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On the Renyi Divergence and a Related Problem on
the Joint Range of Relative Entropies

Igal Sason

Abstract

This paper starts with a study of the minimum of the Rényedience, subject to a fixed (or minimal)
value of the total variation distance. Relying on the solutbf this minimization problem, and using
a simple identity which expresses the Rényi divergence kisear combination of relative entropies, a
related problem on the joint range of relative entropie®iges in this work. Its solution provides an exact
characterization of this joint range where three probgbdistributions are involved in the formulation
of this problem, subject to a constraint on the total vasiatilistance between two of these distributions.
As a byproduct of this characterization, we provide a gedmatterpretation of the minimal Chernoff
information subject to a minimal total variation distané@llowing a recent work by Gikt al., new
relations between the Rényi divergence and the centeredemis of the log-likelihood ratio are explored.

Keywords: Chernoff information, Lagrange duality, log-likelihoogtio, relative entropy,
Rényi divergence, total variation distance.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since their introduction in [21], Rényi measures haveaatrd interest due to their operational
characterizations in information theory (e.g., [1], [BH[9], [13], [15], [18], [19], [23]- [26]).

This work starts with a study of the minimum of the Rényi dgence subject to a fixed (or
minimal) value of the total variation distance. The deiimatof an exact expression for this
minimum is initialized by adapting some arguments that Haeen used by Fedotay al. [10]
for the minimization of the relative entropy (a.k.a. Kultkaleibler divergence), subject to a
fixed value of the total variation distance. Our analysighfeir relies on Lagrange duality and a
solution of the KKT equations, while asserting strong dydir the studied problem. The use
of Lagrange duality significantly simplifies the computatabtask of the studied minimization
problem. The exact expression for the Rényi divergenceigdizes, in a non-trivial way, previous
studies of the minimization of the relative entropy under $ame constraint on the total variation
distance (see [10], [14], [20]). The exact expression fas thinimum is also compared with
known Pinsker-type lower bounds on the Rényi divergendg¢\ihen the total variation distance
is fixed. It should be noted that the studied problem minimittee Rényi divergence w.r.t. all
pairs of probability distributions with a total variatiomsthnce which is not below a given value;
this differs from the type of problems studied in [3] and [1ifi] connection to the minimization
of the relative entropyD(P||Q) with a minimal allowed value of the total variation distance
where the probability distributiod) was also fixed.

Relying on the solution of the minimization problem for thé&myi divergence, and using
a simple identity which expresses the Rényi divergence dinear combination of relative
entropies, we solve in this work a related problem on thetjoémge of relative entropies.
More explicitly, we are interested to obtain an exact chirémation of the achievable region
of (D(Q||P1), D(Q||P2)) when the probability distribution® and P, are allowed to be all
pairs of probability distributions with a total variatioristhnce of at least € (0,1), and Q
is any probability distribution which is absolutely contmus w.r.t. P, and P,. This problem
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is motivated by the significance of the relative entropy inagiaty of fundamental problems
in information theory and statistics. These include, dlge, characterization of the gap of the
compression rate to the entropy of the source when thereseximismatch between the assumed
distribution of the compressor and the true distributiontted source; the relative entropy is
also fundamental in the characterization of the best aabieverror exponent for a Bayesian
probability of error in binary hypothesis testing, leadiiogthe Chernoff information.

This work provides an exact characterization of the comsiieachievable region, and it
considers the relation of this region with the Chernoff mnfiation. Every point in this region
is shown to be achievable by a triple of 2-element probabdistributions P, P, and @, and
the exact calculation of these distributions is specifieacty by relying on the previous solved
problem of the minimum of the Rényi divergence subject toiaimmal total variation distance.
The task of the numerical computation of this region is destrated to be very easy. It should
be noted that the considered problem is different from tharatterization of joint ranges of
points of f-divergences, which was studied in [12].

Following the recent work in [13], we explore new relatiorstween the Rényi divergence
and the centered moments of the log-likelihood ratio.

This paper is structured as follows: Sectioh Il solves theimization problem for the Rényi
divergence under a fixed total variation distance, Se€ligprovides an exact characterization of
(D(Q[|P), D(Q||P2)) under a constraint on the minimal total variation distanegveen?; and
P,, and Sectiof IV derives connections between the Rényrgiaree and the centered moments
of the log-likelihood ratio. Most of the proofs in this papee relegated to the appendices.

Definitions and Notation

We end this section by shortly introducing the definitionghaf total variation distance and
the Rényi divergence, to set notation used in this work.

Definition 1 (Total variation distance): Let P and() be two probability distributions defined
on a countable set. The total variation distance betweéhand@ is defined by

drv(P,Q) £ sup [P(A) — Q(A)] 1
which can be simplified to )
drv(P,Q) = Z|P @ (2)

so, the total variation distance is equal to one-half #xdistance betwee® and ). In the
continuous setting, probability distributions are replddy probability density functions, and
the sum in[(R) is replaced by an integral (this also holds ler next definition).

Definition 2 (Rényi divergence): Let a € [0,00) \ {1}. The Rényi divergence of order of a
distribution P from a distribution(, Which are both defined on a s&t, is

Da(Pl|Q) = — log ) P*(z) Q'™*(x) (3)
reX
with the convention that ife > 1 andQ(x) = 0 thenP®(x) Q'~%(z) equals 0 orc if P(z) =0
or P(x) > 0, respectively. Forv = 1, the Rényi divergence is defined to be the relative entropy
D(P||Q) = Yex Plx) log (53)
If D(P||Q) < oo, it can be verified by the use of L'Hopital’s rule that

D(P|Q) = lim Da(PI|Q).

