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Abstract

One of the main contributions of this paper is to illustrate how large deviation theory
can be used to determine the equilibrium distribution of a basic droplet model that underlies
a number of important models in material science and statistical mechanics. The model is
simply defined. Givenb ∈ N andc > b, K distinguishable particles are placed, each with
equal probability1/N , onto theN sites of a lattice, where the ratioK/N , the average
number of particles per site, equalsc. We focus on configurations for which each site is
occupied by a minimum ofb particles. The main result is the large deviation principle
(LDP), in the limit whereK → ∞ andN → ∞ with K/N = c, for a sequence of random,
number-density measures, which are the empirical measuresof dependent random variables
that count the droplet sizes. The rate function in the LDP is the relative entropyR(θ|ρ⋆),
whereθ is a possible asymptotic configuration of the number-density measures andρ⋆ is
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a Poisson distribution restricted to the set of positive integersn satisfyingn ≥ b. This
LDP reveals thatρ∗ is the equilibrium distribution of the number-density measures, which
in turn implies thatρ∗ is the equilibrium distribution of the random variables that count the
droplet sizes. We derive the LDP via a local large deviation estimate of the probability that
the number-density measures equalθ for any probability measureθ in the range of these
random measures.

American Mathematical Society 2010 Subject Classifications: 60F10 (primary), 82B05 (sec-
ondary)

Key words and phrases: large deviation principle, microcanonical ensemble, number-density
measures, relative entropy

1 Introduction

This paper contains the material in the companion paper [12]together with the following: full
details of several routine proofs omitted from [12], additional appendices, and extra background
information.

These two papers are motivated by a natural and simply statedquestion. Givenb ∈ N and
c > b, K distinguishable particles are placed, each with equal probability 1/N , onto theN sites
of a lattice. Under the assumption thatK/N = c and that each site is occupied by a minimum
of b particles, what is the equilibrium distribution, asN → ∞, of the number of particles per
site? We prove in Corollary 2.3 that this equilibrium distribution is a Poisson distributionρb,αb(c)

restricted to the set of positive integersn satisfyingn ≥ b; the parameterαb(c) is chosen so that
the mean ofρb,αb(c) equalsc. As we explain at the end of the introduction, this equilibrium
distribution has important applications to technologies using sprays and powders.

We answer this question about the equilibrium distributionby first proving a large deviation
principle (LDP) for a sequence of random, number-density measures, which are the empirical
measures of a sequence of dependent random variables that count the droplet sizes. This LDP
is stated in Theorem 2.1. The space for which we prove the LDP is a natural choice, being
the smallest convex subset of probability measures containing the range of the number-density
measures. Our proof of the LDP avoids general results in the theory of large deviations, many of
which do not apply because the space for which we prove the LDPis not a complete, separable
metric space. Our proof is completely self-contained and starts from first principles, using
techniques that are familiar in statistical mechanics. Forexample, the proof of the local large
deviation estimate in Theorem 3.1, a key step in the proof of the LDP for the number-density
measures, is based on combinatorics, Stirlings formula, and Laplace asymptotics. Our self-
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contained proof of the LDP perfectly matches the simplicityand elegance of our main result on
the equilibrium distribution stated in the preceding paragraph.

In order to define the droplet model and to formulate the LDP for the number-density mea-
sures, a standard probabilistic model is introduced. We begin as in the first paragraph. Given
b ∈ N andc > b, K distinguishable particles are placed, each with equal probability 1/N , onto
theN sites of the latticeΛN = {1, 2, . . . , N}. In section 2 we also consider the caseb = 0.
The large deviation limit — or in statistical mechanical terminology, the thermodynamic limit
— is defined by takingK → ∞ andN → ∞ with K/N equal toc. The ratioK/N equals the
average number of particles per site or the average size of a droplet. The configuration space
for the droplet model is the setΩN = ΛK

N consisting of allω = (ω1, ω2, . . . , ωK), whereωi

denotes the site inΛN occupied by thei’th particle. The cardinality ofΩN equalsNK . Denote
by PN the uniform probability measure that assigns equal probability 1/NK to each of theNK

configurationsω ∈ ΩN . For subsetsA of ΩN , PN(A) = card(A)/NK , where card denotes
cardinality.

The asymptotic analysis of the droplet model involves the following two random variables,
which are functions of the configurationω ∈ ΩN : for ℓ ∈ ΛN , Kℓ(ω) denotes the number of
particles occupying the siteℓ in the configurationω; for j ∈ N∪{0},Nj(ω) denotes the number
of sitesℓ ∈ ΛN for whichKℓ(ω) = j.

We focus on the subset ofΩN consisting of all configurationsω for which every site ofΛN

is occupied by at leastb particles. Because of this restrictionNj(ω) is indexed byj ∈ Nb =
{n ∈ Z : n ≥ b}. It is useful to think of each particle as having one unit of mass and of the set
of particles at each siteℓ as defining a droplet. With this interpretation, for each configurationω,
Kℓ(ω) denotes the mass or size of the droplet at siteℓ. Thej’th droplet class hasNj(ω) droplets
and massjNj(ω). Because the number of sites inΛN equalsN and the sum of the masses of
all the droplet classes equalsK, the following conservation laws hold for such configurations:

∑

j∈Nb

Nj(ω) = N and
∑

j∈Nb

jNj(ω) = K. (1.1)

In addition, since the total number of particles isK, it follows that
∑

ℓ∈ΛN
Kℓ = K. These

equality constraints show that the random variablesNj and the random variablesKℓ are not
independent.

In order to carry out the asymptotic analysis of the droplet model, we introduce a quantity
m = m(N) that converges to∞ sufficiently slowly with respect toN ; specifically, we require
thatm(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. In terms ofb andm we define the subsetΩN,b,m of ΩN

consisting of all configurationsω for which every site ofΛN is occupied by at leastb particles
and at mostm of the quantitiesNj(ω) are positive. This second condition is a key technical
device that allows us to control the errors in several estimates.
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The random quantities in the droplet model for which we formulate an LDP are the number-
density measuresΘN,b. Forω ∈ ΩN,b,m these random probability measures assign toj ∈ Nb

the probabilityNj(ω)/N , which is the number density of thej’th droplet class. Thus for any
subsetA of Nb

ΘN,b(ω,A) =
∑

j∈Nb

ΘN,b;j(ω)δj(A) =
∑

j∈A

ΘN,b;j(ω), whereΘN,b;j(ω) =
Nj(ω)

N
.

Because of the two conservation laws in (1.1) and becauseK/N = c, for ω ∈ ΩN,b,m, ΘN,b(ω)
is a probability measure onNb = {n ∈ Z : n ≥ b} having mean

∑

j∈Nb

jΘN,b;j(ω) =
1

N

∑

j∈Nb

jNj(ω) =
K

N
= c.

ThusΘN,b takes values inPNb,c, which is defined to be the set of probability measures onNb

having meanc. PNb,c is topologized by the topology of weak convergence.
The probability measurePN,b,m defining the droplet model is obtained by restricting the

uniform measurePN to the set of configurationsΩN,b,m. ThusPN,b,m equals the conditional
probabilityPN(·|ΩN,b,m). For subsetsA of ΩN,b,m, PN,b,m(A) takes the form

PN,b,m(A) =
1

card(ΩN,b,m)
· card(A).

In the language of statistical mechanicsPN,b,m defines a microcanonical ensemble that incorpo-
rates the conservation laws for number and mass expressed in(1.1).

A natural question is to determine two equilibrium distributions: the equilibrium distribution
ρ⋆ of the number-density measures and the equilibrium distribution ρ∗∗ =

∑
j∈Nb

ρ∗∗j δj of the
droplet-size random variablesKℓ. These distributions are defined by the following two limits:
for anyε > 0, anyℓ ∈ ΛN , and allj ∈ Nb

lim
N→∞

PN,b,m(ΘN,b ∈ B(ρ∗, ε)) → 1 and lim
N→∞

PN,b,m(Kℓ = j) = ρ∗∗j ,

whereB(ρ∗, ε) denotes the open ball with centerρ∗ and radiusε defined with respect to an
appropriate metric onPNb,c. We make the following observations concerning these equilibrium
distributions.

1. The equilibrium distributionsρ∗ for ΘN,b andρ∗∗ for Kℓ coincide.

2. We first determine the equilibrium distributionρ∗ of ΘN,b and then prove thatρ∗ is also
the equilibrium distribution ofKℓ.
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3. As in many models in statistical mechanics, an efficient way to determine the equilibrium
distributionρ∗ of ΘN,b is to prove an LDP forΘN,b, which we carry out in Theorem 2.1.

The content of Theorem 2.1 is the following: asN → ∞ the sequence of number-density
measuresΘN,b satisfies the LDP onPNb,c with respect to the measuresPN,b,m. The rate function
is the relative entropyR(θ|ρb,α) of θ ∈ PNb,c with respect to the Poisson distributionρb,α onNb

having components

ρb,α;j =
1

Zb(α)
· α

j

j!
for j ∈ Nb.

In this formulaZb(α) is the normalization that makesρb,α a probability measure, andα equals
the unique valueαb(c) for whichρb,αb(c) has meanc [Thm. C.1(a)]. Using the fact thatR(θ|ρb,αb(c))
equals 0 at the unique measureθ = ρb,αb(c), we apply the LDP forΘN,b to conclude in Theorem
2.2 thatρb,αb(c) is the equilibrium distribution ofΘN,b. Corollary 2.3 then implies thatρb,αb(c) is
also the equilibrium distribution ofKℓ.

The spacePNb,c is the most natural space on which to formulate the LDP forΘN,b in Theo-
rem 2.1. Not only isPNb,c the smallest convex set of probability measures containingthe range
of ΘN,b for all N ∈ N, but also the union overN ∈ N of the range ofΘN,b is dense inPNb,c.
As we explain in part (a) of Theorem 2.4,PNb,c is not a complete, separable metric space, a
situation that prevents us from applying the many general results in the theory of large devi-
ations that require the setting of a complete, separable metric space. In our opinion the fact
that we avoid using such general results makes our self-contained proof of the LDP even more
attractive.

The droplet model is defined in section 2. Our proof of the LDP for ΘN,b consists of the
following three steps, the first of which is the topic of section 3 and the second and third of
which are the topics of section 4.

1. Step 1 is to derive the local large deviation estimate in part (b) of Theorem 3.1. This local
estimate, one of the centerpieces of the paper, gives information not available in the LDP
for ΘN,b, which involves global estimates. It states that asN → ∞, for any probability
measureθ in the range of the number-density measureΘN,b

1

N
logPN,b,m(ΘN,b = θ) = −R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) + o(1), (1.2)

where o(1) is an error term converging to 0 uniformly for all measuresθ in the range of
ΘN,b. Showing that the parameter of the Poisson distributionρb,αb(c) in the local large
deviation estimate equalsαb(c) is one of the crucial elements of the proof. The proof of
the local large deviation estimate involves combinatorics, Stirling’s formula, and Laplace
asymptotics.
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2. Step 2 is to lift this local large deviation estimate to thelarge deviation limit forΘN,b

lying in open balls and certain other subsets ofPNb,c. This is done in Theorem 4.1 as
a consequence of the general formulation given in Theorem 4.2 and the approximation
procedure proved in appendix B.

3. Step 3 is to lift the large deviation limit for open balls and certain other subsets to the
LDP forΘN,b stated in Theorem 2.1, thus proving this LDP. This is done by applying the
general formulation given in Theorem 4.3.

The paper has four appendices. In appendix A we derive properties of the relative entropy
needed in a number of our results. Appendix B is devoted to theproof of the approximation
procedure to which we just referred in item 2 above. In appendix C we prove the existence of
the quantityαb(c) that defines the Poisson distributionρb,αb(c) and derive a number of properties
of this quantity. Our proof of the existence ofαb(c) for generalb is subtle. This proof should
be contrasted with the straightforward proof of the existence ofαb(c) for b = 1, which is given
in Theorem C.2. We now explain the contents of appendix D. In order to control several errors
in our self-contained proof of the LDP, we must introduce therestriction involving the quantity
m = m(N) that, as mentioned earlier, requires no more thanm of the quantitiesNj to be
positive. This restriction is explained in detail in section 2; it is incorporated in the definition
(2.1) of the set of configurationsΩN,b,m and the definition (2.3) of the microcanonical ensemble
PN,b,m. In appendix D we present evidence supporting the conjecture that this restriction can be
eliminated. Eliminating this restriction would enable us to present our results in a more natural
form.

The paper [13] explores how our work on the droplet model was inspired by the work of
Ludwig Boltzmann on a simple model of a random ideal gas, for which the Maxwell-Boltzmann
is the equilibrium distribution. The form of the Maxwell-Boltzmann distribution can be proved
using Sanov’s theorem, which proves the LDP for the empirical measures of i.i.d. random vari-
ables [13,§4]. As we show just before Corollary 2.3,ΘN,b is the empirical measure of the
random variablesKℓ. However, Sanov’s theorem for empirical measures of i.i.d.random vari-
ables cannot be applied because theKℓ are dependent and, since their distributions depend on
N , they form a triangular array. In section 7 of [13] we explorehow Sanov’s theorem, although
not applicable as stated, can be used to give a heuristic motivation of the LDP forΘN,b.

The main application of the results in this paper is to technologies using sprays and powders,
which are ubiquitous in many fields, including agriculture,the chemical and pharmaceutical
industries, consumer products, electronics, manufacturing, material science, medicine, mining,
paper making, the steel industry, and waste treatment. In this paper we focus on sprays; our
theory also applies to powders with only changes in terminology. The behavior of sprays might
be complex depending on various parameters including evaporation, temperature, and viscosity.
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Our goal here is to consider the simplest model where the onlyassumption is made on the
average size of droplets in the spray. In many situations it is important to have good control over
the sizes of the droplets, which can be translated into properties of probability distributions. The
size distributions are important because they determine reliability and safety in each particular
application.

Interestingly, there does not seem to be a rigorous theory that predicts the equilibrium dis-
tribution of droplet sizes, analogous to the Maxwell–Boltzmann distribution of energy levels
in a random ideal gas [17, 20]. Our goal in the present paper isto provide such a theory. We
do so by focusing on one aspect of the problem related to the relative entropy, an approach
that characterizes the equilibrium distribution of droplet sizes as being a Poisson distribution
restricted toNb. We expect that this distribution will dominate experimental observations. A
full understanding of droplet behavior under dynamic conditions requires treating many other
aspects and is beyond the scope of this paper. A comparison ofour results with experimental
data will appear elsewhere. In addition we plan to apply the ideas in this paper to understand
the entropy of dislocation networks.

Because of the length of this paper and its many technicalities, we would like to help the
reader by summarizing the main results and explaining how one proceeds from the local large
deviation estimate stated in (1.2) and proved in part (b) of Theorem 3.1 to the LDP for the
number-density measuresΘN,b stated in Theorem 2.1. We also summarize the theorems proved
in appendices A, B, C, and D.

• Theorem 2.1.This theorem states that the sequence ofPN,K,m-distributions of the number-
density measuresΘN,b onPN,c satisfies the LDP onPN,c with rate functionR(θ|ρb,αb(c)).

• Theorem 2.2.In this theorem we identify the Poisson distributionρb,αb(c) as the equilib-
rium distribution ofΘN,b with respect toPN,b,m. It is a consequence of Theorem 2.1.

• Corollary 2.3. The Poisson distributionρb,αb(c) is shown in this corollary to be also the
equilibrium distribution of the droplet-size random variablesKℓ with respect toPN,b,m. It
is a consequence of Theorem 2.2.

• Theorem 2.4. This theorem proves a number of properties of two spaces of probability
measures that arise in the large deviation analysis ofΘN,b.

• Theorem 3.1. In part (a) of this theorem we show that there exists a unique valueα =
αb(c) ∈ (0,∞) for which the measureρb,αb(c) has meanc; the components ofρb,αb(c) are
defined in (2.7). In part (b) we prove the local large deviation estimate (1.2).

• Theorems 4.1 and 4.2.Theorem 4.1 shows how to lift the local large deviation estimate
in part (b) of Theorem 3.1 to the large deviation limit forΘN,b lying in open balls and
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certain other subsets ofPNb,c. Theorem 4.1 is derived as a consequence of the general
formulation stated in Theorem 4.2.

• Theorem 4.3.This theorem is a general formulation that allows us to lift the large devi-
ation limit for open balls and certain other subsets in Theorem 4.1 to the LDP stated in
Theorem 2.1, thus proving this LDP.

• Theorem A.1. In this theorem we collect a number of properties of the relative entropy
used throughout the paper.

• Theorem B.1. This result is an approximation theorem that allows us to approximate
an arbitrary probability measureθ ∈ PNb,c by a sequence of probability measuresθ(N)

in the range ofΘN,b having the following property: the sequence of relative entropies
R(θ(N)|ρb,αb(c)) converges toR(θ|ρb,αb(c)) asN → ∞. This approximation theorem is
applied in two key places. First, it allows us to prove the asymptotic estimate in Lemma
3.3, which is a basic ingredient in the proof of the local large deviation estimate in part
(b) of Theorem 3.1. Second, it allows us to lift this local large deviation estimate to the
large deviation limit for open balls and certain other subsets as formulated in Theorem
4.1.

• Theorem C.1. This theorem studies a number of properties of the quantityαb(c) that
defines the Poisson-type equilibrium distributionρα(c).

• Theorem C.2. This theorem studies a number of properties of the quantityαb(c) for
b = 1.

• Theorems D.1, D.2, and D.4 and Proposition D.3.These results address issues related
to the constraint involving the quantitym = m(N) in the definition (2.1) of the set of
configurationsΩN,b,m and the definition (2.3) of the microcanonical ensemblePN,b,m. We
discuss how, if we could eliminate this constraint, our results would have a more natural
form. Theorem D.4 is based on a deep, classical result on the asymptotic behavior of
Stirling numbers of the second kind.

Acknowledgments. The research of Shlomo Ta’asan is supported in part by a grantfrom the
National Science Foundation (NSF-DMS-1216433). Richard S. Ellis thanks Jonathan Machta
for sharing his insights into statistical mechanics and foruseful comments on this introduction,
Luc Rey-Bellet for valuable conversations concerning large deviation theory, and Michael Sul-
livan for his generous help with a number of topological issues arising in this paper. We are
also grateful to Jonathan Machta for suggesting the generalization, explained in section 2, from
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a minimum of 1 particle at each site to a minimum ofb particles at each site, whereb is any
positive integer, and for helping us with the proof of part (a) of Theorem C.1.

2 Definition of Droplet Model and Main Theorem

After defining the droplet model, we state the main theorem inthe paper, Theorem 2.1. The
content of this theorem is the LDP for the sequence of random,number-density measures,
which are the empirical measures of a sequence of dependent random variables that count the
droplet sizes in the model. As we show in Theorem 2.2 and in Corollary 2.3, the LDP enables
us to identify a Poisson distribution as the equilibrium distribution both of the number-density
measures and of the droplet-size random variables. Finally, in Theorem 2.4 we prove a number
of properties of two spaces of probability measures in termsof which the LDP for the number-
density measures is formulated.

We start by fixing parametersb ∈ N ∪ {0} andc ∈ (b,∞). The droplet model is defined by
a probability measurePN,b parametrized byN ∈ N and the nonnegative integerb. The measure
depends on two other positive integers,K andm, where2 ≤ m ≤ N < K. BothK andm are
functions ofN in the large deviation limitN → ∞. In this limit — which is the same as the
thermodynamic limit in statistical mechanics — we takeK → ∞ andN → ∞, whereK/N ,
the average number of particles per site, stays equal toc. ThusK = Nc. In addition, we take
m → ∞ sufficiently slowly by choosingm to be a functionm(N) satisfyingm(N) → ∞ and
m(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞; e.g.,m(N) = N δ for someδ ∈ (0, 1/2). Throughout this paper
we fix such a functionm(N). The parameterb and the functionm = m(N) first appear in the
definition of the set of configurationsΩN,b,m in (2.1), where these quantities will be explained.

BecauseK andN are integers,c must be a rational number. This in turn imposes a restric-
tion on the values ofN andK. If c is a positive integer, thenN → ∞ along the positive integers
andK → ∞ along the subsequenceK = cN . If c = x/y, wherex andy are positive integers
with y ≥ 2 andx andy relatively prime, thenN → ∞ along the subsequenceN = yn for
n ∈ N andK → ∞ along the subsequenceK = cN = xn. Throughout this paper, when we
writeN ∈ N orN → ∞, it is understood thatN andK satisfy the restrictions discussed here.

In the droplet modelK distinguishable particles are placed, each with equal probability
1/N , onto the sites of the latticeΛN = {1, 2, . . . , N}. This simple description corresponds to
a simple probabilistic model. The configuration space is thesetΩN = ΛK

N consisting of all
sequencesω = (ω1, ω2, . . . , ωK), whereωi ∈ ΛN denotes the site inΛN occupied by thei’th
particle. Letρ(N) be the measure onΛN that assigns equal probability1/N to each site inΛN ,
and letPN = (ρ(N))K be the product measure onΩN with equal one-dimensional marginals
ρ(N). ThusPN is the uniform probability measure that assigns equal probability 1/NK to each
of theNK configurationsω ∈ ΩN ; for subsetsA of ΩN we havePN(A) = card(A)/NK , where
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card denotes cardinality.
The asymptotic analysis of the droplet model involves two random variables that we now

introduce. Our goal is to prove a large deviation principle (LDP) for a sequence of random
probability measures defined in terms of these random variables. The LDP is stated in Theorem
2.1.

• For ℓ ∈ ΛN andω ∈ ΩN , Kℓ(ω) denotes the number of particles occupying siteℓ in the
configurationω. In other words,Kℓ(ω) = card{i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , K} : ωi = ℓ}.

• For j ∈ N ∪ {0} andω ∈ ΩN , Nj(ω) denotes the number of sitesℓ ∈ ΛN for which
Kℓ(ω) = j.

The dependence ofKℓ(ω) andNj(ω) onN is not indicated in the notation. Because the distri-
butions of both random variables depend onN , bothKℓ andNj form triangular arrays.

We now specify the role played by the nonnegative integerb, first focusing on the case where
b is a positive integer. The case whereb = 0 is discussed later. Forω ∈ ΩN , in general there
exist sitesℓ ∈ ΛN for which Kℓ(ω) = 0; i.e., sites that are occupied by 0 particles. For this
reason the quantityNj(ω) just defined is indexed byj ∈ N∪{0}. The next step in the definition
of the droplet model is to specify a subsetΩN,b,m of configurationsω ∈ ΩN for which every
site is occupied by at leastb particles and another constraint holds. In the following definition
of ΩN,b,m, Nb denotes the set{n ∈ Z : n ≥ b}. ThusN0 is the set of nonnegative integers.

1. Given b ∈ N, for any configurationω ∈ ΩN,b,m every site ofΛN is occupied by at
leastb particles. In other words, for eachℓ ∈ ΛN there exists at leastb values ofi ∈
{1, 2, . . . , K} such thatωi = ℓ. Equivalently, in the configurationω and for eachℓ ∈ ΛN

we haveKℓ(ω) ≥ b. It follows that forω ∈ ΩN,b,m, Nj(ω) is indexed byj ∈ Nb.

2. For any configurationω ∈ ΩN,b,m at mostm of the componentsNj(ω) for j ∈ Nb are
positive. As specified at the start of this section,m = m(N) → ∞ andm(N)2/N → 0
asN → ∞.

We denote byN(ω) the sequence{Nj(ω), j ∈ Nb} and define

|N(ω)|+ = card{j ∈ Nb : Nj(ω) ≥ 1}.

In terms of this notation

ΩN,b,m = {ω ∈ ΩN : Kℓ(ω) ≥ b ∀ℓ ∈ ΛN and |N(ω)|+ ≤ m = m(N)}. (2.1)

Constraint 2, which restricts the number of positive components ofN(ω), is a useful tech-
nical device that allows us to control the errors in several estimates. In appendix D we explain
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why we impose this constraint and give evidence supporting the conjecture that this restric-
tion can be eliminated. Because of the two constraints, the maximum number of particles that
can occupy any site isK − b(N − 1) = N(c − b) + b. It follows thatNj(ω) = 0 for all
j ≥ N(c− b) + b.

