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Abstract—Strong data processing inequalities (SDPI) are an
important object of study in Information Theory and have
been well studied for f -divergences. Universal upper and lower
bounds have been provided along with several applications,
connecting them to impossibility (converse) results, concentration
of measure, hypercontractivity, and so on. In this paper, we
study Rényi divergence and the corresponding SDPI constant
whose behavior seems to deviate from that of ordinary Φ-
divergences. In particular, one can find examples showing that
the universal upper bound relating its SDPI constant to the
one of Total Variation does not hold in general. In this work,
we prove, however, that the universal lower bound involving
the SDPI constant of the Chi-square divergence does indeed
hold. Furthermore, we also provide a characterization of the
distribution that achieves the supremum when α is equal to 2 and
consequently compute the SDPI constant for Rényi divergence
of the general binary channel.

I. INTRODUCTION

The well-known data processing inequality (DPI) for rela-
tive entropy states that, for any two probability distributions
µ, ν such that ν ≪ µ over an alphabet X and for any stochastic
transformation K with input alphabet X and output alphabet
Y , we have

DKL(νK||µK) ≤ DKL(ν||µ), (1)

where DKL(ν||µ) is the KL-divergence between ν, µ. However,
this inequality can be improved if we fix µ,K and only let
ν vary. Indeed, one can have that for every ν, unless ν =
µ. DKL(νK||µK) is strictly less than DKL(ν||µ). Formally,
one can define the Strong Data Processing Inequality (SDPI)
constant of the KL-divergence for µ,K as in [1]–[3]

ηKL(µ,K) := sup
ν ̸=µ

DKL(νK||µK)

DKL(ν||µ)
. (2)

Moreover, Φ-divergences, a well-known generalization of the
KL-divergence [4], [5], also allow for the definition of a cor-
responding SDPI constant. Thus, consider a convex function
Φ : R+ → R such that Φ(1) = 0 and two probability
distributions ν ≪ µ, one can define the Φ-divergence as
follows

DΦ(ν∥µ) = Eµ

[
Φ

(
dν

dµ

)]
(3)

and, given a Markov kernel K, the corresponding SDPI
constant as follows:

ηΦ(µ,K) := sup
ν:ν ̸=µ

DΦ(νK∥µK)

DΦ(ν∥µ)
, (4)

ηΦ(K) := sup
µ∈P(X )

ηΦ(µ,K), (5)

where P(X ) is the set of all the probability distributions over
X . These objects have been connected to several others, such
as the maximal correlation and the so-called hypercontractivity
constants of certain Markov operators [6], [7]. Moreover,
given the importance of the Data Processing Inequality in
Information Theory and the possibility of improving the cor-
responding results computing the SDPI constants, they have
gained increasing interest over the years, leading to a variety
of applications, universal upper and lower bounds [2], [8], [9].
In particular, it is known that for any Φ and any channel K [2,
Theorem 3.1]

ηΦ(K) ≤ ηTV(K), (6)

while if Φ is also three times differentiable, given any measure
µ [2, Theorem 3.3]:

ηΦ(µ,K) ≥ ηχ2(µ,K), ηΦ(K) ≥ ηχ2(K). (7)

ηTV and η2χ denote the SDPI constant of the divergences
induced, respectively, by Φ(x) = 1

2 |x−1| and Φ(x) = x2−1.
Rényi divergences Dα represents another family of diver-

gences that are known to satisfy the DPI and lend themselves
to the definition of a corresponding SDPI constant but that
do not belong to the family of Φ-divergences. The Rényi
divergence Dα(ν||µ) of two probability distributions ν ≪ µ
for α ̸∈ {0, 1,∞} can be defined as follows [10]

Dα(ν∥µ) :=
1

α− 1
logEµ

[(
dν

dµ

)α]
. (8)

Moreover, one can define the corresponding SDPI constant

ηα(µ,K) := sup
ν:ν ̸=µ

Dα(νK∥µK)

Dα(ν∥µ)
, (9)

ηα(K) := sup
µ∈P(X )

ηα(µ,K). (10)

