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Abstract

Random binning is a widely utilized tool in information theory, finding applications in various

domains. In this paper, we focus on the output statistics of random binning (OSRB) using the Tsallis

divergence Tα. Our investigation encompasses all values of α within the range of (0,∞). The proofs

provided in this paper cover both the achievability and converse aspects. To accommodate the unbounded

nature of T∞, we analyze the OSRB framework using the Rényi’s divergence criterion with the order

of infinity, denoted as D∞. During our exploration of OSRB, we encounter a specific form of Rényi’s

conditional entropy and delve into its properties. Additionally, we demonstrate the effectiveness of this

framework in establishing achievability results for wiretap channel, where Tsallis divergence serves as

a security measure.

I. INTRODUCTION

The concepts of distance between probability measures and correlation metrics are closely

intertwined and widely utilized in information theory and machine learning. These metrics play

a crucial role in various applications, such as quantifying security levels [1]–[9] and bounding

generalization errors [10]–[13]. Several well-known distance measures are commonly employed,

including the total variation distance, KL divergence, Rényi divergence, and Tsallis divergence.

The total variation distance is a popular metric defined as

‖p(x)− q(x)‖TV =
1

2

∑

x

∣
∣p(x)− q(x)

∣
∣. (1)

KL divergence, another widely used measure, is defined as

D
(
p(x) ‖ q(x)

)
=
∑

x

p(x) log

(
p(x)

q(x)

)

. (2)
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Rényi divergence generalizes KL divergence and is defined as

Dα

(
p(x) ‖ q(x)

)
=

1

α− 1
log

(
∑

x

p(x)αq(x)1−α

)

, (3)

where α is a parameter that determines the order of the divergence.

Tsallis divergence is another generalization of relative entropy, given by

Tα(p(x) ‖ q(x)) =
1

α− 1

(
∑

x

p(x)αq(x)1−α − 1

)

. (4)

Correlation measures also play a significant role in various scientific domains. Two well-known

measures are Shannon’s mutual information and Rényi mutual information. Shannon’s mutual

information is defined as

I(X ; Y ) =
∑

x,y

p(x, y) log
p(x, y)

p(x)p(y)
.

Rényi mutual information of order α, proposed by Sibson, is defined as

Iα(X ; Y ) =
α

α− 1
log




∑

y

[
∑

x

p(x)p(y|x)α
]1/α



,

where α belongs to the range (0, 1) ∪ (1,∞).

These different metrics exhibit various relationships with each other, with some metrics being

stronger or weaker than others. Bounding one metric often leads to bounding another. For

instance, Pinsker’s inequality states that mutual information is a stronger measure than total

variation distance, as shown by the inequality:

‖p(x, y)− p(x)p(y)‖TV ≤
√

1

2
I(X ; Y ). (5)

Moreover, Rényi mutual information is a non-decreasing function of its order, implying that any

upper bound on Rényi mutual information with an order greater than 1 yields a bound on mutual

information.

Random binning has long been recognized as a valuable tool in information theory, particularly

for establishing achievability results. One essential technique for analyzing random binning is

the method introduced in [14]. This work investigates the output statistics of random binning

(OSRB) and demonstrates that, when the binning rate is below a certain threshold, the bin index

variable becomes asymptotically independent from other variables as the block length increases,

based on the total variation criterion. In [15], the asymptotic analysis of OSRB is extended to

a stronger measure of mutual information.
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This paper adopts Tsallis divergence as a metric, which is a stronger measure compared to

Rényi divergence, Rényi mutual information, and total variation distance. The asymptotic analysis

of OSRB is conducted based on this measure. In this context, the binning rate is constrained by a

conditional Rényi entropy. Various definitions of conditional Rényi entropy have been proposed

[16]–[21]. The conditional Rényi entropy introduced in this paper is based on the framework

of OSRB analysis using Tsallis divergence, giving it operational significance. Furthermore, the

properties of the introduced conditional Rényi entropy are thoroughly investigated in this work.

