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Abstract

In this note, we revisit the recent work of Diakonikolas, Gouleakis, Kane, Peebles, and
Price [DGKPP21|, and provide an alternative proof of their main result. Our argument does
not rely on any specific property of Poisson random variables (such as stability and divisibility)
nor on any ‘“clever trick,” but instead on an identity relating the expectation of the absolute
value of any random variable to the integral of its characteristic function:
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Our argument, while not devoid of technical aspects, is arguably conceptually simpler and more
general; and we hope this technique can find additional applications in distribution testing.

In the closeness testing problem, one is given i.i.d. samples from two unknown probability distri-
butions p, q over a known discrete domain of size k, without loss of generality [£] := {1,2,...,k};
along with distance and error parameters ¢ € (0,1] and ¢ € (0, 1]. The goal is to find the minimum
number of samples sufficient to distinguish between the two cases (i) p = q and (ii) dpy(p,q) >
and be correct in both cases with probability at least 1 — ¢ (for all possible inputs p,q), where

A.
dry(p.) = sup (0(5) ~ a(5) = 5 Yl il € 0.1 1)
Clk i=1

denotes the total variation distance (statistical distance). This minimum number of samples,
n(k,e,0), is the sample complexity of closeness testing; and the optimal dependence on all pa-
rameters (including d), up to constant factors, was recently obtained by Diakonikolas, Gouleakis,
Kane, Peebles, and Price [DGKPP21]| (previous work only focused on, and obtained, the right
dependence on /, e [CDVV14]).!

Theorem 1 ([DGKPP21|). The sample complexity of closeness testing is

n(k,.5) = @<max<log(1/(5) 123 10gV3(1/5) K2 logV2(1 /5)>>

(2)
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!For more on closeness (and distribution) testing, the reader is referred to, e.g., [Can20] and [Gol17, Chapter 11].
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We here focus exclusively on the upper bound, that is, on the testing algorithm achieving this
sample complexity. Suppose we take two sets of n i.i.d. samples from both p and q, and for each
of those four sets compute the number of occurrences of each of the & domain elements among the
correspond n samples. We then consider the (renormalized) statistic introduced in [DGKPP21]|:

i
2= TS (1Xe = ¥il +1X Y|~ X = XI| — Vi - Y1) Q
i=1
where, for each fixed i, X;, X! ~ Bin(n, p;) and Y;,Y/ ~ Bin(n, q;) are independent (but the X;’s
are not independent across different i’s).

In [DGKPP21], it was shown that the expectation of Z in the cases p = q and dpv(p,q) > ¢
differed by a noticeable quantity; a comparatively easy argument then allowed them to prove that
Z was with high probability close to its expectation; and suitably thresholding this statistic Z to
distinguish between the two cases led to the optimal sample complexity.

However, the key part of their argument, which led to establishing this expectation gap between
the two cases, was quite unwieldy, and relied on (1) considering X;, X/, Y;, Y/ distributed as Poisson
random variables instead of Binomials (i.e., X; ~ Poisson(np;) vs. X; ~ Bin(n,p;)), along with
(2) a clever and intricate use of specific properties of Poisson random variables, such as stability
and divisibility. This was then combined with an additional argument establishing that assuming
X, X!.Y;,Y! were Poisson instead of Binomial could be done, in this specific case, without affecting
the expectation gap itself (that is, that the gap in expectation between the (analyzed) Poisson and
the (true) Binomial cases was smaller that the gap in expectation shown between the p = q and
drv(p,q) > £ cases assuming all random variables were Poisson).

