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On the Ŕenyi 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 Rényi divergence, subject to a fixed (or minimal)
value of the total variation distance. Relying on the solution of this minimization problem, and using
a simple identity which expresses the Rényi divergence as alinear combination of relative entropies, a
related problem on the joint range of relative entropies is solved in this work. Its solution provides an exact
characterization of this joint range where three probability distributions are involved in the formulation
of this problem, subject to a constraint on the total variation distance between two of these distributions.
As a byproduct of this characterization, we provide a geometric interpretation of the minimal Chernoff
information subject to a minimal total variation distance.Following a recent work by Gilet al., new
relations between the Rényi divergence and the centered moments of the log-likelihood ratio are explored.

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

I. INTRODUCTION

Since their introduction in [21], Rényi measures have attracted interest due to their operational
characterizations in information theory (e.g., [1], [2], [5]–[9], [13], [15], [18], [19], [23]– [26]).

This work starts with a study of the minimum of the Rényi divergence subject to a fixed (or
minimal) value of the total variation distance. The derivation of an exact expression for this
minimum is initialized by adapting some arguments that havebeen used by Fedotovet al. [10]
for the minimization of the relative entropy (a.k.a. Kullback-Leibler divergence), subject to a
fixed value of the total variation distance. Our analysis further relies on Lagrange duality and a
solution of the KKT equations, while asserting strong duality for the studied problem. The use
of Lagrange duality significantly simplifies the computational task of the studied minimization
problem. The exact expression for the Rényi divergence generalizes, in a non-trivial way, previous
studies of the minimization of the relative entropy under the same constraint on the total variation
distance (see [10], [14], [20]). The exact expression for this minimum is also compared with
known Pinsker-type lower bounds on the Rényi divergence [15] when the total variation distance
is fixed. It should be noted that the studied problem minimizes the Rényi divergence w.r.t. all
pairs of probability distributions with a total variation distance which is not below a given value;
this differs from the type of problems studied in [3] and [17], in connection to the minimization
of the relative entropyD(P ||Q) with a minimal allowed value of the total variation distance,
where the probability distributionQ was also fixed.

Relying on the solution of the minimization problem for the Rényi divergence, and using
a simple identity which expresses the Rényi divergence as alinear combination of relative
entropies, we solve in this work a related problem on the joint range of relative entropies.
More explicitly, we are interested to obtain an exact characterization of the achievable region
of
(

D(Q||P1), D(Q||P2)
)

when the probability distributionsP1 andP2 are allowed to be all
pairs of probability distributions with a total variation distance of at leastε ∈ (0, 1), andQ

is any probability distribution which is absolutely continuous w.r.t.P1 andP2. This problem
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is motivated by the significance of the relative entropy in a variety of fundamental problems
in information theory and statistics. These include, e.g.,the characterization of the gap of the
compression rate to the entropy of the source when there exists a mismatch between the assumed
distribution of the compressor and the true distribution ofthe source; the relative entropy is
also fundamental in the characterization of the best achievable error exponent for a Bayesian
probability of error in binary hypothesis testing, leadingto the Chernoff information.

This work provides an exact characterization of the considered achievable region, and it
considers the relation of this region with the Chernoff information. Every point in this region
is shown to be achievable by a triple of 2-element probability distributionsP1, P2 andQ, and
the exact calculation of these distributions is specified exactly by relying on the previous solved
problem of the minimum of the Rényi divergence subject to a minimal total variation distance.
The task of the numerical computation of this region is demonstrated to be very easy. It should
be noted that the considered problem is different from the characterization of joint ranges of
points off -divergences, which was studied in [12].

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

This paper is structured as follows: Section II solves the minimization problem for the Rényi
divergence under a fixed total variation distance, Section III provides an exact characterization of
(

D(Q||P1), D(Q||P2)
)

under a constraint on the minimal total variation distance betweenP1 and
P2, and Section IV derives connections between the Rényi divergence and the centered moments
of the log-likelihood ratio. Most of the proofs in this paperare relegated to the appendices.

Definitions and Notation

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

Definition 1 (Total variation distance): Let P andQ be two probability distributions defined
on a countable setX . The total variation distance betweenP andQ is defined by

dTV(P,Q) , sup
A⊆X

|P (A) −Q(A)| (1)

which can be simplified to

dTV(P,Q) =
1

2

∑

x

∣

∣P (x)−Q(x)
∣

∣ =
||P −Q||1

2
(2)

so, the total variation distance is equal to one-half thel1-distance betweenP and Q. In the
continuous setting, probability distributions are replaced by probability density functions, and
the sum in (2) is replaced by an integral (this also holds for the next definition).

Definition 2 (Rényi divergence): Let α ∈ [0,∞) \ {1}. The Rényi divergence of orderα of a
distributionP from a distributionQ, which are both defined on a setX , is

Dα(P ||Q) =
1

α− 1
log
∑

x∈X

Pα(x)Q1−α(x) (3)

with the convention that ifα > 1 andQ(x) = 0 thenPα(x)Q1−α(x) equals 0 or∞ if P (x) = 0
or P (x) > 0, respectively. Forα = 1, the Rényi divergence is defined to be the relative entropy

D(P ||Q) =
∑

x∈X P (x) log
(

P (x)
Q(x)

)

.

If D(P ||Q) < ∞, it can be verified by the use of L’Hôpital’s rule that

D(P ||Q) = lim
α→1−

Dα(P ||Q).

Properties of the Rényi divergence are provided in [8], including a useful summary in [8, p. 3799].
Throughout this paper,N denotes the set of natural numbers{1, 2, . . .}.
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II. T HE M INIMUM OF THE RÉNYI DIVERGENCE SUBJECT TO AFIXED TOTAL VARIATION

DISTANCE

The task of minimizing an arbitrarysymmetric f -divergence for a fixed total variation distance
has been studied in [14], leading to a closed-form solution of this optimization problem. Although
the Rényi divergence is not anf -divergence, it is a function of anf -divergence; however, this
f -divergence isasymmetric, except for the case whereα = 1

2 , so the closed-form expression in
[14] cannot be utilized to obtain a tight lower bound on the R´enyi divergence subject to a fixed
total variation distance.

In this section, we derive a tight lower bound on the Rényi divergenceDα(P1||P2) subject
to a fixed total variation distance betweenP1 andP2. We further show that this lower bound
is attained with equality for a pair of 2-element probability distributionsP1 andP2, and both
distributions are obtained explicitly in terms of the orderα and the fixed total variation distance
dTV(P1, P2) = ε ∈ [0, 1) (note that ifε = 1 then Supp(P1) ∩ Supp(P2) = ∅, and consequently
Dα(P1||P2) = ∞). For ordersα ∈ (0, 1), the new tight lower bound is compared with existing
Pinsker-type lower bounds on the Rényi divergence [15]. The special case whereα = 1, which is
particularized to the minimization of the relative entropysubject to a fixed total variation distance,
has been studied extensively, and three equivalent forms ofthe solution to this optimization
problem have been derived in [10], [14] and [20].