Whenb is a positive integer, for eachω ∈ ΩN,b,m each site inΛN is occupied by at least
b particles. In this case it is useful to think of each particleas having one unit of mass and
of the set of particles at each siteℓ as defining a droplet. With this interpretation, for each
configurationω, Kℓ(ω) denotes the mass or the size of the droplet at siteℓ. The j’th droplet
class hasNj(ω) droplets and massjNj(ω). Because the number of sites inΛN equalsN and
the sum of the masses of all the droplet classes equalsK, it follows that the quantitiesNj(ω)
satisfy the following conservation laws for allω ∈ ΩN,b,m:

∑

j∈Nb

Nj(ω) = N and
∑

j∈Nb

jNj(ω) = K. (2.2)

We now consider the modifications that must be made in these definitions whenb = 0.
In this case constraint 1 in the definition ofΩN,b,m disappears because we allow sites to be
occupied by 0 particles, and thereforeNj(ω) is indexed byj ∈ N0 = N ∪ {0}. On the other
hand, we retain constraint 2 in the definition ofΩN,0,m, which requires that for any configuration
ω ∈ ΩN,0,m at mostm of the componentsNj(ω) for j ∈ N0 are positive. In terms of|N(ω)|+
the definition ofΩN,0,m becomes

ΩN,0,m = {ω ∈ ΩN : |N(ω)|+ ≤ m = m(N)}.

Because the choiceb = 0 allows sites to be empty, we lose the interpretation of the set of
particles at each site as being a droplet. However, forω ∈ ΩN,0,m the two conservation laws
(2.2) continue to hold.

For the remainder of this paper we work with any fixed nonnegative integerb. The proba-
bility measurePN,b,m defining the droplet model is obtained by restricting the uniform measure
PN to the setΩN,b,m. ThusPN,b,m equals the conditional probabilityPN(·|ΩN,b,m). For subsets
A of ΩN,b,m, PN,b,m(A) takes the form

PN,b,m(A) = PN(A |ΩN,b,m) =
1

PN(ΩN,b,m)
· PN(A) (2.3)

=
1

card(ΩN,b,m)
· card(A).

The second line of this formula follows from the fact thatPN assigns equal probability1/NK

to everyω ∈ ΩN,b,m. In the language of statistical mechanicsPN,b,m defines a microcanonical
ensemble that incorporates the conservation laws for number and mass expressed in (2.2).
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Having defined the droplet model, we introduce the random probability measures whose
large deviations we will study. Forω ∈ ΩN,b,m these measures are the number-density measures
ΘN,b that assign toj ∈ Nb the probabilityNj(ω)/N . This ratio represents the number density
of droplet classj. Thus for any subsetA of Nb

ΘN,b(ω,A) =
∑

j∈Nb

ΘN,b;j(ω)δj(A) =
∑

j∈A

ΘN,b;j(ω), whereΘN,b;j(ω) =
Nj(ω)

N
. (2.4)

By the two formulas in (2.2)

∑

j∈Nb

ΘN,b;j(ω) = 1 and
∑

j∈Nb

jΘN,b;j(ω) =
K

N
= c. (2.5)

ThusΘN,b(ω) is a probability measure onNb having meanc.
We next introduce several spaces of probability measures that arise in the large deviation

analysis of the droplet model.PNb
denotes the set of probability measures onNb = {n ∈ Z :

n ≥ b}. Thusθ ∈ PNb
has the form

∑
j∈Nb

θjδj , where the componentsθj satisfyθj ≥ 0 and
θ(Nb) =

∑
j∈Nb

θj = 1. We say that a sequence of measures{θ(n), n ∈ N} in PNb
converges

weakly toθ ∈ PNb
, and writeθ(N) ⇒ θ, if for any bounded functionf mappingNb intoR

lim
n→∞

∫

Nb

fdθ(n) =

∫

Nb

fdθ.

PNb
is topologized by the topology of weak convergence. There isa standard technique for in-

troducing a metric structure onPNb
for which we quote the main facts. BecauseN is a complete,

separable metric space with metricd(x, y) = |x − y|, there exists a metricπ onPNb
called the

Prohorov metric with the following properties:

• Convergence with respect to the Prohorov metric is equivalent to weak convergence [14,
Thm. 3.3.1]; i.e.,θ(n) ⇒ θ if and only if π(θ(n), θ) → 0 asN → ∞.

• With respect to the Prohorov metric,PNb
is a complete, separable metric space [14, Thm.

3.1.7].

We denote byPNb,c the set of measures inPNb
having meanc. Thusθ ∈ PNb,c has the

form
∑

j∈Nb
θjδj, where the componentsθj satisfyθj ≥ 0,

∑
j∈Nb

θj = 1, and
∫
N
xθ(dx) =∑

j∈Nb
jθj = c. By (2.5) the number-density measuresΘN,b defined in (2.4) take values in

PNb,c.
In part (a) of Theorem 2.4 we prove two properties ofPNb,c: with respect to the Prohorov

metric,PNb,c is a relatively compact, separable subset ofPNb
; however,PNb,c is not a closed

12



subset ofPNb
and thus is not a compact subset or a complete metric space. The fact thatPNb,c is

not a closed subset ofPNb
is easily motivated. Ifθ(n) is a sequence inPNb,c such thatθ(n) ⇒ θ

for someθ ∈ PNb
, then some of the mass ofθ(n) could escape to∞, causingθ to have a mean

strictly less thanc; an example is given in (2.12). AlthoughPNb,c is the natural space in which
to formulate the LDP forΘN,b in Theorem 2.1, the fact thatPNb,c is not a closed subset ofPNb

gives rise to a number of unique features in the LDP.
BecausePNb,c is not a closed subset ofPNb

, it is natural to introduce the closure ofPNb,c in
PNb

. As we prove in part (b) of Theorem 2.4, the closure ofPNb,c in PNb
equalsPNb,[b,c], which

is the set of measures inPNb
having mean lying in the closed interval[b, c]. For anyθ ∈ PNb

the minimum value of the mean ofθ is b, which occurs if and only ifθ = δb. Being the closure
of the relatively compact, separable metric spacePNb,c, PNb,[b,c] is a compact, separable metric
space with respect to the Prohorov metric. This space appears in the formulation of the large
deviation upper bound in part (c) of Theorem 2.1.

We next state Theorem 2.1, which is the LDP for the sequence ofdistributionsPN,b,m(ΘN,b ∈
dθ) onPNb,c asN → ∞. The rate function in the LDP is the relative entropy ofθ with respect to
a certain measureρb,αb(c) =

∑
j∈Nb

ρb,αb(c);jδj defined in (2.7), where eachρb,αb(c);j > 0. Thus
anyθ ∈ PNb,c is absolutely continuous with respect toρb,αb(c). Forθ ∈ PNb,c the relative entropy
of θ with respect toρb,αb(c) is defined by

R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) =
∑

j∈Nb

θj log(θj/ρb,αb(c);j). (2.6)

If θj = 0, thenθj log(θj/ρb,αb(c);j) = 0. ForA a subset ofPNb,c orPNb,[b,c], R(A|ρb,αb(c)) denotes
the infimum ofR(θ|ρb,αb(c)) overθ ∈ A.

For j ∈ Nb the components of the measureρb,αb(c) appearing in the LDP have the form

ρb,αb(c);j =
1

Zb(αb(c))
· [αb(c)]

j

j!
, (2.7)

whereαb(c) ∈ (0,∞) is chosen so thatρb,αb(c) has meanc andZb(αb(c)) is the normalization
makingρb,αb(c) a probability measure; thusZ0(α0(c)) = eα0(c), and forb ∈ N, Zb(αb(c)) =

eαb(c) −∑b−1
j=0[αb(c)]

j/j!. As we show in part (a) of Theorem C.1, there exists a unique value
of αb(c). For b ∈ N the Poisson-type distributionρb,αb(c) differs from a standard Poisson dis-
tribution because the former has 0 mass at0, 1, . . . , b − 1 while the latter has positive mass at
these points. In fact,ρb,αb(c) can be identified as the distribution of a Poisson random variable
Ξαb(c) with parameterαb(c) conditioned onΞαb(c) ∈ Nb [Thm. C.1(d)]. Despite this difference
we shall also refer toρb,αb(c) as a Poisson distribution.

According to part (a) of Theorem 2.1R(·|ρb,αb(c)) has compact level sets inPNb,c. It is well
known that the relative entropy has compact level sets in thecomplete spacePNb

. The level sets
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are also compact inPNb,[b,c] because the latter is a compact subset ofPNb
. However, because

PNb,c is not closed inPNb
, the compactness of the level sets inPNb,c is not obvious.

As a consequence of the fact thatPNb,c is not closed inPNb
, the large deviation upper bound

takes two forms depending on whether the subsetF of PNb,c is compact or whetherF is closed.
WhenF is compact, in part (b) we obtain the standard large deviation upper bound forF with
−R(F |ρb,αb(c)) on the right hand side. WhenF is closed, in part (c) we obtain a variation of
the standard large deviation upper bound;−R(F |ρb,αb(c)) on the right hand side is replaced
by −R(F |ρb,αb(c)), whereF is the closure ofF in the compact spacePNb,[b,c] and is therefore
compact. WhenF is compact, its closure inPNb,[b,c] is F itself. In this case the large deviation
upper bounds in parts (b) and (c) coincide.

The refinement in part (c) is important. It is applied in the proof of Theorem 2.2 to show that
ρb,αb(c) is the equilibrium distribution of the number-density measuresΘN,b. In turn, Theorem
2.2 is applied in the proof of Corollary 2.3 to show thatρb,αb(c) is the equilibrium distribution of
the droplet-size random variablesKℓ.

In the next theorem we assume thatm is the functionm(N) appearing in the definition of
ΩN,b,m in (2.1) and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ andm(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. The assumption
thatm(N)2/N → 0 is used to control error terms in Lemmas 3.2, 3.3, and B.3. This assumption
onm(N) is optimal in the sense that it is a minimal assumption guaranteeing that an error term
in the lower bound in part (a) of Lemma B.3 and in the upper bound in part (b) of the lemma
converge to 0.

Theorem 2.1. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞). Letm be the
functionm(N) appearing in the definition ofΩN,b,m in (2.1) and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ and
m(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. Let ρb,αb(c) ∈ PNb,c be the distribution having the components
defined in(2.7). Then asN → ∞, with respect to the measuresPN,b,m, the sequenceΘN,b

satisfies the large deviation principle onPNb,c with rate functionR(θ|ρb,αb(c)) in the following
sense.

(a) R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) mapsPNb,c into [0,∞], and for anyM < ∞ the level set{θ ∈ PNb,c :
R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) ≤ M} is compact.

(b) For any compact subsetF ofPNb,c we have the large deviation upper bound

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b,m(ΘN,b ∈ F ) ≤ −R(F |ρb,αb(c)).

(c) For any closed subsetF of PNb,c, let F denote the closure ofF in PNb,[b,c]. We have the
large deviation upper bound

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b,m(ΘN,b ∈ F ) ≤ −R(F |ρb,αb(c)).
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(d) For any open subsetG of PNb,c we have the large deviation lower bound

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b,m(ΘN,b ∈ G) ≥ −R(G|ρb,αb(c)).

As noted in the comments after the statement of Theorem 4.3, Theorem 2.1 is a consequence
of that theorem and several other results proved in the paper. Part (b) of Theorem 3.1 proves
a local large deviation estimate for probabilities of the form PN,b,m(ΘN,b = θ), whereθ is a
probability measure in the range ofΘN,b. This local estimate is one of the centerpieces of this
paper, giving information not available in the LDP forΘN,b, which involves global estimates. In
Theorem 4.1 we show how to lift this local estimate to the large deviation limit forΘN,b lying
in open balls and certain other subsets ofPNb,c defined in terms of open balls. Theorem 4.1 is
proved as an application of the general formulation given inTheorem 4.2. Finally we show how
to lift the large deviation limit for open balls and certain other subsets defined in terms of open
balls to the LDP stated in Theorem 2.1. We do so by applying thegeneral formulation given in
Theorem 4.3. In part (d) of Theorem A.1 we prove that the levelsets ofR(θ|ρb,αb(c)) in PNb,c

are compact.
The rate function in Theorem 2.1 has the property that forθ ∈ PNb,[b,c], R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) ≥ 0

with equality if and only ifθ = ρb,αb(c) [Thm. A.1(a)]. As we explain in the next theorem,
the large deviation upper bound and this property of the relative entropy allow us to interpret
the Poisson distributionρb,αb(c) as the equilibrium distribution of the number-density measures
ΘN,b. In this theorem[Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c denotes the complement inPNb,c of the open ball inPNb,c

with centerρb,αb(c) and radiusε > 0 with respect to the Prohorov metricπ. This open ball is
defined by

Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε) = {ν ∈ PNb,c : π(ρb,αb(c), ν) < ε}.
[B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c denotes the complement inPNb,[b,c] of the open ball defined by

B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε) = {ν ∈ PNb,[b,c] : π(ρb,αb(c), ν) < ε}.

There is a subtlety in the proof in the next theorem thatρb,αb(c) is the equilibrium distri-
bution ofΘN,b. To prove this, we need an exponentially decaying estimate on the probability
that ΘN,b ∈ [Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c. Since [Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)]
c is closed inPNb,c but is not compact,

we obtain this estimate by applying the large deviation upper bound in part (c) of Theorem
2.1 to [Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c and using the fact that the closure of this set inPNb,[b,c] is a subset of
[B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c.

Theorem 2.2. We assume the hypotheses of Theorem2.1. The following results hold for any
ε > 0.

(a) The quantityx⋆ = inf{R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) : θ ∈ [B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]
c} is strictly positive.
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(b) For any numbery in the interval(0, x⋆) and all sufficiently largeN

PN,b,m(ΘN,b ∈ [Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)]
c) ≤ exp[−Ny] asN → ∞.

This upper bound implies that asN → ∞

lim
N→∞

PN,b,m(ΘN,b ∈ Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)) = 1 and lim
ε→0

lim
N→∞

PN,b,m(ΘN,b ∈ Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)) = 1.

These limits allow us to interpret the Poisson distributionρb,αb(c) having the components defined
in (2.7) as the equilibrium distribution of the number-density measuresΘN,b with respect to
PN,b,m.

Proof. The starting point is the large deviation upper bound in part(c) of Theorem 2.1 ap-
plied to the closed set[Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c, which is a subset of[B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]
c. We denote the

closure of[Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)]
c in PNb,[b,c] by [Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε]

c. We claim that[Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)]
c ⊂

[B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]
c. Indeed, anyν ∈ [Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε]

c is the weak limit of a sequenceν(n) ∈
[Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε]

c ⊂ PNb,c. Since the closure ofPNb,c in PNb
equalsPNb,[b,c], in general we have

ν ∈ PNb,[b,c]. In addition, sinceν(n) ∈ [B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]
c, it follows thatν ∈ [B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c.
This proves the claim that[Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c ⊂ [B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]
c. Because of this relationship, the

large deviation upper bound in part (c) of Theorem 2.1 takes the form

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b,m(ΘN,b ∈ [Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c} (2.8)

≤ −R([Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)]
c|ρb,αb(c)) ≤ −R([B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c|ρb,αb(c)).

We now prove part (a) of Theorem 2.2. SinceR(θ|ρb,αb(c)) has compact level sets inPNb,[b,c],
it attains its infimumx⋆ on the closed set[B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c. If x⋆ = 0, then there would existθ ∈
[B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c such thatR(θ|ρb,αb(c)) = 0. But onPNb,[b,c], R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) attains its infimum
of 0 at the unique measureθ = ρb,αb(c). Hence we obtain a contradiction becauseρb,αb(c) 6∈
[B̂π(ρb,αb(c), ε)]

c. This completes the proof of part (a). The inequality in part(b) is an immediate
consequence of part (a) and the large deviation upper bound (2.8). This inequality yields the
two limits in the next display. The proof of Theorem 2.2 is complete.

We now apply Theorem 2.2 to prove thatρb,αb(c) is also the equilibrium distribution of the
random variablesKℓ, which count the droplet sizes at the sites ofΛN . Although these random
variables are identically distributed, they are dependentbecause for eachω ∈ ΩN,b,m they satisfy
the equality constraint

∑
ℓ∈ΛN

Kℓ(ω) = K. Except for one step the proof thatρb,αb(c) is also the
equilibrium distribution ofKℓ is completely algebraic and requires only the condition that the
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Kℓ are identically distributed. Their dependence does not affect the proof. A key observation
needed in the proof is thatΘN,b is the empirical measure of these random variables; i.e., for
ω ∈ ΩN,b,m, ΘN,b(ω) assigns to subsetsA of Nb the probability

ΘN,b(ω,A) =
1

N

N∑

ℓ=1

δKℓ(ω)(A).

This characterization ofΘN,b follows from the fact that the empirical measure ofKℓ assigns to
j ∈ Nb the probability

1

N

N∑

ℓ=1

δKℓ(ω)({j}) =
Nj(ω)

N
= ΘN,b;j(ω). (2.9)

Corollary 2.3. We assume the hyotheses of Theorem2.1. Then for any siteℓ ∈ ΛN and any
j ∈ Nb

lim
N→∞

PN,b,m(Kℓ = j) = ρb,αb(c);j =
1

Zb(αb(c))
· [αb(c)]

j

j!
.

Proof. Since the random variablesKℓ are identically distributed, it suffices to prove the corol-
lary for ℓ = 1. Theorem 2.2 implies that ifg is any bounded continuous function mappingPNb,c

intoR, then

lim
N→∞

∫

ΩN,b,m

g(ΘN,b)dPN,b,m = g(ρb,αb(c)). (2.10)

Givenϕ any bounded function mappingNb intoR we define forθ ∈ PNb
the bounded function

g(θ) =
∑

j∈Nb

ϕ(j)θj .

By the definition of weak convergence,g is continuous onPNb,c. Equation (2.9) now yields

g(ΘN,b(ω)) =
∑

j∈Nb

ϕ(j)ΘN,b;j(ω)

=
1

N

∑

ℓ∈ΛN

∑

j∈Nb

ϕ(j)δKℓ(ω)({j}) =
1

N

∑

ℓ∈ΛN

ϕ(Kℓ(ω)).
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Since theKℓ are identically distributed, it follows from (2.10) that

lim
N→∞

∫

ΩN,b,m

ϕ(K1)dPN,b,m

= lim
N→∞

1

N

N∑

ℓ=1

∫

ΩN,b,m

ϕ(Kℓ)dPN,b,m

= lim
N→∞

∫

ΩN,b,m

g(ΘN,b)dPN,b,m = g(ρb,αb(c)) =
∑

j∈Nb

ϕ(j)ρb,αb(c);j.

Settingϕ = 1j′ for anyj′ ∈ Nb yields

lim
N→∞

PN,b,m(K1 = j′) = ρb,αb(c);j′.

This completes the proof of the corollary.

The last theorem in this section proves several properties of PNb,c andPNb,[b,c] with respect
to the Prohorov metric that are needed in the paper.

Theorem 2.4. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a real numberc ∈ (b,∞). The metric spaces
PNb,c andPNb,[b,c] have the following properties.

(a) PNb,c, the set of probability measures onNb having meanc, is a relatively compact,
separable subset ofPNb

. However,PNb,c is not a closed subset ofPNb
and thus is not a compact

subset or a complete metric space.
(b) PNb,[b,c], the set of probability measures onNb having mean lying in the closed interval

[b, c], is the closure ofPNb,c in PNb
. PNb,[b,c] is a compact, separable subset ofPNb

.

Proof. (a) Forξ ∈ N satisfyingξ ≥ b let Ψξ denote the compact subset{b, b+ 1, . . . , ξ} of Nb,
and let[Ψξ]

c denote its complement. For anyθ ∈ PNb,c

c =
∑

j∈Nb

jθj ≥
∑

j≥ξ+1

jθj ≥ ξ
∑

j≥ξ+1

θj = ξθ([Ψξ]
c).

It follows thatPNb,c is tight; i.e., for anyε > 0 there existsξ ∈ N such that

sup
θ∈PNb,c

θ([Ψξ]
c) < ε.

Prohorov’s Theorem implies thatPNb,c is relatively compact [14, Thm. 3.2.2]. The separability
of PNb,c is proved in Corollary B.2.
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In the present setting the relative compactness ofPNb,c is easy to prove from the tightness of
PNb,c without appealing to the general formulation of Prohorov’sTheorem. Given any sequence

θ(n) ∈ PNb,c, a diagonal argument yields a subsequenceθ(n
′) such thatθj = limn→∞ θ

(n′)
j exists

for all j ∈ Nb. Defineθ =
∑

j∈Nb
θjδj. We claim thatθ(n

′) ⇒ θ. To see this letf be any
nonzero bounded function mappingNb intoR. Givenε > 0 chooseξ ∈ Nb so large that

sup
n′

θ(n
′)([Ψξ]

c) < ε/[2‖f‖∞] and θ([Ψξ]
c) < ε/[2‖f‖∞].

The latter bound is possible since by Fatou’s Lemmac = lim infn′→∞

∑
j∈Nb

jθ
(n′)
j ≥∑j∈Nb

jθj .
It follows that

∣∣∣∣
∫

Nb

fdθ(n
′) −

∫

Nb

fdθ

∣∣∣∣ ≤
ξ∑

j=b

|f(j)||θ(n
′)

j − θj |+
∑

j≥ξ+1

|f(j)|(θ(n
′)

j + θj) (2.11)

≤
ξ∑

j=b

|f(j)||θ(n′)
j − θj |+ ε.

Sinceθ(n
′)

j → θj for j ∈ {b, b + 1, . . . , ξ} andε > 0 is arbitrary, the weak convergence ofθ(n
′)

to θ is proved. Takingf to be identically 1 verifies thatθ ∈ PNb
, which must be the case since

PNb
is complete.

We now prove thatPNb,c is not a closed subset ofPNb
by exhibiting a sequenceθ(n) ∈ PNb,c

having a weak limit that does not lie inPNb,c. To simplify the notation, we denote the mean of
σ ∈ PNb

by 〈σ〉. Let θ be any measure inPNb
with mean〈θ〉 = β ∈ [b, c); thusθ 6∈ PNb,c. The

sequence

θ(n) =
n− c

n− β
θ +

c− β

n− β
δn for n ∈ N, n > c (2.12)

has the property thatθ(n) ∈ PNb,c and thatθ(n) ⇒ θ 6∈ PNb,c. We conclude thatPNb,c is not a
closed subset ofPNb

. This completes the proof of part (a).
(b) SincePNb,c is a separable subset ofPNb

andPNb,c is dense inPNb,[b,c], it follows that
PNb,[b,c] is separable. We prove thatPNb,[b,c] is the closure ofPNb,c in PNb

. Let θ(n) be a sequence

in PNb,c converging weakly toθ ∈ PNb
. Sinceθ(n) ⇒ θ implies thatθ(n)j → θj for eachj ∈ Nb,

Fatou’s Lemma implies that
c = lim inf

n→∞
〈θ(n)〉 ≥ 〈θ〉.

Since for anyθ ∈ PNb
we have〈θ〉 ≥ b, it follows thatc ≥ 〈θ〉 ≥ b. This shows that the closure

of PNb,c in PNb
is a subset ofPNb,[b,c].
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We next prove thatPNb,[b,c] is a subset of the closure ofPNb,c in PNb
by showing that for any

θ ∈ PNb,[b,c] there exists a sequenceθ(n) ∈ PNb,c such thatθ(n) ⇒ θ. If 〈θ〉 = c, then we choose
θ(n) = θ for all n ∈ N. If 〈θ〉 = β ∈ [b, c), then we use the sequenceθ(n) in (2.12), which
converges weakly toθ. We conclude thatθ lies in the closure ofPNb,c and thus thatPNb,[b,c]

is a subset of the closure ofPNb,c in PNb
. This completes the proof of part (b). The proof of

Theorem 2.4 is done.