Properties of the Rényi divergence are provided in [8]udng a useful summary in [8, p. 3799].
Throughout this papeiy denotes the set of natural numbégis 2, .. .}.
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[I. THE MINIMUM OF THE RENYI DIVERGENCE SUBJECT TO AFIXED TOTAL VARIATION
DISTANCE

The task of minimizing an arbitranymmetric f-divergence for a fixed total variation distance
has been studied in [14], leading to a closed-form solutighie optimization problem. Although
the Rényi divergence is not aftrdivergence, it is a function of afi-divergence; however, this
f-divergence isisymmetric, except for the case where= % so the closed-form expression in
[14] cannot be utilized to obtain a tight lower bound on thenig"divergence subject to a fixed
total variation distance.

In this section, we derive a tight lower bound on the RényedjenceD, (P;||P.) subject
to a fixed total variation distance betweéh and P,. We further show that this lower bound
is attained with equality for a pair of 2-element probailitistributions P, and P, and both
distributions are obtained explicitly in terms of the ordeand the fixed total variation distance
drv(P1, P2) = e €[0,1) (note that ife = 1 then SuppP;) N Supd P) = 0, and consequently
D, (Py||P2) = o). For ordersa € (0, 1), the new tight lower bound is compared with existing
Pinsker-type lower bounds on the Rényi divergence [15¢ 3ecial case where= 1, which is
particularized to the minimization of the relative entraqupject to a fixed total variation distance,
has been studied extensively, and three equivalent forntheofsolution to this optimization
problem have been derived in [10], [14] and [20].

In [15, Corollaries 6 and 9], Gilardoni derived two Pinskgpe lower bounds on the Rényi
divergence of ordew € (0, 1) in terms of the total variation distance. Among these twortatst)
the improved lower bound is

4
Do (P||Q) > 20 + gl +50— 50%)e?, Va e (0,1) (4)

wheree £ drv (P, Q) denotes the total variation distance betwdemand Q (see Definitior1L).
Note that in the limit where — 1, this lower bound converges to a finite limit that is at most
%. This, however, is an artifact of the lower bound, as it igextain the following simple
observation:

Lemma 1:
Proof: See AppendiXT-A. _

Lemmall motivates a study of the exact characterizationefrtfimum (or minimum) of the
Rényi divergence for a fixed total variation distance. la fbllowing, we derive a tight lower
bound which is shown to be achievable by pairs of 2-elemenlbadsility distributions for any
fixed valuee € [0,1) of the total variation distance.

Fora > 0, let

ale) = inf Deo(P1||P, Vee[0,1). 6
9o (€) by e (P1||P2), Vee€l0,1) (6)
Sinceg,(¢) is monotonic non-decreasing inc [0,1), it can be expressed as

(0% — i f Da P P 9 \V/ G 0,1 . 7
dol&) =, , i Du(PlB). VeeD) Y

Remark 1: For a € [0,1], sinceD,(P||Q) is jointly convex in(P,Q), the same arguments
by Fedotover al. [10] yield thatg,, is convex, and the infimum inl(6) and (7) is a minimum.



In the following, we evaluate the functiof, in (6) and [T). Following [10, Section 2] that
characterizes the minimum of the relative entropy in terrhg¢he total variation distance, we
first extend their argument to prove this lemma:

Lemma 2: There is no loss of generality by restricting the minimiaatin (8) or [7) to pairs
of 2-element probability distributions.

Proof: See AppendixI-B. [ |
The following proposition provides an expression fQr.
Proposition 1: Let o > 0 ande € [0,1). The functiong, in () satisfies

p,a€[0,1]: [p—q|>e a—1

(8)

Proof: Eq. (8) follows from Lemmal2 wher®, (P;||P2) in (6) is minimized over all
pairs of 2-element probability distribution8, = (p,1 — p), P» = (¢,1 — q) with |p — ¢| =
drv(P1, Py) > e. [

Corollary 1: Fora € (0,1) ande € [0,1)

[0
0 = (125 ) 9a(e) ©
and
1
9a(e) > c1(a) log <1—_E> + c2(@), (10)
A s a 2 _ log(2)
wherec; (o) = min {1, m}, andcy(a) = —5=.
Fora = % anda = 2, the functiong, admits the following closed-form expressions:
g:(e) = —log(1 — £), (11)
and
log(1 + 4¢?), if €€ [O, %],
= 12
92(€) log (1—;> , if € (3,1). (12)
Proof: See Appendix]I. [

Remark 2: Note that the lower bound of, in (I0) provides an alternative proof of Lemia 1
as it shows that

lim gu(e) = 0
e—1-

for o € (0,1); this lemma also holds forx > 1 since D, is monotonic non-decreasing in
a € (0,00), and due to the definition of, in (6).



Solving the Optimization Problem in Proposition [l for o € (0,1)

In the following, we use Lagrange duality to obtain an al&tie expression for a solution of
the minimization problem. This simplifies considerably t@mputational task of the solution
to this problem, as explained below.

Lemma 3: Let « € (0,1) ande € (0,1). The function

-1

« a—1
(o) ()
foz,a(Q) - « a ) VQ € (07 1— E)' (13)
() )
q q
is strictly monotonic increasing, positive, continuousda

Jm fac(@) =0, lim faelg) = +oo (14)

Proof: The proof of the following lemma is tricky, and it is given inppendixIl. |
Corollary 2: Fora € (0,1) ande € (0,1), the equation

faelq) =

l—«o

(15)
«

has a unique solution € (0,1 — ¢).
Proof: 1t is a direct consequence of Lemia 3, and the mean valueeimefar continuous
functions. |

Remark 3: Sincef,.: (0,1 —¢) — (0,00) and this function is strictly monotonic increasing
(see Lemmal3), the task of numerically solving equation @) finding its unique solution is
easy.

A solution of the optimization problem in Proposition 1 isopided in the following for
a € (0,1).