In [15, Corollaries 6 and 9], Gilardoni derived two Pinsker-type lower bounds on the Rényi
divergence of orderα ∈ (0, 1) in terms of the total variation distance. Among these two bounds,
the improved lower bound is

Dα(P ||Q) ≥ 2αε2 +
4

9
α(1 + 5α− 5α2)ε4, ∀α ∈ (0, 1) (4)

whereε , dTV(P,Q) denotes the total variation distance betweenP andQ (see Definition 1).
Note that in the limit whereε → 1, this lower bound converges to a finite limit that is at most
22
9 . This, however, is an artifact of the lower bound, as it is stated in the following simple

observation:
Lemma 1:

lim
ε→1−

inf
P,Q : dTV(P,Q)=ε

Dα(P ||Q) = ∞, ∀α > 0. (5)

Proof: See Appendix I-A.
Lemma 1 motivates a study of the exact characterization of the infimum (or minimum) of the

Rényi divergence for a fixed total variation distance. In the following, we derive a tight lower
bound which is shown to be achievable by pairs of 2-element probability distributions for any
fixed valueε ∈ [0, 1) of the total variation distance.

For α > 0, let

gα(ε) , inf
P1,P2 : dTV(P1,P2)=ε

Dα(P1||P2), ∀ ε ∈ [0, 1). (6)

Sincegα(ε) is monotonic non-decreasing inε ∈ [0, 1), it can be expressed as

gα(ε) = inf
P1,P2 : dTV(P1,P2)≥ε

Dα(P1||P2), ∀ ε ∈ [0, 1). (7)

Remark 1: For α ∈ [0, 1], sinceDα(P ||Q) is jointly convex in(P,Q), the same arguments
by Fedotovet al. [10] yield thatgα is convex, and the infimum in (6) and (7) is a minimum.
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In the following, we evaluate the functiongα in (6) and (7). Following [10, Section 2] that
characterizes the minimum of the relative entropy in terms of the total variation distance, we
first extend their argument to prove this lemma:

Lemma 2: There is no loss of generality by restricting the minimization in (6) or (7) to pairs
of 2-element probability distributions.

Proof: See Appendix I-B.
The following proposition provides an expression forgα.
Proposition 1: Let α > 0 andε ∈ [0, 1). The functiongα in (6) satisfies

gα(ε) = min
p,q∈[0,1] : |p−q|≥ε

log
(

pαq1−α + (1− p)α(1− q)1−α
)

α− 1
. (8)

Proof: Eq. (8) follows from Lemma 2 whereDα(P1||P2) in (6) is minimized over all
pairs of 2-element probability distributionsP1 = (p, 1 − p), P2 = (q, 1 − q) with |p − q| =
dTV(P1, P2) ≥ ε.

Corollary 1: For α ∈ (0, 1) andε ∈ [0, 1)

gα(ε) =

(

α

1− α

)

g1−α(ε), (9)

and

gα(ε) ≥ c1(α) log

(

1

1− ε

)

+ c2(α), (10)

wherec1(α) , min
{

1, α
1−α

}

, andc2(α) , − log(2)
1−α

.

For α = 1
2 andα = 2, the functiongα admits the following closed-form expressions:

g 1

2

(ε) = − log(1− ε2), (11)

and

g2(ε) =

{

log(1 + 4ε2), if ε ∈
[

0, 12
]

,

log
(

1
1−ε

)

, if ε ∈
(

1
2 , 1
)

.
(12)

Proof: See Appendix II.

Remark 2: Note that the lower bound ongα in (10) provides an alternative proof of Lemma 1
as it shows that

lim
ε→1−

gα(ε) = ∞

for α ∈ (0, 1); this lemma also holds forα ≥ 1 sinceDα is monotonic non-decreasing in
α ∈ (0,∞), and due to the definition ofgα in (6).
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Solving the Optimization Problem in Proposition 1 for α ∈ (0, 1)

In the following, we use Lagrange duality to obtain an alternative expression for a solution of
the minimization problem. This simplifies considerably thecomputational task of the solution
to this problem, as explained below.

Lemma 3: Let α ∈ (0, 1) andε ∈ (0, 1). The function

fα,ε(q) ,

(

1− ε
1−q

)α−1
−
(

1 + ε
q

)α−1

(

1 + ε
q

)α

−
(

1− ε
1−q

)α , ∀q ∈ (0, 1 − ε). (13)

is strictly monotonic increasing, positive, continuous, and

lim
q→0+

fα,ε(q) = 0, lim
q→(1−ε)−

fα,ε(q) = +∞. (14)

Proof: The proof of the following lemma is tricky, and it is given in Appendix III.

Corollary 2: For α ∈ (0, 1) andε ∈ (0, 1), the equation

fα,ε(q) =
1− α

α
(15)

has a unique solutionq ∈ (0, 1 − ε).
Proof: It is a direct consequence of Lemma 3, and the mean value theorem for continuous

functions.

Remark 3: Sincefα,ε : (0, 1− ε) → (0,∞) and this function is strictly monotonic increasing
(see Lemma 3), the task of numerically solving equation (15)and finding its unique solution is
easy.

A solution of the optimization problem in Proposition 1 is provided in the following for
α ∈ (0, 1).

Proposition 2: Let α ∈ (0, 1) and ε ∈ (0, 1) denote, respectively, the order of the Rényi
divergence and the fixed value of the total variation distance. A solution of the minimization
problem forgα in Proposition 1 is obtained by calculating the objective function of (8) while
taking the unique solutionq ∈ (0, 1 − ε) of equation (15), and settingp = q + ε.

Proof: The proof of this proposition relies on Lagrange duality andKKT conditions, while
strong duality is first asserted by verifying the satisfiability of Slater’s condition. The proof is
given in Appendix IV.

Remark 4: It should be noted that, in light of Remark 3, the running timeof our computer
program for a numerical calculation ofgα(ε) with Proposition 2 has been considerably reduced
(by a factor of 100) in comparison to its direct computation with Proposition 1. This signif-
icant reduction has been very helpful, especially in the context of the computations that are
performed in Section III. A high-precision computation ofgα(ε) with Proposition 2 requires
about 1 millisecond on a standard PC.
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Fig. 2. A plot of the minimum of the Rényi divergenceDα(P1||P2) of orderα = 0.90 subject to a fixed total
variation distance betweenP1 and P2 wheredTV(P1||P2) = ε ∈ [0, 1). This tight lower bound is compared with
the two Pinsker-type lower bounds in [15, Corollaries 6 and 9] (the improved lower bound from [15, Corollary 9]
appears in Eq. (4)).
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III. T HE ACHIEVABLE REGION OF(D(Q||P1),D(Q||P2)) FOR ARBITRARY Q,P1, P2

SUBJECT TO AM INIMAL TOTAL VARIATION DISTANCE BETWEENP1 AND P2

In this section, we address the following question:
Question 1: What is the achievable region of

(

D(Q||P1), D(Q||P2)
)

whenP1 andP2 are
arbitrary probability distributions whose total variation distance is at leastε ∈ (0, 1), andQ is
any probability distribution that is absolutely continuous w.r.t.P1 andP2 ?