We explore the OSRB framework by considering Tα across the entire range of α ∈ (0,∞),

providing both achievability and converse proofs. For the case of α = ∞, where Tα is unbounded,

we utilize D∞ as a substitute for the OSRB analysis. We present our OSRB theorems in

three distinct scenarios. Firstly, we consider a scenario where the binned sequence is generated

independently and identically distributed (i.i.d.). Secondly is randomly chosen from an ǫ-typical

set. Lastly, we investigate a scenario where the binned sequence is mapped form an ǫ-typical

set and then passed from non-memoryless virtual channel. We analyze the second and third

cases as determinstic and stochastic encoders, respectively. By utilizing the OSRB theorem for

determinstic and stochastic cases, we are able to achieve higher achievable rates. In particular,

we focus on the wiretap channel and derive a secure rate using the Tsallis divergence and D∞

as the security criterion. Our results can be seen as an extension of work presented in [2], where

the wiretap secure rate is computed using Rényi divergence with a parameter α ∈ (0, 2] ∪ {∞}
the measure of secrecy. Moreover, we present an applications of our OSRB framework. The

application is in establishing the achievability rate region for the wiretap channel using Tsallis

divergence and D∞ as a secrecy criterion.

The remaining sections of this paper are structured as follows. Section II provides the necessary

preliminaries. In Section III, we introduce a specific type of conditional Rényi entropy and

investigate its properties. Theorems for asymptotic OSRB based on the Tsallis measure criterion

are presented in Section IV. Section V explores the applications of Tsallis-based OSRB in

analyzing the achievability rate regions of the wiretap channel problem. Finally, Section VI

presents the concluding remarks of the paper.

II. PRELIMINARIES

This section begins by introducing the relevant notations and providing a definition of random

binning. We then identify a counting problem and discuss the necessary properties of Tsallis
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divergence.

A. Notations and Definitions

Random variables are denoted by capital letters and their values by lowercase letters. Alphabet

sets of random variables are shown in calligraphic font. The n-ary Cartesian power of a set X
is denoted as X n. The notation pU(x) represents the uniform distribution over the set X . We use

[ℓ] to denote the set {1, 2, . . . , ℓ}. We use 1{·} to denote the indicator function; it is equal to

one if the condition inside {·} holds; otherwise, it is zero. For a real number x, its integer part

and fractional part are denoted by ⌊x⌋ and {x}, respectively. All the logarithms in this paper

are in base two.

Definition 1 (Random binning). In the process of random binning, each realization of a random

variable is randomly assigned to a bin index. Therefore, random binning can be viewed as

a random function denoted as B : X → [M ], where each symbol x ∈ X is uniformly and

independently mapped to a symbol b ∈ [M ]. Consider two dependent random variables X and

Z with a joint probability mass function p(x, z). By applying random binning, we map the set

X to [M ]. As a result, the induced random probability mass function on the set X × Z × [M ]

can be expressed as

P (x, z, b) = pX,Z(x, z)1{B(x) = b}. (6)

Consequently, we obtain the conditional probability mass function as

P (b|z) =
∑

x

p(x|z)1{B(x) = b}. (7)

Here, the use of capital letter P indicates that the induced probability mass function on x, z, b

is random.

Definition 2. A channel p(x|z) is referred to as a singleton channel if, for any x1, x2, z1, z2 such

that p(z1)p(z2) > 0, the following condition holds.

p(x1|z1) = p(x2|z2). (8)

On the other hand, if the above condition is not satisfied, the channel is classified as a non-

singleton channel.
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B. Counting

The count of positive integer solutions for the linear equation

x1 + x2 + . . .+ xℓ = α, (9)

is given by
(
α− 1

ℓ− 1

)

=
(α− 1)!

(ℓ− 1)!(α− ℓ)!
. (10)

It is evident that the following inequality holds.
(
α− 1

ℓ− 1

)

≤ αα. (11)

C. Some useful properties of Tsallis divergence

By using the inequality log x ≤ x− 1, we can establish the following inequalities for Tsallis

and Rényi divergences.

