify these
improvements in the context of information theory and steus.

Similarly to the proof of [[4, Theorem 2], the derivation ofetimproved lower bound is also based on the
Chen-Stein method, but it follows from a significant modifica of the analysis that served to derive the original
lower bound in [[4, Theorem 2]. The following upper bound oe thtal variation distance is taken (as is) from
[4, Theorem 1] (this bound also appears in Theotém 1 here).mbtivation for improving the lower bound on
the total variation distance is to take advantage of it torowp the lower bound on the relative entropy (via
Pinsker’s inequality or a refinement of it) and some otheatesl quantities, and then to examine the benefit of this
improvement in an information-theoretic context.

Theorem 6:Let W = > | X; be a sum ofn independent Bernoulli random variables will{X;) = p; for
i€ {l,...,n}, andE(W) = A. Then, the total variation distance between the probghdlistribution of " and
the Poisson distribution with mean satisfies

- 9 1—e M & 9
Ka) 3o0? < dr(Bv.Pa) < (25 ) Yook 72)
i=1

1=1
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where K is given by

Ki(\) £ sup <1 — h/\(alﬂzée)) (73)
anon €R, \ 20x(a1,09,0)
(%) < A+ %7
>0
and
BA+(2—az+XA)° = (1 — a2+ M) + a1 — | (2A + |3 — 22]) exp <_(1‘6‘;2)i>
h)\(alaa2a9) é (74)
D)
z4 £ max{z,0}, 2% = (:U+)2, VzeR (75)
A 2
ga(ag,a0,0) = max{ ‘ <1 + v lag — aﬂ) A+ max{w(ui)}' ,
s 2 .
2e" 2 + v log — ag| | A — min{z(u;) } (76)
z(u) £ (co + cru + cou?) exp(—u?), YueR (77)
{u;} & {u eR: 2c0u3 + 2c1u® — 2(cy — co)u — ¢ = O} (78)
Co = (042 — al)()\ — ag) (79)
c1 2 VON(A+ ag — 2a0) (80)
PR (81)

Remark 11:The upper and lower bounds on the total variation distand@ai) scale like>""_, p?, similarly to
the known bounds in Theorelm 1. The ratio of the upper and I®m@eands in Theorernl 1 tends to 32.00 when either
A tends to zero or infinity. It was obtained numerically thag thtio of the upper and lower bounds in Theoidm 6
improves by a factor of 18.96 whexn— 0, a factor of 3.04 wher\ — oo, and at least by a factor of 2.48 for all
A € (0,00). Alternatively, since the upper bound on the total variatiistance in Theorenmd 1 ahdl 6 is common,
it follows that the ratio of the upper bound and new lower bon the total variation distance is reduced to 1.69
when\ — 0, it is 10.54 when\ — oo, and it is at most 12.91 for all € (0, 00).

Remark 12:[14, Theorem 1.2] provides an asymptotic result for theltedaiation distance between the distri-
bution of the sumi¥ of n independent Bernoulli random variables wiiiX;) = p;, and the Poisson distribution
with meanX = >"7" | p;. It shows that wher}y_;" | p; — co andmaxi<;<,, p; — 0 asn — oo then

drv(Pw,Po())) ~ (82)

1 =,
N ;pz :
This implies that the ratio of the upper bound on the totalat&m distance in[[4, Theorem 1] (see Theordrs 1
here) and this asymptotic expression is equal/ire ~ 4.133. Therefore, in light of the previous remark (see
Remark1l), it follows that the ratio between the exact agptipvalue in [82) and the new lower bound In(72)
is equal to% ~ 2.55. It therefore follows from Remark 11 that in the limit whexe— 0, the new lower bound
on the tota@riation inC(22) is smaller than the exact vadyeno more than 1.69, and for >> 1, it is smaller

than the exact asymptotic result by a factor of 2.55.

Remark 13:Since {u;} in (Z8) are zeros of a cubic polynomial equation with realfficients, then the size
of the set{w;} is either 1 or 3. But since one of the valueswgfis a point where the global maximum afis
attained, and another value of is the point where its global minimum is attained (note that, , ., z(u) = 0
andz is differentiable, so the global maxima and minimaxoére attained at finite values where the derivative of
x is equal to zero), then the size of the $et} cannot be 1, which implies that it should be equal to 3.
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Remark 14:The optimization that is required for the computation i6f in (73) w.r.t. the three parameters
aj,an € R andd € R is performed numerically. The numerical procedure for tbenputation of K7 will be
discussed later (after introducing the following corotlar

In the following, we introduce a closed-form lower bound twe total variation distance that is looser than the
lower bound in Theorerhl 6, but which already improves the tob@und in [4, Theorem 2]. This lower bound
follows from Theoreni 6 by the special choice ®f = a; = ) that is included in the optimization set fé¢; on
the right-hand side of (73). Following this sub-optimal e the lower bound in the next corollary follows by a
derivation of a closed-form expression for the third freeapaeterd € R*. In fact, this was our first step towards
the derivation of an improved lower bound on the total vaoiatistance. After introducing the following corollary,
we discuss it shortly, and suggest an optimization proeeéturthe computingk’; on the left-hand side of (72).

Corollary 2: Under the assumptions in Theoré&mn 6, then

= - 9 1—€_>‘ r 9
R 397 < (i P < (P ) o 83)
where -1 (347)
I A € 279 X
L s S B pe v (84)
A 7 1 —1/2
f3+x+x-\/(3)\+7)[(3+2e 2)\+7]. (85)

Furthermore, the ratio of the upper and lower bounds on tted variation distance iH_(83) tends @ ~ 20.601
as\ — 0, it tends to 10.539 a3 — oo, and this ratio is monotonic decreasing as a function af (0, o) (see
the upper plot in Figurg]1, and the calculation of the two t&mih Sectior TI-EB).

Remark 15:The lower bound on the total variation distance on the lafichside of[(83) improves uniformly
the lower bound in[4, Theorem 2] (i.e., the left-hand sidé€Eqf (3) here). The improvement is by factors of 1.55
and 3.03 forA — 0 and A\ — oo, respectively. Note that this improvement is already réwldle since the ratio of
the upper and lower bounds inl [4, Theorems 1 and 2] (Thebterrd) lis equal to 32 in these two extreme cases,
and it is also uniformly upper bounded by 32 for all values\of (0,c0). Furthermore, in light of Remark 11,
the improvement of the lower bound on the total variatiortadise in Theoreml6 over its loosened version in
Corollary[2 is especially significant for small values)afbut it is marginal for large values of; this improvement
is by a factor of 11.88 in the limit wherd — 0, but asymptotically there is no improvement\Nf— oo where
it even holds for\ > 20 (see Figuré ]l where all the curves in this plot merge appratein for A > 20). Note,
however, that even iA — oo, the lower bounds in Theorem 6 and Corollaty 2 improve thgioail lower bound
in Theoren( 1l by a factor that is slightly above 3.