The present section characterizes this achievable region exactly by relying on the results of
Section II, and by using the following lemma which expressesthe Rényi divergence as a linear
combination of relative entropies.

Lemma 4: Let P1 andP2 be mutually absolutely continuous probability measures, and letQ
be a third probability measure such thatQ ≪ P1. Then, for an arbitraryα > 0,

Dα(P1||P2) = D(Q||P2) +
α

1− α
·D(Q||P1) +

1

α− 1
·D(Q||Qα) (16)

whereQα is given by

Qα(x) ,
Pα
1 (x)P

1−α
2 (x)

∑

u P
α
1 (u)P

1−α
2 (u)

, ∀x ∈ Supp(P1). (17)

Proof: See Appendix V.
As a corollary of Lemma 4, the following tight inequality holds, which is attributed to

Shayevitz (see [24, Section IV.B.8]). It will be useful for the continuation of this section, jointly
with the results in Section II.

Corollary 3: If α ∈ (0, 1) then

α

1− α
·D(Q||P1) +D(Q||P2) ≥ Dα(P1||P2) (18)

with equality if and only ifQ = Qα (see (17)). Forα > 1, inequality (18) is reversed with the
same necessary and sufficient condition for an equality.

Remark 5: Corollary 3 with the optimizing probability distributionQα in (17) strengthens
Eq. (6) in [23] in the sense that it was stated there that, forα > 1,

Dα(P1||P2) = max
Q≪P1

{

D(Q||P2) +
α

α− 1
·D(Q||P1)

}

(19)

where themax is replaced bymin for α ∈ (0, 1). Equality (19) was proved in [23] by the method
of types, and the optimizing probability distributionQ = Qα was stated in [24, Section IV.B.8].
The identity in Lemma 4, which to the best of our knowledge wasnot explicitly mentioned
earlier, leads directly to the maximizing/ minimizing distribution Q = Qα (due to the non-
negativity of the relative entropy). The knowledge of the maximizing distribution in (17) plays
an important role in the characterization of the achievableregion studied in this section.

The region that includes all the achievable points of
(

D(Q||P1),D(Q||P2)
)

is determined as
follows: let dTV(P1, P2) ≥ ε for a fixedε ∈ (0, 1), and letα ∈ (0, 1) be chosen arbitrarily. By
the tight lower bound in Section II, we have

Dα(P1||P2) ≥ gα(ε) (20)

wheregα is expressed in (8) or by the efficient algorithm in Proposition 2. Forα ∈ (0, 1) and
for a fixed value ofε ∈ (0, 1), let p = pα and q = qα in (0, 1) be set to achieve the global
minimum in (8) (note that, without loss of generality, one can assume thatp ≥ q since if (p, q)
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achieves the minimum in (8) then also(1−p, 1−q) achieves the same minimum). Consequently,
the lower bound in (20) is attained by the pair of 2-element probability distributions

P1 = (pα, 1− pα), P2 = (qα, 1− qα). (21)

From Corollary 3, and Eqs. (20) and (21), it follows that for every α ∈ (0, 1)

gα(ε) ≤ D(Q||P2) +
α

1− α
·D(Q||P1) (22)

where equality in (22) holds ifP1 andP2 are the 2-element probability distributions in (21),
andQ is the respective probability distribution in (17) forP1 andP2 in (21). Hence, there exists
a triple of 2-element probability distributionsP1, P2, Q that satisfy (22) with equality, and they
are easy to calculate for everyα ∈ (0, 1) andε ∈ (0, 1).

Remark 6: Similarly to (22), sincedTV(P1, P2) = dTV(P2, P1), it follows from (22) that

gα(ε) ≤ D(Q||P1) +
α

1− α
·D(Q||P2). (23)

By multiplying both sides of inequality (23) by1−α
α

and relying on the skew-symmetry property
in (9), it follows that (23) is equivalent to

g1−α(ε) ≤ D(Q||P2) +
1− α

α
·D(Q||P1)

which is inequality (22) whenα ∈ (0, 1) is replaced by1−α. Hence, since (22) holds for every
α ∈ (0, 1), there is no additional information in (23).

Proposition 3: The intersection of the half spaces that are given in (22), where the parameter
α varies continuously in (0,1), determines the joint range of

(

D(Q||P1),D(Q||P2)
)

that is
addressed in Question 1. Furthermore, all the points in thisregion are achievable by triples of
2-element probability distributionsP1, P2 andQ.

Proof: The boundary of this region is determined by lettingα increase continuously in
(0,1), and by drawing the following straight lines in the plane of

(

D(Q||P1),D(Q||P2)
)

:

D(Q||P2) +
α

1− α
·D(Q||P1) = gα(ε), ∀α ∈ (0, 1). (24)

Once the boundary of this region is determined (see Figure 3), every point on the boundary
of this region is a tangent point to one of the straight lines in (24). Furthermore, the triple of
2-element probability distributionsP1, P2 andQ that achieves an arbitrary point on the boundary
of this region is determined as follows:

• Find the slopes of the tangent line(s < 0), and determineα ∈ (0, 1) such that− α
1−α

= s

(see (24)). This gives thatα = − s
1−s

.
• Determine the 2-element probability distributionsP1 = (p, 1−p), P2 = (q, 1− q) such that
Dα(P1||P2) = gα(ε) (see Proposition 2).

• Calculate the probability distributionQ = Qα in (17) for α, P1 andP2.

Every point on the plane
(

D(Q||P1),D(Q||P2)
)

, which is to the left of the boundary (i.e., the
colored regions in Figures 3 and 4) is not achievable by any triple of probability distributions
P1, P2 andQ with dTV(P1, P2) ≥ ε. This is because every such a point violates at least one of
the inequality constraints in (22). On the other hand, everypoint which is to the right of this
boundary is achievable by a triple of 2-element probabilitydistributionsP1, P2, Q. To verify the
last claim, first note that it has been demonstrated to hold for all the points on the boundary.
Furthermore, based on the set of inequalities in (22) forα ∈ (0, 1) and ε ∈ [0, 1), choose an
arbitrary interior point in the convex region which is to theright of the boundary. Note that
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gα(·) is strictly monotonic increasing and continuous in(0, 1); it also tends to infinity as we let
ε tend to 1 (see Lemma 1). This implies that the achievable region of

(

D(Q||P1),D(Q||P2)
)

,
subject to the constraint whereD(P1||P2) ≥ ε, shrinks continuously as the value ofε ∈ (0, 1)
is increased, and it therefore lies on the boundary of the respective achievable region for some
ε′ > ε. One can find, accordingly, the 2-element probability distributions P1, P2 and Q in a
similar way to the 3-item procedure outlined above (earlierin this proof) whereε is replaced by
ε′. This therefore shows that all points on the boundary of thisregion, as well as all the interior
points to the right of this boundary, are all achievable by 2-element probability distributions;
furthermore, none of the points to the left of this boundary is achievable. This concludes the
proof of Proposition 3.