Tα(p(x) ‖ q(x)) ≥ Dα(p(x) ‖ q(x)) α ∈ (1,∞) (12)

Dα(p(x) ‖ q(x)) ≥ Tα(p(x) ‖ q(x)) α ∈ (0, 1). (13)

Moreover, the limit values of the Tsallis divergence are given by

lim
α→1

Tα(p(x) ‖ q(x)) = D(p(x) ‖ q(x)), (14)

and

lim
α→∞

Tα(p(x) ‖ q(x)) = ∞, (15)

for two different distributions p(x) and q(x).

Due to the unbounded nature of the Tsallis divergence as α approaches infinity, it is less

appealing for investigation. Therefore, the paper focuses on analyzing D∞ instead, defined as

D∞(p(x) ‖ q(x)) = log

(

max
x

p(x)

q(x)

)

. (16)

In comparing the definition of Tα and Dα in equations (3− 4) for two different distributions

on Xn, it can be observed that they exhibit similar behavior for α ∈ (0,∞) as n approaches to

∞. This observation suggests that if one of them converges to 0 or ∞, the other also converges

accordingly.
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III. CONDITIONAL RÉNYI ENTROPY

In this section, we present a candidate for the conditional Rényi entropy and thoroughly

examine its properties. This particular entropy emerges naturally when bounding the output of

random binning using the Tsallis divergence. Since the properties of this entropy will be utilized

in the subsequent theorems, we introduce it earlier. Although the conditional Rényi entropy we

introduce in this paper has been previously discussed in [16] and some of its properties have

been investigated in [21], we provide a comprehensive overview of all its properties here for the

sake of completeness.

Lemma 1. Consider the function

H̃α(X|Z) = 1

1− α
log

(
∑

z

p(z)
∑

x

pα(x|z)
)

. (17)

Then it has the following properties

1) Let p(x, z) = p(x)p(z), then

H̃α(X|Z) = Hα(X), (18)

where Hα(X) is the Rényi entropy of order α.

2) H̃α(X|Z) is decreasing in α ∈ R. To be more precise, it is strictly decreasing for non-

singleton channel p(x|z).
3) limα→1 H̃α(X|Z) = H(X|Z).
4) Data processing inequality for α ∈ (1,∞),

H̃α(X|Y ) ≤ H̃α(X|Z), (19)

such that X − Y − Z forms a Markov chain.

5) Suppose α ∈ (1,∞) and λ ∈ [0, 1], then H̃α(X|Z) for fixed p(x|z) is a convex function

of p(z). More precisely, we have

1

1− α
log

(
∑

z

(

λpλ(z) + λ̄pλ̄(z)
)

·
∑

x

pα(x|z)
)

≤ λ

1− α
log

(
∑

z

pλ(z)
∑

x

pα(x|z)
)

+
λ̄

1− α
log

(
∑

z

pλ̄(z)
∑

x

pα(x|z)
)

, (20)

where λ̄ = 1 − λ and pλ(z) and pλ̄(z) are two different probability mass functions over

the alphabet Z .



7

6) In the limit as α → ±∞,

lim
α→∞

H̃α(X|Z) = log

(
1

maxx,z p(x|z)

)

(21)

lim
α→−∞

H̃α(X|Z) = log

(
1

minx,z p(x|z)

)

. (22)

7) Let (Xn, Zn) be i.i.d. random variables distributed according to p(x, z), i.e.,

p(xn, zn) =

n∏

i=1

p(xi, zi). (23)

Then,

H̃α(X
n|Zn) =

n∑

i=1

H̃α(Xi|Zi) = nH̃α(X|Z). (24)

8) H̃α(X|Z) is non-negative.

9) For singleton channel p(x|z) and any α1 6= α2 ∈ R, we have

H̃α1
(X|Z) = H̃α2

(X|Z). (25)

The proofs of the properties are given in Appendix A.

Lemma 2 (Harris’ inequality). Let f, g : R → R be non-decreasing functions, and let X be a

real-valued random variable taking values in R. Then

E[f(X)g(X)] ≥ E[f(X)]E[g(X)], (26)

which by induction and paying attention to the fact that the multiplication of non-decreasing

and non-negative functions is non-decreasing, we have

E

[
ℓ∏

i=1

fi(X)

]

≥
ℓ∏

i=1

E[fi(X)] (27)

when fi(X) is non-decreasing and non-negative.