Remark 16:In light of Corollary(2, a simplified algorithm is suggestedine following for the computation ok
in (73). In general, what we compute numerically is a lowenrdmbon K1 ; but this is fine sincd(; is the coefficient
of the lower bound on the left-hand side bf(73), so its regaent by a lower bound still gives a valid lower bound
on the total variation distance. The advantage of the sugdedgorithm is its reduced complexity, as compared
to a brute force search over the infinite three-dimensioegibn for (a4, ae, 6); the numerical computation that is
involved with this algorithm takes less than a second on adstal PC. The algorithm proceeds as follows:

« It chooses the initial values; = as = A, andf as is determined on the right-hand side [of] (85). The
corresponding lower bound on the total variation distamoenfTheoreni 6, for this sub-optimal selection of
the three free parameters, as, 6, is equal to the closed-form lower bound in Corollary 2.

« At this point, the algorithm performs several iterationsenén at each iteration, it defines a certain three-
dimensional grid around the optimized point from the presiateration (the zeroth iteration refers to the
initial choice of parameters from the previous item, andhe tlosed-form lower bound in Corollaky 2). At
each iteration, the algorithm searches for the optimizedtpm the new grid (i.e., it computes the maximum
of the expression inside the supremum on the right-hand&idé3) among all the points of the grid, and it
also updates the new location of this poinat;, a2, ) for the search that is made in the next iteration. Note
that, from [78), the grid should exclude poirts;, a3, 0) when eitherd < 0 or ay > A + %
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Ratios of upper & lower bounds on total variation distance

Fig. 1. The figure presents curves that correspond to rafioper and lower bounds on the total variation distance éetwthe sum of
independent Bernoulli random variables and the Poissdnldion with the same meah. The upper bound on the total variation distance
for all these three curves is the bound by Barbour and Hadl [§eTheorem 1] or Theorefd 1 here). The lower bounds thathteetcurves
refer to them are the following: the curve at the bottom (itlee one which provides the lowest ratio for a fixegis the improved lower
bound on the total variation distance that is introducedhedren{6. The curve slightly above it for small values\aforresponds to looser
lower bound wherny; and a in (73) are set to be equal (i.ex = a2 £ « is their common value), so that the optimization It for
this curve is reduced to be a two-parameter maximizatiof pfover the two free parametetsc R andf € R™. Finally, the curve at the
top of this figure corresponds to the further loosening of thiver bound wherex is set to be equal td; this leads to a single-parameter
maximization of K; (over the parametet € R*) whose optimization leads to the closed-form expressiath@lower bound in Corollariyl5.
For comparison, in order to assess the enhanced tightngse ofew lower bounds, note that the ratio of the upper andridwends on
the total variation distance froml[4, Theorems 1 and 2] (oedrem1 here) is roughly equal to 32 for all values)of

« At the beginning of this recursive procedure, the algorittake a very large neighborhood around the point
that was selected at the previous iteration (or the inigéécion of the point from the first item). The size of
this neighborhood at each subsequent iteration shrinkshkeugrid also becomes more dense around the new
selected point from the previous iteration.

It is noted that numerically, the resulting lower bound & seems to be the exact value [n](73) and not just a
lower bound. However, the reduction in the computationahglexity of (a lower bound on); provides a very
fast algorithm. The conclusions of the last two remarks,(Remarks 15 and 16 are supported by Fidure 1.

C. Improved Lower Bounds on the Relative Entropy

The following theorem relies on the new lower bound on thalteariation distance in Theoreh 6, and the
distribution-dependent refinement of Pinsker's inequaiit [38]. Their combination serves to derive a new lower
bound on the relative entropy between the distribution ofia ®f independent Bernoulli random variables and
a Poisson distribution with the same mean. The followingeudpound on the relative entropy was introduced in
[33, Theorem 1]. Together with the new lower bound on thetikedaentropy, it leads to the following statement:

Theorem 7:In the setting of Theorern 6, the relative entropy betweenptiobability distribution ofi¥ and the
Poisson distribution with meah = E(W) satisfies the following inequality:

n 2 n 3
K>(V) (Zﬁ) < D(PwllPo) < > - (86)
i=1 i=1 !
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where
K>() £ m(\) (Ki(V)* (87)
with K; from (73), and
m() 2 { <2e,£_1) log <8A—1_1) if A€ (0,log2) (©8)
2 if A > log2.

Remark 17:For the sake of simplicity, in order to have a bound in clofmd (that is not subject to numerical
optimization), the lower bound on the relative entropy oe kft-hand side of (86) can be loosened by replacing
K1()) on the right-hand side of (87) with; () in (84) and [85). In light of Remark 15, this possible looseni
of the lower bound on the relative entropy has no effect i 30.

Remark 18:The distribution-dependent refinement of Pinsker's indiyurom [38] yields that, when applied
to a Poisson distribution with meax; the coefficientn(\) in (84) is larger thar2 for A € (0,log2), and it is
approximately equal td)og(%) for A ~ 0. Hence, forA =~ 0, the refinement of Pinsker’'s inequality in_[38] leads
to a remarkable improvement in the lower bound that app@a(88)—{88), which is by approximately a factor of
% log(§). If, however,A > log 2 then there is no refinement of Pinsker's inequality (singg\) = 2 in (88)).

Remark 19:The combination of the original lower bound on the total aon distance from[[4, Theorem 2]
(see [(B)) with Pinsker's inequality (sde [68)) gives thdofeing lower bound on the relative entropy:

n 2
(Rl Po) > =12 (17 1) (;p> . (89)

In light of Remarks I and 18, it is possible to quantify theiovement that is obtained by the new lower bound
of Theorenl¥ in comparison to the looser lower bound_id (8% improvement of the new lower bound on the
relative entropy is by a factor of79.7 log(§) for A = 0, a factor of 9.22 for\ — oo, and at least by a factor
of 6.14 for all A € (0,00). The conclusions in the last two remarks (i.e., Remark 18[E8jdare supported by
Figure[2 that refers to the special case of the relative pytbetween the binomial and Poisson distributions.

Remark 20:In [20, Example 6], it is shown that i(X) < A then D(Py ||Po())) > & (E(X) — )\)2. Since
E(S») = A then this lower bound on the relative entropy is not infoiimeator the relative entropy) (Ps, || Po())).
TheoreniV and the loosened bound[in] (89) are, however, iafibrenin the studied case.

The author was notified in [21] about the existence of anatleently derived lower bound on the relative entropy
D(Px ||Pa())) in terms of the variance of a random variabfewith values inNj (this lower bound appears in
a currently un-published work). The two bounds were deringigpendently, based on different approaches. In the
setting whereX = """ | X; is a sum of independent Bernoulli random variab{é§ }" ; with E(X;) = p; and
A =E(X) =Y, p;, the two lower bounds on the relative entropy scale I@@?lef)z but with a different
scaling factor.