Note that, from Figure 4, the boundaries of these achievableregions for different values of
ε ∈ (0, 1) do not form parallel lines; they become less curvy as the value of ε 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 Figure 4 which is specified, in the plane of
(

D(Q||P1),D(Q||P2)
)

, by the intersection of the straight lineD(Q||P1) = D(Q||P2) with
the boundary of the achievable region for a fixed value ofε ∈ (0, 1). Based on the above
explanation (see, e.g., the third item after equation (24)), this intersection point satisfies the
equality D(Qα||P1) = D(Qα||P2) for someα ∈ (0, 1), 2-element probability distributions
P1, P2 with dTV(P1, P2) = ε, andQα in (17). The two equal coordinates of this intersection
point are therefore equal to the Chernoff informationC(P1, P2) (see [6, Section 11.9]). In
this case, due to the symmetry of the achievable region w.r.t. the lineD(Q||P1) = D(Q||P2)
(this symmetry follows from the symmetry of the total variation distancedTV(P1, P2)), the
slope of the tangent line to the boundary at this intersection point is s = −1 (see Figure 4).
This implies thatα = − s

1−s
= 1

2 , and from Corollary 1 we havegα(ε) = − log(1 − ε2) for
ε ∈ [0, 1). Hence, from (24) withα = 1

2 , the equal coordinates of this intersection point are
D(Q||P1) = D(Q||P2) = −1

2 log(1 − ε2). Based on [22, Proposition 2], this value is equal to
the minimum of the Chernoff information subject to a fixed total variation distanceε ∈ [0, 1).
In the following, we also calculate the three probability distributionsP1, P2 andQ that achieve
this intersection point. Eq. (8) withα = 1

2 gives that

−2 log
(√

pq +
√

(1− p)(1− q)
)

= − log(1− ε2)

subject to the inequality constraintsp, q ∈ [0, 1] and |p − q| ≥ ε. A possible solution of this
equation isp = 1+ε

2 andq = 1−ε
2 , so the respective 2-element probability distributions are given

by P1 =
(

1+ε
2 , 1−ε

2

)

, P2 =
(

1−ε
2 , 1+ε

2

)

and, from (17),Q =
(

1
2 ,

1
2

)

. As a byproduct of the
characterization of this achievable region, we therefore provide a geometric interpretation of the
minimal Chernoff information subject to a minimal total variation distance.

The straight lineD(Q||P1) = D(Q||P2), in the plane of Figure 4, intersects the boundaries of
the respective regions at points whose coordinates are equal to the minimum Chernoff information
for the fixed total variation distance (ε). The equal coordinates of each of these 4 intersection
points in Figure 4, referring toε = 0.50, 0.70, 0.90, 0.99, are equal to−1

2 log(1 − ε2) =
0.144, 0.337, 0.830, 1.959 nats, respectively.

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

As a concluding remark, recall that the Chernoff information is related to the Rényi divergence
by the equality

C(P1, P2) = max
α∈[0,1]

{

(1− α)Dα(P1||P2)
}

.
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Fig. 3. The boundary of the achievable region of(D(Q||P1), D(Q||P2)) whereQ goes over all possible probability
distributions, andP1 andP2 go over all possible pairs of probability distributions whose total variation distance is
at leastε = 0.5. The achievable region is the white region (i.e., it is to theright of its boundary), which is the
intersection of all the inequality constraints in (22) where the parameterα varies continuously in (0,1); in this plot,
α gets values between 0.05 and 0.95 with increments of 0.05.
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Fig. 4. This plot shows the boundaries of the 4 achievable regions of (D(Q||P1), D(Q||P2)) whereQ goes over
all possible probability distributions, andP1 andP2 go over all possible pairs of probability distributions whose total
variation distance is at leastε = 0.50, 0.70, 0.90, 0.99. The respective achievable region for a fixedε is to the right
of its boundary, and it shrinks as the value ofε is increased.
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IV. A R ELATION BETWEEN THE RÉNYI DIVERGENCE AND ALL THE CENTERED MOMENTS

OF THE LOG-L IKELIHOOD RATIO

Following a recent work by Gilet al. (see [13, Section 5]), new relations between the Rényi
divergence and the centered moments of the log-likelihood ratio are explored in this section.

Proposition 4: Let P1 andP2 be probability distributions that are defined on a finite setX ,
and suppose that their supports satisfy Supp(P1) ⊆ Supp(P2). Let

F (α) , exp
(

(α− 1)
(

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2)
)

)

, ∀α > 0 (25)

then all the derivatives of the functionF exist (and are continuous), and

F (n)(1) = EP1

[(

log
P1(X)

P2(X)
−D(P1||P2)

)n]

(26)

equals then-th centered moment of the log-likelihood ratio.
Proof: See Appendix VI.

Proposition 5: Under the assumption of Proposition 4, for everyk ∈ N, let

mk , EP1

[

(

log
P1(X)

P2(X)
−D(P1||P2)

)k
]

, (27)

xk , lim
α→1

dk

dαk
Dα(P1||P2). (28)

Thenmk andxk are finite for everyk ∈ N, and the following recursive equation holds:

mn+1 =

n
∑

k=1

{

(k + 1)

(

n

k

)

mn−k xk

}

, ∀n ∈ N. (29)

Proof: See Appendix VII.

Corollary 4: Under the assumptions in Proposition 4, we have

lim
α→1

d

dα
Dα(P1||P2) =

m2

2
, (30)

lim
α→1

d2

dα2
Dα(P1||P2) =

m3

3
, (31)

lim
α→1

d3

dα3
Dα(P1||P2) =

m4 − 3m2
2

4
, (32)

lim
α→1

d4

dα4
Dα(P1||P2) =

m5 − 10m2m3

5
, (33)

lim
α→1

d5

dα5
Dα(P1||P2) =

m6 + 30m3
2 − 10m2

3 − 15m2m4

6
. (34)

In general, forn ≥ 1, the limit of then-th derivative ofDα(P1||P2) at α = 1 depends on the
centered moments of the log-likelihood ratio up to ordern+ 1.