IV. STATISTICS OF RANDOM BINNING

In the subsequent analysis, we examine the output statistics of random binning based on the

Tsallis divergence criterion. We consider two separate cases, namely α ∈ (0, 1) and α ∈ (1,∞),

and present two theorems that encompass both achievability and converse proofs. Additionally,

we provide a theorem specifically for the case of α = ∞, where we utilize D∞ as a measure.
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A. Statistics of random binning over i.i.d random variable

Theorem 1. Consider the scenario where α ∈ (1,∞) and B : X n → [2nR] represents the set of

all random mappings with a rate of R, satisfying

R < H̃α(X|Z). (28)

As n approaches infinity, we observe that

EB

[

Tα

(

P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b) p(zn)
)]

→ 0. (29)

Furthermore, if R > H̃α(X|Z), then we have

EB

[

Tα

(

P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b) p(zn)
)]

→ ∞. (30)

Proof. We begin by proving the theorem for α ∈ N, and then we proceed to generalize it. It is

important to note that the proof initially focuses on the single-shot scenario and later extends to

the asymptotic regime. By considering the definition of Tsallis divergence in equation (4), we

obtain

EB

[

Tα

(

P (b, z) ‖ pU(b) p(z)
)]

=
1

α− 1

(

EB

[

Mα−1
∑

b,z

P α(b|z)p(z)
]

− 1

)

(31)

=
1

α− 1

(
∑

z

p(z)
(

Mα
EB

[

P α(b = 1|z)
])

− 1

)

, (32)

where (32) is due to the symmetry and linearity of expectation.

Using the multinomial expansion, we now compute the expectation by substituting (7) in (32).

Mα
EB

[

p(b = 1|z)α
]

(33)

= Mα
EB

[(
∑

x

p(x|z)1{B(x) = 1}
)α
]

(34)

= Mα
EB

[
∑

x1,...,xα

α∏

i=1

p(xi|z)1{B(xi) = 1}
]

(35)

= Mα
EB

[
∑

x1

pα(x1|z)1{B(x1) = 1}

+

(
∑

x1 6=x2

pα−1(x1|z)p(x2|z) ·
2∏

i=1

1{B(xi) = 1}

+
∑

x1 6=x2

pα−2(x1|z)p2(x2|z) ·
2∏

i=1

1{B(xi) = 1}+ . . .

)
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+

(
∑

x1 6=x2 6=x3

pα−2(x1|z)p(x2|z)p(x3|z) ·
3∏

i=1

1{B(xi) = 1}

+
∑

x1 6=x2 6=x3

pα−3(x1|z)p2(x2|z)p(x3|z) ·
3∏

i=1

1{B(xi) = 1}
)

+ · · ·

+
∑

x1 6=···6=xα

α∏

i=1

p(xi|z)1{B(xi) = 1}
]

(36)

= Mα−1
∑

x1

pα(x1|z)

+Mα−2
[ ∑

x1 6=x2

pα−1(x|z)p(x2|z) +
∑

x1 6=x2

pα−2(x1|z)p2(x2|zn) + · · ·
]

+Mα−3
[ ∑

x1 6=x2 6=x3

pα−2(x|z)p(x2|z)p(x3|z)

+
∑

x1 6=x2 6=x3

pα−3(x|z)p2(x2|z)p(x3|z) + · · ·
]

+ · · ·+
∑

x1 6=x2 6=···6=xα

α∏

i=1

p(xi|z) (37)

≤ Mα−1
∑

x

pα(x|z) (38)

+

[

Mα−2
(∑

x

pα−1(x|z)
)

+Mα−2
(∑

x

pα−2(x|z)
)(∑

x

p2(x|z)
)

+ · · ·
]

+

[

Mα−3
(∑

x

pα−2(x|z)
)

+Mα−3
(∑

x

pα−3(x|z)
)(∑

x

p2(x|z)
)