We end this section by giving examples of closed, noncompactsubsets ofPNb,c and compact
subsets ofPNb,c. We do this to emphasize the care that must be taken in dealingwith the non-
closed metric spacePNb,c and the necessity of having separate large deviation upper bounds for
compact sets in part (b) of Theorem 2.1 and for closed sets in part (c) of Theorem 2.1. We
construct these examples as level sets of lower semicontinuous functionsI mappingPNb,c into
[0,∞] and having the form

I(θ) =

∫

Nb

gdθ =
∑

j∈Nb

g(j)θj, whereg(j) ≥ 0 for all j ∈ Nb.

Sinceθ(n) ⇒ θ ∈ PNb,c implies thatθ(n)j → θj for eachj ∈ Nb, Fatou’s Lemma implies thatI
is lower semicontinuous onPNb,c. Thus for anyM < ∞ the level set

UM = {θ ∈ PNb,c : I(θ) ≤ M}

is closed inPNb,c.
For the next set of examples, we assume thatg is a nondecreasing function mappingNb into

[0,∞) and satisfyingg(j) → ∞ andg(j)/j → 0 asj → ∞. In this case, as in the proof of part
(a) of Theorem 2.4 thatPNb,c is relatively compact, Prohorov’s Theorem implies that thelevel
setUM is relatively compact. However, in generalUM is not compact because it is not closed
in PNb

. A sequence showing thatUM is not closed inPNb
is given byθ(n) ∈ PNb,c defined in

(2.12), whereθ has meanβ ∈ [b, c). For all sufficiently largen, θ(n) lies in the level setUβ+1,
butθ(n) ⇒ θ, which is not inPNb,c.

For the final set of examples, we assume thatg is a nondecreasing function mappingNb into
[0,∞) and satisfyingg(j)/j → ∞ asj → ∞. Again Prohorov’s Theorem implies thatUM is
relatively compact. In addition, because of the assumptionon g, UM is uniformly integrable;
i.e.,

lim
D→∞

sup
θ∈UM

∫

{x∈Nb:x≥D}

xθ(dx) = 0.

This implies that ifθ(n) ∈ UM converges weakly toθ ∈ PNb
, thenc = 〈θ(n)〉 → 〈θ〉. This

standard consequence of uniform integrability, proved in Proposition 2.3 in the appendix of
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[14], can be proved in the present setting as in (2.11) ifθ(n
′) is replaced byθ(n) andf(j) is

replaced byj for j ∈ Nb. It follows thatθ has meanc and so lies inPNb,c and therefore inUM

becauseUM is closed inPNb,c. We conclude thatUM is both relatively compact and closed in
PNb,c, implying thatUM is compact.

The rate function in Theorem 2.1 is the relative entropyR(θ|ρα(c)), a lower semicontinuous
function mappingPNb,c into [0,∞] that does not have the simple form ofI. The proof that
R(·|ρα(c)) has compact level sets inPNb,c relies on Lemma 5.1 in [7] and the fact thatρα(c) has
a finite moment generating function

∫
Nb

exp(wx)ρα(c)(dx) for all w ∈ (0,∞) [Thm. A.1(d)].
In the next section we present the local large deviation estimate that will be used in section

4 to prove the LDP forΘN,b in Theorem 2.1.

3 Local Large Deviation Estimate Yielding Theorem 2.1

The main result needed to prove the LDP in Theorem 2.1 is the local large deviation estimate
stated in part (b) of Theorem 3.1. The first step is to introduce a setAN,b,m that plays a central
role in this paper. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞). GivenN ∈ N

defineK = Nc and letm be the function appearing in the definition ofΩN,b,m in (2.1) and
satisfyingm(N) → ∞ andm(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. DefineNb = {n ∈ Z : n ≥ b}; thus
N0 is the set of nonnegative integers. Letν be a sequence{νj, j ∈ Nb} for which eachνj ∈ N0;
thusν ∈ N

Nb

0 . We defineAN,b,m to be the set ofν ∈ N
Nb

0 satisfying

∑

j∈Nb

νj = N,
∑

j∈Nb

jνj = K, and|ν|+ ≤ m = m(N), (3.1)

where|ν|+ = card{j ∈ Nb : νj ≥ 1}. Becauseνj ∈ N0, the two sums involve only finitely
many terms.

For ω ∈ ΩN,b,m the componentsΘN,b;j(ω) of the number-density measure defined in (2.4)
areNj(ω)/N for j ∈ Nb, whereNj(ω) denotes the number of sites inΛN containingj particles
in the configurationω. We denote byN(ω) the sequence{Nj(ω), j ∈ Nb}. By definition, for
everyω ∈ ΩN,b,m each siteℓ ∈ ΛN is occupied by at leastb particles, and|N(ω)|+ ≤ m =
m(N). It follows thatAN,b,m is the range ofN(ω) for ω ∈ ΩN,b,m; the two sums involvingνj
in (3.1) correspond to the two sums involvingNj(ω) in (2.2).

Since the range ofN(ω) is AN,b,m, for ω ∈ ΩN,b,m the range ofΘN,b(ω) is the set of
probability measuresθN,b,ν whose components forj ∈ Nb have the form

θN,b,ν;j =
νj
N

for ν ∈ AN,b,m. (3.2)
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By (3.1) θN,b,ν takes values inPNb,c, the set of probability measures onNb having meanc. It
follows that the set

BN,b,m = {θ ∈ PNb,c : θj = νj/N for j ∈ Nb for someν ∈ AN,b,m} (3.3)

is the range ofΘN,b(ω) for ω ∈ ΩN,b,m.
In part (b) of the next theorem we state the local large deviation estimate for the event

{ΘN,b = θN,b,ν}. In part (a) we introduce the Poisson distributionρb,αb(c) that appears in the
local estimate. This Poisson distribution is the restriction toNb of a standard Poisson distribution
onN ∪ {0}; ρb,αb(c) is defined in terms of a parameterαb(c) guaranteeing that it has meanc. If
b = 0, thenα0(c) = c, while if b ∈ N, thenαb(c) < c [Thm. C.1(b)].

In Theorem C.2 we give the straightforward proof of the existence ofαb(c) for b = 1. The
proof of the existence ofαb(c) for generalb ∈ N is much more subtle than the proof forb = 1.
The proof for generalb ∈ N is given in appendix C in the present paper, where it is the content
of part (a) of Theorem C.1. Parts (b)–(d) of that theorem explore other properties ofαb(c). In
particular, in part (b) we prove thatαb(c) is asymptotic toc asc → ∞.

We comment on the proof of part (a) of the next theorem forb ∈ N because the existence of
αb(c) is crucial to the paper. Defineγb(α) = αZb−1(α)/Zb(α), whereZb(α) = eα−∑b−1

j=0 α
j/j!.

According to part (a), if for a givenc ∈ (b,∞) there exists a unique solutionα = αb(c) ∈
(0,∞) of γb(α) = c, then it follows thatρb,αb(c) ∈ PNb,c. The existence of such a solution is a
consequence of the following three steps, which are carriedout in appendix C:limα→0+ γ(α) =
b; limα→∞ γ(α) = ∞; γ′

b(α) > 0 for α ∈ (0,∞). To carry out step 3, we note that because
Z ′

b(α) = Zb−1(α), we can writeγb(α) = (α logZb(α))
′ andγ′

b(α) = (α logZb(α))
′′. To prove

thatγ′
b(α) > 0, we expressZb(α) first in terms of an incomplete gamma function and then in

terms of a moment generating function. The log-convexity ofthe moment generating function
and a short calculation involving power series completes the proof.

Theorem 3.1. (a) Fix a nonnegative integerb and a real numberc ∈ (b,∞). For α ∈ (0,∞)
let ρb,α be the measure onNb having components

ρb,α;j =
1

Zb(α)
· α

j

j!
for j ∈ Nb,

whereZ0,α = eα, and forb ∈ N, Zb(α) = eα −
∑b−1

j=0 α
j/j!. Then there exists a unique value

αb(c) ∈ (0,∞) such thatρb,αb(c) lies in the setPNb,c of probability measures onNb having
meanc. If b = 0, thenα0(c) = c. If b ∈ N, thenαb(c) is the unique solution in(0,∞) of
αZb−1(α)/Zb(α) = c.

(b) Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞). Let m be the func-
tion m(N) appearing in the definitions ofΩN,b,m in (2.1) and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ and
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m(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. For anyν ∈ AN,b,m we defineθN,b,ν ∈ PNb,c to have the compo-
nentsθN,b,ν;j = νj/N for j ∈ Nb. Then the relative entropyR(θN,b,ν |ρb,αb(c)) is finite, and we
have the local large deviation estimate

1

N
logPN,b,m(ΘN,b = θN,b,ν) = −R(θN,b,ν |ρb,αb(c)) + εN(ν).

The quantityεN(ν) → 0 uniformly forν ∈ AN,b,m asN → ∞.

We now prove the local large deviation estimate in part (b) ofTheorem 3.1. This proof
is based on a combinatorial argument that is reminiscent of,and as natural as, the combinato-
rial argument used to prove Sanov’s theorem for empirical measures defined in terms of i.i.d.
random variables having a finite state space [13,§3]. Part (b) of Theorem 3.1 is proved by
analyzing the asymptotic behavior of the product of two multinomial coefficients that we now
introduce.

Given ν ∈ AN,b,m, our goal is to estimate the probabilityPN,b,m(ΘN,b = θN,b,ν), where
θN,b,ν has the componentsθN,b,ν;j = νj/N for j ∈ Nb. A basic observation is that the set
{ω ∈ ΩN,b,m : ΘN,b(ω) = θN,b,ν} coincides with the set

∆N,b,m;ν = {ω ∈ ΩN,b,m : Nj(ω) = νj for j ∈ Nb}. (3.4)

It follows that

PN,b,m(ΘN,b = θN,b,ν) = PN,b,m(∆N,b,m;ν) (3.5)

=
1

card(ΩN,b,m)
· card(∆N,b,m;ν).

Our first task is to determine the asymptotic behavior of card(∆N,b,m;ν). In determining the
asymptotic behavior of card(ΩN,b,m), we will use the fact thatΩN,b,m can be written as the
disjoint union

ΩN,b,m =
⋃

ν∈AN,b,m

∆N,b,m;ν . (3.6)

Let ν ∈ AN,b,m be given. We start by expressing the cardinality of card(∆N,b,m;ν) as a
product of two multinomial coefficients. For each configuration ω ∈ ∆N,b,m;ν , K particles are
distributed onto theN sites of the latticeΛN with j particles going ontoνj sites forj ∈ Nb. We
carry this out in two stages. In stage oneK particles are placed intoN bins,νj of which have
j particles forj ∈ Nb. The number of ways of making this placement equals the multinomial
coefficient

K!∏

j∈Nb

(j!)νj
. (3.7)

23



This multinomial coefficient is well-defined since
∑

j∈Nb
jνj = K. Given this placement ofK

particles intoN bins, the number of ways of moving the particles from the binsonto the sites
1, 2, . . . , N of the latticeΛN equals the multinomial coefficient

N !∏

j∈Nb

νj !
. (3.8)

This second multinomial coefficient is well-defined since
∑

j∈Nb
νj = N . We conclude that the

cardinality of∆N,b,m;ν is given by the product of these two multinomial coefficients:

card(∆N,b,m;ν) =
N !∏

j∈Nb

νj!
· K!∏

j∈Nb

(j!)νj
. (3.9)

Since|ν|+ ≤ m, at mostm of the componentsνj are positive. A related version of this formula,
well known in combinatorial analysis, is derived in ExampleIII.23 of [16].

The next two steps in the proof of the local estimate given in part (b) of Theorem 3.1 is
to prove the asymptotic formula for card(∆N,b,m;ν) in Lemma 3.2 and the asymptotic formula
for card(ΩN,b,m) in part (b) of Lemma 3.3. The proof of Lemma 3.2 is greatly simplified by a
substitution in line 3 of (3.16). This substitution involves a parameterα ∈ (0,∞), which, we
emphasize, is arbitrary in this lemma. The substitution in line 3 of (3.16) allows us to express
the asymptotic behavior of both card(∆N,b,m;ν) in Lemma 3.2 and card(ΩN,b,m) in Lemma 3.3
directly in terms of the relative entropyR(θN,b,ν |ρb,α), whereρb,α is the probability measure
on Nb having the components defined in part (a) of Theorem 3.1. One of the major issues in
the proof of part (b) of Theorem 3.1 is to show that the arbitrary parameterα appearing in
Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3 must take the valueαb(c), which is the unique value ofα guaranteeing that
ρb,α ∈ PNb,c [Thm. 3.1(a)]. We show thatα must equalαb(c) after the statement of Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 3.2. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞). Letα be any real
number in(0,∞), and letm be the functionm(N) appearing in the definition ofΩN,b,m in (2.1)
and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ andm(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. We define

f(α, b, c,K) = logZb(α)− c logα + c logK − c.

For any ν ∈ AN,b,m, we defineθN,b,ν ∈ PNb,c to have the componentsθN,b,ν;j = νj/N for
j ∈ Nb. Then

1

N
log card(∆N,b,m;ν)

= −R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) + f(α, b, c,K) + ζN(ν).

The quantityζN(ν) → 0 uniformly forν ∈ AN,b,m asN → ∞.
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Proof. The proof is based on a weak form of Stirling’s approximation, which states that for all
N ∈ N satisfyingN ≥ 2 and for alln ∈ N satisfying1 ≤ n ≤ N

1 ≤ log(n!)− (n logn− n) ≤ 2 logN. (3.10)

We summarize (3.10) by writing

log(n!) = n log n− n+ O(logN) ∀N ∈ N, N ≥ 2 and∀n ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}. (3.11)

By (3.10) the term denoted by O(logN) satisfies1 ≤ O(logN) ≤ 2 logN . We will also use
(3.10) withN replaced byK and by other quantities in the model.

To simplify the notation, we rewrite (3.9) in the form

card(∆N,b,m;ν) = M1(N, ν) ·M2(K, ν),

whereM1(N, ν) denotes the first multinomial coefficient on the right side of(3.9), andM2(K, ν)
denotes the second multinomial coefficient on the right sideof (3.9). We have

1

N
log card(∆N,b,m;ν) =

1

N
log card(M1(N, ν)) +

1

N
log card(M2(K, ν)). (3.12)

The asymptotic behavior of the first term on the right side of the last display is easily cal-
culated. Sinceν ∈ AN,b,m, there are|ν|+ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , m} positive componentsνj. Because of
this restriction on the number|ν|+ of positive components ofν, we are able to control the error
in line 3 of (3.13). We defineΨN(ν) = {j ∈ Nb : νj ≥ 1}. For eachj ∈ ΨN(ν), since the
componentsνj satisfy1 ≤ νj ≤ N , we have

log(νj !) = νj log νj − νj + O(logN) for all N ≥ 2.

Using the fact that
∑

j∈ΨN (ν) νj = N , we obtain

1

N
log card(M1(N, ν)) (3.13)

=
1

N
log(N !)− 1

N

∑

j∈ΨN (ν)

log(νj !)

=
1

N
(N logN −N + O(logN))− 1

N

∑

j∈ΨN (ν)

(νj log νj − νj + O(logN))

= −
∑

j∈Nb

(νj/N) log(νj/N) +
O(logN)

N
− 1

N

∑

j∈ΨN (ν)

O(logN)

= −
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log θN,b,ν;j + ζ
(1)
N − ζ

(2)
N (ν),
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whereζ (1)N = [O(logN)]/N → 0 asN → ∞ and

ζ
(2)
N (ν) =

1

N

∑

j∈ΨN (ν)

O(logN).

By the inequality noted after (3.11) and the fact that|ν|+ ≤ m

0 ≤ max
ν∈AN,b,m

ζ
(2)
N (ν) ≤ max

ν∈AN,b,m

2

N

∑

j∈ΨN (ν)

logN ≤ 2m logN

N
.

Since(m logN)/N → 0 asN → ∞, we conclude thatζ (2)N (ν) → 0 uniformly for ν ∈ AN,b,m

asN → ∞.
We now study the asymptotic behavior of the second term on theright side of (3.12). Since

K = Nc, we obtain for allK ≥ 2

1

N
log card(M2(K, ν)) (3.14)

=
1

N
log(K!)− 1

N

∑

j∈Nb

νj log(j!)

=
1

N
(K logK −K + O(logK))−

∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log(j!)

= c logK − c−
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log(j!) + ζ
(3)
N .

where

0 ≤ ζ
(3)
N =

O(logK)

N
=

O(logN)

N
→ 0 asN → ∞.

The weak form of Stirling’s formula is used to rewrite the term log(K!) in the last display, but
not to rewrite the termslog(j!), which we leave untouched.

Substituting (3.13) and (3.14) into (3.12), we obtain

1

N
log card(∆N,b,m;ν) (3.15)

=
1

N
log card(M1(N, ν)) +

1

N
log card(M2(K, ν))

= −
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log θN,b,ν;j −
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log(j!) + c logK − c + ζN(ν)

= −
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log(θN,b,ν;jj!) + c logK − c+ ζN(ν).

26



In this formulaζN(ν) = ζ
(1)
N − ζ

(2)
N (ν) + ζ

(3)
N . AsN → ∞

max
νAN,b,m

|ζN(ν)| ≤ ζ
(1)
N + max

ν∈AN,b,m

ζ
(2)
N (ν) + ζ

(3)
N → 0.

We conclude thatζN(ν) → 0 uniformly for ν ∈ AN,b,m asN → ∞.
Now comes the key step, the purpose of which is to express the sum in the last line of (3.15)

as the relative entropyR(θN,b,ν;j|ρb,α), whereα ∈ (0,∞) is arbitrary. To express the sum in the
last line of (3.15) asR(θN,b,ν |ρb,α), we rewrite the sum as shown in line 3 of the next display:

1

N
log card(∆N,b,m;ν) (3.16)

= −
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log(θN,b,ν;jj!) + c logK − c + ζN(ν)

= −
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log

(
θN,b,ν;j

αj/(Zb(α) · j!)
· αj

Zb(α)

)
+ c logK − c+ ζN(ν)

= −
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log(θN,b,ν;j/ρb,α;j) + (logZb(α))
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j

−(logα)
∑

j∈Nb

jθN,b,ν;j + c logK − c+ ζN(ν)

= −R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) + logZb(α)− c logα + c logK − c+ ζN(ν)

= −R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) + f(α, b, c,K) + ζN(ν).

We obtain the next-to-last equality by using the fact that sinceθN,b,ν ∈ PNb,c,
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j = 1 and
∑

j∈Nb

jθN,b,ν;j = c.

The proof of Lemma 3.2 is complete.

The local large deviation estimate in Lemma 3.2 suggests a beautiful connection with Boltz-
mann’s calculation of the Maxwell–Boltzmann distributionfor the random ideal gas. This con-
nection and Boltzmann’s calculation are described in [13].

The next step in the proof of the local large deviation estimate in part (b) of Theorem 3.1 is to
prove the asymptotic formula for card(ΩN,b,m) stated in part (b) of the next lemma. The proof of
this lemma uses Lemma 3.2 in a fundamental way. After the statement of this lemma we show
how to apply it and Lemma 3.2 to prove part (b) of Theorem 3.1. An important component of
this proof is to calculate the quantityminθ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α), which appears in part (b) of the next
lemma. The proof of part (b) of the lemma depends on part (a), which is also used to verify
hypothesis (i) of Theorem 4.2 in the setting of Theorem 4.1.
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Lemma 3.3. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞). The following
conclusions hold.

(a) The setAN,b,m defined at the beginning of section3 has the property that

lim
N→∞

1

N
log card(AN,b,m) = 0.

(b) Let α be the positive real number in Lemma3.2, and letm be the functionm(N) ap-
pearing in the definition ofΩN,b,m in (2.1) and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ andm(N)2/N → 0 as
N → ∞. We define

f(α, b, c,K) = logZb(α)− c logα + c logK − c.

ThenR(θ|ρb,α) attains its infimum overθ ∈ PNb,c, and

1

N
log card(ΩN,b,m) = f(α, b, c,K)− min

θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) + ηN . (3.17)

The quantityηN → 0 asN → ∞.

Before proving Lemma 3.3, we derive the local large deviation estimate in part (b) of The-
orem 3.1 by applying Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3. An integral part of the proof is to show how the
arbitrary value ofα ∈ (0,∞) appearing in these lemmas is replaced by the specific valueαb(c)
appearing in Theorem 3.1. As in the statement of part (b) of Theorem 3.1, letν be any vector in
AN,b,m and defineθN,b,ν ∈ PNb,c to have the componentsθN,b,ν;j = νj/N for j ∈ Nb. By (3.5)

1

N
logPN,b,m(ΘN,b = θN,b,ν) (3.18)

=
1

N
logPN,b,m(∆N,b,m;ν)

=
1

N
log card(∆N,b,m;ν)−

1

N
log card(ΩN,b,m).

Substituting the asymptotic formula forlog card(∆N,b,m;ν) derived in Lemma 3.2 and the asymp-
totic formula forlog card(ΩN,b,m) given in part (b) of Lemma 3.3 yields

1

N
logPN,b,m(ΘN,b = θN,b,ν) (3.19)

= −R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) + f(α, b, c,K) + ζN(ν)

−
(
f(α, b, c,K)− min

θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) + ηN

)

= −R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) + min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) + εN(ν).
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The error termεN(ν) equalsζN(ν) − ηN ; ζN(ν) is the error term in Lemma 3.2, andηN is the
error term in Lemma 3.3. AsN → ∞, ζN(ν) → 0 uniformly for ν ∈ AN,b,m, andηN → 0. It
follows thatεN(ν) → 0 uniformly for ν ∈ AN,b,m asN → ∞.

We now consider the first two terms on the right side of the lastline of (3.19). By assertion
(ii) in part (f) of Theorem A.1 applied toθ = θN,b,ν ∈ PNb,c, for anyα ∈ (0,∞)

R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α)− min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) = R(θN,b,ν |ρb,αb(c)).

With this step we have succeeded in replacing the relative entropyR(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) with respect
to ρb,α, which appears in Lemma 3.2, by the relative entropyR(θN,b,ν |ρb,αb(c)) with respect to
ρb,αb(c), which appears in Theorem 3.1. Substituting the last equation into (3.19) gives

1

N
logPN,b,m(ΘN,b = θN,b,ν) = −R(θN,b,ν |ρb,αb(c)) + εN(ν),

whereεN(ν) → 0 uniformly for ν ∈ AN,b,m asN → ∞. This is the conclusion of part (b) of
Theorem 3.1.

We now complete the proof of part (b) of Theorem 3.1 by provingLemma 3.3.

Proof of Lemma 3.3.(a) To estimate the cardinality ofAN,b,m we write

AN,b,m ⊂
{
ν ∈ N

N
0 :
∑

j∈Nb

νj = N, |ν|+ ≤ m

}
=

m⋃

k=1

{
ν ∈ N

N
0 :
∑

j∈Nb

νj = N, |ν|+ = k

}
.

Thus we can bound the cardinality ofAN,b,m by bounding separately the cardinality of each of
the disjoint sets in the union. By [2, Cor. 2.5] the number of elements in the set indexed byk
equals the binomial coefficientC(N − 1, k − 1). Since by assumptionm/N → 0 asN → ∞,
for all sufficiently largeN the quantitiesC(N − 1, k− 1) are increasing and are maximal when
k = m. SinceC(N − 1, k − 1) ≤ C(N, k), it follows that

card(AN,b,m) ≤
m∑

k=1

C(N, k) ≤ mC(N,m) = m
N !

m!(N −m)!
.