To the best of our knowledge, the SDPI constant for Rényi
divergence has been rarely investigated. Unlike the SDPI con-
stant for Φ-divergence, it does not seem to satisfy the classical
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upper bound highlighted in [2]. [11, Example 2] shows that
it can hold ηα > ηTV, thus violating Eq. (6). However, it is
not known whether the universal lower bound ηχ2 ≤ ηα also
fails to hold. The SDPI constant of Rényi divergence stands
as an interesting object of study. Indeed, it can be proven to
be related to the log-Sobolev inequality and hypercontractivity
of certain types of operators [12]. Characterizing it can lead
to improved concentration results for non-independent random
variables [11] and improved lower bounds on the Bayesian risk
in estimation procedures with privatized samples [13, Section
3.1]. Moreover, the limiting behavior of the Rényi divergence
could provide new characterizations of ηKL, since we have by
[10, Theorem 5] that DKL(ν||µ) = lim

α↓1
Dα(ν||µ).

In this paper, we study said object. Notably, we can prove
that the universal lower-bound does indeed hold and thus

ηα(K) ≥ ηχ2(K). (11)

Moreover, we study some properties of ηα when α = 2 and
we manage to characterize the distribution achieving the supre-
mum in (9). We will explain why our theorems are promising
with some simple but conceptually crucial examples.

II. PRELIMINARIES AND NOTATIONS

We denote by P(X ) the set of all probability distributions
on an alphabet (or a space) X . The set of all real-valued
functions on X is denoted by F(X ). A Markov kernel
(channel) K(y|x) ∈ M(Y|X ) acts on probability distributions
µ ∈ P(X ) by

µK(y) =
∑
x∈X

µ(x)K(y|x), y ∈ Y. (12)

or on functions f ∈ F(X ) by

Kf(x) =
∑
y∈Y

K(y|x)f(y), y ∈ Y. (13)

We say an admissible pair (µ,K) ∈ P(X ) × M(Y|X ) if
µ ∈ P∗(X ) and µK ∈ P∗(Y), where P∗ denotes all strictly
positive distributions. For any such pair, there exists a unique
channel K∗ ∈ M(X|Y) with the property that

E[g(Y )Kf(Y )] = E[K∗f(X)g(X)] (14)

for all f ∈ F(X ), g ∈ F(X ). The above so-called adjoint
channel can be characterized in discrete settings as follows:

K∗(x|y) = K(y|x)µ(x)
µK(y)

. (15)

Moreover, for f = dν/dµ, it holds by [2, Section 1.1 and
Lemma A.1] that

K∗f =
d(νK)

d(µK)
. (16)

In the following discussion of this paper, we will assume
1 < α < ∞ and µ ∈ P∗(X ), µK ∈ P∗(Y) for Dα unless
specified differently. Then it is a direct consequence that ν ≪
µ and νK ≪ µK for every ν ∈ P(X ).

III. LOWER BOUNDS FOR THE SDPI CONSTANTS

In this section, we will present two different versions of the
lower bound for ηα(µ,K). The first one is more universal and
related to ηχ2 , which implies the same lower bound as ηΦ. The
second one provides a lower bound that is easy to calculate.
We will show by two examples that Theorems 1 and 3 coincide
in some cases. Moreover, Theorem 3 can sometimes help us
identify whether ηα(µ,K) = 1.

Theorem 1 (Lower bound, Version 1). Given a probability
distribution µ and a Markov kernel K, the SDPI constant for
Rényi divergence satisfies the following inequality:

ηα(µ,K) ≥ ηχ2(µ,K). (17)

Proof. Let νε = µ + ε(ν − µ) for 0 < ε < 1 and f =
dν/dµ− 1. We could derive that

∂Dα(νε||µ)
∂ε

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

=
αEµ[(1 + εf)α−1f ]

(α− 1)Eµ[(1 + εf)α]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= 0, (18)

∂2Dα(νε||µ)
∂ε2

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= lim
ε↓0

1

ε
· ∂Dα(νε||µ)

∂ε
(19)

=
αEµ[(1 + εf)α−2f2]

Eµ[(1 + εf)α]

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= αEµ[f
2],

(20)

where Eq. (18) is by direct calculation of partial derivative,
and Eq. (20) is due to the L’Hôpital’s rule. Similarly,