Our contribution. The goal of this note is to provide an alternative, direct proof of the expec-
tation gap, directly in the usual multinomial setting described above where the random variables
are Binomial, and without relying on any particular property of Poisson random variables. To do
so, we will rely on the key identity below:

Theorem 2 (Zolotarev identity [Pinl6, Eq. (3.26)]). For any r.v. X, we have
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which does not require any additional condition on the random variables besides their having a
well-defined expectation. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first proof of (the upper bound
of) Theorem 1 which works directly in the multinomial setting (“standard sampling setting”), does
not rely on ad hoc, clever (but non-generalizable) tricks, and provides explicit and relatively small
(albeit not optimized) constants.

dt

Organization. We first provide an outline of the main argument and of the use of the Zolotarev
identity in Section 1, before some (short) preliminaries in Section 2. We then establish the main
lemma, the expectation gap, in Section 3 (Lemma 5), before briefly recalling how this implies (the
upper bound of) Theorem 1 in Section 4. We finally show the versatility of our argument by
(re)establishing in Section 5 the analogue of Lemma 5 in the Poissonized setting, i.e., the statement
obtained by other means in [DGKPP21].?

2The proof of Lemma 9 in Section 5 is somewhat simpler than that of Lemma 5, due to some tedious technical
details in the latter one; but they are conceptually identical.



1 Outline and intuition
The statistic Z defined in (3) was specifically designed so that, when p = q,

Epp [Z] =0 (4)

EpqlZ] = Q <min (5, 52%, 52\ﬁ>> (5)

whenever drv(p,q) > ¢. Recalling the definition of Z, by linearity of expectation it will be enough
to analyze each of the /& summands separately. Thus, both in the multinomial (Section 3) and
Poissonized (Section 5) sampling models, the key lemma is to show that

so the crux is to prove that

: p—=A)?
E[X -Y|+|X'-Y|-|X-X'|-|]Y =Y’ zmm< — 232, —/\,(7>, 6
[ |+ | = = ] (“)'“'m (6)
where = E[X] = E[X'] and A =E[Y] = E[Y’].
Once this inequality is established, the proof for the expectation gap follows from a relatively
straightforward distinction of cases, mimicking the last part of the argument of [DGKPP21] (we
recall this argument in Section 4). Our key contribution thus lies in establishing Eq. (6).

To do so, we invoke Zolotarev’s identity to get rid of the absolute values, allowing us to express
(exactly) the LHS as the integral of a real-valued, non-negative function over [0, co):

o dt
| Fo

such that f(t) = ©((A — u)?t?) as t — 0. Since the integrand is non-negative, we can then hope to
lower bound the expression by
Tdt
J-=C
0

for some suitable 7 chosen so that the asymptotic approximation f(t) =< (A — p)?¢? holds for all
0 <t < 7; which would then give us the lower bound

|Gz [ G =ro-w

This is exactly what we do, distinguishing three cases for our chose of 7 as a function of the values
of [A\— p| and A+ p. Namely, the three cases correspond to 7 < 1, 7 < 1/|A—p|, and 7 < 1/v/A + p,
giving the three terms of Eq. (6).

2 Technical preliminaries

The argument will only require minimal knowledge of discrete probability (namely, the expression
of the characteristic function (CF) of a Binomial distribution) as well as some (limited) familiarity
with complex numbers. We also will rely on the following standard fact:



Fact 3. For0 <t < %, we have %t <sint <t; and cos is decreasing on [0,7].

In terms of notation, we will use < and =, < to ignore constants in (in)equalities: i.e., a, 2 b,

means that there exists an absolute constant C' > 0 such that a,, > b, for all n; and a,, < b,, means
that both a,, 2 b, and a,, < b, hold.

~ ~

Remark 4. We will for convenience assume throughout that the two unknown distributions have
no ‘heavy elements,” i.e., that ||pll .. llall., < 1/4. While this may seem restrictive at first sight,
this can actually be done without loss of generality by a standard trick, which consists in mapping
every element of the domain [k] to 4 “new elements” 4i — 3,4i — 2,4i — 1,44 in a larger domain [4k],
and (independently) mapping each sample in [k] uniformly at random to one of the 4 corresponding
elements in [4k]. This only increases the domain size by a factor 4,° preserves the total variation
distances, and n samples from the original distribution p over [k] can be transformed into n i.i.d.
samples from the “induced” distribution p’ over [4k], which now satisfies |p’||, = |p|l/4 < 1/4.

3 Expectation gap in the multinomial setting

We start with the result in the “multinomial” case, which corresponds to the standard sample setting
where exactly 2n samples are taken from each of p and q, to obtain X, X’ and Y,Y’. Recall that
we assume throughout ||p||.,[lall,, < 1/4, which will help in some parts of the analysis.