D. Bounds on Related Quantities

1) Bounds on the Hellinger Distance and Bhattacharyya Patem The following proposition introduces a
sharpened version of Propositibh 3.

Proposition 4: Let P and Q be two probability mass functions that are defined on a same’s&hen, the
following inequality suggests a sharpened version of tlegirlity in [66)

\/1— V1 (@n(P.Q)° < du(P.Q) < \/1—exp(—W) (90)

and

exp<—w> <BC(P,Q) < \/1 — (drv(P, Q))2 (°1)



22 UN-PUBLISHED MANUSCRIPT. LAST UPDATED: SEPTEMBER 4, 2012.

10° —————— ——— ——— Y

10" A 10 10

—¥— Upper bound (Kontoyiannis et al., 2005)
Exact asymptotics of D(PW || Po(A)) for i.i.d. binary RVs

10° Lower bound in Theorem 7 with m(A) replaced by 2 . 7
— — — Lower bound in Eq. (85)
—A— The improved lower bound in Theorem 7

n? D( Bin(n, A/ n) || Po(A) ): Bounds and Exact Asymptotics

10°° 1072 A 10 10

Fig. 2. This figure refers to the relative entropy betweenkiimemial and Poisson distributions with the same mgafhe horizontal axis
refers to)\, and the vertical axis refers to a scaled relative entropf(Bin(n, 2)||Pa())) (31, Xi ~ Bin(n, 2) when X; ~ Bern(p;)
with p; £ A is fixed for alli € {1,...,n}). This scaling of the relative entropy is supported by thparound on the relative entropy by

Kontoylannls et al. (see [83, Theorem 1)) that is equal—tEZ 1 1 = 2—; + O(%). It is also supported by the new lower bounds in

Theoremg17 and Eq_(B9) since the common term in these lowardsois equal tc(zz 1pL) = 2, so a multiplication of these lower
bounds on the relative entropg by gives an expression that only dependsorit follows from [19 Theorem 1] (see alsbl[1, p. 2302])
that D(Bin(n, 2)||Po(})) = 4n2 + O(=5) (so, the exact value is asymptotically equal to one-quastethe upper bound). This figure
shows the upper and lower bounds, as well as the exact aslyenmeult, in order to study the tightness of the existingampbound and
the new lower bounds. By comparing the dotted and dashed, lthés figure also shows the significant impact of the refimenoé the
lower bound on the total variation distance by Barbour antl {dae [4, Theorem 2]) on the improved lower bound on thetirgdeentropy
(the former improvement is squared via Pinsker's inequalitits refinement). Furthermore, by comparing the dottedi alid lines of this
figure, it shows that the probability-dependent refineméminsker’s inequality, applied to the Poisson distribntiaffects the lower bound
for A < log(2).

Remark 21:A comparison of the upper and lower bounds on the Hellingstadce in[(90) or the Bhattacharyya
parameter in[{91) gives the following lower bound on thetiedaentropy in terms of the total variation distance:

1

D(P||Q) = log < ) : (92)
1— (drv (P, Q)

It is noted that[(9R) also follows from the combination of thet two inequalities in [25, p. 741]. It is tighter than

Pinsker’s inequality (se€ (68) ifrv (P, Q) > 0.893, having also the advantage of giving the right bound for the

relative entropy(co) when the total variation distance approaches to 1. Howd@8j, is a slightly looser bound

on the relative entropy in comparison to Vajda’'s lower bo({##] that reads:

1+drv (P Q) 2drv (P, Q)
D(P[|Q) = log <1 (P, Q)) C1+dv(PQ)

Corollary 3: Under the assumptions in Theoréin 6, the Hellinger distamceBhattacharyya parameter satisfy
the following upper and lower bounds:

(93)

n 3
1— 41— (Zp ) < duy(Pw,PoN)) < |1 —exp (—% 1%}}) (94)
1 (2
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and

n 3
exp (—% 111’]%) < BC(Py,Po()) < Jl (K1(x <sz> (%5)

=1

where K on the left-hand side of (94) and the right-hand side[of (85hiroduced in[(73).

Corollary 4: Let {S,}>°, be a sequence of random variables whgyre= > XZ.(") is a sum ofrn independent
Bernoulli random varlablegX(") ', with ]P’(X(") =1)= (") (note that, fom # m, the binary random variables
XZ(”) and Xj( ™ may be dependent). Assume thits,,) = Z?zlpgn) = X for some) € (0,00) and everyn € N,
and that there exist some fixed constants, > 0 such that

A n CoA )
A2 <M <22 vie{1,...,n}
n n

(which implies thate; < 1 andcy > 1, andc; = c2 = 1 if and only if the binary random variable{in(”) e, are
i.i.d.). Then, the following asymptotic results hold:

D(Ps,||PO(A)) = 0<n—12> (96)
dry (Ps,,Pa(\)) = 0(%) (97)
du(Ps,,PO(\)) = 0(%) (98)
BC(Ps,,Pa(\) = 1 o(%) (99)

so, the relative entropy between the distributionSgfand the Poisson distribution with mearscales Iike#, the
total variation and Hellinger distances scale Iijfeand the gap of the Bhattacharyya parameter to 1 scale%%li.ke

2) Bounds on the Chernoff Information:
Proposition 5: Let P and (Q be two probability mass functions that are defined on a sameé’sé@hen, the
Chernoff information betweer? and () is lower bounded in terms of the total variation distancedlews:

C(P,Q) > —% 1og(1 — (drv(P, Q))2>. (100)

Corollary 5: Under the assumptions in Theoréim 6, the Chernoff informadatisfies the following lower bound:

C(Pw,Po(\) > —= log (1 — (K1 (A (Zp2> ) (101)

where K is introduced in[(7B).

Remark 22:Remark 1V also applies to Corollarigs 3 and 5.

Remark 23:The combination of Propositionl 5 with the lower bound on tbéalt variation distance in_[4,
Theorem 2] (see Theorelm 1 here) gives the following loosseetdound on the Chernoff information:

n 2
C(Pw,Po(N)) > —% log (1 - Wlm (1 A %) (;;ﬁ) ) . (102)

The impact of the tightened lower bound [n_(101), as comptreéle bound in[(102) is exemplified in SectlonTll-E
in the context of the Bayesian approach for binary hypothessting.
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E. Applications of the New Bounds in Section Il
In the following, we consider the use of the new bounds in iBedlll for binary hypothesis testing.

Example 4 (Application of the Chernoff-Stein lemma and fdverinds on the relative entropy)fhe Chernoff-
Stein lemma considers the asymptotic error exponent innpihgpothesis testing when one of the probabilities of
error is held fixed, and the other one has to be made as smatiszéhfe (see, e.g/, [11, Theorem 11.8.3]).