Proposition 2: Let a € (0,1) ande € (0,1) denote, respectively, the order of the Rényi
divergence and the fixed value of the total variation distam solution of the minimization
problem for g, in Propositior]l is obtained by calculating the objectivadiion of [8) while
taking the unique solutiop € (0,1 — ¢) of equation[(1b), and setting= ¢ + ¢.

Proof: The proof of this proposition relies on Lagrange duality &l conditions, while
strong duality is first asserted by verifying the satisfiapibf Slater's condition. The proof is
given in Appendi{1V. [ |

Remark 4: 1t should be noted that, in light of Remalk 3, the running tiofeour computer
program for a numerical calculation gf,(¢) with Propositiorf 2 has been considerably reduced
(by a factor of 100) in comparison to its direct computatioithwProposition[ L. This signif-
icant reduction has been very helpful, especially in thetextnof the computations that are
performed in SectiofIll. A high-precision computation @f(c) with Proposition[2 requires
about 1 millisecond on a standard PC.
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Fig. 1. A plot of the minimum of the Rényi divergenée, (P:||P») of ordera = 0.25,0.50, 0.75, 1.00 (the special
case ofa = 1 gives the Kullback-Leibler divergence) as a function of th&al variation distance between the
probability distributionsP; and P.
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Fig. 2. A plot of the minimum of the Rényi divergende, (P:||P.) of ordera = 0.90 subject to a fixed total
variation distance betweeR and P> wheredry(P1||P2) = € € [0,1). This tight lower bound is compared with
the two Pinsker-type lower bounds in [15, Corollaries 6 ahdti®e improved lower bound from [15, Corollary 9]
appears in Eql{4)).



[Il. THE ACHIEVABLE REGION OF (D(Q||P1), D(Q||P2)) FORARBITRARY @, P1, P»
SUBJECT TO AMINIMAL TOTAL VARIATION DISTANCE BETWEEN P} AND P,

In this section, we address the following question:

Question 1: What is the achievable region ¢fD(Q||P1), D(Q||P2)) when P, and P are
arbitrary probability distributions whose total variatidistance is at least € (0, 1), and@ is
any probability distribution that is absolutely contingow.r.t. P, and P, ?

The present section characterizes this achievable regiactlg by relying on the results of
Sectiorl, and by using the following lemma which expregsesRényi divergence as a linear
combination of relative entropies.

Lemma 4: Let P; and P, be mutually absolutely continuous probability measures, let Q)
be a third probability measure such tl@t< P;. Then, for an arbitraryx > 0,

(01

Do) = D(QIIP) + - D(@IIPY) + —— - D(@]|Qu) (16)

l-«
where(@,, is given by
P (z) Py”(x)

o(z) = . V€ SupdP). 17
Qa(z) S () B () € Sup 1) 17)

Proof: See AppendixV. [ |
As a corollary of Lemmdl4, the following tight inequality lsl, which is attributed to
Shayevitz (see [24, Section IV.B.8]). It will be useful féretcontinuation of this section, jointly
with the results in Sectionlll.
Corollary 3: If o € (0,1) then
«
1—
with equality if and only ifQ = Q. (see [[1V)). For > 1, inequality [18) is reversed with the
same necessary and sufficient condition for an equality.

Remark 5: Corollary[3 with the optimizing probability distributio®,, in (I7) strengthens
Eq. (6) in [23] in the sense that it was stated there thatpfor 1,

~ - D(QIIP) + D(Ql|P2) = Da(P1]|P) (18)

Dol = s { D(@IIP) + 2 - D@IA) | 19)

where themax is replaced bynin for a € (0,1). Equality [19) was proved in [23] by the method
of types, and the optimizing probability distributigp = @, was stated in [24, Section 1V.B.8].
The identity in Lemmal4, which to the best of our knowledge was explicity mentioned
earlier, leads directly to the maximizing/ minimizing dibttion Q@ = Q. (due to the non-
negativity of the relative entropy). The knowledge of theximazing distribution in [17) plays
an important role in the characterization of the achievadigon studied in this section.

The region that includes all the achievable point{ Bf(Q||P1), D(Q||P)) is determined as
follows: let drv (P, P») > ¢ for a fixede € (0,1), and leta € (0,1) be chosen arbitrarily. By
the tight lower bound in Sectidnl Il, we have

Do(P1[|P2) = gale) (20)

whereg, is expressed in_(8) or by the efficient algorithm in Proposit2. Fora € (0,1) and
for a fixed value ofs € (0,1), letp = p, andq = ¢, in (0,1) be set to achieve the global
minimum in (8) (note that, without loss of generality, one@ssume that > ¢ since if (p, q)
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achieves the minimum i {8) then aléb—p, 1 —¢q) achieves the same minimum). Consequently,
the lower bound in[{20) is attained by the pair of 2-elemewbpbility distributions

P :(paal_pa)> P :(QQal_QQ)' (21)
From Corollarny{8, and Eqsl_(R0) and {21), it follows that feer « € (0, 1)

9a(¢) < D(QIIPy) + - D(@QIP) @2)

where equality in[(Z2) holds if’, and P, are the 2-element probability distributions [n21),
and( is the respective probability distribution in_(17) f&% and P, in (21). Hence, there exists
a triple of 2-element probability distribution8;, P, Q) that satisfy [[2R) with equality, and they
are easy to calculate for evetye (0,1) ande € (0,1).

Remark 6: Similarly to (22), sincedry (P, Py) = dry (P, Py), it follows from (22) that

9a(e) < D(QIIP) + 7= - D(QIIP2). (23)

(07

By multiplying both sides of inequality (23) b%l;—a and relying on the skew-symmetry property
in @), it follows that [238) is equivalent to

91-ale) < DQIIP) + - DQIIP)

which is inequality [(2R) whei € (0, 1) is replaced byl — .. Hence, since (22) holds for every
€ (0,1), there is no additional information i (R23).