Lemma 5. Let p,q € [0,1/4], and n > 16. Suppose X, X' ~ Bin(n,p) and Y,Y' ~ Bin(n, q) are
mutually independent. Then

E[X - Y|+ [X — Y| = |X - X'| - [Y = Y'[] > min =2, L — g -9
o 8 16 740~/n(p—|—q)
_)\)2
= min —)\2, —)\,L ),
(“”‘ RN ES
where p = np = E[X] and X :==ng =E[Y].

Proof. Our first step is to use Zolotarev’s identity (Theorem 2) to rewrite the quantity to bound as
an integral involving the characteristic functions of X, Y, getting rid of the absolute values:

A=E[X ~ Y|+ |X ~ Y|~ X - X| ¥ - Y]
B 2%/00 E[eit(X—X’)] +E[eit(Y—Y’)} — R [#(X V)]
™ Jo

- dt
t2
_ %gR /Ooo E [eitX] E [e—itX] +E [eitY] Ith[e—itY] _9E [eitX] E [e—itY] ”
-2 /0 L BB + B[ R[] - 2RE [ ]E[]) 7)

30ne can also use a slightly more involved transformation to avoid paying the resulting constant factor (which
is reflected in the sample complexity) by first identifying the (constantly many) elements with probability at least
1/4 under both p and q (by learning the distributions to ¢ distance 1/8, e.g., via the Dvoretzky—Kiefer—Wolfowitz
inequality); and applying the above mapping to only those few elements.



In particular, letting u(t) := E[e"*] € C, v(t) := E[e"] € C, we have

A= —/0 t—2<\u(t)\2 +o(t)]? - 23‘3(u(t)’v(t))) = —/0 7 [ult) - v(t)|? (8)

™ s
>0

and so A > 0. Importantly, the fact that the integrand is non-negative means we can choose to
restrict the integral to any subset S C [0, 00), and still derive a lower bound on A.

Recalling the characteristic function of a Binomial distribution, we have u(t) = (1 — p + pe®)".
Writing further 1 — p 4 pe't = r(t)e®®® and 1 — ¢ + ge* = s(t)e™®) with

r(t) := \/(1 —p(1 — cost))? + p2sin?t

9)
s(t) := \/(1 —q(1 —cost))? + ¢%sin’¢
we get
A= % /000 g(rzn(t) + 87 (t) — 2r(t)"s(t)" cos(2n8(t) — 2nn(t)))
>2 /O (0" (1 cos(2n(0(1) — (1)) (AM-GM)

To lower bound this expression when ¢ is small, we need to bound 2n(0(t) —n(t)) when 0 <t < 7.
We do so in the next (slightly technical) claim, whose proof is deferred to the end of the section:

Claim 6. For 0 <t <m and 0 < p,q < 1/4, we have
2n|0(t) — n(t)| > 2n|p — q|sint (10)

and
2010(t) — n(t)] < 14nlp — qlt (11)

We will also use Fact 3 quite extensively to “replace” the sint of Eq. (10) by %t whenever possible.
Where do we go from there? We have three cases, which will determine where to truncate the
integral to derive the lower bound on A:

Case 1: n(p+q) <1/2. Then, from Eq. (9),

r(t), s(t)>1-— %

and so r(t)"s(t)" > (1 — 1)2" > L (using n > 16). Therefore,

n

As ! /0 1 eos(2n(0(t) — (1))

= or
Aslong as 14n|p — g|-t < 7 (which is true when ¢ < %, given our assumption on p+¢ < 1/(2n)),
by Eq. (10) and Fact 3 we can write cos(2n|0(t) — n(t)|) < cos(2n(p —¢)t). In view of the

™



above, using the fact that the integrand is always non-negative (Eq. (8)), we can further lower
bound A as

7 dt

2 (1 —cos(2nlp —q| - 1))

As L /7 f_2 (1 = cos(2n(0(t) — n(t)))) > _/0

— 27

= nlp — q[/ e du 5 (1 —cosu)