∂Dα(νεK||µK)

∂ε

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= 0, (21)

∂2Dα(νεK||µK)

∂ε2

∣∣∣∣
ε=0

= αEµK [(K∗f)2]. (22)

Here K∗ is the adjoint channel of K. Therefore, we could
apply the Taylor expansion to Dα(νε||µ), which yields

Dα(νε||µ) =
α

2
Eµ[f

2]ε2 + o(ε2). (23)

Likewise,

Dα(νεK||µK) =
α

2
EµK [(K∗f)2]ε2 + o(ε2). (24)

By the definition of ηα(µ,K), since {νε : ν ̸= µ, 0 < ε <
1} ⊆ {ν : ν ̸= µ}, we have

ηα(µ,K) ≥ sup
ν:ν ̸=µ

Dα(νεK∥µK)

Dα(νε∥µ)
. (25)

Therefore, we conclude that

ηα(µ,K) ≥ sup
ν:ν ̸=µ

EµK [(K∗f)2]ε2 + o(ε2)

Eµ[f2]ε2 + o(ε2)
(26)

= sup
ν:ν ̸=µ

EµK [(K∗f)2] + o(1)

Eµ[f2] + o(1)
= ηχ2(µ,K), (27)

where Eq. (27) is derived by [2, Remark 3.3]. This completes
the proof.



It is then immediate to see that ηχ2 is a universal lower
bound for ηα.

Corollary 2. Given a Markov kernel K, it holds

ηα(K) ≥ ηχ2(K). (28)

Proof. Take the supremum over µ ∈ P∗(X ) on both sides of
Eq. (17).

Now, we shall introduce another version of the lower bound
for ηα which, differently from the previous one, can be written
in closed-form and is thus easier to compute.

Theorem 3 (Lower bound, Version 2). Let K be the kernel
induced by an n × m stochastic matrix and µ be a discrete
distribution on a finite alphabet X with |X | = n. The Rényi
entropy satisfies the following inequality:

ηα(µ,K) ≥ max
1≤i̸=ℓ≤n

µiµℓ

µi + µℓ

m∑
j=1

(Kij −Kℓj)
2

(µK)j
. (29)

Proof. For a fixed ν, define f = dν/dµ − 1. One could see
that Eµ[f ] = 0. Hence,

ην :=
Dα(νK∥µK)

Dα(ν∥µ)
=

logEµK [(1 +K∗f)α]

logEµ[(1 + f)α]
. (30)

Denote f = [f1, . . . , fn]
⊤. We could write fn as

fn = − 1

µn

n−1∑
r=1

µrfr, (31)

which is because f has zero mean. Define the following
quantities:

P (f) := EµK [(1 +K∗f)α] (32)

=

m∑
j=1

(µK)j

(
1 +

n−1∑
ℓ=1

(
K∗

jℓ −
µℓ

µn
K∗

jn

)
fℓ

)α

, (33)

Q(f) := Eµ[(1 + f)α] (34)

=

n−1∑
j=1

µj(1 + fj)
α + µn

(
1− 1

µn

n−1∑
r=1

µrfr

)α

. (35)

We evaluate the following derivatives, in which we denote with
∂i being the partial derivative of the corresponding function
with respect to fi:

∂iP (0) = α

m∑
j=1

(µK)j

(
K∗

ji −
µi

µn
K∗

jn

)
(36)

= α

m∑
j=1

(µK)j

(
µi

(µK)j
Kij −

µi

µn

µn

(µK)j
Knj

)
= 0,

(37)

∂2
i P (0) = α

m∑
j=1

(µK)j

(
K∗

ji −
µi

µn
K∗

jn

)2

(38)

= α

m∑
j=1

µ2
i

(µK)j
(Kij −Knj)

2
, (39)

∂iQ(0) = αµi − α

(
µi

µn

)
µn = 0, (40)

∂2
i Q(0) = αµi + α

(
µi

µn

)2

µn (41)

= α

(
µi +

µ2
i

µn

)
. (42)