Proposition 3: The intersection of the half spaces that are givef ih (22grethe parameter
o varies continuously in (0,1), determines the joint range(BKQ||P1), D(Q||-)) that is
addressed in Questidn 1. Furthermore, all the points inréggon are achievable by triples of
2-element probability distribution®y, P, and Q.

Proof: The boundary of this region is determined by lettingncrease continuously in
(0,1), and by drawing the following straight lines in themaof (D(Q||P1), D(Q||P2)):

D(QIIP) + 77— D(@IIP) = ga(e), Vare (0,1). (24)

Once the boundary of this region is determined (see Figlree&ry point on the boundary
of this region is a tangent point to one of the straight limne€24). Furthermore, the triple of
2-element probability distribution®;, P, and( that achieves an arbitrary point on the boundary
of this region is determined as follows:

« Find the slopes of the tangent linds < 0), and determiner € (0,1) such that-2- = s
(see((24)). This gives that = — .
« Determine the 2-element probability distributioRs = (p, 1 —p), P> = (¢,1—¢q) such that
D, (Py1||P2) = ga(€) (see Propositioh]2).
« Calculate the probability distributio® = @, in (I7) for o, P, and P.
Every point on the planéD(Q||P1), D(Q||P2)), which is to the left of the boundary (i.e., the
colored regions in Figurdd 3 ahdl 4) is not achievable by apletof probability distributions
Py, P, and@ with dry(Py, P;) > €. This is because every such a point violates at least one of
the inequality constraints i (22). On the other hand, eymint which is to the right of this
boundary is achievable by a triple of 2-element probabdistributionsP;, P, Q). To verify the
last claim, first note that it has been demonstrated to haldaliothe points on the boundary.
Furthermore, based on the set of inequalitiesid (22)dfax (0,1) ande € [0,1), choose an
arbitrary interior point in the convex region which is to thight of the boundary. Note that
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ga(+) s strictly monotonic increasing and continuous(in1); it also tends to infinity as we let
e tend to 1 (see Lemndd 1). This implies that the achievableregf (D(Q||P1), D(Q||P)),
subject to the constraint whei@(P, ||P2) > ¢, shrinks continuously as the value of (0, 1)
is increased, and it therefore lies on the boundary of thpei/e achievable region for some
¢’ > e. One can find, accordingly, the 2-element probability distions P;, P, and @ in a
similar way to the 3-item procedure outlined above (eaitighis proof) wheres is replaced by
¢’. This therefore shows that all points on the boundary of itaggon, as well as all the interior
points to the right of this boundary, are all achievable bgl@nent probability distributions;
furthermore, none of the points to the left of this boundarachievable. This concludes the
proof of Proposition 3. [ |
Note that, from Figurél4, the boundaries of these achievadg®mns for different values of
e € (0,1) do not form parallel lines; they become less curvy as theeval gets closer to 1.

On the Chernoff information and the point on the boundary with equal coordinates

We consider in the following the point in Figufé 4 which is sified, in the plane of
(D(Q||P1), D(Q||P»)), by the intersection of the straight linB(Q||P1) = D(Q||P2) with
the boundary of the achievable region for a fixed value=of (0,1). Based on the above
explanation (see, e.g., the third item after equatiod (2#)s intersection point satisfies the
equality D(Q.||P1) = D(Q.[|P2) for somea € (0,1), 2-element probability distributions
Py, P, with dry (P, P) = ¢, andQ,, in (I7). The two equal coordinates of this intersection
point are therefore equal to the Chernoff informatiéiiP;, ») (see [6, Section 11.9]). In
this case, due to the symmetry of the achievable region. whetline D(Q||P1) = D(Q||P,)
(this symmetry follows from the symmetry of the total vaigat distancedr (P, P»)), the
slope of the tangent line to the boundary at this intersactioint iss = —1 (see Figurd 14).
This implies thate = —1% = 1, and from Corollan{lL we have,(s) = —log(1 — £?) for
e € [0,1). Hence, from[(2B) witha = % the equal coordinates of this intersection point are
D(Q||P1) = D(Q||P,) = —3 log(1 — 2). Based on [22, Proposition 2], this value is equal to
the minimum of the Chernoff information subject to a fixedatotariation distance < [0,1).

In the following, we also calculate the three probabilitgtdbutions Py, P, and @ that achieve
this intersection point. EqLI8) withh = % gives that

—2log(y/pq+ /(1 —p)(1 —q)) = —log(1 —&?)

subject to the inequality constraintsqg € [0,1] and [p — ¢| > . A possible solution of this

equation isp = % andq = 152, so the respective 2-element probability distributiore given

by P, = (%,% , Py = (L5, %) and, from [17),Q = (3. 3). As a byproduct of the
characterization of this achievable region, we therefooide a geometric interpretation of the
minimal Chernoff information subject to a minimal total \&on distance.

The straight lineD(Q||P1) = D(Q||P), in the plane of Figurgl4, intersects the boundaries of
the respective regions at points whose coordinates are qha minimum Chernoff information
for the fixed total variation distance)( The equal coordinates of each of these 4 intersection
points in Figure[}, referring ta = 0.50,0.70,0.90,0.99, are equal to—1 log(1 — &?) =
0.144,0.337,0.830, 1.959 nats, respectively.

The reader is also referred to [16] where a geometric ing¢ation of the Chernoff distribution
(achieving the Chernoff information) has been provided.