Let {Yj}j.\’:l be a sequence of non-negative, integer-valued i.i.d. randariables withE(Y;) = A for some
A€ (0,00). Let Y] ~ @ where we consider the following two hypothesis:

e Hyi: Q= Py whereYj, for j € {1,..., N}, is a sum ofn binary random variable§X; ;}7'_; with E(X; ;) = p;

and) ", p; = A Itis assumed that the elements of the sequdiiGe } are independent, ande N is fixed.

e Hy: @Q = P, is the Poisson distribution with mean(i.e., Y1 ~ Pa})).

Note that in this case, if one of th€; exceeds the value then H; is rejected automatically, so one may assume
thatn >> max{A, 1}. More explicitly, if Y; ~ Po(\) for j € {1,..., N}, the probability of this event to happen is
upper bounded (via the union and Chernoff bounds) by

n+1

P(Hje{l,...,N}: szn+1)§Nexp{— [)\—F(n—l—l)log <T>H (103)

so, if n > 10 max{\, 1}, this probability is typically very small.
For an arbitraryN € N, let Ay be an acceptance region for hypothesis 1. Using standaadiomtlet

an 2 PV(A%), By 2 Py (Aw) (104)
be the two types of error probabilities. Followirig [11, Them 11.8.3], for an arbitrary < (O, %) let

e A :
BN o ANQJIJHA}:HQN<€ /BN
where) 2 {0,1,...,n} is the alphabet that is associated with hypothésis Then, the best asymptotic exponent
of 3% in the limit wheres — 0 is

1
lim lim — log 8% = —D(P||P).

e=0N—oo N

From [11, Egs. (11.206), (11.207) and (11.227)], for thatre¢ entropy typical set that is defined by

1 P (y)
N log (%) — D(P||P2)

then, it follows from the AEP for relative entropy thaty < ¢ for IV large enough (see, e.d., [11, Theorem 11.8.1]).
Furthermore, for everyV (see, e.g,[[11, Theorem 11.8.2]),

By < exp(—N(D(P1||P2) - g)). (106)

The error probability of the second typhy is treated here separately framy. In this case, a lower bound on the
relative entropyD (P || P;) gives an exponential upper bound 8g. Lete — 0 (more explicitly, lets be chosen to
be small enough as compared to a lower boundqd# || P;)). In the following two simple examples, we calculate
the improved lower bound in Theordm 7, and compare it to theetdound in[(8B). More importantly, we study
the impact of Theorernl 7 on the reduction of the number of sampl that are required for achievingy < e.
The following two cases are used to exemplify this issue:

1) Let the probabilitiegp;}}-, (that correspond to hypothesis 1) be given by

AL (PR & {g e YN,

< s} (105)

pi=Ln vie{l,... n}
n

For A\ € (0,00), in order to satisfy the equality ;" , p; = A thenp, = 2 andy p? = B oy
From Theorenil7, the improved lower bound on the relativeopgtreads
222 241 \°
3 n(n+1)

D(P||Py) > Ka()) ( (107)
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where K, is introduced in[(8]7), and the weaker lower bound[in| (89) ge¢sform

2 , 1 on+1 \2

Lets examine the two bounds on the relative entropyXet 10 andn» = 100 to find accordingly a proper
value of N such that3y < 10!, and choose = 10~'°. Note that the probability of the event that one of the
N Poisson random variablqyj}jyzl, under hypothesi#l,, exceeds the value is upper bounded irfi_(103)
by 1.22N - 10792, so it is neglected for all reasonable amounts of samplesn this setting, the two lower
bounds on the relative entropy in (107) ahd (108), respelgtiare equal t@.47 - 10~* and3.44 - 10~° nats.
For these two lower bounds, the exponential upper bouriddB)(@nsures thaty < 10719 for N > 9.32-10%
and N > 6.70 - 10°, respectively. Hence, the improved lower bound on the ivelagntropy in Theorer]7
implies here a reduction in the required number of samplea factor of 7.17.

2) In the second case, assume that the probabififie’ ; scale exponentially if (instead of the linear scaling

in the previous case). Let € (0,1) and consider the case where
pi=patt, Vie{l,...,n}.
For A € (0,0), in order to hold the equality", p; = A thenp, = 2= andy" | p? = 20-a) 1tar,

l—qn 1—-an

Hence, the improved lower bound in TheorEm 7 and the othenddau (89) imply respectively that

l—al1l+a™ 2
D(P||P) > M K 109
PP = 2 ) (150 1) (109)
and My 1Y /l—al+am\?

The choicen = 0.05, A = 0.1 andn = 100, implies that the two lower bounds on the relative entropfliig)
and [110) are respectively equal2@s-10~° and1.60-10~". The exponential upper bound [0 (106) therefore
ensures thaty < 10710 for N > 9.26 - 10° and N > 1.44 - 108, respectively. Hence, the improvement in
TheoreniV leads in this case to the conclusion that one cdavacthne target error probability of the second
type while reducing the number of sampl{aSSj}jyzl by a factor of 155.

Example 5 (Application of the lower bounds on the Cherndfirmation to binary hypothesis testing)Ve turn
to consider binary hypothesis testing with the Bayesianmeguh (see, e.g., [11, Section 11.9]). In this setting, one
wishes to minimize the overall probability of error while wefer to the two hypotheses in Example 4. The
best asymptotic exponent in the Bayesian approach is thenGtienformation (see[(64)), and the overall error
probability satisfies the following exponential upper bdun

P < exp(=N C(Py, P)) (111)

so, a lower bound on the Chernoff information provides anenggund on the overall error probability. In the
following, the two lower bounds on the Chernoff information(01) and[(10R), and the advantage of the former
lower bound is studied in the two cases of Exaniple 4 in ordexamine the impact of its improved tightness on
the reduction of the number of sampl¥sthat are required to achieve an overall error probabilitpiwe: = 10719,
We refer, respectively, to cases 1 and 2 of Exarhple 4.
1) In case 1 of Examplel 4, the two lower bounds on the Chermédirination in Corollanf b and Remafk]23
(following the calculation ofy""_, p? for these two cases) are

—1 log <1 — (Kl()\))2 (% nQ(Zﬁ)f) From Eq. [I01L) (Corollar{]5)

C(P, P) >

4 . n 2
—1 log <1 — B mln{l, %} (n%nib) ) From Eq. [10R) (Remark23).