Now, since 27”7),|p —q| <% and u— (1 — cosu) is decreasing on [0, 27], we get

nlp—q| 2w 1—cos(Z) 1
A Mot 20, g 2B s L g2 (12
7 (@) 8

s

Case 2: 1/2 < n(p+q) and |n(p — q)| > /n(p + ¢q). Then we can write, dropping the sin? terms

in Eq. (9),
% /ow (1~ p(1L — cost))" (1 — (1 — cos 1))" (1 — cos(20(0(0) — (1))
> 217r /000 (p+q)(1 —cost))" (1 —cos(2n(8(t) —n(t))))
1 [ dt
> — o /0 p + Q)(l — COs t)).l,_(l — COS(QTL(H(t) — n(t)))) ((1 _ m)n > (1 B TL£)+)

> o [ G - (1~ cost) s (1~ cos(2a(6(0) ~ n(t))
(Since p+q < n(p—q)?)

> % e %(1 —n%(p — g)2(1 — cos t)) (1 — cos(2n(8(t) — n(t))))

where for the last second-to-last inequality, we restricted the domain to the interval [0, 7 /14(n|p—
q|)] and got rid of the (-)4+, as on this interval we know that the parenthesis is non-negative
(since 1 —cost < t2/2). Observe that on this interval we have 14n|(p — q)|t < 7, and so again
by Eq. (10) and Fact 3 we get

1 1471\1? a dt

A> /) o) (1 —n2%(p—q)*(1 — cost))(1 — cos(2n(p — q)t))
> L 0 B 2020 — aP)(1 — cos(2n(p — q)1)
= % 014 ZZ (1— u;) (1 — cos2u) (u:=nlp — qlt)
> 1—16 nlp —q| (13)

Case 3: 1/2 < n(p + q) and |n(p — q)] < /n(p+¢q). Then we can start as in Case 2, before



truncating the integral at 7/(14y/n(p + q)):

1 [dt
A > %/ t_2(1 —n(p+¢q)(1 —cost))(1 —cos(2n(0(t) —n(t)))) (as in Case 2)
n dt
> L [ T+ )L~ cost) 4 (1~ cos(2a(6(0) — (1))
Vooro dt 1
> o [T G0 Gl )1~ cosa((t) ~ () (1 - cost < 272)
e t 1
> — 5 /14 o f2 (1-— 577(]9 + ¢)t*)(1 — cos(2n(p — q)t)) (similar to Case 2)
> — 1 /14 oo di (1 —cos(2n(p — q)t))
T
| | ‘fm\P q d
— p q /14\/m u(l — cos 2u)
u?
- 7m2(p —q)? 1—-cos2
T 14y/n(p+q) dm
200 )2
> n (p q) (14)
40/n(p+q)

' “to- ' ; _nlp—ql 1—cos2t :
using, for the second-to-last inequality, that Tt < 1 and that ¢ — =35>+ is decreasing
on [0,1].

Combining Egs. (12), (13) and (14) concludes the proof. O

To conclude this section, we provide the proof of Claim 6:

Proof of Claim 6. To give a lower bound on this term, we start from the following observation.

Fact 7. For p € |0, %] and t € [0, 7|, the quantity psint is non-decreasing in p and non-negative,

and r(t) is decreasing in p. Thus, we have p:(igt - qss(i;t > ‘ﬁ;;n(t(tqzl(ntt ‘ > |psint — gsint|, where
the second inequality follows from 0 < r(t), s(t) < 1.
Now, since |6(t) — n(t)| = |arcsin 2 Slagt) arcsin qSI(r;gt) ‘ and the derivative of arcsin is always at

least 1, Fact 7 implies

psint  gsint

() s(t)

2n|6(t) —n(t)| > 2n > 2n|p — q|sint

establishing (10).
To obtain an upper bound on 2n(6(t) — n(t)), we will rely on the fact below.

Fact 8. ( < bsint gsint <% when0 <t <.
r(t) 7 s(?)