Denote η := ηα(µ,K). Now, for some fixed i, if we restrict
the domain of f to

Domi(ε) := {f : 0 ≤ fi ≤ ε, fs = 0 for s ̸= i}, (43)

where ε > 0 is small enough, then it is necessary that by the
definition of η,

η ≥ logEµK [(1 +K∗f)α]

logEµ[(1 + f)α]
, f ∈ Domi(ε). (44)

Rearranging, we obtain

logP (f)− η logQ(f) ≤ 0. (45)

It is obvious that P (0) = Q(0) = 1. Therefore, to hold Eq.
(45), it is necessary that

S1(f) :=
∂

∂fi

(
P (f)

Qη(f)

)
≤ 0, f ∈ Domi(ε). (46)

Evaluating S1(f) at f = 0, by the definition of partial
derivative, it yields

S1(0) = lim
fi↓0

1

fi
·
(

P (f)

Qη(f)
− 1

)∣∣∣∣
f=0

(47)

= lim
fi↓0

∂iP (f)− ∂iQ
η(f)

fi · ∂iQη(f) +Qη(f)

∣∣∣∣
f=0

(48)

= ∂iP (0)− ∂iQ(0) = 0, (49)

where Eq. (48) is due to the L’Hôpital’s rule. In order to obtain
S1(f) ≤ 0 in Domi(ε), it is necessary to have the second
derivative being negative, which is

S2(f) := 2
∂2

∂f2
i

(
P (f)

Qη(f)

)
≤ 0, f ∈ Domi(ε). (50)

Evaluating S2(f) at f = 0, by the L’Hôpital’s rule, it yields

S2(0) = 2 lim
fi↓0

P (f)−Qη(f)

f2
i ·Qη(f)

∣∣∣∣
f=0

= ∂2
i P (0)− ∂2

i Q
η(0),

(51)
and by direct calculation,

∂2
i P (0)− ∂2

i Q
η(0) = ∂2

i P (0)− η∂2
i Q(0), (52)

where we use the fact that ∂iQ(0) = 0 and Qη(0) =
Qη−1(0) = 1. Therefore, S2(0) ≤ 0 is equivalent to

η ≥ ∂2
i P (0)

∂2
i Q(0)

(53)

=

α
m∑
j=1

µ2
i

(µK)j
(Kij −Knj)

2

α

(
µi +

µ2
i

µn

) (54)

=
µiµn

µi + µn

∑
j

(Kij −Knj)
2

(µK)j
. (55)



Since i is arbitrary and, indeed, one can choose any fℓ to be
fn in Eq. (31), which means that η should satisfy

η ≥ max
1≤i̸=ℓ≤n

µiµℓ

µi + µℓ

m∑
j=1

(Kij −Kℓj)
2

(µK)j
, (56)

which is the desired result.

Note that the theorem gives a lower bound that is easy to
calculate compared to Theorem 1 and does not depend on α.
Therefore, one could take α ↓ 1 and obtain a lower bound of
ηKL(µ,K).

We shall see in the following example that in the two-
dimensional BSC, the lower bounds given in Theorem 1 and 3
coincide. As mentioned above, one could take α ↓ 1 to retrieve
a classical lower bound for ηKL.

Example 1. Let µ = Ber(1/2) and K = BSC(ε) for 0 ≤ ε ≤
1/2. We have µK = Ber(1/2) in this case. Hence, Theorem
3 gives

ηα(µ,K) ≥ 1

2

[
(K11 −K21)

2 + (K12 −K22)
2
]

(57)

= (1− 2ε)2 = ηχ2(µ,K). (58)

Eq. (58) is illustrated in [2, Example 3.1]. Taking α ↓ 1, we
retrieve the well-known result described in [2, Theorem 3.3]
that ηKL(µ,K) ≥ ηχ2(µ,K).

Example 2. Theorem 3 could sometimes help us to identify
whether ηα(ν,K) = 1. Consider the following case: If there
exist i ̸= ℓ, a ̸= b such that Kia = Kℓb = 1 and Kja =
Kjb = 0 for all j ̸= i, ℓ, then we obtain

ηα(µ,K) ≥ µiµℓ

µi + µℓ

(
1

µi
+

1

µℓ

)
= 1. (59)

Thus we conclude ηα(µ,K) = 1. Moreover, since the right
hand side of Eq. (59) does not depend on µ, we could further
obtain ηα(K) = 1.