An application of the weak form of Stirling’s formula yieldsfor all m ≥ 2 and allN ≥ m+ 2

0 ≤ 1

N
log card(AN,b,m)

≤ 1

N
(logm+ log(N !)− log(m!)− log((N −m)!)))

=
logm

N
− m

N
log

m

N
−
(
1− m

N

)
log
(
1− m

N

)
+

O(logN)

N
.
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Sincem/N → 0 asN → ∞, we conclude that asN → ∞

0 ≤ 1

N
log card(AN,b,m)

≤ logm

N
− m

N
log

m

N
−
(
1− m

N

)
log
(
1− m

N

)
+

O(logN)

N
→ 0.

This completes the proof of part (a).

(b) The starting point is (3.6), which states that

ΩN,b,m =
⋃

ν∈AN,b,m

∆N,b,m;ν .

For distinctν ∈ AN,b,m the sets∆N,b,m;ν are disjoint. Hence

1

N
log card(ΩN,b,m) (3.20)

=
1

N
log

∑

ν∈AN,b,m

card(∆N,b,m;ν)

=
1

N
log


 max

ν∈AN,b,m

card(∆N,b,m;ν) ·
∑

ν∈AN,b,m

card(∆N,b,m;ν)

maxν∈AN,b,m
card(∆N,b,m;ν)




=
1

N
log

(
max

ν∈AN,b,m

card(∆N,b,m;ν)

)
+ δN ,

where

0 < δN =
1

N
log


 ∑

ν∈AN,b,m

card(∆N,b,m;ν)

maxν∈AN,b,m
card(∆N,b,m;ν)


 ≤ 1

N
log card(AK,N,m).

It follows from part (a) thatδN → 0 asN → ∞.
We continue with the estimation of card(ΩN,b,m). By Lemma 3.2 and the fact that logarithm

is an increasing function

− min
ν∈AN,b,m

R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) + f(α, b, c,K)− max
ν∈AN,b,m

|ζN(ν)|

≤ max
ν∈AN,b,m

(
1

N
log card(∆N,b,m;ν)

)

=
1

N
log

(
max

ν∈AN,b,m

card(∆N,b,m;ν)

)

≤ − min
ν∈AN,b,m

R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) + f(α, b, c,K) + max
ν∈AN,b,m

|ζN(ν)|.
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As proved in Lemma 3.2,maxν∈AN,b,m
|ζN(ν)| → 0 asN → ∞. Hence by (3.20)

− min
ν∈AN,b,m

R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) + f(α, b, c,K)− max
ν∈AN,b,m

|ζN(ν)|+ δN (3.21)

≤ 1

N
log card(ΩN,b,m)

≤ − min
ν∈AN,b,m

R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) + f(α, b, c,K) + max
ν∈AN,b,m

|ζN(ν)|+ δN .

Under the assumption thatR(·|ρb,α) attains its infimum overPNb,c, we define

ηN =
1

N
log card(ΩN,b,m)− f(α, b, c,K) + min

θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α).

In the last two paragraphs of this proof, we show thatηN → 0 asN → ∞. Given this fact, the
last equation yields the asymptotic formula (3.17) in part (b).

We now prove thatηN → 0 asN → ∞. To do this, we use (3.21) to write

|ηN | ≤
(

min
ν∈AN,b,m

R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α)− min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α)
)
+ max

ν∈AN,b,m

|ζN(ν)|+ δN .

Like the second and third terms on the right side, the first term on the right side is nonnnegative
becauseAN,b,m is a subset ofPNb,c. Sincemaxν∈AN,b,m

|ζN(ν)| → 0 andδN → 0 asN → ∞, it
will follow that ηN → 0 if we can show thatR(·|ρb,α) attains its infimum overPNb,c and that

lim
N→∞

min
ν∈AN,b,m

R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) = min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α). (3.22)

Given the existence ofminθ∈PNb,c
R(θ|ρb,α), this assertion is certainly plausible since as shown

in Corollary B.2, the measuresθN,b,ν are dense inPNb,c for ν ∈ ∪N∈NAN,b,m.
We start the proof of (3.22) by noting that sinceR(·|ρb,α) has compact level sets inPNb,c

[Thm. A.1(d)],R(·|ρb,α) attains its infimum overPNb,c at some measureθ⋆. In assertion (i) in
part (f) of Theorem A.1, we show thatθ⋆ = ρb,αb(c). However, this detail is not needed in the
present proof, which we would like to keep as self-containedas possible. We prove (3.22) by
applying Theorem B.1 toθ = θ⋆, obtaining a sequenceθ(N) with the following properties:

• ForN ∈ N, θ(N) ∈ BN,b,m has componentsθ(N)
j = ν

(N)
j /N for j ∈ Nb, whereν(N) is an

appropriate sequence inAN,b,m.

• θ(N) ⇒ θ⋆ asN → ∞.

• R(θ(N)|ρb,α) → R(θ⋆|ρb,α) asN → ∞.
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The limit in (3.22) follows from the inequalities

min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) ≤ min
ν∈AN,b,m

R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) ≤ R(θ(N)|ρb,α)

and the limit

R(θ(N)|ρb,α) → R(θ⋆|ρb,α) = min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) asN → ∞.

This completes the proof of Lemma 3.3 and thus the proof of thelocal estimate in part (b) of
Theorem 3.1.

We end this section by explaining the insight behind the key step in the proof of Lemma
3.2. This key step is to rewrite the sum in line 2 of (3.16) as shown in line 3. This allows us to
express the sum in line 3 as the relative entropyR(θN,b,ν |ρb,αb(c)) plus terms that are independent
of θN,b,ν . We now motivate this step. In order to streamline this motivation, we drop all error
terms and avoid rigor.

Our starting point is line 2 of (3.16). If we do not rewrite thesum as shown in line 3 of that
display, then we have the following modification of the conclusion of Lemma 3.2:

1

N
log card(∆N,b,m;ν) ≈ −

∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log(θN,b,ν;jj!) + c logK − c. (3.23)

This in turn leads to the following modification of Lemma 3.3:

1

N
log card(ΩN,b,m) ≈ c logK − c− min

ν∈AN,b,m

(
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log(θN,b,ν;jj!)

)
.

For ν ∈ ∪N∈NAN,b,m the probability measuresθN,b,ν are dense inPN,c [Cor. B.2]. Hence it is
plausible that asN → ∞ the minimum in the last display can be replaced by

min
θ∈PNb,c

(
∑

j∈Nb

θj log(θjj!)

)
. (3.24)

To determine this minimum, we introduce two Lagrange multipliers corresponding to the two
equality constraints

∑
j∈Nb

θj = 1 and
∑

j∈Nb
jθj = c satisfied byθ ∈ PNb,c. A formal calcu-

lation, which we omit, suggests that the minimum is attainedat the uniqueθ ∈ PNb,c having
components

θj =
1

Zb(α)
· α

j

j!
for j ∈ Nb,
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whereα = αb(c) andZb(α) = Zb(αb(c)) are chosen so that
∑

j∈Nb
θj = 1 and

∑
j∈Nb

jθj = c
[Thm. 3.1(a)]. The measureθ with α = αb(c) coincides with the Poisson distributionρb,αb(c)

appearing in the local large deviation estimate in part (b) of Theorem 3.1. One easily checks that
the value of the minimum in (3.24) isc logαb(c) − logZb(αb(c)). These calculations suggest
that

1

N
log card(ΩN,K,m) ≈ c logK − c− c logαb(c) + logZb(αb(c)). (3.25)

When (3.25) is combined with (3.23), we have by (3.18)

1

N
logPN,K,m(ΘN,b = θN,b,ν)

=
1

N
logPN,K,m(∆N,b,m;ν)

=
1

N
log card(∆N,b,m;ν)−

1

N
log card(ΩN,b,m)

≈ −
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log(θN,b,ν;jj!) + c logK − c

−(c logK − c− c logαb(c) + logZb(αb(c))

≈ −
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log(θN,b,ν;jj!) + c logαb(c)− logZb(αb(c)).

The last line of this display can be rewritten as

−
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log

(
θN,b,ν;j

[αb(c)]j/(Zb(αb(c)) · j!)

)

= −
∑

j∈Nb

θN,b,ν;j log(θj/ρb,αb(c);j) = −R(θN,b,ν;j |ρb,αb(c)).

It follows that
1

N
logPN,K,m(ΘN,b = θN,b,ν) ≈ −R(θN,b,ν;j |ρb,αb(c)).

Except for the error terms, this coincides with the conclusion of part (b) of Theorem 3.1.
The calculation just presented was our first attempt to proveLemmas 3.2 and 3.3. It also

guided us to the much more efficient current proofs both of Lemma 3.2 — where the sum in
line 2 of (3.16) is written directly in terms of the relative entropy — and of Lemma 3.3. An
analogous but much simpler calculation motivates the solution of a finite dimensional problem
involving the minimum of a relative entropy over a set of probability measures having fixed
mean. This simpler calculation is directly related to the present paper because it gives the form
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of the Maxwell–Boltzmann distribution for a random ideal gas. For details see section 6.4 of
[10], sections 4-5 of [11], and section 4 of [13], each of which emphasizes different aspects of
the calculation. This completes the motivation of the proofof Lemma 3.2.

In the next section we show how the local large deviation estimate in part (b) of Theorem
3.1 yields the LDP in Theorem 2.1.

4 Proof of Theorem 2.1 from Part (b) of Theorem 3.1

In Theorem 2.1 we state the LDP for the sequenceΘN,b of number-density measures. This
sequence takes values inPNb,c, which is the set of probability measures onN having mean
c ∈ (b,∞). The purpose of the present section is to show how the local large deviation estimate
in part (b) of Theorem 3.1 yields the LDP forΘN,b. The basic idea is first to prove the large
deviation limit for θN,b,ν lying in open balls inPNb,c and in other subsets defined in terms of
open balls and then to use this large deviation limit to provethe LDP in Theorem 2.1. Both of
these steps are implemented as applications of the general formulation in Theorems 4.2 and 4.3.

In Theorem 4.1 we state the large deviation limit for open balls and other subsets defined in
terms of open balls. Two types of open balls are considered. Let θ be a measure inPNb,c, and
taker > 0. Part (a) states the large deviation limit for open balls inPNb,c defined by

Bπ(θ, r) = {µ ∈ PNb,c : π(θ, µ) < r},

whereπ denotes the Prohorov metric onPNb,c [14, §3.1]. This limit will be used to prove the
large deviation upper bound for compact subsets ofPNb,c in part (b) of Theorem 2.1 and the
large deviation lower bound for open subsets ofPNb,c in part (d) of Theorem 2.1. Now letθ be a
measure inPNb,[b,c]. Part (b) states the large deviation limit for sets of the form B̂π(θ, r)∩PNb,c,
whereB̂π(θ, r) is the open ball inPNb,[b,c] defined by

B̂π(θ, r) = {µ ∈ PNb,[b,c] : π(θ, µ) < r}.

This limit will be used to prove the large deviation upper bound for closed subsets in part (c)
of Theorem 2.1. SincePNb,c is a dense subset ofPNb,[b,c] [Thm. 2.4(b)], B̂π(θ, r) ∩ PNb,c is
nonempty. Ifθ ∈ PNb,c, thenBπ(θ, r) = B̂π(θ, r) ∩ PNb,c, and the conclusions of parts (a) and
(b) of the next theorem coincide. ForA a subset ofPNb,c orPNb,[b,c] we denote byR(A|ρb,αb(c))
the infimum ofR(θ|ρb,αb(c)) overθ ∈ A.

Theorem 4.1. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞). Letm be the
functionm(N) appearing in the definitions ofΩN,b,m in (2.1) and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ and
m(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. The following conclusions hold.
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(a) Let θ be a measure inPNb,c and taker > 0. Then for any open ballBπ(θ, r) in PNb,c,
R(Bπ(θ, r)|ρb,αb(c)) is finite, and we have the large deviation limit

lim
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b,m(ΘN,b ∈ Bπ(θ, r)) = −R(Bπ(θ, r)|ρb,αb(c)).

(b) Letθ be a measure inPNb,[b,c] and taker > 0. Then the set̂Bπ(θ, r)∩PNb,c is nonempty,

R(B̂π(θ, r) ∩ PNb,c|ρb,αb(c)) is finite, and we have the large deviation limit

lim
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b,m(ΘN,b ∈ B̂π(θ, r) ∩ PNb,c) = −R(B̂π(θ, r) ∩ PNb,c|ρb,αb(c)).

We prove Theorem 4.1 by applying the local large deviation estimate in Lemma 3.2. A
key step is to approximate probability measures inBπ(θ, ε) and inB̂π(θ, r) ∩ PNb,c by appro-
priate sequences of probability measures in the range ofΘN,b. This procedure allows one to
show in part (a) that the infimumR(Bπ(θ, ε)|ρb,αb(c)) can be approximated by the infimum of
R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) overθ lying in the intersection ofBπ(θ, ε) and the range ofΘN,b; a similar state-
ment holds for the infimum in part (b). A set of hypotheses thatallow one to carry out this
approximation procedure is given in Theorem 4.2, a general formulation that yields Theorem
4.1 as a special case.

Theorem 4.2 is formulated for a complete, separable metric spaceX containing a relatively
compact subsetW that is not closed. We defineZ to be the closure ofW inX . In the application
to Theorem 4.1X equalsPNb

, the set of probability measures onN; W equalsPNb,c, the subset
of PNb

containing probability measures with meanc; andZ equalsPNb,[b,c], the subset ofPNb

containing probability measures with mean lying in the closed interval[b, c]. If τ denotes the
metric onX , then forx ∈ W andr > 0 open balls inW have the form

Bτ (x, r) = {y ∈ W : τ(x, y) < r}.

Forx ∈ Z andr > 0 open balls inZ have the form

B̂τ (x, r) = {y ∈ Z : τ(x, y) < r}.

Theorem 4.2. For N ∈ N let (ΩN ,FN , QN) be a sequence of probability spaces. LetX be a
complete, separable metric space,W a relatively compact subset ofX that is not closed and
thus not compact, andZ the closure ofW in X ; thusZ is compact. Also letYN be a sequence
of random vectors mappingΩN into W, and letI be a function mappingX into [0,∞]. For
A a subset ofX we denote the infimum ofI overA by I(A). We assume the following four
hypotheses.
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(i) For ω ∈ Ω the range ofYN(ω) is a finite subsetWN of W, and the cardinality ofWN

satisfies

lim
N→∞

1

N
log card(WN ) = 0.

(ii) For eachy ∈ WN we haveI(y) < ∞ and the local large deviation estimate

1

N
logQN (YN = y) = −I(y) + εN(y),

whereεN(y) → 0 asN → ∞ uniformly fory ∈ WN .
(iii) There exists a dense subsetD ofW such thatI(y) < ∞ for all y ∈ D.
(iv) For any y ∈ W satisfyingI(y) < ∞, there exists a sequenceyN ∈ WN for which

yN → y andI(yN) → I(y) asN → ∞.
Under these hypotheses the following conclusions hold.
(a) For any open ballB in W, I(B) is finite, and we have the large deviation limit

lim
N→∞

1

N
logQN(YN ∈ B) = −I(B).

(b) For any open ballB̂ in Z, B̂∩W is nonempty,I(B̂∩W) is finite, and we have the large
deviation limit

lim
N→∞

1

N
logQN (YN ∈ B̂ ∩W) = −I(B̂ ∩W).

Proof. (a) By hypothesis (iii), for any open ballB in W there existsx ∈ B ∩ D such that
I(x) < ∞. ThusI(B) ≤ I(x) < ∞. By the local large deviation estimate in hypothesis (ii)

QN(YN ∈ B) =
∑

y∈B∩WN

QN (YN = y) =
∑

y∈B∩WN

exp[−N(I(y)− εN(y))].

For the last sum in this equation we have the bounds

max
y∈B∩WN

exp[−N(I(y)− εN(y))] ≤
∑

y∈B∩WN

exp[−N(I(y)− εN(y))]

≤ card(WN ) · max
y∈B∩WN

exp[−N(I(y)− εN(y))].
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In addition, for the termmaxy∈B∩WN
exp[−N(I(y)− εN(y))] we have the bounds

exp

[
−N

(
I(B ∩WN ) + max

y∈B∩WN

εN(y)

)]

= exp

[
−N

(
min

y∈B∩WN

I(y) + max
y∈B∩WN

εN(y)

)]

≤ max
y∈B∩WN

exp[−N(I(y)− εN(y))]

≤ exp

[
−N

(
min

y∈B∩WN

I(y)− max
y∈B∩WN

εN(y)

)]

= exp

[
−N

(
I(B ∩WN)− max

y∈B∩WN

εN(y)

)]
.

It follows that

−I(B ∩WN )− max
y∈B∩WN

εN(y)

≤ 1

N
logQN (YN ∈ B)

≤ −I(B ∩WN) + max
y∈B∩WN

εN(y) +
log(card(WN ))

N
.

SinceεN(y) → 0 uniformly for y ∈ WN , by hypothesis (i) the proof is done once we show
that

lim
N→∞

I(B ∩WN) = I(B). (4.1)

SinceB ∩WN ⊂ B, we haveI(B) ≤ I(B ∩WN ), which implies that

I(B) ≤ lim inf
N→∞

I(B ∩WN ).

The limit in (4.1) is proved if we can show that

lim sup
N→∞

I(B ∩WN ) ≤ I(B). (4.2)

For anyδ > 0 there existsy⋆ ∈ B such thatI(y⋆) ≤ I(B)+δ < ∞. Hypothesis (iv) guarantees
the existence of a sequenceyN ∈ WN such thatyN → y⋆ andI(yN) → I(y⋆). Since for all
sufficiently largeN we haveyN ∈ B ∩WN , it follows thatI(B ∩WN ) ≤ I(yN). Hence

lim sup
N→∞

I(B ∩WN ) ≤ lim
N→∞

I(yN) = I(y⋆) ≤ I(B) + δ.
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Takingδ → 0 gives (4.2) and thus proves the limit (4.1). This completes the proof of part (a).
(b) LetB̂ be any open ball inZ. SinceW is dense inZ, B̂∩W is nonempty. By hypothesis

(iii) there existsx ∈ B̂ ∩ D such thatI(x) < ∞. ThusI(B̂ ∩W) ≤ I(B̂ ∩ D) ≤ I(x) < ∞.
To prove the limit in part (b), we proceed as in the proof of thelimit in part (a), replacing the
setB in part (a) by the set̂B ∩W. SinceWN ⊂ W, we haveB̂ ∩W ∩Wn = B̂ ∩WN . By the
local large deviation estimate in hypothesis (ii)

QN (YN ∈ B̂ ∩WN ) =
∑

y∈B̂∩W∩WN

QN (YN = y)

=
∑

y∈B̂∩WN

QN(YN = y) =
∑

y∈B̂∩WN

exp[−N(I(y)− εN(y))].

Exactly as in the proof of part (a), it follows that

−I(B̂ ∩WN )− max
y∈B̂∩WN

εN(y)

≤ 1

N
logQN (YN ∈ B̂ ∩WN )

≤ −I(B̂ ∩WN) + max
y∈B̂∩WN

εN(y) +
log(card(WN ))

N
.

SinceεN(y) → 0 uniformly for y ∈ WN , by hypothesis (i) the proof is done once we show
that

lim
N→∞

I(B̂ ∩WN ) = I(B̂ ∩W). (4.3)

SinceB̂ ∩WN ⊂ B̂ ∩W, we haveI(B̂ ∩W) ≤ I(B̂ ∩WN ), which implies that

I(B̂ ∩W) ≤ lim inf
N→∞

I(B̂ ∩WN ).

The limit in (4.1) is proved if we can show that

lim sup
N→∞

I(B̂ ∩WN) ≤ I(B̂ ∩W). (4.4)

For anyδ > 0 there existsy⋆ ∈ B̂ ∩ W such thatI(y⋆) ≤ I(B̂ ∩ W) + δ < ∞. Hypothesis
(iv) guarantees the existence of a sequenceyN ∈ WN such thatyN → y⋆ andI(yN) → I(y⋆).
Since for all sufficiently largeN we haveyN ∈ B̂ ∩WN , it follows thatI(B̂ ∩WN) ≤ I(yN).
Hence

lim sup
N→∞

I(B̂ ∩WN) ≤ lim
N→∞

I(yN) = I(y⋆) ≤ I(B̂ ∩W) + δ.
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Takingδ → 0 gives (4.4) and thus proves the limit (4.3). This completes the proof of part (b)
and thus the proof of the theorem.

We now prove Theorem 4.1 as an application of Theorem 4.2. In Theorem 4.2 we make the
following identifications forN ∈ N.

• The probability spaces(ΩN ,FN , QN) are (ΩN,b,m,FN,b,m, PN,b,m), whereΩN,b,m is the
set defined in (2.1),FN,b,m is theσ-algebra of all subsets ofΩN,b,m, andPN,b,m is the
conditional probability defined in (2.3).

• X equalsPNb
, W equalsPNb,c, andZ equalsPNb,[b,c]. These spaces have the properties

postulated in Theorem 4.2:PNb
is a complete, separable metric space;PNb,c is relatively

compact subset ofPNb
that is not closed; andPNb,[b,c] is the closure ofPNb,c in PNb

.
The properties ofPNb

are proved in Theorems 3.3.1 and Theorem 3.1.7 of [14], and the
properties ofPNb,c andPNb,[b,c] are proved in Theorem 2.4.

• The random vectorsYN equalΘN,b, whereΘN,b is the number-density measure defined
in (2.4).ΘN,b mapsΩN,b,m into the subspaceW = PNb,c of PNb

.

• The functionI is the relative entropyR(·|ρb,αb(c)) on PNb
. R(·|ρb,αb(c)) mapsPNb

into
[0,∞] [Thm. A.1(a)], as specified in the third sentence of Theorem 4.2.

• The rangeWN of YN = ΘN,b is the set of probability measuresθN,b,ν ∈ BN,b,m, the
components of which are specified in (3.2). The setBN,b,m ⊂ PNb,c is defined in (3.3).

We now verify that the four hypotheses of Theorem 4.2 are valid in the setting of Theorem
4.1.

Verification of hypothesis(i) in Theorem4.2. In the setting of Theorem 4.1WN is range of
ΘN,b(ω) for ω ∈ ΩN,b,m. This range isBN,b,m, the elements of which are in one-to-one corre-
spondence with the elements of the setAN,b,m defined in (3.1). As shown in part (a) of Lemma
3.3

0 ≤ log card(WN )

N
=

log card(AN,b,m)

N
→ 0 asN → ∞.

This completes the verification of hypothesis (i) in Theorem4.2.

Verification of hypothesis(ii) in Theorem4.2. In the setting of Theorem 4.1 hypothesis (ii) in
Theorem 4.2 is given by the local estimate in part (b) of Theorem 3.1. As shown there, the error
εN(ν) → 0 asN → ∞ uniformly for ν ∈ AN,b,m. Since there is a one-to-one correspondence
betweenν ∈ AN,b,m and θ ∈ BN,b,m, the error in part (b) of Theorem 3.1 converges to 0
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uniformly for θ ∈ BN,b,m, which is the range ofΘN,b(ω) for ω ∈ ΩN,b,m. This completes the
verification of hypothesis (ii) in Theorem 4.2.

Verification of hypothesis(iii) in Theorem4.2. The fact that there exists a dense subset of
θ ∈ PNb,c for whichR(θ|ρ) < ∞ is proved in Corollary B.2. This completes the verification of
hypothesis (iii) in Theorem 4.2.

Verification of hypothesis(iv) in Theorem4.2. In Theorem B.1 we prove that anyα ∈ (0,∞)
and anyθ ∈ PNb,c satisfyingR(θ|ρb,α) < ∞ there exists a sequenceθ(N) ∈ BN,b,m for which
θ(N) ⇒ θ andR(θ(N)|ρb,α) → R(θ|ρb,α) asN → ∞. In particular, this property holds for
α = αb(c). This completes the verification of hypothesis (iv) in Theorem 4.2.