Proof: Recall that, from (27), we havem0 = 1 andm1 = 0. The substitution ofn = 1
up to n = 5 in (29), and a recursive solution forx1 up to x5 gives equalities (30)–(34). The
dependence ofxn on the centered moments of the log-likelihood ratio up to order n + 1 (i.e.,
the dependence ofxn only on {mk}n+1

k=2) follows from (29) by mathematical induction.
Remark 7: The limit in (30) was recently derived in [13, Section 5] by its explicit calculation

with L’Hôpital’s rule; from (27) and (30), this limit is equal to one-half of the variance of the
log-likelihood ratio w.r.t.P1.
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APPENDIX I
PROOFS OFLEMMAS 1 AND 2

A. Proof of Lemma 1

For α = 1
2 , D 1

2

(P ||Q) = −2 logZ(P,Q) whereZ(P,Q) ,
∑

x

√

P (x)Q(x) denotes the
Bhattacharyya coefficient between the two probability distributions P,Q. From [22, Proposi-
tion 1], it follows that D 1

2

(P ||Q) ≥ − log(1 − ε2) when dTV(P,Q) = ε, so (5) holds for
α = 1

2 . SinceDα is non-decreasing inα (see [8, Theorem 3]), it follows that (5) holds for
α ≥ 1

2 . Finally, due to the skew-symmetry property ofDα (see [8, Proposition 2]) where

Dα(P ||Q) =
(

α
1−α

)

D1−α(Q||P ) for α ∈ (0, 1), and since the total variation distance is a

symmetric measure andα1−α
> 0 for α ∈ (0, 1), the satisfiability of (5) forα ∈ (12 , 1) yields

that it also holds forα ∈ (0, 12).

B. Proof of Lemma 2

Let P1 andP2 be probability distributions that are defined on an arbitrary setA of k ≥ 2
elements. Denote byφ : A → {1, 2} the map given by

φ(x) =

{

1, if P1(x) ≥ P2(x),
2, if P1(x) < P2(x)

and defineφ(Pi) = Qi for i ∈ {1, 2} where

Qi(j) ,
∑

x∈A : φ(x)=j

Pi(x), ∀ i, j ∈ {1, 2}. (I.1)

We have

dTV(P1, P2) =
1

2

∑

x∈A

∣

∣P1(x)− P2(x)
∣

∣

=
1

2

∑

x∈A : φ(x)=1

(

P1(x)− P2(x)
)

+
1

2

∑

x∈A : φ(x)=2

(

P2(x)− P1(x)
)

=
1

2

(

Q1(1)−Q2(1)
)

+
1

2

(

Q2(2) −Q1(2)
)

=
1

2

∑

j∈{1,2}

∣

∣Q1(j) −Q2(j)
∣

∣

= dTV(Q1, Q2).

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

Dα(P1||P2) ≥ Dα(Q1||Q2) (I.2)

whereQ1 andQ2 are the 2-element probability distributions defined in (I.1). This completes
the proof of this lemma where it has been proved that for everypair of probability distributions
P1 and P2, there exists a pair of 2-element probability distributions Q1 and Q2 whose total
variation distance is preserved, and they satisfy inequality (I.2).
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APPENDIX II
PROOF OFCOROLLARY 1

Eq. (9) in Corollary 1 holds since

gα(ε) = min
p,q∈[0,1] : |p−q|≥ε

log
(

p1−αqα + (1− p)1−α(1 − q)α
)

α− 1

=

(

α

1− α

)

g1−α(ε)

where the first equality holds by switching betweenp andq in (8), and the second equality also
follows from (8). Alternatively, (9) follows from (6) and the skew-symmetry property of the
Rényi divergence (see [8, Proposition 2]).

The lower bound ongα in (10) follows from (8), which implies that forα ∈ (0, 1) and
ε ∈ [0, 1)

gα(ε) =
log
(

maxp,q∈[0,1] : |p−q|≥ε

(

pαq1−α + (1− p)α(1− q)1−α
)

)

α− 1
(II.1)

and, we have

0 ≤ max
p,q∈[0,1] : |p−q|≥ε

(

pαq1−α + (1− p)α(1− q)1−α
)

≤ max
p,q∈[0,1] : |p−q|≥ε

pαq1−α + max
p,q∈[0,1] : |p−q|≥ε

(1− p)α(1− q)1−α

= 2 max
p,q∈[0,1] : |p−q|≥ε

pαq1−α

= 2 max
{

(1− ε)α, (1− ε)1−α
}

. (II.2)

The lower bound ongα in (10) follows from the combination of (II.1) and (II.2).
Eq. (11) follows from the equalityD 1

2

(P ||Q) = −2 logZ(P,Q) where Z(P,Q) is the
Bhattacharyya coefficient betweenP,Q, and since (see [22, Proposition 1])

max
P,Q : dTV(P,Q)=ε

Z(P,Q) =
√

1− ε2, ∀ ε ∈ [0, 1).

Eq. (12) follows from (8), which gives

g2(ε) = min
p,q∈[0,1] : |p−q|≥ε

log

(

p2

q
+

(1− p)2

1− q

)

.

The solution of this minimization problem isq = 1
2 andp = 1

2 ± ε if ε ∈
[

0, 12
]

, and its solution
is p = 1 andq = 1− ε if ε ∈

(

1
2 , 1
)

.
Note thatD2(P1||P2) = log

(

1 + χ2(P1, P2)
)

where

χ2(P1, P2) ,
∑

x

(

P1(x)− P2(x)
)2

P2(x)
=
∑

x

P 2
1 (x)

P2(x)
− 1

is the χ2-divergence (a.k.a. the quadratic divergence or Pearson divergence) between the two
probability distributionsP1 andP2. An alternative way to deriveg2 in (12) is by relying on
the closed-form solution of a minimization of theχ2-divergence, subject to a fixed value of the
total variation distanceε ∈ [0, 1), which is given by (see, e.g., [20, Eq. (58)])

min
P1,P2 : dTV(P1,P2)=ε

χ2(P1, P2) =

{

4ε2, if ε ∈
[

0, 12
]

,
ε

1−ε
, if ε ∈

(

1
2 , 1
)

.
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APPENDIX III
PROOF OFLEMMA 3

For α ∈ (0, 1) andε ∈ (0, 1), we have

lim
q→0+

(

1 +
ε

q

)α−1

= 0, lim
q→0+

(

1 +
ε

q

)α

= +∞,

=⇒ lim
q→0+

fα,ε(q) = lim
q→0+

(1− ε)α−1

(

1 + ε
q

)α

− (1− ε)α
= 0,

and

lim
q→(1−ε)−

(

1− ε

1− q

)α−1

= +∞, lim
q→(1−ε)−

(

1− ε

1− q

)α

= 0,

=⇒ lim
q→(1−ε)−

fα,ε(q) = lim
q→(1−ε)−

(

1− ε
1−q

)α−1
− (1− ε)1−α

(1− ε)−α −
(

1− ε
1−q

)α = +∞.