IV. PROPERTIES OF η2(µ,K)

In this section, we investigate a special case of the SDPI
constant when α = 2. We have the following theorem.

Theorem 4. Let µ be a probability distribution on a finite
alphabet and K be a stochastic matrix with finite dimension.
Whenever ηχ2(ν,K) < 1, the SDPI constant η2(µ,K) satisfies

η2(µ,K) = sup

D2(νK∥µK)

D2(ν∥µ)
: ν ̸= µ and

∏
j

νj = 0

 ,

(60)
which indicates that the supremum is achieved when at least
one entry of ν is zero.

Proof. Denote η := η2(µ,K) for simplicity. We formulate η
into an optimization problem as follows.

max
νi

log
∑

j(µK)−1
j (νK)2j

log
∑

j µ
−1
j ν2j

(61)

s.t.
∑
j

νj = 1. (62)

Here we denote (µK)j as the j-th entry of the vector (distri-
bution) µK. Define the Lagrangian function

G(ν, λ) :=
log
∑

j(µK)−1
j (νK)2j

log
∑

j µ
−1
j ν2j

+ λ

∑
j

νj − 1

 . (63)

The necessary condition that an extremum should satisfy is

0 =
∂G

∂νi
=

2

log
∑

j µ
−1
j ν2j

(∑
j(µK)−1

j (νK)jKij∑
j(µK)−1

j (νK)2j

)

−
2 log

∑
j(µK)−1

j (νK)2j(
log
∑

j µ
−1
j ν2j

)2
(

µ−1
i νi∑

j µ
−1
j ν2j

)
+ λ, ∀i.

(64)
Using below a necessary condition for Eq. (64) to hold∑

i

νi
∂G

∂νi
= 0, (65)

we could find

−λ =
2 log

∑
j µ

−1
j ν2j − 2 log

∑
j(µK)−1

j (νK)2j(
log
∑

j µ
−1
j ν2j

)2 . (66)

Plugging Eq. (66) into Eq. (64), we obtain

∂G

∂νi
=

2

log
∑

j µ
−1
j ν2j

(∑
j(µK)−1

j (νK)jKij∑
j(µK)−1

j (νK)2j
− 1

)

−
2 log

∑
j(µK)−1

j (νK)2j(
log
∑

j µ
−1
j ν2j

)2
(

µ−1
i νi∑

j µ
−1
j ν2j

− 1

)
, ∀i.

(67)
Similarly, by Eq. (64), it holds∑

i

µi
∂G

∂νi
= 0. (68)

We obtain(
1− 1∑

j(µK)−1
j (νK)2j

)
log
∑
j

µ−1
j ν2j

−

(
1− 1∑

j µ
−1
j ν2j

)
log
∑
j

(µK)−1
j (νK)2j = 0.

(69)

We could rewrite Eq. (69) as

0 =

(
1

D2(νK∥µK)
− 1

D2(νK∥µK)H2(νK∥µK)

)
−
(

1

D2(ν∥µ)
− 1

D2(ν∥µ)H2(ν∥µ)

)
.

(70)

Here we define for two distributions ν, µ,

H2(ν∥µ) :=
∑
j

µ−1
j ν2j . (71)

and we observe that H2(ν∥µ) = exp [D2(ν∥µ)]. Define the
following function for t > 0,

φ(t) :=
1

t
− 1

t exp(t)
. (72)



We would like to show that φ(t) in non-increasing. Indeed,
observing that

dφ(t)

dt
=

− exp(t) + t+ 1

t2
< 0. (73)

Moreover, Eq. (70) is equivalent to

φ(D2(νK∥µK))− φ(D2(ν∥µ)) = 0. (74)

By the non-increasing property of φ, Eq. (74) is satisfied
if and only if D2(νK∥µK) = D2(ν∥µ) since we have
D2(νK∥µK) ≤ D2(ν∥µ) always. However, we know by the
definition of ηχ2(µ,K) that

χ2(νK∥µK) ≤ ηχ2(µ,K)χ2(ν∥µ). (75)