Having verified the four hypotheses of Theorem 4.2 in the context of Theorem 4.1, we have
finished the proof of the latter theorem from the former theorem.

Theorem 2.1 states the LDP for the number-density measuresΘN,b in the droplet model. In
order to complete the proof of Theorem 2.1, we show how to liftthe large deviation limit for
open balls in Theorem 4.1 to the large deviation upper bound for compact sets and for closed
sets inPNb,c and the large deviation lower bound for open sets inPNb,c. This procedure is carried
out as an application of Theorem 4.3, a general result formulated in a setting close to that of
Theorem 4.2. In Theorem 4.3 the assumption in Theorem 4.2 on the functionI is strengthened
to the assumption thatI is lower semicontinuous onX .

The LDP in the next theorem has a number of unique features becauseW is not a closed
subset ofX . The large deviation upper bound takes two forms depending on whether the subset
F of W is compact or whetherF is closed. WhenF is compact, in part (b) we obtain the
standard large deviation bound forF with −I(F ) on the right hand side. WhenF is closed,
in part (c) we obtain a different form of the standard large deviation upper bound;−I(F ) on
the right hand side is replaced by−I(F ), whereF is the closure ofF in the compact spaceY .
WhenF is compact, its closure in the compact spacePNb,[b,c] is F itself. In this case the large
deviation upper bounds in parts (c) and (d) coincide.

Theorem 4.3. For N ∈ N let (ΩN ,FN , QN) be a sequence of probability spaces. LetX be a
complete, separable metric space,W a relatively compact subset ofX that is not closed and
thus not compact, andZ the closure ofW in X ; thusZ is compact. Also letYN be a sequence
of random vectors mappingΩN into W, andI be a lower semicontinuous function mappingX
into [0,∞]. We assume the following two limits: for any open ballB in W

lim
N→∞

1

N
logQN (YN ∈ B) = −I(B) (4.5)
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and for any open ball̂B in Z

lim
N→∞

1

N
logQN (YN ∈ B̂ ∩W) = −I(B̂ ∩W). (4.6)

Then, asN → ∞, with respect to the measuresQN , the sequenceYN satisfies the LDP on
W with rate functionI in the following sense.

(a) For any compact subsetF of W we have the large deviation upper bound

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN{YN ∈ F} ≤ −I(F ).

(b) For any closed subsetF ofW we have the large deviation upper bound

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN{YN ∈ F} ≤ −I(F ),

whereF denotes the closure ofF in Z.
(c) For any open subsetG ofW we have the large deviation lower bound

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
logQN (YN ∈ G} ≥ −I(G).

Theorem 2.1 is an immediate consequence of this theorem, Theorem 4.1, and Theorem
A.1. Part (a) of Theorem 4.1 proves the large deviation limitfor any open ball inPNb,c, which
corresponds to the limit (4.5) in Theorem 4.3. Part (b) of Theorem 4.1 proves the large deviation
limit for B̂ ∩ Z, whereB̂ is any open ball inPNb,[b,c]. This corresponds to the limit (4.6) in
Theorem 4.3. In the application to Theorem 2.1W is the relatively compact, nonclosed subset
PNb,c of X = PNb

andZ is the compact subsetPNb,[b,c] of PNb
. According to parts (a) and

(b) of Theorem A.1,R(·|ρb,αb(c)) mapsPNb,c into [0,∞] and is lower semicontinuous onPNb
,

while part (d) of that theorem proves thatR(·|ρb,αb(c)) has compact level sets inPNb,c. This last
property of the relative entropy is needed for part (a) of Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.3.We prove the three large deviation bounds in the order (c), (a), and (b).

(c) LetG be any open subset ofW. We denote byτ the metric onX . For any pointx ∈ G
there existsε > 0 such that the open ballBτ (x, ε) = {y ∈ W : τ(x, y) < ε} is a subset ofG.
The limit (4.5) implies that

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
logQN(YN ∈ G) ≥ lim

N→∞

1

N
logQN (YN ∈ Bτ (x, ε))

= −I(Bτ (x, ε)) ≥ −I(x).
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Sincex is an arbitrary point inG, it follows that

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
logQN (YN ∈ G) ≥ − inf

x∈G
I(x) = −I(G).

This completes the proof of the large deviation lower bound for any open setG in W.

(a) LetF be any compact subset ofW. We first prove the large deviation upper bound for
F under the assumption thatI(F ) < ∞. The proof whenI(F ) = ∞ is given afterward. We
start by showing that for eachx ∈ F

lim inf
ε→0+

I(Bτ (x, ε)) ≥ I(F ). (4.7)

Let εn be any positive sequence converging to0, and take anyδ > 0. For anyn ∈ N there exists
xn ∈ Bτ (x, εn) such thatI(Bτ (x, εn)) + δ ≥ I(xn). Sincexn → x, the lower semicontinuity
of I onW and the fact thatx ∈ F imply that

lim inf
n→∞

I(Bτ (x, εn)) + δ ≥ lim inf
n→∞

I(xn) ≥ I(x) ≥ I(F ).

Sendingδ → 0 yields (4.7) becauseεn is an arbitrary positive sequence converging to 0.
We now prove the large deviation upper bound in part (a). Takeanyη > 0. By (4.7) for

eachx ∈ F there existsεx > 0 such that

I(Bτ (x, εx)) ≥ I(F )− η.

The open balls{Bτ (x, εx), x ∈ F} coverF . SinceF is compact, there existT < ∞ and finitely
many pointsxi ∈ F, i = 1, 2, . . . , T , such thatF ⊂ ⋃T

i=1Bτ (xi, εi), whereεi = εxi
. It follows

that
min

i=1,2,...,T
I(Bτ (xi, εi)) ≥ I(F )− η.

By Lemma 1.2.15 in [6] and by the limit (4.5) applied toB = Bτ (xi, εi)

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN{YN ∈ F} (4.8)

≤ lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN

(
YN ∈

T⋃

i=1

Bτ (xi, εi)

)

≤ lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log

(
T∑

i=1

QN (YN ∈ Bτ (xi, εi))

)

= max
i=1,2,...,T

(
lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN (YN ∈ Bτ (xi, εi))

)

= − min
i=1,2,...,T

I(Bτ (xi, εi)) ≤ −I(F ) + η.
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Sendingη → 0, we obtain

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN{YN ∈ F} ≤ −I(F ).

This completes the proof of the large deviation upper bound for any compact subsetF of W
under the assumption thatI(F ) < ∞.

We now assume thatI(F ) = ∞, which implies thatI(x) = ∞ for eachx ∈ F . The
proof of the large deviation upper bound whenI(F ) = ∞ rests on the assertion that for each
x ∈ F there existsεx > 0 such thatI(Bτ (x, εx)) = ∞. Indeed, if this assertion were false,
then there would exist a sequencexn ∈ W satisfyingI(xn) < ∞ andxn → x. SinceI is
lower semicontinuous onW, it would follow that lim infn→∞ I(xn) ≥ I(x) = ∞, which in
turn would imply thatI(xn) = ∞. This contradiction completes the proof that for eachx ∈ F
there existsεx > 0 such thatI(Bτ (x, εx)) = ∞. As in the case whenI(F ) < ∞, the open balls
{Bτ (x, εx), x ∈ F} coverF . SinceF is compact, there existT < ∞ and finitely many points
xi ∈ F, i = 1, 2, . . . , T , such thatF ⊂

⋃T
i=1Bτ (xi, εi), whereεi = εxi

. It follows that

min
i=1,2,...,T

I(Bτ (xi, εi)) = ∞ = I(F ).

By the same steps as in (4.8)

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN{YN ∈ F} ≤ − min

i=1,2,...,T
I(Bτ (xi, εi)) = −∞ = −I(F ).

This completes the proof of the large deviation upper bound for any compact subsetF of W
whenI(F ) = ∞. The proof of part (a) is complete.

(b) LetF be any closed subset ofW. We claim thatF equalsF ∩W, whereF is the closure
of F in Z. SinceZ is compact, the closed subsetF is also compact. ClearlyF ⊂ F ∩W. On
the other hand, anyx ∈ F ∩W is a limit point lying inW of a sequencexn in F . SinceF is
closed inW, anyx ∈ F ∩W lies inF . This completes the proof thatF = F ∩W. This is a
special case of a general result in topology stated in Theorem 17.2 of [18].

We first prove the large deviation upper bound forF under the assumption thatI(F ) < ∞.
The proof whenI(F ) = ∞ is given afterward. The proof proceeds as in part (a), essentially by
replacing the ballsBτ (x, ε) for x ∈ W by B̂τ (x, ε) ∩ W for x ∈ Z, whereB̂τ (x, ε) = {y ∈
Z : τ(x, y) < ε}. As in the proof of part (a), we start by showing that for eachx ∈ F

lim inf
ε→0+

I(B̂τ (x, ε) ∩W) ≥ I(F ). (4.9)
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Let εn be any positive sequence converging to0, and take anyδ > 0. For anyn ∈ N there
existsxn ∈ B̂τ (x, εn) ∩W such thatI(B̂τ (x, εn) ∩W) + δ ≥ I(xn). Sincexn → x, the lower
semicontinuity ofI and the fact thatx ∈ F imply that

lim inf
n→∞

I(B̂τ (x, εn) ∩W) + δ ≥ lim inf
n→∞

I(xn) ≥ I(x) ≥ I(F ).

Sendingδ → 0 yields (4.9) becauseεn is an arbitrary positive sequence converging to 0.
We now prove the large deviation upper bound in part (b). Takeanyη > 0. By (4.9) for

eachx ∈ F there existsεx > 0 such that

I(B̂τ (x, εx) ∩W) ≥ I(F )− η.

The open balls{B̂τ (x, εx), x ∈ F} coverF . SinceF is compact, there existT < ∞ and finitely
many pointsxi ∈ F , i = 1, 2, . . . , T , such thatF ⊂

⋃T
i=1 B̂τ (xi, εi), whereεi = εxi

. It follows
that

min
i=1,2,...,T

I(B̂τ (xi, εi) ∩W) ≥ I(F )− η

and

F ∩W ⊂
T⋃

i=1

(
B̂τ (xi, εi) ∩W

)
.

SinceF = F ∩W, we have again by Lemma 1.2.15 in [6]

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN{YN ∈ F} (4.10)

= lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN{YN ∈ F ∩W}

≤ lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN

(
YN ∈

T⋃

i=1

(
B̂τ (xi, εi) ∩W

))

≤ lim sup
N→∞

1

N
log

(
T∑

i=1

QN(YN ∈ B̂τ (xi, εi) ∩W)

)

= max
i=1,2,...,T

(
lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN(YN ∈ B̂τ (xi, εi) ∩W)

)
.
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We now apply the limit (4.6) tôB ∩W = B̂τ (xi, εi) ∩W, obtaining

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN{YN ∈ F} (4.11)

≤ max
i=1,2,...,T

(
lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN (YN ∈ B̂τ (xi, εi) ∩W)

)

= − min
i=1,2,...,T

I(B̂τ (xi, εi) ∩W) ≤ −I(F ) + η.

Sendingη → 0, we obtain

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN{YN ∈ F} ≤ −I(F ).

This completes the proof of the large deviation upper bound for any closed subsetF of W under
the assumption thatI(F ) < ∞.

We now assume thatI(F ) = ∞, which implies thatI(x) = ∞ for eachx ∈ F . The proof
of the large deviation upper bound whenI(F ) = ∞ rests on the assertion that for eachx ∈ F

there existsεx > 0 such thatI(B̂τ (x, εx) ∩W) = ∞. As in the proof of part (b), this assertion
is a consequence of the lower semicontinuity ofI. As in the proof of the large deviation upper
bound whenI(F ) < ∞, the open balls{B̂τ (x, εx), x ∈ F} coverF . SinceF is compact, there
existT < ∞ and finitely many pointsxi ∈ F , i = 1, 2, . . . , T , such thatF ⊂ ⋃T

i=1 B̂τ (xi, εi),
whereεi = εxi

. It follows that

min
i=1,2,...,T

I(B̂τ (xi, εi)) = ∞ = I(F )

and

F ∩W ⊂
T⋃

i=1

B̂τ (xi, εi) ∩W.

By the same steps as in (4.10) and (4.11)

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN{YN ∈ F}

= lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logQN{YN ∈ F ∩W}

≤ − min
i=1,2,...,T

I(B̂τ (xi, εi) ∩W) = −∞ = −I(F ).

This completes the proof of the large deviation upper bound for any closed subsetF of W when
I(F ) = ∞. The proof of part (b) as well as the proof of the theorem are done.
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This paper contains four appendices. In appendix A we prove properties of the relative
entropy needed in the paper. Theorem B.1 in appendix B statesa basic approximation result
that is applied in two crucial places in the paper. In appendix C we study a number of properties
of the quantityαb(c) appearing in part (a) of Theorem 3.1. In appendix D we discusswhy we
impose the constraint involvingm = m(N) in the definitions ofΩN,b,m in (2.1) andPN,b,m in
(2.3) and how, if this constraint could be eliminated, then our results could be formulated in a
more natural way.

Appendices
A Properties of Relative Entropy

We fix a nonnegative integerb and a real numberc ∈ (b,∞). Givenθ a probability measure
on Nb = {n ∈ Z : n ≥ b}, the mean

∫
N
xθ(dx) of θ is denoted by〈θ〉. In Theorem A.1 we

study properties of the relative entropyR(θ|ρb,α) andR(θ|ρb,αb(c)) for θ in each of the following
three spaces:PNb

, the set of probability measures onN; PNb,c, the set ofθ ∈ PNb
satisfying

〈θ〉 = c; andPNb,[b,c], the set ofθ ∈ PNb
satisfying〈θ〉 ∈ [b, c]. The Prohorov metric introduces

a topology onPNb
that is equivalent to the topology of weak convergence. These three spaces

have the following properties:PNb
is a complete, separable metric space;PNb,c is relatively

compact, separable subset ofPNb
that is not closed inPNb

and therefore is not complete;PNb,[b,c]

is the closure ofPNb,c in PNb
and is a compact, separable metric space. The properties ofPNb

are proved in Theorems 3.3.1 and Theorem 3.1.7 of [14], and the properties ofPNb,c andPNb,[b,c]

are proved in Theorem 2.4.
We recall that forα ∈ (0,∞), ρb,α denotes the Poisson distribution onNb having compo-

nents

ρb,α;j =
1

Zb(α)
· α

j

j!
for j ∈ Nb,

whereZ0(α) = eα, and forb ∈ N, Zb(α) = eα−
∑b−1

j=0 α
j/j!. According to part (a) of Theorem

3.1 there exists a unique valueα = αb(c) for which 〈ρb,αb(c)〉 = c; thusρb,αb(c) lies in PNb,c.
Assertion (ii) in part (f) of the next theorem plays an important role in the main part of the paper.
After the statement of Lemma 3.3 we use this assertion to showthat the arbitrary parameterα
in Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3 must have the valueαb(c) in Theorem 3.1.

Theorem A.1. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a real numberc ∈ (b,∞). For anyα ∈ (0,∞)
the relative entropyR(θ|ρb,α) =

∑
j∈Nb

θj log(θj/ρb,α;j) has the following properties.
(a)R(·|ρb,α) mapsPNb

into [0,∞], and forθ ∈ PNb
, R(θ|ρb,α) = 0 if and only ifθ = ρb,α.
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(b) R(·|ρb,α) is a convex, lower semicontinuous function onPNb
. In other words, forθ and

σ in PNb
, λ ∈ (0, 1), andθ(N) a sequence inPNb

converging weakly toθ

R(λθ + (1− λ)σ|ρb,α) ≤ λR(θ|ρb,α) + (1− λ)R(σ|ρb,α)

and
lim inf
N→∞

R(θ(N)|ρb,α) ≥ R(θ|ρb,α).

(c) R(·|ρb,α) is a strictly convex function on the setA = {θ ∈ PNb
: R(θ|ρb,α) < ∞}. In

other words, ifθ 6= σ are two measures inA, then forλ ∈ (0, 1)

R(λθ + (1− λ)σ|ρb,α) < λR(θ|ρb,α) + (1− λ)R(σ|ρb,α).

(d) R(·|ρb,α) has compact level sets inPNb
, in PNb,[b,c] and inPNb,c. In other words, forY

equal to any of these three spaces and anyM < ∞, the set{θ ∈ Y : R(θ|ρb,α) ≤ M} is a
compact subset ofY .

(e) Define

g(α, b, c) = logZb(α)− c logα− (logZb(αb(c))− c logαb(c)),

whereZ0(α) = eα, and forb ∈ N, Zb(α) = eα −
∑b−1

j=0 α
j/j!. Then for anyθ ∈ PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) = R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) + g(α, b, c).

(f) The following two assertions hold.

(i) R(θ|ρb,α) attains its infimum overθ ∈ PNb,c at the unique measureθ = ρb,αb(c), and

min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) = R(ρb,αb(c)|ρb,α) = g(α, b, c).

(ii) For anyθ ∈ PNb,c, R(θ|ρb,α) is related toR(θ|ρb,αb(c)) by the formula

R(θ|ρb,α)− min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) = R(θ|ρb,αb(c)).

Proof. (a)–(c) These properties are proved in Lemma 1.4.1 and in part (b) of Lemma 1.4.3 in
[8].

(d) The fact thatR(·|ρb,αb(c)) has compact level sets inPN is proved in part (c) of Lemma
1.4.3 in [8]. According to part (b) of Theorem 2.4,PNb,[b,c] is a compact subset ofPNb

. Hence
for anyM < ∞

{θ ∈ PNb,[b,c] : R(θ|ρb,α) ≤ M} = {θ ∈ PNb
: R(θ|ρb,α) ≤ M} ∩ PNb,[b,c]
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is a compact subset ofPNb,[b,c]. This completes the proof thatR(·|ρb,α) has compact level sets
in PNb,[b,c].

BecausePNb,c is not a closed subset ofPNb,[b,c] [Thm. 2.4(a)], the proof thatR(·|ρb,α)
has compact level sets inPNb,c is more subtle. Ifθ(n) is any sequence inPNb,c satisfying
R(θ(n)|ρb,α) ≤ M , then sinceθ(n) ∈ PNb

andR(·|ρb,α) has compact level sets inPNb
, there

existsθ ∈ PNb
and a subsequenceθ(n

′) such thatθ(n
′) ⇒ θ andR(θ|ρb,α) ≤ M . To complete

the proof thatR(·|ρb,α) has compact level sets inPNb,c, we must show thatθ ∈ PNb,c; i.e., that
〈θ〉 = c. By Fatou’s Lemma

〈θ〉 ≤ lim inf
N→∞

〈θ(n′)〉 = c.

In addition, for anyw ∈ (0,∞)

∫

Nb

ewxρb,α(dx) =
∑

j∈Nb

ewjρb,α;j =
1

Zb(α)
·
∑

j∈Nb

ewjα
j

j!
≤ 1

Zb(α)
· exp(αew) < ∞.

Lemma 5.1 in [7] implies that the sequenceθ(n
′) is uniformly integrable; i.e.,

lim
D→∞

sup
n∈N

∫

{x∈N:x≥D}

xθ(n
′)(dx) = 0.

These properties ofθ andθ(n
′) imply thatc = limn′→∞〈θ(n′)〉 = 〈θ〉 [14, Appendix, Prop. 2.3].

This completes the proof thatR(·|ρb,α) has compact level sets inPNb,c. The proof of part (d) is
finished.

(e) For anyθ ∈ PNb,c we have
∑

j∈Nb
θj = 1 and

∑
j∈Nb

jθj = c. Hence

R(θ|ρb,α) =
∑

j∈Nb

θj log(θj/ρb,α;j)

=
∑

j∈Nb

θj log(θj/ρb,αb(c);j) +
∑

j∈Nb

θj log(ρb,αb(c);j/ρb,α;j)

= R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) +
∑

j∈Nb

θj log

(
[αb(c)]

j

Zb(αb(c))j!
· Zb(α)j!

αj

)

= R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) +
∑

j∈Nb

θj log(Zb(α)/Zb(αb(c))) +
∑

j∈Nb

jθj log(αb(c)/α)

= R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) + log(Zb(α)/Zb(αb(c))) + c log(αb(c)/α)

= R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) + g(α, b, c).
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This completes the proof of part (e).

(f) (i) SinceR(·|ρb,α) has compact level sets inPNb,c, it attains its infimum overPNb,c. By
part (a)R(·|ρb,αb(c)) attains its minimum value of 0 overPNb,c at the unique measureρb,αb(c).
Hence part (e) implies that the minimum value ofR(·|ρb,α) overPNb,c equals

min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) = min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,αb(c)) + g(α, b, c)

= g(α, b, c) = R(ρb,αb(c)|ρb,αb(c)) + g(α, b, c) = R(ρb,αb(c)|ρb,α).

The last equality follows by applying part (e) withθ = ρb,αb(c). This display shows thatR(·|ρb,α)
attains its infimum overPNb,c at ρb,αb(c). Let us assume thatR(·|ρb,α) attains its infimum over
PNb,c at another measureθ⋆ 6= ρb,αb(c). Then for anyλ ∈ (0, 1), we haveλρb,αb(c) + (1− λ)θ⋆ ∈
PNb,c. The strict convexity ofR(·|ρb,α) in part (c) yields

min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) ≤ R(λρb,αb(c) + (1− λ)θ⋆|ρb,α)

< λR(ρb,αb(c)|ρb,α) + (1− λ)R(θ⋆|ρb,α) = min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α).

The equality of the extreme terms contradicts the strict inequality, proving thatR(·|ρb,α) attains
its infimum overPNb,c at the unique measureρb,αb(c). This completes the proof of assertion (i)
in part (f).

(ii) By assertion (i)minθ∈PNb,c
R(θ|ρb,α) = g(α, b, c). Substituting this into part (e) yields

assertion (ii). This completes the proof of part (f). The proof of Theorem A.1 is done.

This completes our discussion of properties of the relativeentropy. The main theorem in
appendix B is a basic approximation result that is applied intwo crucial places in the paper.

B Approximating θ ∈ PNb,c by θ(N) ∈ BN,b,m

Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞). PNb,c is the set of probability
measures onNb = {n ∈ Z : n ≥ b} having meanc. We recall the definitions of the setsAN,b,m

andBN,b,m, which are introduced at the beginning of section 3:

AN,b,m =

{
ν = {νj, j ∈ Nb} ∈ N

N

0 :
∑

j∈Nb

νj = N,
∑

j∈Nb

jνj = K, and|ν|+ ≤ m = m(N)

}

and
BN,b,m = {θ ∈ PNb,c : θj = νj/N for j ∈ Nb for someν ∈ AN,b,m}.
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In the formula definingAN,b,m, N0 is the set of nonnegative integers and|ν|+ = card{j ∈ Nb :
νj ≥ 1}. The quantitiesK andm are functions ofN asN → ∞: K = Nc, andm is the
functionm(N) appearing in the definition ofΩN,b,m in (2.1) and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ and
m(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞.

Our goal in this appendix is to prove the approximation theorem, Theorem B.1, and Corol-
lary B.2. The theorem is applied in two crucial places in the paper. It is first applied near the
end of the proof of Lemma 3.3 to prove the limit in (3.22) and thus to complete the proof of
that lemma. Theorem B.1 is also needed to verify hypothesis (iv) in Theorem 4.2 in the setting
of Theorem 4.1. Theorem 4.2 is applied to lift the local largedeviation estimate in part (b) of
Theorem 3.1 to the large deviation limit for open balls and certain other subsets in Theorem 4.1.

BecauseR(·|ρb,α) is lower semicontinuous onPNb
[Thm. A.1(b)], the weak convergence in

part (a) of the next theorem implies thatlim infN→∞R(θ(N)|ρb,α) ≥ R(θ|ρb,α). The proof of
the convergenceR(θ(N)|ρb,α) → R(θ|ρb,α) in part (b) requires the finiteness ofR(θ|ρb,α) and
special properties of the sequenceθ(N) proved in Lemma B.3.