This proves the two limits in (14).
We prove in the following thatfα,ε(·) is strictly increasing on the interval

[

1−ε
2 , 1− ε), and

we also prove later in this appendix that this function is monotonic increasing on the interval
(

0, 1−ε
2

]

. These two parts of the proof yield thatfα,ε(·) is strictly monotonic increasing on the
interval (0, 1− ε). The positivity offα,ε on (0, 1− ε) follows from the first limit in (14), jointly
with the monotonicity of this function which is proved in thefollowing.

For a proof thatfα,ε(·) is strictly monotonic increasing on
[

1−ε
2 , 1 − ε), this function (see

(13)) is expressed as follows:

fα,ε(q) =
1

1 + ε
q

(

1− ε

1−q

1+ ε

q

)α−1
− 1

1−
(

1− ε

1−q

1+ ε

q

)α

=

(

1 +
ε

q

)−1

uα
(

zε(q)
)

(III.1)

where

zε(q) ,
1− ε

1−q

1 + ε
q

, (III.2)

uα(t) ,

{

tα−1−1
1−tα

, if t ∈ (0,∞) \ {1},
1−α
α

, if t = 1.
(III.3)

Note thatuα in (III.3) was defined to be continuous att = 1. In order to proceed, we need the
following two lemmas:

Lemma III.1: Let ε ∈ (0, 1). The functionzε in (III.2) is strictly monotonic increasing on
(

0, 1−ε
2

]

, and it is strictly monotonic decreasing on
[

1−ε
2 , 1− ε). This function is also positive

on (0, 1 − ε).
Proof: zε(q) > 0 for q ∈ (0, 1 − ε) since1− ε

1−q
> 0, and1 + ε

q
> 0. In order to prove

the monotonicity properties ofzε, note that its derivative satisfies the equality

z′ε(q) = ε zε(q)

(

1

q(ε+ q)
− 1

(1− q)(1− ε− q)

)

(III.4)
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which is derived by taking logarithms on both sides of (III.2), followed by their differentiation.
By setting the derivativez′ε(q) to zero, we haveq = 1−ε

2 . Sincezε(q) > 0 for q ∈ (0, 1 − ε),
it follows from (III.4) that z′ε(q) > 0 for q ∈

(

0, 1−ε
2

)

, and z′ε(q) < 0 for q ∈
(

1−ε
2 , 1 − ε).

Hence,zε is strictly monotonic increasing on
(

0, 1−ε
2

]

, and it is strictly monotonic decreasing
on
[

1−ε
2 , 1− ε).

Lemma III.2: Let α ∈ (0, 1). The functionuα in (III.3) is strictly monotonic decreasing and
positive on(0,∞).

Proof: Differentiation ofuα in (III.3) gives that fort > 0

u′α(t) =
tα−2 (tα − αt+ α− 1)

(tα − 1)2
. (III.5)

Note that d
dt
(tα − αt+ α− 1) = α(tα−1 − 1), so the derivative is zero att = 1, it is positive

if t ∈ (0, 1), and it is negative ift ∈ (1,∞). This implies thattα − αt + α − 1 ≤ 0 for every
t ∈ (0,∞), and it is satisfied with equality if and only ift = 1. From (III.5), it follows that
uα is strictly monotonic decreasing on(0,∞). Sincelimt→∞ uα(t) = 0 (see (III.3)) anduα is
strictly monotonic decreasing on(0,∞) then it is positive on this interval.

From Lemmas III.1 and III.2, it follows thatzε is strictly monotonic decreasing and positive
on
[

1−ε
2 , 1− ε

)

, anduα is strictly monotonic decreasing and positive on(0,∞). This therefore
implies that the compositionuα

(

zε(·)
)

is strictly monotonic increasing and positive on the
interval

[

1−ε
2 , 1− ε

)

. Hence, from (III.1), sincefα,ε(·) is expressed as a product of two positive
and strictly monotonic increasing functions on

[

1−ε
2 , 1 − ε

)

, alsofα,ε has these properties on
this interval. This completes the first part of the proof where we show thatfα,ε(·) is strictly
monotonic increasing and positive on

[

1−ε
2 , 1− ε).

We prove in the following thatfα,ε(·) is also strictly monotonic increasing and positive on
(

0, 1−ε
2 ]. For this purpose, the functionfα,ε is expressed in the following alternative way:

fα,ε(q) =
1

1− ε
q−1

(

1− ε
q−1

1 + ε
q

)α 1−
(

1+ ε

q

1− ε

q−1

)α−1

1−
(

1− ε

1−q

1+ ε

q

)α

=

(

1− ε

1− q

)−1

rα
(

zε(q)
)

(III.6)

wherezε is defined in (III.2), and

rα(t) ,

{

tα(1−t1−α)
1−tα

, if t ∈ (0,∞) \ {1},
1−α
α

, if t = 1.
(III.7)

Note that it follows from Lemma III.1 and (III.2) that

zε(q) ≤ zε

(

1− ε

2

)

=

(

1− ε

1 + ε

)2

< 1

so the compositionrα
(

zε(·)
)

in (III.6) is independent ofrα(1); the value ofrα(1) is defined in
(III.7) to obtain the continuity ofrα, which leads to the following lemma:

Lemma III.3: For α ∈ (0, 1), the functionrα in (III.7) is strictly monotonic increasing and
positive on(0,∞).

Proof: A differentiation ofrα in (III.7) gives

r′α(t) =
(1− α)tα + αtα−1 − 1

(tα − 1)2
(III.8)
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so the sign ofr′α is the same as of(1− α)tα + αtα−1 − 1. Sinceα ∈ (0, 1), and
d

dt

(

(1− α)tα + αtα−1 − 1
)

= α(1 − α)tα−2(t− 1)

it follows that the last derivative is negative fort ∈ (0, 1), zero att = 1, and positive for
t ∈ (1,∞). This implies thatt = 1 is a global minimum of the numerator ofr′α (see (III.8)), so

(1− α)tα + α tα−1 − 1 ≥ 0, ∀ t ∈ (0,∞)

and equality holds if and only ift = 1. It therefore follows from (III.8) thatr′α(t) > 0 for
t ∈ (0,∞) \ {1}, so rα(·) is strictly monotonic increasing on(0,∞). Sincelimt→0 rα(t) = 0,
the monotonicity ofrα(·) on (0,∞) yields that it is positive on this interval.

From Lemmas III.1 and III.3,zε is strictly monotonic increasing and positive on
(

0, 1−ε
2

]

, and
rα is strictly monotonic increasing and positive on(0,∞). This implies that the composition
rα
(

zε(·)
)

is strictly monotonic increasing and positive on the interval
(

0, 1−ε
2

]

. From (III.6),
fα,ε is expressed as a product of two strictly increasing and positive functions on the interval
(

0, 1−ε
2

]

, which implies thatfα,ε(·) also has these properties on this interval. This completes the
second part of the proof where we show thatfα,ε(·) is strictly monotonic increasing and positive
on
(

0, 1−ε
2

]

. The combination of the two parts of this proof completes theproof of Lemma 3.