As a concluding remark, recall that the Chernoff informati® related to the Rényi divergence
by the equality

C(Py, Py) = argﬁﬁ}{(l - a)Da(PlHPg)}.
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IV. A RELATION BETWEEN THERENYI DIVERGENCE ANDALL THE CENTERED MOMENTS
OF THELOG-LIKELIHOOD RATIO
Following a recent work by Gibr al. (see [13, Section 5]), new relations between the Rényi
divergence and the centered moments of the log-likelih@tid are explored in this section.
Proposition 4: Let P; and P, be probability distributions that are defined on a finite Zet
and suppose that their supports satisfy Suipp C Supg P). Let

F(a) 2 exp((a = 1)(Da(P1l|P2) = D(RIP)), V>0 (25)
then all the derivatives of the functiof exist (and are continuous), and
P (X) !
FM(1) =Ep, |(log ===~ — D(P,||P. 26
0 = | (1l o - DR ) | (26)
equals then-th centered moment of the log-likelihood ratio.
Proof: See Appendix VI. [ |

Proposition 5: Under the assumption of Propositibh 4, for evérg N, let

Pi(X i
my, 2 Ep, <log P;EX; - D(P1HP2)> : (27)
s dF
z = lim = Da(P1[|P). (28)
Thenmy, andx; are finite for everyk € N, and the following recursive equation holds:
Mpt1 :Z{(k—kl)(?;)mn_kxk}, VneN. (29)
k=1
Proof: See Appendix VII. [ |
Corollary 4: Under the assumptions in Proposition 4, we have
. d mo
Olégnl@Da(Pl||P2)_7> (30)
i L D (i) = 31
al_{ﬂlﬁ o(Prl| 2)—77 (31)
. d? my — Bm%
iﬂ@Da(PlHPZ)_?’ (32)
o dt ms — 10mams
ilﬁmlﬂDa(Palz)—f7 (33)
odP mg + 30m§’ — 10m§ — 15momy
iﬂﬁDa(Pl"P2) = 6 : (34)

In general, forn > 1, the limit of then-th derivative of D, (P;||P;) at « = 1 depends on the
centered moments of the log-likelihood ratio up to order 1.

Proof: Recall that, from[(27), we haveiy = 1 andm; = 0. The substitution of: = 1
up ton = 5 in (29), and a recursive solution far, up to x5 gives equalities[(30)E(34). The
dependence af,, on the centered moments of the log-likelihood ratio up toeord+ 1 (i.e.,
the dependence af,, only on {mk}ZI%) follows from (29) by mathematical induction. =

Remark 7: The limit in (30) was recently derived in [13, Section 5] by éxplicit calculation
with L'Hopital’'s rule; from (27) and[(30), this limit is eql to one-half of the variance of the
log-likelihood ratio w.r.t. P;.
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APPENDIX |
PrOOFS OFLEMMAS [I]AND [2

A. Proof of Lemma [l

Fora = i, D1(P||Q) = —2log Z(P,Q) where Z(P, Q) VP ) denotes the
Bhattacharyya coefficient between the two probability rdJatlonsP Q From [22 Proposi-

tion 1] it follows that D (PHQ) > —log(1 — &2) when drv(P,Q) = ¢, so [B) holds for

a = 5. Since D, is non- decreasmg imv (see [8, Theorem 3)), it follows thakl(5) holds for
a > =. Finally, due to the skew-symmetry property &f, (see [8, Proposition 2]) where
D.(P||Q) = (ﬁ) Di_,(Q||P) for a € (0,1), and since the total variation distance is a

symmetric measure angt— > 0 for a € (0,1), the satisfiability of[(b) fora € (%, 1) yields
that it also holds for € (0, 1).

wlr—-""

B. Proof of Lemma

Let P, and P, be probability distributions that are defined on an arbjtrset. A of & > 2
elements. Denote by: A — {1,2} the map given by

1, if Pi(x) > Py(x),
p(x) = { 2, if Pi(ac) < Pz(w)

and definep(P;) = Q; for i € {1,2} where
Qii)& > Plx), Vije{l2}. (1)
zeA: ¢(x)=j
We have

drv (P, P) = Z|P1 ()]
xEA

S (Pl(x)—Pg(:n))—l—% S (Ble) - Pia)

z€A: ¢(z)=1 z€A: ¢(z)=2

=5(@0 - Qult) + 5 (@) - i)
=3 Z |Q1(5) — Q207)]

Jje{1,2}

= drv(Q1,Q2).

el

Furthermore, from the data processing theorem for the Réimgrgence (see [8, Theorem 9]),
we have

Do (P1]|P2) > Do(Q1]|Q2) (1.2)

where Q; and O, are the 2-element probability distributions defined[in])(l.This completes
the proof of this lemma where it has been proved that for epaiy of probability distributions
P, and P,, there exists a pair of 2-element probability distribuiap; and Q> whose total
variation distance is preserved, and they satisfy inetyudI2)).
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APPENDIX I
PrROOF OFCOROLLARY 1]

Eq. (9) in Corollary1 holds since

. log<p1‘“q“ +(1-p) (1 - Q)“>
gale) = min

p,q€[0,1]: [p—q|>e a—1

~ (1) a0

where the first equality holds by switching betweeandq in (8), and the second equality also
follows from (8). Alternatively, [(®) follows from[{6) and éhskew-symmetry property of the
Rényi divergence (see [8, Proposition 2]).

The lower bound ory, in (@0) follows from [8), which implies that forx € (0,1) and
e€l0,1)

log (ma, gefo.: fp-gize (170" + (1= 9)°(1 = 9)'))

gal(e) = — (11.1)
and, we have
OS max al—a_|_1_ al_ 11—«
p,q€[0,1]: Ip—q\za(p 1 (1 =p) 2 )
< max aglme 4 max 1—p)¥(1 —qg)@
p,q€[0,1]: Ip—q\zep p,q€[0,1]: \p—qlza( 2 2
=2 max agl-«
p,a€[0,1]: [p—q|=e
=2max {(1—¢)*, (1-¢)'7*}. (1.2)
The lower bound ony,, in (1Q) follows from the combination of (I1]11) and (1l.2).
Eqg. (11) follows from the equalityD.(P||Q) = —2log Z(P,Q) where Z(P,Q) is the

Bhattacharyya coefficient betweén Q, and since (see [22, Proposition 1])
max Z(P,Q)=+1—-¢2 Vee][0,1).
P7Q: dT\/(P,Q):&
Eq. (12) follows from [(8), which gives
2 N2
g2(e) = min 10g<p— + M)
Pa€[0.1]: [p—q|>e q I—q

The solution of this minimization problem is= 1 andp = 1 +¢ if £ € [0, 1], and its solution
isp=1landg=1-cif c € (3,1).