Theorem B.1. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞), and letθ be any
probability measure inPNb,c. Letm be the functionm(N) appearing in the definition ofΩN,b,m

in (2.1)and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ andm(n)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. Then for anyα ∈ (0,∞)
there exists a sequenceθ(N) ∈ BN,b,m for which the following properties hold.

(a) θ(N) ⇒ θ asN → ∞.
(b) If R(θ|ρb,α) < ∞, thenR(θ(N)|ρb,α) → R(θ|ρb,α) asN → ∞.

We also need the following corollary, which is applied to verify hypothesis (iii) in Theorem
4.2 in the setting of Theorem 4.1. It also shows thatPNb,c is separable, a fact needed in parts (a)
and (b) of Theorem 2.4.

Corollary B.2. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞). Letm be the
functionm(N) appearing in the definition ofΩN,b,m in (2.1) and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ and
m(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. Then there exists a countable dense subset ofPNb,c consisting
of θ ∈ PNb,c for whichR(θ|ρb,αb(c)) < ∞. This countable dense subset is∪N∈NBN,b,m, where
BN,b,m is defined at the beginning of this section. It follows thatPNb,c is separable.

Proof. Given anyθ ∈ PNb,c and anyε > 0, let Bπ(θ, ε) denote the open ball with centerθ
and radiusε defined in terms of the Prohorov metricπ. We apply part (a) of Theorem B.1 with
α = αb(c). Since the measuresθ(N) constructed in part (a) of that theorem converge weakly to
θ, for all sufficiently largeN we haveθ(N) ∈ Bπ(θ, ε). The fact that only finitely many of the
componentsθ(N)

j are nonzero implies thatR(θ(N)|ρb,αb(c)) < ∞ for all N . Since∪N∈NBN,b,m

is a countable set, the proof is complete.
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Givenθ ∈ PNb,c, we determine a sequenceν(N) ∈ AN,b,m such that the probability measures
θ(N) with componentsθ(N)

j = ν
(N)
j /N have the properties stated in parts (a) and (b) of Theorem

B.1. We start by defining
j⋆ = min{j ∈ Nb : θj > 0}.

For example, for the Poisson distributionρb,αb(c) defined in part (a) of Theorem 2.1,j⋆ = b since
for j ∈ Nb all the componentsρb,αb(c);j are positive.

We next define the componentsν(N)
j of ν(N) for all j ∈ Nb except for the two valuesj = j⋆

and j = j⋆ + 1. The two components corresponding to these two values ofj will then be
defined so thatν(N) satisfies the two summation constraints in the definition ofAN,b,m. In order
to simplify the notation, the componentsν(N)

j are written asνj . Forx ∈ R we denote by⌊x⌋
the largest integer less than or equal tox. The definition of the components is the following:

νj =





0 if b ≤ j ≤ j⋆ − 1
⌊Nθj⌋ if j⋆ + 2 ≤ j ≤ j⋆ +m− 1

0 if j ≥ j⋆ +m.
(B.1)

We make a few simple observations. Ifj⋆ = b, then the first line of this definition is vacuous.
For j⋆ + 2 ≤ j ≤ j⋆ +m− 1

max

(
θj −

1

N
, 0

)
≤ νj

N
≤ θj for all N and lim

N→∞

νj
N

= θj . (B.2)

In addition, forb ≤ j ≤ j⋆ − 1, we haveνj/N = 0 = θj . If for somej satisfyingj⋆ + 2 ≤ j ≤
j⋆ +m− 1 we haveθj = 0, thenνj = 0.

We now defineνj for j = j⋆ andj = j⋆ + 1 so thatνj/N → θj for these two values and so
that the following two summation constraints in the definition ofAN,b,m are valid:

∑

j∈Nb

νj = N and
∑

j∈Nb

jνj = K. (B.3)

With these definitions ofνj⋆ andνj⋆+1, we have|ν|+ ≤ m. According to part (d) of Lemma
B.3, the resulting vectorν lies inAN,b,m for all sufficiently largeN .

In order to keep the notation manageable, we introduce the set of m− 2 indices

Φ(j⋆, m) = {j ∈ Nb : j
⋆ + 2 ≤ j ≤ j⋆ +m− 1}.

Sinceνj = 0 for b ≤ j ≤ j⋆−1 and forj ≥ j⋆+m, the two equalities in (B.3) can be rewritten
in the form

νj⋆ + νj⋆+1 = N −
∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

νj (B.4)
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and
j⋆νj⋆ + (j⋆ + 1)νj⋆+1 = K −

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

jνj . (B.5)

These are two linear equations for the two unknownsνj⋆ andνj⋆+1. Solving them for the two
unknowns and insertingνj = ⌊Nθj⌋ for j ∈ Φ(j⋆, m), we obtain the following definitions of
νj⋆ andνj⋆+1:

νj⋆ = (j⋆ + 1)N −K +
∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

jνj − (j⋆ + 1)
∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

νj (B.6)

= (j⋆ + 1)N −K +
∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

j⌊Nθj⌋ − (j⋆ + 1)
∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

⌊Nθj⌋

and

νj⋆+1 = K − j⋆N −
∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

jνj + j⋆
∑

Φ(j⋆,m)

νj (B.7)

= K − j⋆N −
∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

j⌊Nθj⌋+ j⋆
∑

Φ(j⋆,m)

⌊Nθj⌋.

The next lemma states a number of facts aboutνj for j ∈ Nb that are needed to prove
Theorem B.1. Parts (a) and (b) give upper and lower bounds onνj⋆ andνj⋆+1 that follow from
(B.6) and (B.7). The reason for imposing the condition thatm2/N → 0 asN → ∞ in Theorem
B.1 is the appearance of this quantity as an error term in parts (a) and (b). Part (c) focuses on
the convergence ofνj/N to θj for j⋆ ≤ j ≤ j⋆ +m− 1. Part (d) shows that for all sufficiently
largeN the vectorν(N) with componentsνj is an element ofAN,b,m and the measureθ(N) with
componentsθ(N)

j = νj/N for j ∈ Nb is an element ofBN,b,m ⊂ PNb,c. In order to prove part (b)
of Theorem B.1 concerning the convergenceR(θ(N)|ρb,α) → R(θ|ρb,α), we will use the fact,
stated in part (e), that for allj ∈ Nb satisfyingj 6= j⋆ + 1 we haveθ(N)

j = νj/N ≤ θj for all N .
The conclusion of part (f) is that such a bound does not exist for j = j⋆ + 1 and that in general
there does not existM < ∞ such that for anyN ∈ N, νj⋆+1/N ≤ Mθj⋆+1.

Lemma B.3. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞), and letθ be
any probability measure inPNb,c. Let m be the functionm(N) appearing in the definition
of ΩN,b,m in (2.1) and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ andm(n)2/N → 0 as N → ∞. We define
βm =

∑
j≥j⋆+m θj andγm =

∑
j≥j⋆+m jθj ; sinceθ ∈ PNb,c, βm → 0 andγm → 0 asN → ∞.

The following conclusions hold.
(a) νj⋆ satisfies the inequalities

Nθj⋆ ≥ νj⋆ ≥ N

(
θj⋆ + (j⋆ + 1)βm − γm − m2

N

)
.
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(b) νj⋆+1 satisfies the inequalities

N

(
θj⋆+1 + γm − j⋆βm +

m2

N

)
≥ νj⋆+1 ≥ N(θj⋆+1 + γm − j⋆βm) ≥ Nθj⋆+1.

(c) For all j ∈ Nb we havelimN→∞ θ
(N)
j = limN→∞ νj/N = θj .

(d) For all sufficiently largeN the vectorν(N) with componentsνj defined in(B.1), (B.6),
and (B.7) is an element ofAN,b,m. Hence for all sufficiently largeN the measureθ(N) with

componentsθ(N)
j = νj/N for j ∈ Nb is an element ofBN,b,m ⊂ PNb,c.

(e) For all j ∈ Nb satisfyingj 6= j⋆ + 1 we haveθ(N)
j = νj/N ≤ θj for all N ∈ N.

(f) The upper boundθ(N)
j⋆+1 = νj⋆+1/N ≤ θj⋆+1 does not hold for anyN . On the other hand,

if θj⋆+1 > 0, then for all sufficiently largeN we haveνj⋆+1/N ≤ 2θj⋆+1. However, ifθj⋆+1 = 0,
then in general there does not existM < ∞ such that for anyN ∈ N, νj⋆+1/N ≤ Mθj⋆+1.

Proof. (a) We first prove the lower bound. According to (B.2),νj ≥ N(θj − 1/N) for all
j ∈ Φ(j⋆, m). Since for allj ∈ Φ(j⋆, m) we havej > j⋆ + 1, the first line of (B.6) implies that

νj⋆ = N


j⋆ + 1− c+

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆ − 1)
νj
N


 (B.8)

≥ N


j⋆ + 1− c+

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆ − 1)

(
θj −

1

N

)


= N


(j⋆ + 1)


1−

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

θj


− c+

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

jθj −
∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆ − 1)
1

N


 .

We now use the facts thatθj = 0 for b ≤ j ≤ j⋆ − 1,
∑

j∈Nb
θj = 1,

∑
j∈Nb

jθj = c to calculate

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

jθj =

j⋆+m−1∑

j=j⋆+2

jθj (B.9)

=
∑

j∈N

jθj − j⋆θj⋆ − (j⋆ + 1)θj⋆+1 − γm

= c− j⋆θj⋆ − (j⋆ + 1)θj⋆+1 − γm
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and

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

θj =

j⋆+m−1∑

j=j⋆+2

θj (B.10)

=
∑

j∈N

θj − θj⋆ − θj⋆+1 − βm

= 1− θj⋆ − θj⋆+1 − βm.

In addition

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆ − 1)
1

N
=

1

N

m−2∑

j=1

j =
(m− 2)(m− 1)

2N
≤ m2

2N
. (B.11)

Substituting (B.9), (B.10), and (B.11) into the last expression in (B.8), we conclude that

νj⋆ ≥ N

[
θj⋆ + (j⋆ + 1)βm − γm − m2

N

]
.

This is the lower bound in part (a).
We now prove the upper bound in part (a). According to (B.2),νj ≤ Nθj for all j ∈

Φ(j⋆, m). Since for allj ∈ Φ(j⋆, m) we havej > j⋆ + 1, the first line of (B.6) implies that

νj⋆ = N


j⋆ + 1− c+

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆ − 1)
νj
N




≤ N


j⋆ + 1− c+

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆ − 1)θj


 .

Except for the absence of the term containing1/N , this is the same expression that appears in
the second line of (B.8). Hence by a calculation similar to that yielding the lower bound in part
(a)

νj⋆ ≤ N(θj⋆ + (j⋆ + 1)βm − γm).

We now use the fact that

(j⋆ + 1)βm − γm = (j⋆ + 1)
∑

j≥j⋆+1

θj −
∑

j≥j⋆+1

jθj ≤ 0.

54



Substituting this inequality into the preceding display shows thatνj⋆ ≤ Nθj⋆ . This is the upper
bound in part (a). The proof of part (a) is complete.

(b) We first prove the upper bound. According to (B.2),νj ≥ N(θj − 1/N) for all j ∈
Φ(j⋆, m). Since for allj ∈ Φ(j⋆, m) we havej > j⋆, the first line of (B.7) implies that

νj⋆+1 = N


c− j⋆ −

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆)
νj
N


 (B.12)

≤ N


c− j⋆ −

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆)

(
θj −

1

N

)


= N


c−

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

jθj − j⋆


1−

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

θj


+

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆)
1

N


 .

As in the proof of (B.11),
∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆)
1

N
≤ m2

2N
.

Substituting this inequality as well as the equalities in (B.9) and (B.10) into the last expression
in (B.12), we conclude that

νj⋆+1 ≤ N

(
θj⋆+1 + γm − j⋆βm +

m2

2N

)
.

This is the upper bound in part (b).
We now prove the lower bound in part (b). According to (B.2),νj ≤ Nθj for all j ∈

Φ(j⋆, m). Since for allj ∈ Φ(j⋆, m) we havej > j⋆, the first line of (B.12) implies that

νj⋆+1 = N


c− j⋆ −

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆)
νj
N




≥ N


c− j⋆ −

∑

j∈Φ(j⋆,m)

(j − j⋆)θj




Except for the absence of the term containing1/N , this is the same expression that appears in
the second line of (B.12). Hence by a calculation similar to that yielding the upper bound in
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part (b)
νj⋆+1 ≥ N(θj⋆+1 + γm − j⋆βm).

This is the second inequality in part (b). We now use the fact that

N(θj⋆+1 + γm − j⋆βm) = Nθj⋆+1 +N
∑

j≥j⋆+1

(j − j⋆)θj ≥ Nθj⋆+1.

This is the third inequality in part (b). The proof of part (b)is complete.

(c) Forj = j⋆ andj = j⋆ + 1 the limits limN→∞ νj/N = θj are immediate consequences
of parts (a) and (b) since each of the quantitiesβm, γm, andm2/N converge to 0 asN → ∞.
For j ∈ N satisfyingj ≥ j⋆ + 2 the limit limN→∞ νj/N = θj follows from (B.2) and the fact
thatm → ∞ asN → ∞. Finally, for j ∈ Nb satisfyingb ≤ j ≤ j⋆ − 1, νj/N = 0 = θj . The
proof of part (c) is complete.

(d) According to (B.1), for allj ∈ Nb satisfyingj 6= j⋆, j⋆ + 1 we haveνj ∈ N0 for all
N . We now considerνj⋆. As N → ∞, each of the quantitiesβm, γm, andm2/N converge to
0. Sinceθj⋆ > 0, it follows from the lower bound in part (a) of this lemma thatνj⋆ > 0 for
all sufficiently largeN . The definition ofνj⋆ in (B.6) shows thatνj is an integer for allN . It
follows thatνj⋆ ∈ N for all sufficiently largeN . Finally we considerνj⋆+1. The lower bound in
part (b) of this lemma shows thatνj⋆+1 ≥ 0. The definition ofνj⋆+1 in (B.7) shows thatνj⋆+1 is
an integer for allN . It follows thatνj⋆+1 ∈ N0 for all N . We conclude that for all sufficiently
largeN the vectorν(N) is an element ofNN

0 . In addition, sinceνj = 0 for all j ∈ Nb satisfying
b ≤ j ≤ j⋆ − 1 andj ≥ j⋆ + m, we have|ν(N)|+ ≤ m; i.e., at most of the componentsνj
are positive. These correspond to the indicesj ∈ Nb satisfyingj⋆ ≤ j ≤ j⋆ + m − 1. If the
definitions ofνj⋆ andνj⋆+1 in (B.6) and (B.7) are substituted into (B.4) and (B.5), thenwe see
that the componentsν(N)

j satisfy the two equality constraints in the definition ofAN,K,m for
all N . It follows thatν(N) ∈ AN,K,m for all sufficiently largeN . We also conclude that the
measureθ(N) having componentsθ(N)

j = νj/N for j ∈ Nb is an element ofBN,K,m ⊂ PN,c for
all sufficiently largeN . The proof of part (d) is complete.

(e) Forj = j⋆ and allN , we haveνj⋆/N ≤ θj⋆ by the upper bound in part (a) of Lemma
B.3. For allj ∈ Nb satisfyingj⋆ + 2 ≤ j ≤ j⋆ +m− 1 and for allN , we haveνj/N ≤ θj by
(B.2). Finally, by (B.1) for allj ∈ Nb satisfyingb ≤ j ≤ j⋆ − 1 andj ≥ j⋆ +m and for allN
we haveν(N)

j /N = 0 ≤ θj . The proof of part (e) is complete.

(f) Assume thatθj⋆+1 > 0. By the upper bound in part (b) of this lemma,γm − j⋆βm +
m2/N → 0 asN → ∞. Hence for all sufficiently largeN , νj⋆+1/N ≤ 2θj⋆+1. However, even
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if θj⋆+1 > 0. the upper boundνj⋆+1/N ≤ θj⋆+1 cannot hold for anyN because of the three
additional terms in the upper bound in part (b); whileγm andβm can be 0 for sufficiently large
N , the termm2/N > 0 for all N . This proves the first two assertions in part (f). Concerningthe
third assertion, let us see how the boundνj⋆+1/N ≤ Mθj⋆+1 can fail. We assume thatθj⋆+1 = 0
and that there exists a subsequencej′ → ∞ such thatθj′ > 0 along this subsequence. By the
lower bound in part (a) of this lemma

νj⋆+1 ≥ N(γm − j⋆βm) = N

(
∑

j≤j⋆+m

(j − j⋆)θj

)
.

Sinceθj′ > 0 along the subsequencej′ → ∞, it follows that for allN ∈ N and allj′

νj⋆+1 ≥ N(j′ − j⋆)θj′ > 0.

Sinceθj⋆+1 = 0 andνj⋆+1/N > 0 for all N ∈ N, the boundνj⋆+1/N ≤ Mθj⋆+1 cannot hold
for anyM < ∞. This completes the proof of part (f). The proof of Lemma B.3 is done.

We are now ready to prove Theorem B.1. Givenθ ∈ PNb,c, θ
(N) in this theorem is the

sequence with componentsθ(N)
j = νj/N for j ∈ Nb. The quantitiesνj = ν

(N)
j are defined in

(B.1), (B.6), and (B.7). In the proof of the theorem we work with sufficiently largeN ∈ N

guaranteeing, according to part (d) of Lemma B.3, thatθ(N) is a probability measure lying in
BN,b,m ⊂ PNb,c.

Proof of part (a) of Theorem B.1. We prove thatθ(N) ⇒ θ by showing that for any bounded
functionf mappingNb intoR

lim
N→∞

∫

Nb

fdθ(N) = lim
N→∞

∑

j∈Nb

f(j)θ
(N)
j =

∑

j∈Nb

f(j)θj =

∫

Nb

fdθ.

We use the facts thatνj = 0 = θj for b ≤ j ≤ j⋆ − 1, νj = 0 for j ≥ j⋆ +m, and

max
j⋆+2≤j≤j⋆+m−1

∣∣∣νj
N

− θj

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

N
.
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These facts, which follow from (B.1) and (B.2), give the upper bound
∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈Nb

f(j)θ
(N)
j −

∑

j∈Nb

f(j)θj

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ |f(j⋆)
∣∣∣νj

⋆

N
− θj⋆

∣∣∣ + |f(j⋆ + 1)|
∣∣∣νj

⋆+1

N
− θj⋆+1

∣∣∣

+‖f‖∞
j⋆+m−1∑

j=j⋆+2

∣∣∣νj
N

− θj

∣∣∣+ ‖f‖∞
∑

j≥j⋆+m

θj

≤ |f(j⋆)
∣∣∣νj

⋆

N
− θj⋆

∣∣∣ + |f(j⋆ + 1)|
∣∣∣νj

⋆+1

N
− θj⋆+1

∣∣∣

+‖f‖∞(m− 2)

(
max

j⋆+2≤j≤j⋆+m−1

∣∣∣νj
N

− θj

∣∣∣
)
+ ‖f‖∞

∑

j≥j⋆+m

θj

≤ |f(j⋆)
∣∣∣νj

⋆

N
− θj⋆

∣∣∣ + |f(j⋆ + 1)|
∣∣∣νj

⋆+1

N
− θj⋆+1

∣∣∣

+‖f‖∞
m

N
+ ‖f‖∞

∑

j≥j⋆+m

θj .

By part (c) of Lemma B.3νj⋆/N → θj⋆ andνj⋆+1/N → θj⋆+1 asN → ∞. Sincem/N → 0
and

∑
j≥j⋆+m θj → 0 asN → ∞, it follows that

lim
N→∞

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈Nb

f(j)θ
(N)
j −

∑

j∈Nb

f(j)θj

∣∣∣∣∣ = 0.

This completes the proof of part (a) of Theorem B.1.

Proof of part (b) of Theorem B.1. Let θ be a probability measure inPNb,c. We prove that if
R(θ|ρb,α) < ∞, then

lim
N→∞

R(θ(N)|ρb,α) = R(θ|ρb,α).

We use the following facts.

1. For allj ∈ Nb we havelimN→∞ θ
(N)
j = θj .

2. For allj ∈ Nb satisfyingj 6= j⋆ + 1, we haveθ(N)
j ≤ θ.

Item 1, which is stated in part (c) of Lemma B.3, follows from the weak convergenceθ(N) ⇒ θ
proved in part (a) of Theorem B.1. Item 2, which is stated in part (e) of Lemma B.3, is easily
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verified. Forj = j⋆ the upper boundθ(N)
j⋆ ≤ θj⋆ is valid by part (a) of Lemma B.3. For all other

j ∈ Nb satisfyingj 6= j⋆ + 1, the upper boundθ(N)
j ≤ θj is a consequence of (B.1) and (B.2).

According to part (f) of Lemma B.3 the upper boundθ(N)
j⋆+1 ≤ θj⋆+1 is not valid for anyN , and

in general there does not existM < ∞ such that for anyN ∈ N, θ(N)
j⋆+1 ≤ Mθj⋆+1. Because of

this anomaly the term inR(θ(N)|ρb,α) corresponding toj = j⋆ + 1 must be handled separately.
Defineϕ(x) = x log x for x ∈ [0,∞); if x = 0, thenϕ(x) = 0. This function is continuous

on [0,∞). For eachj ∈ Nb, sinceθ(N)
j → θj asN → ∞, it follows thatϕ(θ(N)

j /ρb,α;j) →
ϕ(θj/ρb,α;j) asN → ∞. To prove part (b) of Theorem B.1 we must justify the following
interchange of the limitN → ∞ and the sum overj ∈ Nb \ {j⋆ + 1}:

lim
N→∞

R(θ(N)|ρb,α)

= lim
N→∞

ρb,α;j⋆+1ϕ(θ
(N)
j⋆+1/ρb,α;j⋆+1) + lim

N→∞

∑

j∈Nb\{j⋆+1}

ρb,α;jϕ(θ
(N)
j /ρb,α;j)

= ρb,α;j⋆+1ϕ(θj⋆+1/ρb,α;j⋆+1) +
∑

j∈Nb\{j⋆+1}

ρb,α;j

(
lim

N→∞
ϕ(θ

(N)
j /ρb,α;j)

)

= ρb,α;j⋆+1ϕ(θj⋆+1/ρb,α;j⋆+1) +
∑

j∈Nb\{j⋆+1}

ρb,α;jϕ(θj/ρb,α;j) = R(θ|ρb,α).

We justify the interchange of the limit and the sum overj ∈ Nb \ {j⋆ + 1} by applying the
Dominated Convergence Theorem. This procedure requires finding constantsaj for j ∈ Nb \
{j⋆ + 1} such that for all sufficiently largeN ∈ N

ρb,α;j |ϕ(θ(N)
j /ρb,α;j)| ≤ aj and

∑

j∈Nb\{j⋆+1}

aj < ∞.

The key to applying the Dominated Convergence Theorem is to use two properties of
ϕ(x) = x log x: its boundedness on the interval[0, 1) and its monotonicity on the interval
[1,∞).

Property 1. Forx ∈ [0, 1), 0 ≥ ϕ(x) ≥ −e−1.
Property 2. Forx ∈ [1,∞), ϕ(x) ≥ 0, ϕ(x) → ∞ asx → ∞, andϕ is monotone in the sense
that for1 ≤ x < y, 0 ≤ ϕ(x) < ϕ(y).

Let Ψ = {j⋆ + 1}. We writeϕ(x) = ϕ+(x)− ϕ−(x), whereϕ+(x) = ϕ(x) · 1[1,∞)(x) and
ϕ−(x) = −ϕ(x) · 1[0,1)(x). ForN ∈ N define

CN = {j ∈ Nb \Ψ : θ
(N)
j /ρb,α;j ∈ [0, 1)} and DN = {j ∈ Nb \Ψ : θ

(N)
j /ρb,α;j ∈ [1,∞)}.
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In terms of these sets we write
∑

j∈Nb\Ψ

ρb,α;j|ϕ(θ(N)
j /ρb,α;j)| =

∑

j∈CN

ρb,α;jϕ
−(θ

(N)
j /ρb,α;j) +

∑

j∈DN

ρb,α;jϕ
+(θ

(N)
j /ρb,α;j).