APPENDIX IV
PROOF OFPROPOSITION2

For α ∈ (0, 1) and ε ∈ (0, 1) are fixed parameters, solving (8) is equivalent to solving the
optimization problem

maximize pαq1−α + (1− p)α(1− q)1−α

subject to (IV.1)
{

p, q ∈ [0, 1],

|p− q| ≥ ε

wherep, q are the optimization variables. The objective function of the optimization problem
(IV.1) is concave forα ∈ (0, 1), so this maximization problem is a convex optimization problem.
Since the problem is also strictly feasible at an interior point of the domain in (IV.1), Slater’s
condition yields that strong duality holds for this optimization problem (see [4, Section 5.2.3]).
Note that the replacement ofp, q with 1− p and1− q, respectively, does not affect the value of
the objective function and the satisfiability of the constraints in (IV.1). Consequently, it can be
assumed with loss of generality thatp ≥ q; together with the inequality constraint|p − q| ≥ ε,
it gives thatp− q ≥ ε. The Lagrangian of the dual problem is given by

L(p, q, λ) = pαq1−α + (1− p)α(1− q)1−α + λ(q − p+ ε)

and the KKT conditions lead to the following set of equations:














∂L
∂p

= α
[

pα−1q1−α − (1− p)α−1(1− q)1−α
]

− λ = 0,

∂L
∂q

= (1− α)
[

pαq−α − (1− p)α(1− q)−α
]

+ λ = 0,

∂L
∂ε

= q − p+ ε = 0.

(IV.2)

Eliminatingλ from the first equation in (IV.2), and substituting it into the second equation gives

(1− α)

[

(p

q

)α

−
(1− p

1− q

)α
]

+ α

[

(p

q

)α−1
−
(1− p

1− q

)α−1
]

= 0. (IV.3)

From the third equation of (IV.2), Substitutingp = q + ε into (IV.3), and re-arranging terms
gives the equationfα,ε(q) = 1−α

α
, wherefα,ε is the function in (13).
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APPENDIX V
PROOF OFLEMMA 4

For α ∈ (0,∞) \ {1}, the following equalities hold:

D(Q||P2) +
α

1− α
·D(Q||P1) +

1

α− 1
D(Q||Qα)

=
∑

x

Q(x) log

(

Q(x)

P2(x)

)

+
α

1− α

∑

x

Q(x) log

(

Q(x)

P1(x)

)

+
1

α− 1

∑

x

Q(x) log

(

Q(x)

Qα(x)

)

= −
∑

x

Q(x) log P2(x)−
α

1− α

∑

x

Q(x) log P1(x)−
1

α− 1

∑

x

Q(x) logQα(x)

=
1

α− 1

∑

x

Q(x) log

(

Pα
1 (x)P

1−α
2 (x)

Qα(x)

)

(a)
=

1

α− 1

∑

x

Q(x) log

(

∑

u

Pα
1 (u)P

1−α
2 (u)

)

=
1

α− 1
log

(

∑

u

Pα
1 (u)P

1−α
2 (u)

)

= Dα(P1||P2)

where equality (a) follows from the expression forQα in (17). This proves the identity in (16).

APPENDIX VI
PROOF OFPROPOSITION4

By assumption, since Supp(P1) ⊆ Supp(P2) ⊆ X andX is a finite set thenDα(P1||P2) < ∞
for everyα > 0; in particular,D(P1||P2) < ∞. For everyα > 0, we have

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2)

=
1

α− 1
log

(

∑

x

P1(x)

(

P1(x)

P2(x)

)α−1
)

−D(P1||P2)

=
1

α− 1
log

(

∑

x

P1(x) exp

(

(α− 1) log
P1(x)

P2(x)

)

)

− 1

α− 1
log
(

exp
(

(α− 1)D(P1||P2)
)

)

=
1

α− 1
log

(

∑

x

P1(x) exp

(

(α− 1)
(

log
P1(x)

P2(x)
−D(P1||P2)

)

)

)

. (VI.1)

Multiplying both sides of (VI.1) byα− 1, followed by their exponentiation, gives

F (α) =
∑

x

P1(x) exp

(

(α− 1)
(

log
P1(x)

P2(x)
−D(P1||P2)

)

)

. (VI.2)

Note that (VI.2) holds for everyα > 0, including α = 1, although (VI.1) holds forα ∈
(0,∞) \ {1}. SinceX is a finite set, it follows from (VI.2) that all the derivatives of F exist
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(and are therefore continuous). Expanding the right-hand side of (VI.2) into a Taylor series
aroundα = 1 gives

F (α) =
∑

x

{

P1(x)

∞
∑

n=0

1

n!

(

log
P1(x)

P2(x)
−D(P1||P2)

)n

(α− 1)n
}

=

∞
∑

n=0

{

1

n!

(

∑

x

P1(x)
(

log
P1(x)

P2(x)
−D(P1||P2)

)n
)

(α− 1)n

}

=

∞
∑

n=0

{

1

n!
· EP1

[(

log
P1(X)

P2(X)
−D(P1||P2)

)n]

(α− 1)n
}

, ∀α > 0 (VI.3)

where the second equality follows by exchanging the order ofsummation (note that|X | < ∞).
On the other hand, since all the derivatives ofF exist and they are continuous, we have

F (α) =

∞
∑

n=0

F (n)(1) (α − 1)n

n!
. (VI.4)

Combining (VI.3) and (VI.4) gives (26).

APPENDIX VII
PROOF OFPROPOSITION5

Since, by assumption,X is a finite set and Supp(P1) ⊆ Supp(P2) ⊆ X , the Rényi divergence
Dα(P1||P2) has all derivatives for everyα ∈ (0,∞) \ {1}. Furthermore, recall thatF in (25)
has all derivatives, including atα = 1, and they are continuous. DifferentiatingF in (25) gives

F ′(α) =
(

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2) + (α− 1)D′
α(P1||P2)

)

F (α), ∀α > 0. (VII.1)

Using (VII.1) for recursively differentiatingF gives that, for everyn ∈ N andα ∈ (0,∞)\{1},

F (n+1)(α)

=
dn

dαn
F ′(α)

=
dn

dαn

{(

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2) + (α− 1)D′
α(P1||P2)

)

F (α)
}

=

n
∑

k=0

{(

n

k

)

dk

dαk

(

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2) + (α− 1)D′
α(P1||P2)

)

F (n−k)(α)

}

=

n
∑

k=1

{(

n

k

)(

dk

dαk
Dα(P1||P2) +

dk

dαk

(

(α− 1)D′
α(P1||P2)

)

)

F (n−k)(α)

}

+
(

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2) + (α− 1)D′
α(P1||P2)

)

F (n)(α)