Note thatDs(P||P,) = log(1 + x?(P1, P»)) where

2 (Pi(2) — B(2))® < PRx)
(P, Py) 2 Z Po@) = Z Plg(ﬂj‘) -

T T

is the y2-divergence (a.k.a. the quadratic divergence or Pearsargdince) between the two
probability distributionsP; and P,. An alternative way to derivgs in (12) is by relying on
the closed-form solution of a minimization of thé-divergence, subject to a fixed value of the
total variation distance € [0, 1), which is given by (see, e.g., [20, Eqg. (58)])

4e2, if e €[0,1],

: 2
P, P) = .
Py Pas APy Po)—e © (P1, ) { =, ifee(},1).
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APPENDIX I
PROOF OFLEMMA [3

Fora € (0,1) ande € (0,1), we have

and

a—1 «
m  (1-——5 — 400, im (11— —° —0,
q—(1—e)~ 1—g¢q q—(1—e)~ 1—gq

(1 - ﬁ)a_l —(1—e)i-e
= lim fo.(¢)= lim =

qg—(1—e)~ qg—(1—e)~ (1 . 6)_‘3‘ _ (1 B 1%q)oz

This proves the two limits in((14).

We prove in the following thaf, .(-) is strictly increasing on the intervél%, 1—¢), and
we also prove later in this appendix that this function is otonic increasing on the interval
(0, %] These two parts of the proof yield th#t .(-) is strictly monotonic increasing on the
interval (0,1 —¢). The positivity of f, . on (0,1 —¢) follows from the first limit in [14), jointly
with the monotonicity of this function which is proved in tfi@lowing.

For a proof thatf,.(-) is strictly monotonic increasing 0{112;5, 1 — ¢), this function (see
(13)) is expressed as follows:

fa,s(Q) = z . 1—_—=

A\ 1
= <1 + 6) ua(2:(q)) (11.1)
where
1— -€_
2(q) 2 - ;;q : (1.2)
q
te—1_1 .
g () 2 { T ': ZE (IO’OO)\{l}’ (11.3)
=<, if t=1.

Note thatu,, in was defined to be continuous &t 1. In order to proceed, we need the
following two lemmas:

Lemma III.1: Let e € (0,1). The functionz. in ([[L2) is strictly monotonic increasing on
(0,452], and it is strictly monotonic decreasing ¢4, 1 — ¢). This function is also positive
on (0,1 —¢).

Proof: z:(q) >0 for ¢ € (0,1 —¢) sincel — ;=. >0, and1 + £ > 0. In order to prove
the monotonicity properties of., note that its derivative satisfies the equality

1Oy 1 1
z(q) = e z(q) (q(EJrq) R _E_q)> (I11.4)
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which is derived by taking logarithms on both sides@ﬂ)] Wllowed by their differentiation.
By setting the derivative’(q) to zero, we have = 15=. Slncezs( ) > 0forge (0,1—¢),
it follows from (IIL4) that z.(q) > 0 for ¢ € (0, T) and2.(q) < 0 for ¢ € (15,1 —¢).
Hence ,z€ is strictly monotonic increasing o(O 5], and it |s strlctly monotonic decreasing
on [155,1—¢). ]

Lemma I1.2: Let « € (0,1). The functionu,, in ([IL.3) is strictly monotonic decreasing and
positive on(0, co).

Proof: Differentiation ofu,, in (IL.3) gives that fort > 0

2 (Y —at +a — 1)
(= = 1)?

ul (t) = (1.5)
Note that% (t* —at +a —1) = a(t*! — 1), so the derivative is zero dt= 1, it is positive
if t € (0,1), and it is negative it € (1,00). This implies that® — at +« — 1 < 0 for every

€ (0,00), and it is satisfied with equality if and only #f = 1. From [IIL5), it follows that
ug IS strictly monotonic decreasing g, o). Sincelim;_, . us(t) = 0 (see [(IIL.3)) andu,, is
strictly monotonic decreasing g, co) then it is positive on this interval. |

From Lemmas$ IILIL an@ 112, it follows thai. is strictly monotonic decreasing and positive
on [ ;1= 5) andu,, is strictly monotonic decreasing and positive @oo). This therefore
|mpI|es that the compositioma(ze(-)) is strictly monotonic increasing and positive on the
interval [ , 1 —5) Hence, from[(Ill.1), since, -(-) is expressed as a product of two positive
and stnctly monotonlc increasing functions c@h— 1-— ) also f, . has these properties on
this interval. This completes the first part of the proof wehere show thatf, .(-) is strictly
monotonic increasing and positive gAz=, 1 — ¢).

We prove in the following thaff, .(-) is also strictly monotonic increasing and positive on
(0, %]. For this purpose, the functiof), . is expressed in the following alternative way:

faela) = 15 <1_%>0‘ 1<El+ )a—l

- 5 \1+: )

1
:<1_ 2 >_1ra(z€(q)) (111.6)

1—gq

where z. is defined in[(II.2), and

o (1—1—) ,
ra(t)é{ L ::ii(lo’oo)\{l}' (1.7)

o !