For j ∈ CN the boundedness ofϕ on [0, 1) implies that

0 ≤ ρb,α;jϕ
−(θ

(N)
j /ρb,α;j) ≤ e−1ρb,α;j.

For j ∈ DN the monotonicity ofϕ on [1,∞) and the boundθ(N)
j ≤ θj imply that

0 ≤ ρb,α;jϕ
+(θ

(N)
j /ρb,α;j) ≤ ρb,α;jϕ

+(θj/ρb,α;j) ≤ ρb,α;j |ϕ(θj/ρb,α;j)|.

Thus for allj ∈ Nb \Ψ

ρb,α;j|ϕ(θ(N)
j /ρb,α;j)| ≤ aj = e−1ρb,α;j + ρb,α;j|ϕ(θj/ρb,α;j)|.

Using the fact thatR(θ|ρb,α) < ∞, we prove that
∑

j∈Nb\Ψ
aj < ∞. We have

∑

j∈Nb\Ψ

aj ≤ e−1
∑

j∈Nb\Ψ

ρb,α;j +
∑

j∈Nb\Ψ

ρb,α;j |ϕ(θj/ρb,α;j)| (B.13)

≤ e−1 +
∑

j∈Nb\Ψ

ρb,α;j |ϕ(θj/ρb,α;j)|.

Define

C = {j ∈ Nb \Ψ : θj/ρb,α;j ∈ [0, 1)} and D = {j ∈ Nb \Ψ : θj/ρb,α;j ∈ [1,∞)}.

In terms of these sets we write

R(θ|ρb,α)
= ρb,α;j⋆+1ϕ(θj⋆+1/ρb,α;j⋆+1) +

∑

j∈Nb\Ψ

ρb,α;jϕ(θj/ρb,α;j)

= ρb,α;j⋆+1ϕ(θj⋆+1/ρb,α;j⋆+1)−
∑

j∈C

ρb,α;jϕ
−(θj/ρb,α;j) +

∑

j∈D

ρb,α;jϕ
+(θj/ρb,α;j).

For j ∈ C ∪Ψ we have0 ≤ ρb,α;jϕ
−(θj/ρb,α;j) ≤ e−1ρb,α;j . Hence

ρb,α;j⋆+1ϕ
−(θj⋆+1/ρb,α;j⋆+1) ≤ e−1ρb,α;j⋆+1 ≤ e−1
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and ∑

j∈C

ρb,α;jϕ
−(θj/ρb,α;j) ≤ e−1

∑

j∈C

ρb,α;j ≤ e−1.

It follows that
∑

j∈Nb\Ψ

ρb,α;j |ϕ(θj/ρb,α;j)|

=
∑

j∈C

ρb,α;jϕ
−(θj/ρb,α;j) +

∑

j∈D

ρb,α;jϕ
+(θj/ρb,α;j)

≤ e−1 +
∑

j∈D

ρb,α;jϕ
+(θj/ρb,α;j)

= e−1 +R(θ|ρb,α)− ρb,α;j⋆+1ϕ(θj⋆+1/ρb,α;j⋆+1) +
∑

j∈C

ρb,α;jϕ
−(θj/ρb,α;j)

≤ e−1 +R(θ|ρb,α) + ρb,α;j⋆+1ϕ
−(θj⋆+1/ρb,α;j⋆+1) +

∑

j∈C

ρb,α;jϕ
−(θj/ρb,α;j)

≤ 3e−1 + R(θ|ρb,α) < ∞.

Substituting the last display into (B.13), we conclude that
∑

j∈Nb\Ψ

aj < 4e−1 +R(θ|ρb,α) < ∞.

This completes the proof of part (b). The proof of Theorem B.1is done.

In appendix C we study prove part (a) of Theorem 3.1 as well as anumber of other properties
of the parameterαb(c) that defines the Poisson equilibrium distributionρb,αb(c).

C Proof of Part (a) of Theorem 3.1 reαb(c)

The goal of this appendix is to prove Theorem C.1. Part (a) restates part (a) of Theorem 3.1
concerning the existence ofαb(c). This parameter defines the Poisson distributionρb,αb(c) ap-
pearing in the local large deviation estimate in part (b) of Theorem 3.1. In part (b) we derive two
sets of bounds onαb(c) and use these bounds to show thatαb(c) is asymptotic toc asc → ∞.
Part (c) shows an interesting monotonic relationship betweenαb(c) andαb+1(c) while part (d)
makes precise the relationship betweenρb,αb(c) and a Poisson random variable having parameter
αb(c). Parts (a), (b), and (d) of the next theorem appear in TheoremC.1 in [12] as parts (a), (b),
and (c). Part (c) of the next theorem is new.
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The fact thatαb(c) is asymptotic toc asc → ∞ is certainly plausible. Ifc is large, then the
mean ofρb,αb(c), which equalsc, is not changed appreciably ifρb,αb(c) is replaced by a standard
Poisson distribution onN ∪ {0} with parameterαb(c). Since the mean of an actual Poisson
distribution onN ∪ {0} with parameterαb(c) is αb(c), we expect that ifc is large, thenαb(c)
should be close toc.

Theorem C.1. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a real numberc ∈ (b,∞). For α ∈ (0,∞)
defineZ0(α), and for b ∈ N defineZb(α) = eα −

∑b−1
j=0 α

j/j!. Let ρb,α be the probability
measure onNb whose components are defined by

ρb,α;j =
1

Zb(α)
· α

j

j!
for j ∈ Nb.

The following conclusions hold.
(a) There exists a unique valueαb(c) ∈ (0,∞) such thatρb,αb(c) lies in the setPNb,c of

probability measures onNb having meanc. If b = 0, thenα0(c) = c. If b ∈ N, thenαb(c) is the
unique solution in(0,∞) of αZb−1(α)/Zb(α) = c.

(b) For b ∈ N

c > αb(c) > c− b andc > αb(c) > c(1− 2be−(c−b)/2).

Either of these bounds imply thatαb(c) is asymptotic toc asc → ∞; i.e., limc→∞ αb(c)/c = 1.
(c) For all b ∈ N ∪ {0} andc > b+ 1, αb+1(c) < αb(c).
(d) For b ∈ N, if Ξαb(c) is a Poisson random variable with parameterαb(c), thenρb,αb(c) is

the distribution ofΞαb(c) conditioned onΞαb(c) ∈ Nb.

Before we prove Theorem C.1, we state a second theorem that focuses on the caseb = 1. In
this case the equilibrium distributionρ1,α1(c) is a probability measure onN1 = N. In part (a) we
give the proof of the existence ofαb(c) for b = 1, which is much more straightforward than the
proof for generalb. In parts (b) and (c) we give two iterative procedures for calculatingα1(c)
while in part (d) we derive two sets of inequalities that are tighter than the inequalities forαb(c)
for generalb given in part (b) of Theorem C.1. Like the inequalities in part (b) of Theorem C.1,
the inequalities in part (d) of the next theorem imply thatα1(c) is asymptotic toc asc → ∞.

Theorem C.2. Fix a real numberc ∈ (1,∞). The following results are valid.
(a) There exists a unique valueα1(c) ∈ (0,∞) such thatρ1,α1(c) lies in the setPN,c of

probability measures onN. The quantityα1(c) is the unique solution in(0,∞) of αeα =
c(eα − 1).

(b) Letα1 = c and consider the following iterative procedure defined forn ∈ N, n ≥ 2:

αn+1 = c(1− e−αn).
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Then the sequence{αn, n ∈ N} is monotonically decreasing andlimn→∞ αn = α1(c).
(c) Letβ1 = log c and consider the following iterative procedure defined forn ∈ N, n ≥ 2:

βn+1 = c(1− e−βn).

Then the sequence{βn, n ∈ N} is monotonically increasing andlimn→∞ βn = α1(c).
(d) We have the following two bounds onα1(c):

c(1− e−c) > α1(c) > c− 1 and c(1− e−c) > α1(c) > c(1− e−c+1).

Either of these bounds implies thatα1(c) is asymptotic toc asc → ∞; i.e., limc→∞ α1(c)/c = 1.

Proof. (a) The measureρ1,α is a probability measure onN having mean

∑

j∈N

jρ1,α;j =
1

eα−1
·
∑

j∈N

αj

(j − 1)!

=
1

eα − 1
· α

∞∑

j=0

αj

j!
=

1

eα − 1
· αeα.

Thusρ1,α has meanc if and only if α satisfiesαeα = c(eα − 1). We prove part (a) by showing
that this equation has a unique solutionα1(c) ∈ (0,∞) for anyc > 1.

The proof thatαeα = c(eα − 1) has a unique solutionα1(c) ∈ (0,∞) for any c > 1 is
straightforward. A positive real numberα solvesαeα = c(eα − 1) if and only if

γ1(α) = c, whereγ1(α) =
α

1− e−α
.

The functionγ1 is continuously differentiable on(0,∞) andlimα→0+ γ1(α) = 1. In addition,
for α ∈ (0,∞)

γ′
1(α) =

1− (1 + α)e−α

(1− e−α)2
= e−α · e

α − 1− α

(1− e−α)2
> 0.

The inequality holds since forα > 0, eα − 1− α > 0. It follows that there exists a sufficiently
small value ofε > 0 such that1 < γ1(ε) < c andγ1 is monotonically increasing on(ε,∞).
Sinceγ1(α) → ∞ asα → ∞, we conclude that there exists a unique valueα = α1(c) ∈ (0,∞)
solvingγ1(α1(c)) = c and thus solvingα1(c)e

α1(c) = c(eα1(c)− 1). This completes the proof of
part (a).

(b) Sincee−c < 1, we have the inequality

α2 = c(1− e−α1) = c(1− e−c) < c = α1.
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We use induction to prove that the sequenceαn is monotonically decreasing. Forn ∈ N, n ≥ 2,
under the assumption thatαn < αn−1, this property of the sequence is a consequence of the
following calculation:

αn+1 − αn = c(e−αn−1 − e−αn) < 0.

We now use induction to prove that the sequenceαn is bounded below bylog c. For n = 1,
a1 = c > log c. Assuming thatαn > log c, we have

αn+1 = c(1− e−αn) > c(1− e− log c) = c− 1 > log c.

The last inequality follows from the facts that whenc = 1, c − 1 = 0 = log c and that for
c ∈ (1,∞), (c − 1)′ = 1 > 1/c = (log c)′. This completes the proof thatαn > log c for
all n ∈ N. Sinceαn is a monotonically decreasing sequence bounded above byc and below
by log c, we concludeα⋆ = limn→∞ αn exists and satisfies bothα⋆ ∈ (log c, c) andα⋆ =
c(1 − e−α⋆

). Becauseα1(c) is the unique positive solution of this equation, it followsthat
limn→∞ αn = α1(c). This completes the proof of part (b).

(c) Sinceβ1 = log c, we have the inequality

β2 = c(1− e−β1) = c(1− e− log c) = c− 1 > log c.

We use induction to prove that the sequenceβn is monotonically increasing. Forn ∈ N, n ≥ 2,
under the assumption thatβn−1 < βn, this is a consequence of the following calculation:

βn+1 − βn = c(e−βn−1 − e−βn) > 0.

We now use induction to prove that the sequenceβn is bounded above byc. For n = 1,
β1 = log c < c. Assuming thatβn < c, we have

βn+1 = c(1− e−βn) < c(1− e−c) < c,

This completes the proof thatβn is bounded above byc. Sinceβn is a monotonically increasing
sequence bounded above byc and below bylog c, we concludeβ⋆ = limn→∞ βn exists and
satisfies bothβ⋆ ∈ (log c, c) andβ⋆ = c(1 − e−β⋆

). Becauseα1(c) is the unique positive
solution of this equation, it follows thatlimn→∞ βn = α(c). This completes the proof of part
(c).

(d) We first prove thatc(1 − e−c) > α1(c). This follows immediately from the iterative
procedure discussed in part (a), which implies thatc = α1 > α2 = c(1 − e−c) > α1(c). One
can obtain the weaker upper boundc > α1(c) directly if one writes the equation solved byα1(c)
in the form

α1(c) = c(1− e−α1(c)) (C.1)
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and uses the fact thate−α1(c) ∈ (0, 1).
We now prove a series of three lower bounds, the last two of which, in combination with

the upper boundc(1 − e−c) > α1(c), imply thatα1(c) ∼ c asc → ∞. The first lower bound
is α1(c) > log c. To prove this, we use the fact thatα1(c) > 0 to write eα1(c) − 1 ≥ α1(c). It
follows that

α1(c) = c(1− e−α1(c)) = ce−α1(c)(eα1(c) − 1) > ce−α1(c)α1(c),

or equivalently thateα1(c) > c. This implies thatα1(c) > log c, as claimed.
We now bootstrap this lower bound into a tighter lower bound by substitutingα1(c) > log c

into the right hand side of (C.1), obtaining the second lowerbound

α1(c) = c(1− e−α1(c)) > c(1− e− log c) = c

(
1− 1

c

)
= c− 1. (C.2)

It follows that

1− e−c >
α1(c)

c
> 1− 1

c
.

This implies thatlimc→∞ α1(c)/c = 1 or thatα1(c) is asymptotic toc asc → ∞.
By bootstrapping the lower bound in (C.2), we obtain yet a tighter lower bound onα1(c)

which gives a second proof thatα1(c) ∼ c. To do this, we substituteα1(c) > c−1 into the right
hand side of (C.1), obtaining the third lower boundα1(c) > c(1− e−c+1). It follows that

1− e−c >
α1(c)

c
> 1− e−c+1. (C.3)

This implieslimc→∞ α1(c)/c = 1 at a rate that is at least exponentially fast. By contrast, (C.2)
shows a much slower rate of convergence to 1 that is only of theorder 1/c. Interestingly,
iterating this procedure again does not give a tighter lowerbound than that in (C.3). This
completes the proof of Theorem C.2.

We now turn to the proof of Theorem C.1. According to part (a) of this theorem, forb ∈ N,
αb(c) is the unique solution ofαZb−1(α)/Zb(α) = c. The heart of the proof of Theorem C.1, and
its most subtle step, is to prove that the functionγb(α) = αZb−1(α)/Zb(α) satisfiesγ′

b(α) > 0
for α ∈ (0,∞) and thus is monotonically increasing on this interval. Thisfact is proved in the
next lemma.

Lemma C.3. Fix a positive integerb and a real numberc ∈ (b,∞). Forα ∈ (0,∞) the function
γb(α) = αZb−1(α)/Zb(α) satisfiesγ′

b(α) > 0.
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Proof. For b ∈ N and forα ∈ (0,∞), we haveZ ′
b(α) = Zb−1(α). Thus

γb(α) =
αZb−1(α)

Zb(α)
= α(logZb(α))

′.

The key to proving thatγ′
b(α) > 0 is to representlogZb(α) in terms of the moment generating

function of a probability measure. We do this by first expressing Zb(α) in terms of the upper
incomplete gamma function via the formula

Zb(α) =
eα

(b− 1)!

∫ α

0

xb−1e−xdx. (C.4)

This formula is easily proved by induction. Forb = 1 the right side equalseα − 1 = Z1(α).
Assuming that it is true forb = n, we prove that it is true forb = n + 1 by integrating by parts,
which gives

eα

n!

∫ α

0

xne−xdx =
eα

(n− 1)!

∫ α

0

xn−1e−xdx− αn

n!

= Zn(α)−
αn

n!
= Zn+1(α).

This completes the proof of (C.4) for allb ∈ N.
As suggested in [19], we now make the change of variablesx = yα, obtaining the represen-

tation

Zb(α) =
eα

b!
αbgb(α), wheregb(α) =

∫ 0

−1

eαyb(−y)b−1dy. (C.5)

The functiongb is the moment generating function of the probability measure onR having the
densityhb(y) = b(−y)b−1 on [−1, 0]. Forα ∈ (0,∞) let σb,α be the probability measure onR
having the densityeαyhb(y)/gb(α) on [−1, 0]. A straightforward calculation shows that

(log gb)
′(α) =

∫

R

yσb,α(dy) and (log gb)
′′(α) =

∫

R

[y − g′b(α)]
2σb,α(dy).

As the variance of the nontrivial probability measureσb,α, we conclude that(log gb)′′(α) > 0
for all α ∈ (0,∞).

Using (C.5) and the power series representations

Zb−1(α) =
∞∑

j=b−1

αj

j!
andZb(α) =

∞∑

j=b

αj

j!
,
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we calculate

γ′
b(α) = (logZb(α))

′ + α(logZb(α))
′′

= (logZb(α))
′ + α

[
log

(
eα

b!
αbgb(α)

)]′′

=
Zb−1(α)

Zb(α)
+ α[α− log(b!) + b logα+ log gb(α)]

′′

=
Zb−1(α)

Zb(α)
− b

α
+ α(log gb(α))

′′

=
αZb−1(α)− bZb(α)

αZb(α)
+ α(log gb(α))

′′

=
1

αZb(α)
·

∞∑

j=b

(
1

(j − 1)!
− b

j!

)
αj + α(log gb(α))

′′

=
1

Zb(α)
·

∞∑

j=b

j − b

j!
αj−1 + α(log gb(α))

′′ > 0.

This completes the proof of the lemma.

We are now ready to prove Theorem C.1.

Proof of Theorem C.1. (a) We first considerb = 0. In this caseρ0,α is a standard Poisson
distribution onN0 having meanα. It follows thatα0(c) = c is the unique value for which
ρ0,α0(c) has meanc and thus lies inPN0,c. This completes the proof of part (a) forb = 0.

We now considerb ∈ N. In this caseρb,α is a probability measure onNb having mean

∑

j∈Nb

jρb,α;j =
1

Zb(α)
·
∑

j∈Nb

αj

(j − 1)!
(C.6)

=
1

Zb(α)
· α

∞∑

j=b−1

αj

j!
=

1

Zb(α)
· αZb−1(α).

Thusρb,α has meanc if and only if α satisfiesγb(α) = c, whereγb(α) = αZb−1(α)/Zb(α). We
prove part (a) by showing thatγb(α) = c has a unique solutionαb(c) ∈ (0,∞) for all b ∈ N and
anyc > b.

The proof depends on the following three steps:

1. limα→0+ γb(α) = b;
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2. limα→∞ γb(α) = ∞;

3. for allα ∈ (0,∞), γ′
b(α) > 0.

These three steps yield part (a). Indeed, by steps 1 and 3 there exists a sufficiently small value of
ε > 0 such thatb < γb(ε) < c, and by step 3γb is monotonically increasing on(ε,∞). Since by
step 2γb(α) → ∞ asα → ∞, we conclude that there exists a unique valueα = αb(c) ∈ (0,∞)
solvingγb(αb(c)) = c and thus guaranteeing thatρb,αb(c) ∈ PNb,c.

Step 3 is proved in Lemma C.3. We now prove steps 1 and 2.

Step 1.For b ∈ N and forα ∈ (0,∞) satisfyingα → 0

γb(α) =
αZb−1(α)

Zb(α)
=

α
∑∞

j=b−1 α
j/j!∑∞

j=b α
j/j!

=

∑∞
j=b α

j/(j − 1)!
∑∞

j=b α
j/j!

=
αb/(b− 1)! + o(1)

αb/b! + o(1)
= b+ o(1).

The terms denoted by o(1) converge to 0 asα → 0. It follows that limα→0+ γb(α) = b. This
completes the proof of step 1.

Step 2.For b ∈ N and forα ∈ (0,∞)

γb(α) =
αZb−1(α)

Zb(α)
=

α
(
eα −

∑b−2
j=0 α

j/j!
)

eα −
∑b−1

j=0 α
j/j!

=
α
(
1− e−α

∑b−2
j=0 α

j/j!
)

1− e−α
∑b−1

j=0 α
j/j!

= α(1 + o(1)).

The term denoted by o(1) converges to 0 asα → ∞. It follows thatlimα→∞ γb(α) = ∞. This
completes the proof of step 2.

Having completed steps 1, 2, and 3, we have proved part (a) forall b ∈ N. Since we also
validated part (a) forb = 0, the proof of part (a) for all nonnegative integersb is done.

(b) We first prove thatαb(c) < c for b ∈ N by observing that for anyα ∈ (0,∞) we
haveZb−1(α) > Zb(α). Thusγb(α) = αZb−1(α)/Zb(α) > α, which implies thatαb(c) <
γb(αb(c)) = c. To prove thatαb(c) > c− b, we use the inequality

Zb(α) =
∞∑

j=b

αj

j!
>

αb

b!
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to write

γb(α) =
αZb−1(α)

Zb(α)
= α+

α(Zb−1(α)− Zb(α))

Zb(α)

= α +
αb/(b− 1)!

Zb(α)
< α +

αb/(b− 1)!

αb/b!
= α+ b.

It follows thatc = γb(αb(c)) < αb(c) + b, which gives the desired lower boundαb(c) > c− b.
We now bootstrap this lower bound into the tighter lower bound indicated in part (b). To do

this we note that for anyα ∈ (0,∞)

αeα > αZb−1(α) = γb(α)Zb(α)

= γb(α)

(
eα −

b−1∑

j=0

αj

j!

)
> γb(α)(e

α − 2beα/2).

The first lower boundαb(c) > c− b now yields the tighter lower bound

αb(c) > γb(αb(c))(1− 2be−αb(c)/2) = c(1− 2be−αb(c)/2) > c(1− 2be−(c−b)/2).

This completes the proof of the bounds in part (b). Either of these bounds imply thatlimc→∞ αb(c)/c =
1. This proves thatαb(c) is asymptotic toc asc → ∞, completing the proof of part (b).

(c) According to part (b), forc > 1 we haveα1(c) < c = α0(c). In order to prove that forb ∈ N

andc > b + 1 we haveαb+1(c) < αb(c) , we first prove that forb ∈ N and anyα ∈ (0,∞) we
haveγb(α) < γb+1(α). As shown in the proof of part (b), for allα ∈ (0,∞)

γb(α) = α+
αb/(b− 1)!

Zb(α)
= α +

αb

(b− 1)! · Zb(α)
.

By substituting the power series representation forZb(α), we find that

(b− 1)! · Zb(α)

αb
= (b− 1)! ·

∞∑

j=0

αj

(j + b)!
=

∞∑

j=0

αj

∏j
i=0(b+ i)

.

Since the product
∏j

i=0(b+ i) is a strictly increasing function ofb ∈ N, it follows that for fixed
α ∈ (0,∞)

γb(α) = α+
αb

(b− 1)! · Zb(α)
= α +

(
∞∑

j=0

αj

∏j
i=0(b+ i)

)−1
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is a strictly increasing function ofb ∈ N. This proves thatγb(α) < γb+1(α) for b ∈ N. We
now choosec > b + 1. Thenc = γb(αb(c)) < γb+1(αb(c)). In step 3 in the proof of part (a)
we showed thatγ′

b(α) > 0 for α ∈ (0,∞) and thus thatγb is strictly increasing on(0,∞). If
αb+1(c) ≥ αb(c), it would then follow thatc < γb+1(αb(c)) ≤ γb+1(αb+1(c)). This contradicts
the fact thatγb+1(αb+1(c)) = c and completes the proof of assertion (c).

(d) Forb ∈ N we identifyρb,αb(c) as the distribution ofΞαb(c) conditioned onΞαb(c) ∈ Nb. Let
Ξαb(c) be defined on a probability space having measureP . For anyj ∈ Nb

P (Ξαb(c) = j |Ξαb(c) ∈ Nb) =
1

P (Ξαb(c) ∈ Nb)
· P (Ξαb(c) = j)

=
1

1− eαb(c)
∑b−1

i=0 [αb(c)]
i/i!

· e−αb(c)
[αb(c)]

j

j!