As in the first case of Examplé 4, lat= 10 andn = 100. The lower bounds on the Chernoff information
are therefore equal to
6.16 -10°  From Eq. [I01)
C(P, P2) > (112)
8.59-10"%  From Eq. [I0R).
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Hence, in order to achieve the targléiN) < 10719 for the overall error probability, the lower bounds on
the Chernoff information in((112) and the exponential uppeund on the overall error probability in (111)
imply that

3.74-10°  From Egs.[(101) and(111)
N> (113)

2.68-10°  From Egs.[(102) and(111)

so, the number of required samples is approximately redbygeal factor of 7.
2) For the second case in Example 4, the lower bounds on then@hénformation in Eqgs.[(101) and (1D2)
read

—1 log <1 _ )\ (Kl(A))2 (}jr—g }jg:ﬁ)2> From Eq. [I01)

1 A4 : 1 l-a 1+a™ 2
—5 log <1 — 1091 mln{l, F} <1+—a l—a") ) From Eg. [10R)
so, the same choice of parameters= 0.05, A = 0.1 andn = 100 as in Examplé 4 implies that

4.93-107%  From Eq. [I01)
C(P,Py) > (114)
4.00-10~®  From Eq. [10R).

C(P, P) >

For obtaining the targe‘t’e(N) < 1070 for the overall error probability, the lower bounds on thee@toff information
in (I14) and the exponential upper bound on the overall earobability in [111) imply that

4.68-10°  From Egs.[(101) and(111)
N > (115)

5.76 -10°  From Egs.[(102) and(111)

so, the improved lower bound on the Chernoff information liggin this case a reduction in the required number
of samplesN by a factor of 123.

F. Proofs of the New Results in Sectlod Il

1) Proof of Theoreri]6:The proof of Theoremh]6 starts similarly to the proof of [4, ®hem 2]. However, it
significantly deviates from the original analysis in orderderive an improved lower bound on the total variation
distance. In the following, we introduce the proof of Theunifé.

Let {X;} , be independent Bernoulli random variables WithX;) = p;. Let W = 3" | X;, V; = >k X
for everyi € {1,...,n}, andZ ~ Po)\) with meanX = >, p;,. From the basic equation of the Chen-Stein
method, the equality

ENf(Z+1)—-Zf(Z)]=0. (116)

holds for an arbitrary bounded functigh: Ny — R. Furthermore

E[Mf(W +1) = Wf(W)]

=> pE[fW+1)] - ZE[Xjf(W)]
j=1 '

zzn:ij[f(W—f-l Zp] i+ 1) X; =1]
Zp] W—I—l f(‘/}—i_l)]

—ij FW+1) = f(V;+ 1) X; =1]
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—ij fVi+2) = f(V;+ 1] X; =1]

b n
DN RE[F(V; +2) — £(V; +1)] (117)
j=1
where equalities (a) and (b) hold sindg andV; are independent random variables for evgry {1,...,n}. By

subtracting[(116) from (117), it follows that for an arbiyrébounded functiornf : Ny — R
EN(W +1) = WfW)] —ENf(Z +1) - ij F(V;+2) = f(V; +1)]. (118)

In the following, an upper bound on the left-hand sidelof }li&&lerived, based on total variation distance between
the two distributions of¥ and Z.

EAf(W+1) =W fW)] —E[N(Z+1) - Zf(2)]
=Y (Mf(k+1) = kf(k) (B(W = k) = P(Z = k)
=0

<Y MR+ 1) = kf ()| [PW = k) —P(Z = k)| (119)
k=0

<sup\Afk+1 \ZU@W k) —P(Z =k)|
ke

= 2drv(Pw, Po()\)) :,uNp‘/\f k+1) kf(k)| (120)

where the last equality follows froni](2). Hence, the comberaof (118) and[(120) gives the following lower
bound on the total variation distance:

> {PELFV; +2) - £+ 1]}

j=1

which holds, in general, for an arbitrary bounded functjonN; — R.

At this point, we deviate from the proof dfl[4, Theorem 2] byngealizing and refining (in a non-trivial way) the
original analysis. The general problem with the currentdowound in[(1211) is that it is not calculable in closed
form for a givenf, so one needs to choose a proper functioand derive a closed-form expression for a lower
bound on the right-hand side ¢f (121). To this end, let

(k‘ - a2)2

f(k) 2 (k—ay) exp(— )

) , VYkeN (122)

wherea;,as € R andf € RT are fixed constants (note thatin (I22) needs to be positive fgito be a bounded
function). In order to derive a lower bound on the total vidoia distance, we calculate a lower bound on the
numerator and an upper bound on the denominator of the higght side of[(121) for the functioni in (122).
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Referring to the numerator of the right-hand side[of {121thvfi in (122), for everyj € {1,...,n},
fVi+2) = f(V;+1)

= — | (u+ a2 —aq) exp ) du
/V—i-l [ < ( 9)\)
1 u+a2—a1)>exp<_u_> du
V+1 —Q2

V+2 Q2 2(@2 _al) ‘/}-‘1-2—0[2 u2
1-— exp|———=)du— / uexp| ——) du
/v+1 o ( > ox (=55
)

V+2 Qi

2
u
() dn ==
Vi+2—an u2
/V+1 [ 9/\>
Vi +2— as)? Vi+1—a)?
—(ag — [exp( ( o a2 )—exp(—%)} (123)

We rely in the following on the inequality

1—%) exp|—— ) du

(1-2z)e*>1-3z, Va&>0.
Applying it to the integral on the right-hand side 6f (123yag that
fVi+2) = f(V;+1)

Vit2-az 3u (Vi +2 — ag)? (Vi +1—ag)?
> 1—- — — S et VN g - el
o (1) oo [ (L) ()

(Vit2-a)’ (Vi1 -ay)’

- O
(Vi +2 — ap)? (Vi +1— ap)?
—‘ag—aﬂ- exp<—T —exp| ————— ]| (124)
In order to proceed, note that:if;, x5 > 0 then (based on the mean-value theorem of calculus)
e — e

= |e_c (1 — 3:2)! for some ¢ € [z, x2]

<e min{z,z2} |l’1 _ :L'2|

which, by applying it to the second term on the right-hand sl (124), gives that for every € {1,...,n}

exp<_ (Vj + ;)\— 042)2> 3 exp<_ (v + ;)\— 042)2> ‘

< exp (mm{(Vy +2-0) (V41 a2)2}) , <(VJ +2—a2)20—)\(Vj +1 —a2)2> . (125)

O

SinceV; =3, ,; X; > 0 then
min{(Vj +2—a)?, (Vj+1— 042)2}

0 if Oéng
> .
B (1 —042)2 if ag <1

= (1-02)} (126)
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where

ry £ max{r,0}, 252 (w+)2, VzeR.