Proof. Since these two expressions are symmetric, we only need to prove Z :(lf)t < % when 0 <
1

t < m. Because psint < 7 (as we assumed throughout p € [0,1/4]), we only need to show that



r(t) > V2 Note that r(t) can be rewritten as /1 —2p(1 — p)(1 — cost), which is always at least

2

1—4p(l—p) > 3.

This will allow us to prove the upper bound, (11). Indeed, since the arcsin function is 7

,3] (as its derivative is 1/v/1 — 22), we have

Lipschitz on [0

2n(0(t) — n(t)) = 2n

and % < 14.

<

<

IN

IN

O

2

psin(t)
7(t) s(t)

psin(t) qsin(t)‘

V31 r(t) s(t)

8 st)psin(t) — r(t)gsin(?)| (Since r(t)s(t) >

V3

8n | s2(t)p? — r%(t)q?

V3| ps(t) +ar(t)
8v/2n

V3(p+q)
8v/2n

V3(p+q)

%(W — ¢*| + 2pq|p — q|) sin(t)

16\*}3” p— qlsin(t) (2pq <P+ <p+a)

16v/2n
V3

arcsin

4n

D=
S~—

sin(t)

o
no
N—

‘32(15)]92 — 7‘2(t)q2‘ sin(t) (Since r(t), s(t) >

‘pz —¢* —2pq(p — q)(1 — cos t)\ sin(t)

lp — qlt (By Fact 3)

O

4 How to conclude: expectation gap and concentration of 7

With Lemma 5 in hand, we can establish Eq. (5), as in [DGKPP21]. Assume drv(p,q) > ¢, and

define
S1

2
. . np; — nq;
{Z € [K] : mln(”’lpi —ng|, (np; — "LCIi)27 u) = |p; — qi\}

VP T nq;



and similarly for Sy, S3. By the lemma, we have

LS i (L 1 1 (npi —nq;)’
EpqlZ] > — —Inp;, — nq, e )2 2 PP ngi)”
ral?)2 " ; mm<8 Inp: — nail; 16 (npi = 1qi)”, 40 \/np; + nq;

1 1 pz QZ
==Y Ipi—al+5n) (pi—a 711/22 T
8 1€51 2 1€S52 i€S3 i Qi
2 (D, Ipi - al)?
1 n icSs IPi — di
> = Z ‘pz qz‘ + == Z ’pz QZ + 1€
8 €51 2|S | 1€8s b Zi633 vV Pi +q;
2 2
1
> 2| 2 lpi- al + 5 Y Ipi —al +—< ) dipi—ail | |,
1€S51 1€S2 i€S3

where used the inequality

Z a; > > |a2-'|)2 (15)

which holds for all (a;);, and positive (b;);; as well as };cs. /Pi+ai < \/|Sg| Yiess(Pi t4i) <
V2l (by Jensen and concavity of /).

. k
Since Z —1 |Pi — i > 2¢, at least one of > ¢ |Pi — dil, D ieq, IPi — Qils Xies, [Pi — il must
be at least 2¢, from which

1 e2n 2 n n n
EoqZ] > — min(e, =2 = /2 > 2 2 0 1
pqlZ] > 15 m1n<5, 3T 11\/;> len<5 € ]f’E k') (16)

Concentration. To prove concentration around the expectation, which is needed to obtain the
(tight) sample complexity of closeness testing established in [DGKPP21], it then suffices to observe
(looking at (3)) that changing any of the 4n samples can only change at most two of the X;,Y;, X/, Y/,
and thus change (at most) two of the ~ summands by 1/n — i.e., change the value of Z by at most
2/n. This is the “bounded difference property” one needs to apply McDiarmid’s inequality.

Thus, letting A* denote the expectation gap established in (16), by McDiarmid the probability
that Z deviates from its expectation (in either the p = q or dpv(p,q) > ¢ cases) by more than
A*/3 is at most

Pr[|Z—E[ ]| > A*] exp< %):exp(_n?;&)‘ (17)

For this to be at most 0, one can verify based on the three regimes for the minimum defining A*
(cf. (16)) that it suffices to have

1.2/31,51/3 0 1/27- 1/201 /5
anax(logu/a)A log'/3(1/6) /2 log (1/0)) 18)

3"7

as we wanted.

g2 ’ e4/3 ’ g2

which gives the (optimal) sample complexity for closeness testing as a function of all parameters
(and where the hidden constants, albeit not optimized, are quite reasonable).