=
1

Zb(αb(c))
· [αb(c)]

j

j!
= ρb,αb(c);j.

This completes the proof of part (d). The proof of Theorem C.1is done as is the proof of part
(a) of Theorem 3.1.

In the next and final appendix we explore how the restriction involvingm = m(N) could be
avoided in the definition of the set of configurationsΩN,b,m in (2.1) and in the definition of the
microcanonical ensemblePN,b,m in (2.3). Avoiding this restriction would enable us to present
our results in a more natural form.

D Avoiding Restriction Involving m = m(N)

In this appendix we explore a more natural formulation of ourresults, and we explain the issues
that make such a formulation so challenging. Among these issues there is a limitation that seems
to be inherent in the approximation procedure we use to proveour results. This discussion
makes contact with several interesting ideas including Stirling numbers of the second kind and
associated Stirling numbers of the second kind.

Let us review the notation. We start with the configuration spaceΩN = ΛK
N . Forω ∈ ΩN ,

Kℓ(ω) is the droplet-size random variable denoting the number of particles occupying the site
ℓ ∈ ΛN , andNj(ω) is the number of sites for whichKℓ(ω) = j. We also introduce|N(ω)|+,
which is the number of indicesj for which Nj(ω) ≥ 1. Given b a nonnegative integer, we
focus on the configuration spaceΩN,b,m consisting of allω ∈ ΩN for which every site ofΛN

is occupied by at leastb particles and for which|N(ω)|+ ≤ m. The quantitym is a function
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m(N) satisfyingm(N) → ∞ andm(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. In symbols

ΩN,b,m = {ω ∈ ΩN : Kℓ(ω) ≥ b ∀ℓ ∈ ΛN and|N(ω)|+ ≤ m}. (D.1)

The first constraint involvingKℓ is intrinsic to the definition of the model. By contrast, the
second constraint involvingm is not intrinsic to the definition of the model, but rather is auseful
technical device that enables us to control the errors that arise at various stages of the analysis.
A more natural configuration space would be the setΩN,b consisting of allω ∈ ΩN for which
every site ofΛN is occupied by at leastb particles but for which there is no restriction on the
number of positive quantitiesNj(ω). In symbols

ΩN,b = {ω ∈ ΩN : Kℓ(ω) ≥ b ∀ℓ ∈ ΛN}. (D.2)

We now come to the main point. LetPN be the uniform probability measure onΩN that
assigns equal probability1/NK to each of theNK configurations inΩN . All of the results in
the paper are formulated for the probability measurePN,b,m, defined as the restriction ofPN

to ΩN,b,m. However, because the second constraint in the definition ofΩN,b,m involving m is
not intrinsic to the definition of the model, it would be more natural to formulate our results
for the probability measurePN,b, defined as the restriction ofPN to the larger and more natural
configuration spaceΩN,b.

In order to understand why our results are formulated forPN,b,m and not forPN,b, we explain
how the constraint involvingm arises in the paper. There are three sources. First, in Lemma3.2
we require thatm logN/N → 0 asN → ∞ to prove that the errorζ (2)N (ν) in (3.13) converges to
0 uniformly for ν ∈ AN,b,m. Second, we require thatm/N → 0 asN → ∞ to prove part (a) of
Lemma 3.3 and the weak convergenceθ(N) ⇒ θ in part (a) of Theorem B.1. Part (a) of Lemma
3.3 is used to prove part (b) of the lemma and to verify hypothesis (i) in Theorem 4.2 when
applied to Theorem 4.1. Third, to prove part (b) of Lemma 3.3 and to verify hypothesis (iv) in
Theorem 4.2 when applied to Theorem 4.1, the stronger condition thatm2/N → 0 asN → ∞
is required. The source of this error is Lemma B.3, which is used to prove the approximation
result in Theorem B.1. This stronger condition onm is optimal in the sense that it is a minimal
assumption guaranteeing that an error term in the lower bound in part (a) of Lemma B.3 and in
the upper bound in part (b) of the lemma converge to 0.

The stronger condition thatm2/N → 0 asN → ∞ means thatm → ∞ at a slower rate
than

√
N . What we find fascinating is the fact that the relationship betweenm and

√
N is also

central to another component of our analysis. As we show in the next theorem, ifm → ∞ at a
faster rate than

√
N , then for all sufficiently largeN the configuration spacesΩN,b,m andΩN,b

coincide as do the conditional probability measuresPN,b,m andPN,b.
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Theorem D.1. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞). DefineΩN,b as
in (D.2) andΩN,b,m as in (D.1), wherem = m(N) any function satisfyingm(N) → ∞ as
N → ∞. The following conclusions hold.

(a)maxω∈ΩN,b
|N(ω)|+ =

√
2(cN + 1/8)− 1/2.

(b) If m/
√
N → ∞ asN → ∞, then for all sufficiently largeN , ΩN,b,m = ΩN,b and

PN,b,m = PN,b.

Proof. (a) Forω ∈ ΩN,b, N(ω) denotes the sequence{Nj(ω), j ∈ Nb}. Let κ(ω) = |N(ω)|+,
and let1 ≤ j1 < j2 < . . . < jκ(ω) denote the indices for whichNj(ω) ≥ 1. We have strict
inequality since the|N(ω)|+ droplet classes have different sizes. Since for each of these indices
we havejk ≥ k, the second conservation law in (2.2) implies that

K = cN =

κ(ω)∑

k=1

jkNjk(ω) ≥
κ(ω)∑

k=1

kNjk(ω) ≥
κ(ω)∑

k=1

k =
κ(ω)(κ(ω) + 1)

2
.

It follows that
2cN ≥ κ(ω)(κ(ω) + 1) = (κ(ω) + 1/2)2 − 1/4,

which in turn implies that

κ(ω) = |N(ω)|+ ≤
√

2(cN + 1/8)− 1/2. (D.3)

Now letω be any configuration inΩN,b for whichNk(ω) = 1 for k = 1, 2, . . . , |N(ω)|+. In this
case

K = cN =

κ(ω)∑

k=1

kNk(ω) =
κ(ω)(κ(ω) + 1)

2
,

which in turn implies that|N(ω)|+ =
√

2(cN + 1/8)− 1/2. Since this gives equality in (D.3),
the proof of part (a) is complete.

(b) Sincem/
√
N → ∞, part (a) implies that for anyω ∈ ΩN,b,m we have|N(ω)|+ ≤ m for

all sufficiently largeN . It follows that for all sufficiently largeN , ΩN,b,m = ΩN,b. SincePN,b,m

andPN,b are the respective restrictions ofPN to ΩN,b,m andΩN,b, it also follows that these two
probability measures coincide for all sufficiently largeN . The proof of the lemma is complete.

Theorem D.1 motivated us to seek a new approximation procedure. The new procedure
would replace the conditionm2/N → 0, needed to prove Lemma B.3, with a functionm =
m(N) satisfyingm/

√
N → ∞, needed to prove Theorem D.1, and satisfying the conditions

needed to prove Lemma 3.2, part (a) of Lemma 3.3, and part (a) of Theorem B.1, which are
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m logN/N → 0 andm/N → 0; an example of such a function would bem = N δ for some
δ ∈ (1/2, 1). If we could find such an approximation procedure, then all our results formulated
for PN,b,m would automatically hold for the more natural measurePN,b. Unfortunately, despite
great effort, we were unsuccessful.

Because of this situation it is worthwhile to look more closely at the two components of the
approximation procedure presented in appendix B. Given anymeasureθ ∈ PNb,c, this procedure
constructs a sequenceθ(N) lying in the rangeBN,b,m of ΘN,b and having the following two
properties:

(a) θ(N) ⇒ θ asN → ∞;

(b) if R(θ|ρb,α) < ∞, thenR(θ(N)|ρb,α) → R(θ|ρb,α) asN → ∞.

We are able to construct a number of sequencesθ(N) ∈ BN,b,m that satisfy property (a) under
the hypothesis thatm/N → 0. However, none of these satisfy property (b) with a functionm
satisfyingm/

√
N → ∞. On the basis of this experience, we conjecture that there exists no

sequenceθ(N) ∈ BN,b,m satisfying both properties (a) and (b) under a hypothesis that is weaker
than the current condition thatm2/N → 0.

This setback motivated us to seek an alternate approach thatwould allow us to replace the
probability measurePN,b,m, which is the restriction of the uniform measurePN to ΩN,b,m, with
the probability measurePN,b, which is the restriction ofPN to ΩN,b. The alternate approach is
based on equation (D.4) relating the probability measuresPN,b andPN,b,m. This approach is
successful forb = 0 andb = 1 in transferring toPN,b the large deviation lower bound proved in
part (d) of Theorem 2.1 forPN,b,m. However, so far it has been not successful for any value of
b in transferring toPN,b either of the large deviation upper bounds proved in parts (b) and (c) of
Theorem 2.1 forPN,b,m.

The starting point of the alternate approach is the following relationship betweenPN,b and
PN,b,m. ForA any subset ofΩN,b

PN,b(A) =
PN(A ∩ ΩN,b)

PN(ΩN,b)
(D.4)

=
PN(A ∩ ΩN,b,m)

PN(ΩN,b)
+

PN(A ∩ (ΩN,b \ ΩN,b,m))

PN (ΩN,b)

=
card(ΩN,b,m)

card(ΩN,b)
· PN,b,m(A) + PN,b(A ∩ (ΩN,b \ ΩN,b,m)).

Part (a) of the next theorem gives a hypothesis that allows usto transfer the large deviation
lower bound for open subsets ofPNb,c fromPN,b,m toPN,b. According to part (b), this hypothesis
is satisfied forb = 0 andb = 1. We prove part (a) after the statement of the theorem. The
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proof of part (b) forb = 0 is based on Proposition D.3 while the proof forb = 1 is based on
Proposition D.3 and Theorem D.4.

Theorem D.2. Fix a nonnegative integerb and a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞). Letm be the
functionm(N) appearing in the definition ofΩN,b,m in (2.1) and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ and
m(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. Let ρb,αb(c) ∈ PNb,c be the distribution having the components
defined in(2.7). The following conclusions hold.

(a) Assume that

lim
N→∞

1

N
log

(
card(ΩN,b,m)

card(ΩN,b)

)
= 0. (D.5)

Then for any open subsetG of PNb,c we have the large deviation lower bound

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
PN,b(ω ∈ ΩN,b : ΘN,b(ω) ∈ G) ≥ −R(G|ρb,αb(c)). (D.6)

(b) The hypothesis in part(a) is satisfied forb = 0 andb = 1. Thus for these values ofb the
large deviation lower bound(D.6) holds.

Proof of part (a). Let A = {ω ∈ ΩN,b : ΘN,b(ω) ∈ G}. It follows from (D.4) that

PN,b(A) ≥
card(ΩN,b,m)

card(ΩN,b)
· PN,b,m(A).

Hence by the hypothesis in part (a) and the large deviation lower bound in part (d) of Theorem
2.1

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b(A)

≥ lim inf
N→∞

1

N
log

(
card(ΩN,b,m)

card(ΩN,b)

)
+ lim inf

N→∞

1

N
logPN,b,m(A)

= lim inf
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b,m(A)

= lim inf
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b,m(ω ∈ ΩN,b,m : ΘN,b(ω) ∈ G) ≥ −R(G|ρb,αb(c)).

This completes the proof of part (a).

In order to prove part (b) of Theorem D.2, we now show that condition (D.5) holds ifb = 0
or b = 1. To prove this we compare the asymptotic behavior of card(ΩN,b,m) with that of
card(ΩN,b) for these values ofb. A formula for the asymptotic behavior of card(ΩN,b,m) for any
nonnegative integerb is derived in part (b) of Lemma 3.3. In the next proposition weexpress
this formula in a different and more useful form forb = 0 andb = 1. Although we do not apply
it here, in part (c) we give the analogous formula forb ∈ N satisfyingb ≥ 2.
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Proposition D.3. Let b = 0 or b = 1, and fix a rational numberc ∈ (b,∞). Let m be the
functionm(N) appearing in the definition ofΩN,b,m in (2.1) and satisfyingm(N) → ∞ and
m(N)2/N → 0 asN → ∞. Letαb(c) be the quantity defined in part(a) of Theorem3.1. The
following conclusions hold.

(a) For b = 0
1

N
log card(ΩN,0,m) = c logN + ηN ,

whereηN → 0 asN → ∞.
(b) For b = 1

1

N
log card(ΩN,1,m) = c logN + (c− 1) log[c/α1(c)] + α1(c)− c+ ηN ,

whereηN → 0 asN → ∞.
(c) For b ∈ N satisfyingb ≥ 2

1

N
log card(ΩN,b,m) = c logN + c log[c/αb(c)] + logZb(αb(c))− c+ ηN .

whereZb(αb(c)) = eαb(c) −
∑b−1

j=0[αb(c)]
j/j! andηN → 0 asN → ∞.

Proof. We start by considering any nonnegative integerb. Letα be the positive real number in
Lemma 3.2, and definef(α, b, c,K) = logZb(α)− c logα+ c logK − c. According to part (b)
of Lemma 3.3

1

N
log card(ΩN,b,m) = f(α, b, c,K)− min

θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) + ηN ,

whereηN → 0 asN → ∞. We now appeal to item (i) in part (f) of Theorem A.1, which shows
that

min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α) = g(α, b, c) = logZb(α)− c logα− (logZb(αb(c))− c logαb(c)).

Substituting this formula into the preceding display, we obtain

1

N
log card(ΩN,b,m) (D.7)

= c logK + logZb(αb(c))− c logαb(c) + c logK − c+ ηN

= c logN + c log[c/αb(c)] + logZb(αb(c))− c+ ηN .

whereηN → 0 asN → ∞.
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We next use (D.7) to prove part (a) forb = 0 and part (b) forb = 1. Part (c) forb ∈ N

satisfyingb ≥ 2 is obtained by specializing (D.7) to these values.
(a) As pointed out in part (a) of Theorem 3.1, ifb = 0, thenα0(c) = c. In this case (D.7)

becomes
1

N
log card(ΩN,0,m) = c logN + ηN ,

whereηN → 0 asN → ∞. This completes the proof of part (a).
(b) Forb = 1, α1(c) is the unique solution in(0,∞) of the equation

c =
α1(c)Z0(α1(c))

Z1(α1(c))
=

α1(c)e
α1(c)

Z1(α1(c))
.

It follows that
logZ1(α1(c)) = α1(c) + logα1(c)− log c.

Substituting this back into (D.7) yields

1

N
log card(ΩN,1,m) = c logN + (c− 1) log[c/α1(c)] + α1(c)− c+ ηN ,

whereηN → 0 asN → ∞. The last equation coincides with the conclusion of part (b)for
b = 1. This completes the proof of the theorem.

We now prove part (b) of Theorem D.2 first forb = 0 and then forb = 1.

Proof of part (b) of Theorem D.2 for b = 0. We verify condition (D.5) forb = 0. According
to part (a) of Proposition D.3

1

N
log card(ΩN,0,m) = c logN + ηN ,

whereηN → 0 asN → ∞. On the other hand, whenb = 0, ΩN,b equalsΩN = ΛK
N . Therefore

1

N
log card(ΩN,0) =

1

N
·K logN = c logN.

We conclude that
1

N
log

(
card(ΩN,0,m)

card(ΩN,0)

)
= ηN → 0 asN → ∞.

We conclude that condition (D.5) holds forb = 0 and thus that the large deviation lower bound
(D.6) is valid forb = 0. This completes the proof.
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The verification of condition (D.5) forb = 1 is much deeper than that forb = 0.

Proof of part (b) of Theorem D.2 for b = 1. This proof depends on the relationship between
card(ΩN,1) and Stirling numbers of the second kind. Givenc a rational number in(1,∞),
let K andN be positive integers satisfyingK/N = c. We denote byS(K,N) the Stirling
number of the second kind, which is the number of ways to partition a set ofK elements into
N nonempty subsets [2, pp. 96–97]. TheN ! permutations of the class of all such partitions
correspond to all the ways of placing theK particles in the droplet model onto theN sites of
ΛN and therefore are in one-to-one correspondence with the elements ofΩN,1. It follows that
card(ΩN,1) = N ! · S(K,N).

The computation ofN−1 log card(ΩN,1) is given in part (b) of the next theorem. This com-
putation is based on a deep, classical result on the asymptotic behavior ofS(K,N) that is
derived in Example 5.4 in [1] and is stated in part (a) of the next theorem in our notation. The
quantities in [1] denoted byn, k, andr correspond respectively to ourK, N , andα1(c).

We now apply part (b) of Proposition D.3 and the conclusion ofthe next theorem; the former
involves the error termηN → 0 asN → ∞, and the latter involves the error termεN → 0 as
N → ∞. Except for the error terms the asymptotic formulas are identical. Hence we obtain

1

N
log

(
card(ΩN,1,m)

card(ΩN,1)

)
= ηN − εN → 0 asN → ∞.

This shows that the hypothesis in part (a) of Theorem D.2 is satisfied forb = 1. The proof of
part (b) of this theorem forb = 1 will be complete after we prove the next result.

Theorem D.4. Let S(K,N) denote the Stirling number of the second kind. Fix a rational
numberc ∈ (1,∞), anyδ ∈ (1,∞), and anyM ∈ (δ,∞). Then asK → ∞ andN → ∞ with
K/N = c

1

N
log card(ΩN,1,m) =

1

N
log(N ! · S(K,N))

= c logN + (c− 1) log[c/α1(c)] + α1(c)− c+ εN ,

whereεN → 0 asN → ∞.

Proof. We start with the asymptotic formula forS(K,N) derived in Example 5.4 in [1] and
stated here in our notation. For anyδ ∈ (0, 1) and anyM < ∞, uniformly for c ∈ (1 + δ,M)
the asymptotic behavior ofS(K,N) is given by

S(K,N) =
K!eNα1(c)

N !cN−1α1(c)K−N−2[1− ce−α1(c)]
√
2πK

.
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The quantities in [1] denoted byn, k, andr correspond respectively to ourK, N , andα1(c). It
follows that

1

N
log card(ΩN,1,m)

=
1

N
log(N ! · S(K,N))

=
K!

N
+ α1(c)− log c− K −N

N
logα1(c) + εN

= c logN + c log c− c+ α1(c)− log c− (c− 1) logα1(c) + εN

= c logN + (c− 1) log[c/α1(c)] + α1(c)− c+ εN ,

whereεN → 0 asN → ∞. The proof of the theorem is complete.

According to Theorem D.2, forb = 0 andb = 1 the large deviation lower bound, proved in
part (b) of Theorem 2.1 forPN,b,m, is also valid forPN,b. Thus for any open subsetG of PNb,c

lim inf
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b(ω ∈ ΩN,b : ΘN,K,m(ω) ∈ G) ≥ −R(G|ρb,αb(c)). (D.8)

For b ∈ N satisfyingb ≥ 2 the quantity card(ΩN,b) is related to theb-associated Stirling
numberSb(K,N) of the second kind by the formula card(ΩN,b) = N ! ·Sb(K,N). The quantity
Sb(K,N) is the number of ways to partition a set ofK elements intoN subsets, each of which
contains at leastb elements [3, pp. 221–222]. One could verify condition (D.5)for these values
of b if there were an asymptotic formula forSb(K,N) analogous to the formula derived in
Example 5.4 in [1]. However, we are unable to locate such a formula. Nevertheless, based on
our calculation forb = 0 andb = 1 it is reasonable to conjecture that condition (D.5) holds for
anyb ∈ N satisfyingb ≥ 2, which would imply the large deviation lower bound (D.8) forthese
values.

We now explore whether we can extend toPN,b the large deviation upper bound proved in
parts (c) and (d) of Theorem 2.1 forPN,b,m. If we could do this, then we could transfer toPN,b

the fact, proved in Theorem 2.2 and Corollary 2.3, that with respect toPN,b,m, ρb,αb(c) is the
equilibrium distribution ofΘN,b and ofKℓ. Unfortunately, we are unable to prove the large
deviation upper bound forPN,b using either of two possible approaches explained briefly below.

Concerning the statement about the equilibrium distribution, the best that we can do is to
use the large deviation lower bound forb = 0 andb = 1 to prove that with respect toPN,b for
these values ofb, ρb,αb(c) is the equilibrium distribution ofΘN,b in the following weak form: for
anyε > 0

lim
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b(ω ∈ ΩN,b : ΘN,b(ω) ∈ Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)) = 0,
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whereBπ(ρb,αb(c), ε) is the open ball inPNb,c with centerρb,αb(c) and radiusε with respect to the
Prohorov metricπ. This follows from (D.8) withG = Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε) and from the facts that
R(Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)|ρb,αb(c)) = 0 and

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b(ω ∈ ΩN,b : ΘN,b(ω) ∈ Bπ(ρb,αb(c), ε)) ≤ lim sup

N→∞

1

N
log 1 = 0.

We end this section by discussing two possible approaches totransferring toPN,b the large
deviation upper bound proved in parts (c) and (d) of Theorem 2.1 forPN,b,m. The first approach
is based on the following upper bound valid for any subsetA of ΩN,b:

PN,b(A) ≤ PN,b,m(A) + PN,b(A ∩ (ΩN,b \ ΩN,b,m)).

This formula is a consequence of (D.4) and the fact that card(ΩN,b,m)/card(ΩN,b) ≤ 1. Now let
F be a compact subset ofPNb,c, and defineA = {ω ∈ ΩN,b : ΘN,b ∈ F}. The case whereF is
a closed subset ofPNb,c can be handled analogously. By part (b) of Theorem 2.1

lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b(A)

≤ max

(
lim sup
N→∞

1

N
logPN,b,m(A), lim sup

N→∞

1

N
PN,b(A ∩ (ΩN,b \ ΩN,b,m)

)

≤ max

(
−R(F |ρb,αb(c)), lim sup

N→∞

1

N
PN,b(A ∩ (ΩN,b \ ΩN,b,m)

)
.

If we could prove that−R(F |ρb,αb(c)) is greater than or equal to the second expression on the
right side of the last line, then we would be able to transfer the large deviation upper bound to
PN,b. Unfortunately, however, we are unable prove that−R(F |ρb,αb(c)) is greater than or equal
to the second expression on the right side of the last line.

The second approach to transferring toPN,b the large deviation upper bound in parts (c) and
(d) of Theorem 2.1 rests on a careful analysis of how these upper bounds follow from the local
estimate in part (b) of Theorem 3.1 and from Theorem 4.2 as applied to Theorem 4.1, for which
we need only the large deviation upper bound for the sets appearing in Theorem 4.1. Omitting
the details, we claim that the crucial step is to show that

lim
N→∞

min
ν∈AN,b,m

R(θN,b,ν |ρb,α) = min
θ∈PNb,c

R(θ|ρb,α).

At the end of the proof of part (b) of Lemma 3.3 we prove this limit by applying the approxi-
mation procedure in appendix B, which requires the condition thatm2/N → 0 asN → ∞. If
we could prove this limit without invoking the approximation procedure and under a condition
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that is compatible withm/
√
N → ∞ asn → ∞, then the large deviation upper bound in parts

(c) and (d) of Theorem 2.1 would hold withPN,b replacingPN,b,m. Unfortunately, we have not
been able to carry this out.

We end this section by proposing an interesting test case forgaining insight into whether
the conditioned measurePN,b,m could be replaced byPN,b in the LDP forΘN,b in Theorem
2.1. This test case would be to use the methods of this paper toprove Sanov’s Theorem for
the empirical measures of i.i.d. random variables taking values inNb. This theorem, of course,
can be proved directly without the methods of this chapter [6, Thm. 6.2.10], [7, Thm. 4.5]. If
one uses the methods of this paper, then one would first have toprove it for the analogue of the
measurePN,b,m restricted to the analogue of the restricted configuration spaceΩN,b,m, where the
number of positive components ofNj is restricted bym = m(N). The quantitym(N) → ∞ at
an appropriate rate. It would be instructive to see if this restriction can be eliminated using one
of the approaches proposed in this appendix.
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