Hence, the combination of the two inequalities[in_(125)&)1gives that
: —os)2 , 2
exp(— (V] +2 ag) ) B exp(— (V] +1 ag) ) ‘

D) O
< oxp (- _ (Vi 42— a2)? = (V; + 1 —ay)?|
O O
o (1—&2)3_ ‘2Vj+3—2042’
o (_ o) )
(1—a2)i\ 2V; +[3 - 2as]
< - .
< exp< o o (227)
and therefore, a combination of the inequalities[in {124) €®27) gives that
fVi+2)=f(Vi+1)
(V200 = (V1 aa)
- )
(1—a2)2\ 2V + |3 — 2a9|
—|a2—0z1|-exp (— o . o . (128)
Let U; £ V; — A, then
fVi+2) = f(Vi+1)
U A+2- ) - (U A1)’
O
_|a —a‘-ex _(1—0&2)3_ '2Uj+2)\+‘3—20¢2’
S D) D)
L B 43(3B -2+ 20U+ 2- a2+ A’ - (1 - + M)’
B D)
1— 2 . _
—|ag — aa| - exp <_( 92‘2)+> AU QAQJ;‘?’ 2] (129)

In order to derive a lower bound on the numerator of the riggmd side of[(121), for the functiofi in (122), we
need to calculate the expected value of the right-hand di@&28). To this end, the first and second moments of
U; are calculated as follows:

E(U;)

=E(V;) - A

= bi — Zpi

i#j i=1

= —pj (130)
and

E(U?)

=E((V; - )?)
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ZE +py

i#]
b
2N bl - pi) + 47
i#j
=Y pi—) pi+p]
i#j i#j
=\—p;—> pi+p (131)
i#]
where equalities (a) and (b) hold since, by assumption, iherp random variable$.X;} , are independent and
E(X;) = pi, Var(X;) = p;(1 — p;). By taking expectations on both sides bf (129), one obtaios f(130) and

(I313) that
E[f(V;+2) = f(V; +1)]
3()\ —Di— Yoz P} +p§) +3(3 -2 +2)\)(—pj) + 2 —a2+ AP — (1 —azs+ A)?
>1-—
= )

(1—ag)? —2pj + 2X\ + |3 — 2as|
~fo2 —on]rexp { ——= ) 3

BA4(2—as + AP — (1 —as+ A3 — [3pj(1 — ) + 30 +3(3 — 202 + 2)\)])]}

—1-

o\
‘ag — a1| (2)\ — 2pj + ‘3 — 2042’) (1 — 042)3_
_< X R U
- BN+ (2—az+ AP —(1—az+A)3 = (9—6az + 6))p;
= )
‘012 — 011| (2/\—1— |3 — 20[2|) (1 — ag)a_
—( )\ - exp ) (132)

Therefore, from[(132), the following lower bound on the tigfand side of[(121) holds

S RELG 2 - £+ 1))} 2 (3(3‘2“2 2 ) Sy

=1
( e Gt il Gl R Jr|041—oz2|(2>\+|3—2oz2|)exp( & a2)+>
+ 1=

o ) Z p?. (133)

Note that ifas < A + % which is a condition that is involved in the maximization @8), then the first term on
the right-hand side of (133) can be removed, and the reguliner bound on the numerator of the right-hand side

of (I121) gets the form

Zn:{p?E[f(VjH)—f(VjH)]} (1_h>\0417042> )Zpy (134)

i=1

where the functiorh, is introduced in[(74).
We turn now to derive an upper bound on the denominator ofi¢gfe-hand side of (121). Therefore, we need to

derive a closed-form upper bound emp, |A f(k+ 1) — k f (k)| with the functionf in (I22). For every: € Ny
AMk+1)—Fkf(k)=A [f(k +1) — f(k)] + (A —k) f(k). (135)
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In the following, we derive bounds on each of the two termshanrtght-hand side of (135), and we start with the

first term. Let )

t(u) = (u+ az — 1) exp (—g—)\> , VueR
then f (k) = t(k — az) for everyk € Ny, and by the mean value of calculus
fk+1) = (k)
:t(k+1—a2)—t(k—a2)
=t'(cy) for somecy € [k — ag,k + 1 — a9

26% ci 2(a1 — ag)eg ci
—(1- 2k _k o Ttk — k) 136
(1-5) o (a) + (F5) o (55) (39
By referring to the first term on the right-hand side [of (1136},
p(u) £ (1 —2u)e™, Yu>0

then the global maximum and minimum pfover the non-negative real line are obtaineduat 0 andu = %
respectively, and therefore
—2¢ 2 <p(u) <1, Vu>D0.

2
Ck

Let u = %, then it follows that the first term on the right-hand side[08q) satisfies the inequality

2t < (1225 exp(— ) <1 137)

Furthermore, by referring to the second term on the righishside of [(136), let
g(u) 2 ue ™, VueR

then the global maximum and minimum @bver the real line are obtainedat= +§ andu = —@, respectively,

and therefore
1 /2 1 /2
— 4/ Z< < 44/ = R.
2\/?—“”)—*2\/; Vu e

Let this timeu = /¢, then it follows that the second term on the right-hand sii€l86) satisfies
2(041 — ag)ck C% 2
‘( o > exp( Vv lon — aol (138)

Hence, by combining the equality ib_(136) with the two inddies in (I37) and[(138), it follows that the first
term on the right-hand side df (1I35) satisfies

- (2)\6_24-\/%"041—622‘) §)\[f(k+1)—f(k)] §)\+\/%-]a1—a2\, VkENo. (139)

We continue the analysis by a derivation of bounds on therskterm of the right-hand side of (1135). For the
function f in (122), it is equal to

(A =k) f(k)

= (A—k)(k—a) exp<—w>

= [ = a2) + (a2 — K] [(k — az) + (a2 — )] exp<_w>

= |0 = a2)(k = a2) + (a2 = a1)(A = @2) = (k — a2)? + (a1 — a)(k — a2)| exp @%)

= [VOA (A — ag) vp — 00} — VX (a2 — ap) vg, + (a2 — ag)(A — ag)] e, vy 2 k\;gz Vk e Ny

2

= (Co +cive + CQ'UI%) e Uk (140)
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where the coefficientsy, ¢; andc, are introduced in Eqsl_(V9)=(81), respectively. In ordedédve bounds on the
left-hand side of[(140), lets find the global maximum and mimn of the functionz in (77):

w(u) 2 (co+ cu+cu?)e™  VYueR.

Note thatlim,,+- z(u) = 0 and z is differentiable over the real line, so the global maximund aninimum
of x are attained at finite points and their corresponding vatuesfinite. By setting the derivative af to zero,
the candidates for the global maximum and minimumeddver the real line are the real zerfs;} of the cubic
polynomial equation in[(78). Note that by their definition(if), the values ofu;} areindependenbf the value
of k € Ny, and also the size of the sét;} is equal to 3 (see Remalrkl13). Hence, it follows fram {140} tha
< (A=k) f(k) < i VkeN 141
er{q}gg}{w(u )< (A—k) f(k) e }{x(u )} 0 (141)
where these bounds on the second term on the right-hand 8{&%) are independent of the value bf Ny.
In order to get bounds on the left-hand side[of (135), not¢ filwan the bounds on the first and second terms

on the right-hand side of (1B5) (sde (139) aind (141), resdyg} then for everyk € Ny

_s 2
Ze{f{r'ilglg}{x(u,) — (2)\6 SV lag — a2\>

SAf(k+1) =k f(k)

< _
S gy ) 2 g o 142
which yields that the following inequality is satisfied:
sup Af(k+1) =k f(k)] < galon, a2,0) (143)
€Ng

where the functiony, is introduced in[(76). Finally, by combining the inequaiin Eqs.[(121)[(134) and (143),
the lower bound on the total variation distance[in] (72) folo The existing upper bound on the total variation
distance in[(7R) was derived ihl[4, Theorem 1] (see Thedrerer&)hThis completes the proof of Theorém 6.