Note that it follows from Lemmalllll and (Il1]2) that

Za(Q)SZa<1;E> = <1;Z>2<1

so the compositiom,, (2. (-)) in ([ILE) is independent of,(1); the value ofr,(1) is defined in
(II.7) to obtain the continuity of-,, which leads to the following lemma:
Lemma II1.3: For a € (0,1), the functionr,, in (IL.7) is strictly monotonic increasing and
positive on(0, co).
Proof: A differentiation ofr,, in (IL.7) gives

1—a)t* +at*t -1
sy
ra(t) o1y

(111.8)
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so the sign of/, is the same as dfl — a)t* + at*~! — 1. Sincea € (0,1), and
d _ _
E((l —at* +at® = 1) =a(l —a)t* 3t - 1)
it follows that the last derivative is negative fore (0,1), zero att = 1, and positive for
€ (1,00). This implies that = 1 is a global minimum of the numerator of (see [1IL.8)), so

(1—a)t*+at* ' —1>0, Vte(0,00)

and equality holds if and only if = 1. It therefore follows from [(IILB) that (t) > 0 for
t € (0,00) \ {1}, sor,(-) is strictly monotonic increasing of0, co). Sincelim;_, rq(t) = 0,
the monotonicity ofr,(-) on (0, c0) yields that it is positive on this interval. [ |
From Lemma§TILIL andII3;. is strictly monotonic increasing and positive ¢ 152, and
ro IS strictly monotonic increasing and positive @i oo). This implies that the composition
ra(2:(+)) is strictly monotonic increasing and positive on the ingér{0, 15=]. From [IIL6),
fae is expressed as a product of two strictly increasing andtipesunctions on the interval
(0, %] which implies thatf, .(-) also has these properties on this interval. This complétes t
second part of the proof where we show tlfigt () is strictly monotonic increasing and positive
on (0, %] The combination of the two parts of this proof completes phaof of Lemma_B.

APPENDIX IV
PROOF OFPROPOSITIONZ

Fora € (0,1) ande € (0,1) are fixed parameters, solvingl (8) is equivalent to solvirg th
optimization problem

maximize p®¢'=* 4 (1 —p)*(1 — ¢)*~
subject to (IvV.1)

p.q € [0,1],

p—ql>¢
where p, q are the optimization variables. The objective function e bptimization problem
(V1) is concave forx € (0,1), so this maximization problem is a convex optimization peoi
Since the problem is also strictly feasible at an interioinpof the domain in[(IV.1), Slater’s
condition yields that strong duality holds for this optimiion problem (see [4, Section 5.2.3]).
Note that the replacement pfq with 1 —p and1 — ¢, respectively, does not affect the value of
the objective function and the satisfiability of the conistiein (IV.1). Consequently, it can be
assumed with loss of generality that> ¢; together with the inequality constraift — ¢| > ¢,
it gives thatp — ¢ > €. The Lagrangian of the dual problem is given by

L(p,q,\) = p*¢" ™"+ (1—p)*(1—q)" >+ Mg —p+e)
and the KKT conditions lead to the following set of equations

G =alp e -1 -p -] - A =0,
G =0-a)[prq = (1-p)*(1-q9) ] +Ar=0, (V:2)
oL

% =q—pt+te=0.
Eliminating \ from the first equation i (IVI2), and substituting it intceteecond equation gives

(1-a) [(g)a _ (%ﬂ fa [(g)a* _ (1_;5)0—1] 0. (V:3)

From the third equation of (IV2), Substituting= ¢ + ¢ into (IV.3), and re-arranging terms
gives the equatiorf, .(¢q) = =2, where f, . is the function in [(IB).



17
APPENDIXV
PROOF OFLEMMA [4]

Fora € (0,00) \ {1}, the following equalities hold:

D@QIIP) + 12 - D(QIIP) + — D(@IIW)

~Yaw 10g<@<(2> Y ew 10g< %Y+ _1ZQ 1og(g<(3)>
:_ZQ( ) log Py (z
m(%)
@ailgm log<ZP1 (u) Py~ (u) )
10g<ZP1 )Py~ (u )

= Do(P1[|P2)

z)log Py (z) — —ZQ )log Qa(x

where equality (a) follows from the expression @y, in (I7). This proves the identity i _(1L6).

APPENDIX VI
PROOF OFPROPOSITIONZ]

By assumption, since Supp,) C Supg ) C X andX is a finite set therD, (P || P2) < oo
for everya > 0; in particular,D(P,||P2) < co. For everya > 0, we have

Do (P1||P2) — D(P1[| )

a—1
—_ (Z @ () ) ~ D(Pi[|P)
1log (%:Pl exp(oz—l log 3))

log(exp((a 1D (P1||P2)))
- log (Z Pi(z exp( a— 1)<log 28 - D(P1||P2))>> . (V1Y)

Multiplying both sides of[(VL1) byx — 1, followed by their exponentiation, gives

ZPl exp< a— 1)(1og J]Z;Eg - D(P1||P2))>. (VI.2)

Note that [[VI.2) holds for everyx > 0, including a = 1, although [(VI.1) holds fora €
(0,00) \ {1}. SinceX is a finite set, it follows from[(VL.R) that all the derivatiseof F' exist
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(and are therefore continuous). Expanding the right-hadd ef (VI.2) into a Taylor series
arounda = 1 gives

Fo) = ;{a(m)g (s i3 = D(RlI) @ - 17
_ mg{%(ZPl(w)O - D(Pﬂ\%))")(a—l)"}

T

o

=> {% -Ep, [<10g PzEXi (P1||P2)>n} (o — 1)"} , Ya>0 (VI.3)

n=0

where the second equality follows by exchanging the ordesuafimation (note thatt'| < o).
On the other hand, since all the derivativesfokxist and they are continuous, we have

> p() (1) (a — 1)"
F(a):ZF (L) (= D" (VI1.4)

n!
n=0

Combining [VL3) and[(VL4) gived (26).