+ · · ·
]

+ · · ·+ 1, (39)

where (36) comes from the fact that the set X α can be partitioned as ∪α
ℓ=1Aℓ where Aℓ is the

set of α-tuples in the following form

Aℓ =
{

(x1, . . . , x1
︸ ︷︷ ︸

α1

, x2, . . . , x2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

α2

, . . . , xℓ, . . . , xℓ
︸ ︷︷ ︸

αℓ

) :xj ∈ X , j ∈ [ℓ], xi 6= xj , i 6= j
}

, (40)

with α1 + . . . + αℓ = α. In other words, Aℓ means that we divide the set X α into ℓ parts and

the data inside each part are equal, while they are not equal to the data of other parts.

Counting how the power α is divided into ℓ parts yields an upper bound of (11) for the

cardinality of the set Aℓ. The equation (37) is a consequence of the fact that random binning
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maps independently and uniformly, or equivalently

EB

[
k∏

i=1

1{B(xi) = 1}
]

=
1

Mk
. (41)

(38) arises from

∑

x1 6=x2 6=···6=xℓ

ℓ∏

i=1

pαi(xi|z) ≤
ℓ∏

i=1

∑

x

pαi(x|z). (42)

In addition, we benefited from

∑

x1 6=···6=xα

α∏

i=1

p(xi|z) ≤
∑

x1,...,xα

α∏

i=1

p(xi|z) = 1. (43)

The terms in (39), by Harris’ inequality, can be further bounded as

Mα−ℓ ·
ℓ∏

i=1

(
∑

x

pαi(x|z)
)

= Mα−ℓ ·
ℓ∏

i=1

EpX|Z=z

[

pαi−1(X|z)
]

(44)

≤ Mα−ℓ · EpX|Z=z

[
ℓ∏

i=1

pαi−1(X|z)
]

(45)

= Mα−ℓ
∑

x

pα−ℓ+1(x|z), (46)

where
∑ℓ

i=1 αi = α. By substituting these upper bounds into (32), we obtain the following

upper-bound terms for Tsallis divergence.

Mα−ℓ
∑

z

p(z)
∑

x

pα−ℓ+1(x|z), ℓ = 1, . . . , α− 1. (47)

Let (Xn, Zn) be i.i.d. random variables distributed according to p(x, z). Suppose that we ran-

domly (and uniformly) bin the set X n into M = 2nR bins. Then, with the increase of n, each

term forming the upper bound in (47) tends to zero if the rate applies in the following inequality.

R < H̃α−ℓ+1(X|Z), ℓ = 1, . . . , α− 1, (48)

or equivalently

R < min
ℓ

H̃α−ℓ+1(X|Z) (a)
= H̃α(X|Z), (49)

which (a) results from the non-increasing property of H̃α(X|Z).
It should be noted that for the singleton case, according to property 9, the value of H̃α(X|Z)

is constant.

Therefore, with the increase of n, the upper bound (39) tends to 1 and subsequently (32) tends

to zero. By letting n go to infinity, the proof of the theorem for α > 1 ∈ N is complete.
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The generalization of the achievability proof to real values of α and the converse part of the

proof can be found in Appendix B.

Remark 1. Inequality (12) shows that considering Dα instead of Tα in the case of α ∈ (1,∞),

the result of Theorem 1 will be valid.

Remark 2. In case of α = 1, Theorem 1 shows that if R < H(X|Z) holds, then

EB[I(Z;B)] → 0. (50)

This case can also be deduced from the results of [14], [15]. More specifically, it has been

proven in [14] that R < H(X|Z) gives results

EB‖p(z, b)− p(z)pU (b)‖TV → 0. (51)

Furthermore, in [15], it is shown that (51) approaches zero exponentially fast, which subsequently

results in (50).

The following theorem holds for α ∈ (0, 1).

Theorem 2. Let α ∈ (0, 1). Then

EB

[

Tα

(

P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b) p(zn)
)]

→ 0 (52)

holds if and only if the binning rate satisfies R < H(X|Z).