Therefore,

H2(νK∥µK)− 1 ≤ ηχ2(µ,K)(H2(ν∥µ)− 1). (76)

Since ηχ2(µ,K) < 1 by assumption, the equality is satisfied if
and only if H2(ν∥µ) = 1, so that D2(ν∥µ) = 0. In conclusion,
Eq. (74) is fulfilled if and only if

D2(νK∥µK) = D2(ν∥µ) = 0. (77)

which is equivalent to ν = µ. However, we know by the proof
Theorem 1 that for νε = µ+ ε(ν − µ),

lim sup
ε↓0

D2(νεK∥µK)

D2(νε∥µ)
≤ ηχ2(µ,K), (78)

which implies that ν = µ is a local minimum1. Therefore,
the supremum is taken at the boundary of the feasible region
Ω = {ν : ν ̸= µ}, which is the desired result.

Corollary 5. Let

η̃2(µ,K) := sup

D2(νK∥µK)

D2(ν∥µ)
: ν ̸= µ and

∏
j

νj = 0

 .

(79)
Then η2(µ,K) = max{η̃2(µ,K), ηχ2(µ,K)}.

Proof. This is a direct consequence of Theorems 1 and 4.

The above theorem helps us to formulate η2(µ,K) explicitly
when µ is a two-dimensional distribution.

Corollary 6. Let µ = Ber(p) and consider the Markov kernel
induced by the following 2× 2 matrix

K =

[
1− ε ε
θ 1− θ

]
. (80)

One has that

η2(µ,K) = max

{
log 1

p

(
(1− ε)2

µK({0})
+

ε2

µK({1})

)
,

log 1
1−p

(
θ2

µK({0})
+

(1− θ)2

µK({1})

)}
,

(81)

1Here is a subtle problem that the local minimum is not well defined in
this case. One can argue as follows. Let Ω := {ν : ν ̸= µ} and Ωδ :=
{νε : 0 < ε < δ}. Consider the feasible region Ω\Ωδ . The supremum is
then taken on ∂Ω or ∂Ωδ . However, as δ ↓ 0 we know by Eq. (78) that the
supremum cannot be taken on ∂Ωδ .

where µK = Ber(p+ θ − εp− pθ). Moreover, if θ = ε, then
K = BSC(ε) and

η2(µ,BSC(ε)) = log 1
1−p

(
ε2

µK({0})
+

(1− ε)2

µK({1})

)
. (82)

Furthermore,

η2(BSC(ε)) = log2 (2(1− 2ε(1− ε))) . (83)

Proof. Since ηχ2(µ,K) < 1, Theorem 4 implies that the
supremum is achieved by ν = δ0 or ν = δ1, which is exactly
Eq. (81).

Consider now θ = ε, we could assume without loss
of generality that, 0 < p, ε ≤ 1/2. Therefore, we have
p+ ε− 2εp ≤ 1/2. By direct calculation(

ε2

p+ ε− 2εp
+

(1− ε)2

1− ε− p+ 2εp

)
−
(

(1− ε)2

p+ ε− 2εp
+

ε2

1− ε− p+ 2εp

)
≥ 0,

(84)

together with
1

1− p
≤ 1

p
we conclude that the maximum is

always achieved by

log 1
1−p

(
ε2

p+ ε− 2εp
+

(1− ε)2

1− ε− p+ 2εp

)
. (85)

Thus we obtain Eq. (82).
Furthermore, by noting that η2(µ,BSC(ε)) is increasing

with respect to p, we conclude that the maximum is always
achieved when p = 1/2. Since

η2(BSC(ε)) = sup
0<p≤1/2

η2(Ber(p),BSC(ε)), (86)

we arrive at Eq. (83) by plugging p = 1/2 in Eq. (82).

Figure 1 shows the plots for ηχ2(BSC(ε)), η2(BSC(ε)) and
ηTV(BSC(ε)) when ε is ranging from 0 to 1. We would like
to emphasize that Eqs. (82) and (83) provide closed-form
formulas for η2, with a promise for generalization to ηα and
also to arbitrary channels in the future.
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Fig. 1. Plots for ηχ2 (BSC(ε)), η2(BSC(ε)) and ηTV(BSC(ε)).
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