=

n
∑

k=1

{

(

n

k

)(

dk

dαk
Dα(P1||P2) +

k
∑

j=0

(

k

j

)

dj

dαj
(α− 1) · dk−j+1

dαk−j+1
Dα(P1||P2)

)

F (n−k)(α)

}

+
(

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2) + (α− 1)D′
α(P1||P2)

)

F (n)(α)

=

n
∑

k=1

{

(

n

k

)(

dk

dαk
Dα(P1||P2) + (α− 1)

dk+1

dαk+1
Dα(P1||P2) + k

dk

dαk
Dα(P1||P2)

)

F (n−k)(α)

}
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+
(

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2) + (α− 1)D′
α(P1||P2)

)

F (n)(α)

=

n
∑

k=1

{

(

n

k

)(

(k + 1)
dk

dαk
Dα(P1||P2) + (α− 1)

dk+1

dαk+1
Dα(P1||P2)

)

F (n−k)(α)

}

+
(

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2) + (α− 1)D′
α(P1||P2)

)

F (n)(α) (VII.2)

Recall the notation in (27) and (28). Due to the continuity ofall the derivatives ofF , it follows
from (VII.2) that

mn+1

= F (n+1)(1)

= lim
α→1

F (n+1)(α)

= lim
α→1

{

n
∑

k=1

(

n

k

)(

(k + 1)
dk

dαk
Dα(P1||P2) + (α− 1)

dk+1

dαk+1
Dα(P1||P2)

)

F (n−k)(α)

}

+ lim
α→1

{

(

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2) + (α− 1)D′
α(P1||P2)

)

F (n)(α)

}

. (VII.3)

Since, by assumption,X is a finite set and Supp(P1) ⊆ Supp(P2) ⊆ X , it follows that

log
(

P1(x)
P2(x)

)

is bounded on the finite setX ; consequently, all the centered moments of the
log-likelihood ratio are finite, somk in (27) is finite for everyk ∈ N. Furthermore, it is claimed
that the Rényi divergenceDα(P1||P2) has all derivatives for everyα ∈ (0,∞) \ {1}, and the
limits of all these derivatives asα → 1 are finite. This claim can be verified from (VI.1), which
gives that

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2)

=
1

α− 1
log

(

∑

x

P1(x) exp

(

(α− 1)
(

log
P1(x)

P2(x)
−D(P1||P2)

)

)

)

.

(a)
=

1

α− 1
log

(

∑

x

∞
∑

n=0

P1(x)
(

log
P1(x)

P2(x)
−D(P1||P2)

)n (α− 1)n

n!

)

(b)
=

1

α− 1
log

(

∞
∑

n=0

∑

x

P1(x)
(

log
P1(x)

P2(x)
−D(P1||P2)

)n (α− 1)n

n!

)

(c)
=

1

α− 1
log

(

1 +

∞
∑

n=1

mn (α− 1)n

n!

)

(VII.4)

where equality (a) follows from a power series expansion of the exponent, equality (b) holds
by interchanging the order of summation ofx andn that is validated by our assumption that
x ∈ X whereX is a finite set, and equality (c) holds by the definition in (27). Let

K , max
x∈Supp(P1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

log

(

P1(x)

P2(x)

)

−D(P1||P2)

∣

∣

∣

∣

< ∞

then, from (27),|mn| ≤ Kn for everyn ∈ N. From the equalitylog(1 + u) =
∑∞

n=1
(−1)n−1un

n

for u ∈ (−1, 1], and since
∣

∣

mn

n!

∣

∣ ≤
(

eK
n

)n
(this inequality holds due to Stirling’s formula), it

follows from (VII.4) that at a certain neighborhood ofα = 1

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2) =

∞
∑

n=1

cn(α− 1)n (VII.5)
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for a suitable real-valued sequence{cn}n∈N which tends to zero asn → ∞ (note that the
convergence of{cn} to zero follows from (VII.4) sinceDα(P1||P2) ≥ D(P1||P2) for α > 1,
limn→∞

mn

n! = 0, and log(1 + u) ≤ u for u > −1). Hence, for everyk ∈ N, the infinite sum
∑∞

n=k n(n− 1) . . . (n− k+1) cn (α− 1)n−k uniformly converges at a certain neighborhood of
α = 1; consequently, thek-th derivative of the sum on the right-hand side of (VII.5) isequal to
the sum of thek-th derivatives of its terms at a neighborhood ofα = 1 (i.e., the summation and
differentiation can be interchanged on this interval). Taking the limit whereα tends to 1 gives
from (VII.5) that, for everyk ∈ N,

xk , lim
α→1

dk

dαk
Dα(P1||P2)

= lim
α→1

∞
∑

n=k

n(n− 1) . . . (n− k + 1) cn (α− 1)n−k

= k! ck,

so, the limit in (28) exists and it is finite for everyk ∈ N.
After asserting that, under the assumption of the proposition, the quantities in (27) and (28)

exist and are finite for everyk ∈ N, we continue with the derivation of the recursive equation
in (29). To this end, interchanging the order of the limit andthe finite sum in (VII.3) gives that

mn+1 =

n
∑

k=1

{

(

n

k

)(

(k + 1) lim
α→1

dk

dαk
Dα(P1||P2) + lim

α→1
(α− 1)

dk+1

dαk+1
Dα(P1||P2)

)

· lim
α→1

F (n−k)(α)

}

+ lim
α→1

(

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2) + (α− 1)D′
α(P1||P2)

)

lim
α→1

F (n)(α). (VII.6)

The limits in (VII.6) are equal to

lim
α→1

dk

dαk
Dα(P1||P2) = xk,

lim
α→1

(α− 1)
dk+1

dαk+1
Dα(P1||P2) = 0 · xk+1 = 0,

lim
α→1

F (n−k)(α) = F (n−k)(1) = mn−k, (VII.7)

lim
α→1

(

Dα(P1||P2)−D(P1||P2)
)

= 0,

lim
α→1

(α− 1)D′
α(P1||P2) = 0,

lim
α→1

F (n)(α) = F (n)(1) = mn

where the third and sixth equalities follow from Proposition 4. The substitution of the limits
in (VII.7) into equation (VII.6) finally gives the recursiveequation in (29). This completes the
proof of Proposition 5.
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[10] A. A. Fedotov, P. Harremoës and F. Topsøe, “Refinementsof Pinsker’s inequality,”IEEE Trans. on Information

Theory, vol. 49, no. 6, pp. 1491–1498, June 2003.
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[21] A. Rényi, “On measures of entropy and information,”Proceedings of the 4th Berekely Symposium on Probability

Theory and Mathematical Statistics, pp. 547–561, Berekeley, California, USA, 1961.
[22] I. Sason, “Tight bounds for symmetric divergence measures and a refined bound for lossless source coding,”

IEEE Trans. on Information Theory, vol. 61, no. 2, February 2015.
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