5 Bonus: what about the Poissonized setting?

We now show the generalizability of our approach, by establishing the analogue of Lemma 5 for
Poisson random variables, as considered (due to their proof technique) in [DGKPP21]. Specifically,
we show the following:

Lemma 9. Let p,q € [0,1/4], and n > 16. Suppose X, X' ~ Poisson(np) and Y,Y’ ~ Poisson(nq)
are mutually independent. Then

L2

EUX—Y\—HX’_Y/’_‘X—X"_‘Y—Y’H zmin<20

RES)
"5 (RVITESDY
where p = np = E[X] and X :==ng =E[Y].

Proof. The proof is very similar to that of Lemma 5, and starts in an identical manner up to (7):
A ::E[\X—Y]—i-\X/—Y’\ —|1X-X'| - ]Y—Y’H

_2 /0 h g(ﬂz [e"X]E[e™X] + E[e™]E[e™™] — 2R(E [ ]|E[e™""]))

s

Using the expression of the CF of a Poisson random variable, along with the fact that

%(e)\(e“—l)eu(e*“—l)) _ %(e()\-i-u)(cost—l)—i-i()\—u) sint) _ e()\+u)(cost—l)~§R(ei()\—u) sint)

we then get

_ %/ ;1 e2A(cost=1) 4 2u(cost—1) _ o, (Atp)(cost—1) cos((\ — ) sin t))

> 2/ OF(Cos t=1) 9, (\+)(eos t=1) o6 (A — 1) sint)> (AM-GM)
v

_ é / %e()\—i-u)(cos t—l)(l —cos((A — p)sint)) (19)
m™Jo

Now, as in Section 3, we have three cases to consider.

e Suppose A + p < 1. Then, since (A + p)(cost — 1) > —2 for all ¢, by (19),

Az%/o 55(1%08(@ L) sint)) > W‘;/O ff <1—COS<72T()\—,u)t>>

the second inequality by Fact 3. By a change of variable, we get

8 A=l du(1 — cosu) 9 8 1 9
> — [—— - 0 0 0 > — . —_ . — > —
A>|N—p 32 /0 > > (A —p) 502 (1 —cosl) > 50 (A=p)* (20)

using that [A—pu| < A+p < 1 and monotonicity of u — 1—“% on [0, 1] to bound the integrand.

10



e Suppose that A4+ > 1 and |A — p| > A+ p (and so |A — p| > 1). Then we can bound (19)

as

™

4 [ dt A2 22 2
EW/O e ~(A=p)? <1—cos<g()\—u)t>>

A _/ (:; —(A\—p)? (l—cost)(l _ COS(()\ — ,U) sint))
0

using again sint > 2¢ for t < I (note that this is a fortiori true for ¢ < 1/|]A — p| < 1), and

1—cost < % By another change of variable u = |\ — pult, we get

e Finally, suppose that A+ p > 1 and |A — u| < /A + p. Then, since for t <

1
A > é|>\—M|/ d—ge_%“2 <1 —cos<2u>> > 1|)\—M|- (21)
7r 0 U 7r )

\/T < 1 we again

have sint > 2t and |\ — p|t < 1. From (19) we can write

As? /\/W f; —(+p)(1-— cost)(l _ COS(()\ — M) Sint))

\/ 2 2
/ ge_(AJr“)t? <1 - cos<%()\ - ,u)t>>
1
4 1 A+ dt 2
e [T Ccos 20— )t

2 A —pl
8 _1 [=vats du(l — cosu)

™

4 — 2
EIA_M’._Q_%.M.<1_COS_>7

™ ™

v

using, for the last inequality, that Poml 1 and that 1=cest COSt is decreasing on [0,1]. Since

VAtu
#( —cos 2) > 1/7, we get that in this case
1 (A= p)?
AsL B (22)
T VAt
This concludes the proof. O
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