2) Proof of Corollary[2: Corollary[2 follows as a special case of Theofdem 6 when thegeed functionf in
([@22) is chosen such that two of its three free parametears 4i; and o) are determined sub-optimally, and its
third parameterd) is determined optimally in terms of the sub-optimal saétecof the two other parameters. More
explicitly, let a; anday in (122) be set to be equal o (i.e., a1 = ay = X). From [79)-(81), this setting implies
thatcy = ¢y = 0 andes = —6X < 0 (sinced, A > 0). The cubic polynomial equation ifn_(78), which corresponds
to this (possibly sub-optimal) setting ofi and as, is

2czu3 —2cou =0
whose zeros are = 0,+1. The functionz in (74) therefore gets the form
z(u) = cpu’e™™ YueR

soz(0) =0 andz(£1) = 2 < 0. It implies that

. C2
min xz(u;) = — max x(u;) =0
i€{1,2,3} () e’ ie{1,2,3} (us) =0,

and thereforéh, andg, in (Z4) and [(76), respectively, are simplified to

3A+7
h)\()‘7 )‘7 9) - O\ 9 (144)
gA(A A, 0) = A max{1,2¢72 + fe1}. (145)

This sub-optimal setting ofr; and s in (122) implies that the coefficiert’; in (73) is replaced with a loosened

version
1 — hy(A, A,H))

K/ (\) £su < 146
1( ) 9>1E)) 29)\()‘7/\79) ( )
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Letd >e— 7, then [I45) is simplified t@y (A, A, 8) = A (272 +6e~"). It therefore follows from[(72)[{73) and
(144)-(146) that
drv (Pw,Po())) > Ki(A Z P2 (147)
where
Ki(A) = sup 148
1) b2 (2)\(26 : +He—1)> (148)

and, in generalK{(\) > K1(\) due to the above restricted constraintéo(see [146) versu§ (148)). Differentiation
of the function inside the supremum w.itand by setting its derivative to zero, one gets the followgugdratic
equation in6:

A2 —2BA+7)0—2BN+T)e =0

whose positive solution is the optimized valuefbin (85). Furthermore, it is clear that this value ®in (85) is
larger than, e.g., 3, so it satisfies the constrainf in](1#Bjs completes the proof of Corollaky 2.

3) Discussion on the Connections of Theofdm 6 and Corollaty P, Theorem 2]: As was demonstrated in
the previous sub-section, Theorém 6 implies the satisifialoif the lower bound on the total variation distance in
Corollary[2. In the following, it is proved that Corollaky hplies the lower bound on the total variation distance in
[4, Theorem 2] (see also Theoréin 1 here), and the improveméheé tightness of the lower bound in Corollardy 2
is explicitly quantified in the two extreme cases where+ 0 and A\ — oo. The observation that Corollafy 2
provides a tightened lower bound, as compared to [4, The@els justified by the fact that the lower bound in
(I47) with the coefficients; ()\) in (I48) was loosened in the proof 6fi [4, Theorem 2] by a sutiruad selection
of the parametef which Ieads to a lower bound oﬁ’l( ) (the sub-optimal selection df in the proof of [4,
Theorem 2] isf = 21 max{l ) On the other hand, the optimized valuefbthat is used in[(85) provides an
exact closed-form expression féf; (\) in (IZ8), and it leads to the derivation of the bound in Camyi2. This
therefore justifies the observation that the lower boundhentotal variation distance in Corollafy 2 implies the
original lower bound in[[4, Theorem 2].

From [4, Theorems 1 and 2], the ratio between the upper andrlbaunds on the total variation distance (these
bounds also appear ifl(3)) is equal to 32 in the two extremescafere\ — 0 or A — oo. In order to quantify
the improvement that is obtained by Corollady 2 (that fokolw the optimal selection of the paramet®r we
calculate in the following the ratio of the same upper bound the new lower bound in this corollary at these
two extreme cases. In the limit where one latgend to infinity, this ratio tends to

l1—e=? n 2
. ( ) ) 2= P;
lim —
A—00 13347 Zn p2
22 (2e=9/240 ) =1

232 4 he?
— 307
\0
2 . 0(2¢72 +0)

¢ imoo 0— (3+ 1)

2(3+ V3@ +2e7)) (34207124 33+ 2¢172))

(6 = 6(\) is given in Eq.[(8b)

=2 lim

e/3(3+2e1/2)
2 [ 2
= <3 +1/3(3 + 2e—1/2)> <1 +1/1+ 3 e—1/2>
6

2
<1 +4/1+ % : e—1/2> ~ 10.539 (149)

gy
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where equality (a) holds since, frof {8%)my_,o. § = 3 + 1/3(3 + 2e~1/2). Furthermore, the limit of this ratio
when A tends to zero is equal to

. 1—e )\ .. )\(26_3/2 + 96_1)
2 (15 1 (M

-3/2 —1
— 9 lim ()\9(26 +0e ))

S\ T D)
@ 28 . 2e~1/2 4 9)
= — hIH T o T\
e xs0\ 09— (3 + X)
® 56 _ 90,601 (150)