APPENDIX VII
PROOF OFPROPOSITIOND]
Since, by assumption’ is a finite set and Sugp’ ) C Supg ;) C X, the Rényi divergence
D, (P,||P2) has all derivatives for every € (0,00) \ {1}. Furthermore, recall that’ in (25)
has all derivatives, including at = 1, and they are continuous. Differentiatidgin (25) gives

F'(a) = (Da(Pil|P2) = D(PL|P2) + (@ = )DL (P|P2)) F(a), Ya>0. (Vi)

Using [VILI) for recursively differentiating” gives that, for everys € N anda € (0, 00) \ {1},

(Da(PilIP:) = D(PI||Py) + (0 = 1) D, (Pi]|Py)) Fle) |

{
n\ d*
<k> —— (DalPlIP) = D(PIP) + (@ = )DL (1] P)) F“%’f’(a)}

(dciljk o(P1||P2) + dc(l; <(a - 1)D;(P1!\P2)>> F("_k)(a)}

o(PUIP2) = D(PLIP2) + (o = )DL (Pi|[By) ) F™) ()

n\ (4 i dF—it n—
<l<:> <d + Do (Pr||P2) +Z< >day 1)'WDa(P1||P2)> F k)(a)}
7=0

o(P1IP2) = D(PLIP2) + (o = ) D(Pi|[By) ) F™) ()

n n dk dk+1 Bl -
e —Da P P _ 1 —Da P P k—Da P P F n—
— <k> <d04k ( 1|| 2) + (Oé ) dak"‘l ( 1|| 2) + dak ( 1|| 2)) (a)
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+ (Da(Palz) — D(Py||Py) + (o — 1)Dg(P1HP2)) F™ ()

~(n i ket
N { <l<:> <(k + 1)dik Do(P1[|P2) + (= 1) % Da(P1||P2)> F(n—k)(a)}
1

k=

+
/N

Da(P||P2) = D(Pi|[P2) + (& = 1) D (Pi|[Py) ) F™) () (VIL.2)

Recall the notation i (27) an@ (28). Due to the continuityatbfthe derivatives of, it follows
from (VIL2) that

k+1

n n k
= iinﬁ{z <k> <(k: + 1)% Do(P1]|P2) + (= 1) % Da(PlHPZ)> F("—k)(a)}
k=1

+ lim { (DaPAlIP2) = DIPUIP2) + (0 = D)DL(AI)) F<"><a>}. (VIL.3)

Since, by assumption}’ is a finite set and Sugpy) C SupgFP;) C X, it follows that
log %) is bounded on the finite set’; consequently, all the centered moments of the
log-likelihood ratio are finite, san;, in (27) is finite for everyk € N. Furthermore, it is claimed
that the Rényi divergenc®,, (P;||P,) has all derivatives for everg € (0,00) \ {1}, and the
limits of all these derivatives as — 1 are finite. This claim can be verified fromn_(VI.1), which
gives that

P1 ||P2) — D(P1||P2)

S
=}
(]
VR
—_
+
3
S
Q
|
=

#) (VIL.4)
n.

where equality (a) follows from a power series expansionhef éxponent, equality (b) holds
by interchanging the order of summation ofand » that is validated by our assumption that
x € X whereX is a finite set, and equality (c) holds by the definition[in] (A7gt

P(x)
o (i) = DIRIP)| < o0

then, from [27) m| < K" for everyn € N. From the equalitjog(1 + u) = 332, S
for w € (—1,1], and since| | < (<£)" (this inequality holds due to Stirling's formula) it

follows from (VI.4) that at a certain ne|ghborhood af=1

K2 max
x€ESUp(P1)

Do(Py||Py) — D(Py|| P) ch (a—1)" (VIL5)
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for a suitable real-valued sequen¢e,},cn Which tends to zero as — oo (note that the
convergence of ¢, } to zero follows from [(VIL4) sinceD, (P;||P2) > D(P||P.) for a > 1,
limy, o0 7= = 0, andlog(1 +u) < u for u > —1). Hence, for every: € N, the infinite sum
S n(n—1)...(n—k+1) e, (a—1)"* uniformly converges at a certain neighborhood of
a = 1; consequently, thé-th derivative of the sum on the right-hand side[of (MIl.5)eigual to
the sum of thek-th derivatives of its terms at a neighborhoodof 1 (i.e., the summation and
differentiation can be interchanged on this interval). ifigkthe limit wherea tends to 1 gives
from (VILE) that, for everyk € N,

A d

T = lim d— Da(PlHPQ)

a—1 dak
_ 1 _ _ _ 1\n—k
_(y_)mlz_;cn(n ...n—k+1cy,(a—1)

= Kkl ¢,

so, the limit in [28) exists and it is finite for evekye N.

After asserting that, under the assumption of the promositihe quantities in(27) and_(28)
exist and are finite for every € N, we continue with the derivation of the recursive equation
in (29). To this end, interchanging the order of the limit dhd finite sum in[(VILB) gives that

n k+1

n . dF ) d
M = ;{ (1) (0 1) timy 25 DaCRIIP) + fimn o= 1) s DRI

lim FOF) (a) }

a—1
+ lim (Da(P1||P2) - D(P||R) + (o — 1)D&(P1||P2)) lim F™(a).  (VIL.6)
a—1 a—1

The limits in [VIL.G) are equal to

dk
lim —- Da(P:[HPQ) = Tk,

a—1 dak
dk+1
il_)nll (a — 1) W Da(Pl"PQ) =0- Lh+1 = 0,
lim F=R) () = FOR)(1) = my,_y, (VIL.7)
a—
lim (Da(PIP2) = D1 P2)) =0,
a—1

lim (a — 1) D, (P|| ) = 0,
a—1

lim F™(a) = F™ (1) = m,

a—1

where the third and sixth equalities follow from Propositid. The substitution of the limits
in (VIL7) into equation [[VIL6) finally gives the recursivequation in[(2B). This completes the
proof of Proposition 5.
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