where equalities (a) and (b) hold since, from](85), it fokothatlimy ,o(\0) = 14. Note that the two limits in
(149) and[(150) are indeed consistent with the limits of thpar curve in Figurd.]1 (see [p.]20). This implies that
Corollary[2 improves the original lower bound on the totatiaion distance in[[4, Theorem 2] by a factor of
% ~ 3.037 in the limit where\ — oo, and it improves it by a factor o% ~ 1.553 in the other extreme
case where\ — 0 while still having a closed-form expression lower bound ior@lary[2 where the only reason
for this improvement that is related to the optimal choicehef free parametet, versus its sub-optimal choice in
the proof of [4, Theorem 2], shows a sensitivity of the raagliower bound to the selection éf This observation
in fact motivated us to further improve the lower bound ontthtal variation distance in Theordmh 6 by introducing
the two additional parameters, «; € R of the proposed functiorf in (122) (which, according to the proof in the
previous sub-section, are set to be both equal)toThe further improvement in the lower bound at the expense
of a feasible increase in computational complexity is shawthe plot of Figure[1l (by comparing the upper and
lower curves of this plot which correspond to the ratio of tipper bound inJ4, Theorem 1] and new lower bounds
in Corollary[2 and Theoreml 6, respectively. It is interegtin note that no improvement is obtained however in
Theoreni 6, as compared to Corollaly 2, for> 20, as is shown in Figurel 1 (since the the upper and lower curves
in this plot merge for\ > 20, and their common limit in the extreme case wheare+ oo is given in [149);
this therefore implies that the two new lower bounds in Tketdi6 and Corollary]2 coincide for these values of
\; however, for this range of values of the lower bound on the total variation distance in Corgl@rhas the
advantage of being expressed in closed form (i.e., ther® inaed for a numerical optimization of this bound).
Due to the above discussion, another important reasoninguo motivation to improve the lower bound on the
total variation distance in Theorem 6 and Corollary 2 is thatfactors of improvements that are obtained by these
lower bounds (as compared to the original bound) are squaperding to Pinsker’s inequality, when one wishes
to derive lower bounds on the relative entropy, and this awpment becomes significant in many inequalities
in information theory and statistics where the relativer@py appears in the error exponent (as is exemplified in
SectiorII[-B). Finally, it is noted that the reason for oducing this type of discussion, which partially motivates
our paper, in a sub-section that refers to proofs (of therstalf of this work) is because this kind of discussion
follows directly from the proofs of Theorefd 6 and Corolladyahd therefore it was introduced here.

4) Proof of Theorernl7in the following we prove Theoref 7 by obtaining a lower bowmdthe relative entropy
between the distributiof;, of a sum of independent Bernoulli random variab{é§ }?* ; with X; ~ Bern(p;) and
the Poisson distribution Pa) with meanX = "7, p;. A first lower bound on the relative entropy follows from
a combination of Pinsker’s inequality (see Hg.](68)) witk tbwer bound on the total variation distance between
these distributions (see Theoréin 6). The combination ofwhegives that

n 2
D(Pw [|Po())) > 2(K1(\)* (Z;ﬁ) . (151)
=1

This lower bound can be tightened via the distribution-celeat refinement of Pinsker’s inequality in [38], which
is introduced shortly in Sectidn IIZA. Following the tedhne of this refinement, lef) £ II, be the probability
mass function that corresponds to the Poisson distribiRign ), i.e.,

e—)\ /\k

Q) = —— VkeN.
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If A <log2 thenQ(0) = e~* > 1. Hence, from[(7D), the maximization ofin{Q(A4), 1 — Q(A)} over all the
subsetsA C Ny is obtained forA = {0} (or, symmetrically, forA = Ny\ {0} = N) which implies that, if\ < log 2,
one gets from Eqs[(69), (70) arld (71) that

n 2
DBy | PoY) > olllg) (Ka()? (2@2) | 152
i=1
where
Ig = min{e_A, 1-— e_>‘} =1—¢? (153)

and, sincellg < 3 then

~ (=) s () (154)

Hence, the combination dof (1b51), (152), ahd ([154) gives theet bound on the relative entropy in Theorem 7 (see
Egs. [(86), [(87) and (88) in this theorem). The upper boundhencbnsidered relative entropy is a known result
(see [38, Theorem 1]), which is cited here in order to havé higper and lower bounds in the same inequality
(see Eq.[(86)). This completes the proof of Theofém 7.

5) Proof of Propositiorh 4:We start by proving the tightened upper and lower bounds erHellinger distance
in terms of the total variation distance and relative entrbptween the two considered distributions. These refined
bounds in [(9D) improve the original bounds [n](66). It is mbthat the left-hand side of (66) is proved [n [39,
p. 99], and the right-hand side is proved [in|[39, p. 328]. Thlowing is the proof of the refined bounds on the
Hellinger distance in[(90).

Lets start with the proof of the left-hand side bf(90). Tostbind, letP? and(@ be two probability mass functions
that are defined on a same set From [2), [61) and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality

drv(P, Q)

=2 Y 1P() - Q)
reX

=2 > |VP@ - vaw | (VP@ + Vam )
TEX

1 1

(Z (mwm)zf

zeX

<

(5 (v vy

zeX

N =

= dn(P,Q) - <1 +> VP(x) Q(w)> 2

reEX
— (P.Q) (2~ (@(P.Q)°) " (155)

Let ¢ £ (drv (P, Q))2 andz £ (du(P, Q))z, then it follows by squaring both sides ¢f (155) tha — z) > ¢,
which therefore implies that

1-vl-c<z<1l++vV1-c. (156)

The right-hand side of (156) is satisfied automatically siic< dy(P, @) < 1 implies thatz < 1. The left-hand
side of [156) gives the lower bound on the left-hand sidé _6j.(Blext, we prove the upper bound on the right-hand
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side of [90). By Jensen’s inequality

(dH(P> Q))2
1 2
=5mxﬂ P - V@) )
=1-> VP)Qx)
reX
=1- P(x) ggg
TeX

< 1— €% Deex P(z) 10g<ff§g>
L iDIR) (157)

which completes the proof of (P0). The other bound on the Blhtryya parameter ifi (91) follows froin {90) and
the simple relation in((83) between the Bhattacharyya patamand Hellinger distance. This completes the proof
of Propositior 4.

Remark 24:The weaker bounds i_(66), proved [n [39], follow from thegfined version in[(90) by using the
simple inequalities

\/1—x§1—§, Vaelo]]
and
e *>1—z, VYz>0.

6) Proof of Corollary(3: This corollary is a direct consequence of Theoréins 6[and & Paapositior 4.

7) Proof of Corollary[4: Under the conditions in Corollary] 4, the asymptotic scalofgthe total variation
distance, relative entropy, Hellinger distance and Blohtayya parameter follow from their (upper and lower)
bounds in Theorenis 6 andl 7 and Edsl (94) (95), respsctiids completes the proof of Corollary 4.

8) Proof of Propositiorib:Let P and(Q be two arbitrary probability mass functions that are defioeda same
set X. We derive in the following the lower bound on the Chernofioimation in terms of the total variation
distance betwee® andQ, as is stated in_(100).

o(P.Q) S 1o (Z VP(z) Q(w))

TEX

—
~

2 _log BC(P,Q)

9 _log (1 — (dn(P, Q))Q)

> log(1- (v (P.Q))?)

—~
~

where inequality (a) follows by selecting the possibly sydtimal choicef = % in (&4), equality (b) holds by
definition of the Bhattacharyya parameter (de€ (62)), égu@l) follows from the equality in[(63) that relates the
Hellinger distance and Bhattacharyya parameter, and aliggd) follows from the lower bound on the Hellinger

distance in terms of the total variation distance ($e¢ (9Mjs completes the proof of Propositibh 5.

9) Proof of Corollary[®: This corollary is a direct consequence of the lower bound o tbtal variation
distance in Theorei 6, and the lower bound on the Cherndadfrimdition in terms of the total variation distance in
Propositior 5.
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