The proof is provided in Appendix C.

B. Statistics of random binning for special type

Theorem 3. Let consider

T n
ǫ (pX) =

{

xn :
∣
∣
∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

1{xi = x} − p(x)
∣
∣
∣ < ǫ

}

(53)

and Xn, which Xn distributed over T n
ǫ (pX) with distribution of

p̃(xn) =

∏n
i=1 p(xi)

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

∏n
i=1 p(xi)

(54)

1− δn ≤
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

n∏

i=1

p(xi) (55)
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and

pZn|Xn =

n∏

i=1

pZi|Xi
(56)

consider the scenario where α ∈ (1,∞) and B : T n
ǫ (pX) → [2nR] represents the set of all

random mappings on a special type with a rate of R, satisfying

R < H(X)−
∑

x

p(x)Dα(p(z|x) ‖ p(z)). (57)

As n approaches infinity and ǫ → 0, we observe that

EB

[

Tα

(

P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b) q(zn)
)]

→ 0 (58)

which p(z) =
∑

x p(x)p(z|x) and q(zn) =
∏n

i=1 p(zi).

Proof. Similar the steps in proof of Theorem 1 we start the proof with α ∈ N, then we generalize

that. Unlike the proof of Theorem 1 we represent this proof in asymptotic regime. Most of the

steps in this part are similar to 1 based on expansion. Let consider the definition of Tsallis

divergence in (4), so we have

EB

[
Tα

(
P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b)q(zn)

)]
=

1

α− 1

(

EB

[

Mα−1
∑

b,zn

q(zn)

(
p(b, zn)

q(zn)

)α
]

− 1

)

(59)

=
1

α− 1

(
∑

zn

q(zn)Mα
EB

(
p(1, zn)

q(zn)

)α

− 1

)

, (60)

where (60) comes from symmetry and linearity of expectation.

Multinomial expansion combining by substituting (7) in (60) implises that

Mα
EB

(
p(1, zn)

q(zn)

)α

(61)

= Mα
EB

[(∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX) p(x

n, zn)1{B(x) = 1}
q(zn)

)α
]

(62)

= Mα
EB

[(∑

xn
1
,...,xn

α

∏α
i=1 p(x

n
i , z

n)1{B(xn
i ) = 1}

qα(zn)

)]

(63)

= Mα
EB

[
∑

xn
1
∈T n

ǫ (pX)

pα(xn
1 , z

n)

qα(zn)
1{B(xn

1 ) = 1}

+

(
∑

xn
1
6=xn

2

pα−1(xn
1 , z

n)p(xn
2 , z

n) ·
∏2

i=1 1{B(xn
i ) = 1}

qα(zn)
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+
∑

xn
1
6=xn

2

pα−2(xn
1 , z

n)p2(xn
2 , z

n) ·
∏2

i=1 1{B(xn
i ) = 1}

qα(zn)
+ . . .

)

+

(
∑

xn
1
6=xn

2
6=xn

3

pα−2(xn
1 , z

n)p(xn
2 , z

n)p(xn
3 , z

n) ·∏3
i=1 1{B(xn

i ) = 1}
qα(zn)

+

∑

xn
1
6=xn

2
6=xn

3

pα−3(xn
1 , z

n)p2(xn
2 , z

n)p(xn
3 , z

n) ·
∏3

i=1 1{B(xn
i ) = 1}

qα(zn)

)

+ · · ·

+

∑

xn
1
6=···6=xn

α

∏α
i=1 p(x

n
i , z

n)1{B(xn
i ) = 1}

qα(zn)

]

(64)

= Mα−1
∑

xn
1
∈T n

ǫ (pX)

pα(xn
1 , z

n)

qα(zn)

+Mα−2
[ ∑

xn
1
6=xn

2

pα−1(xn
1 , z

n)p(xn
2 , z

n)

qα(zn)
+
∑

xn
1
6=xn

2

pα−2(xn
1 , z

n)p2(xn
2 , z

n)

qα(zn)
+ · · ·

]

+Mα−3
[ ∑

xn
1
6=xn

2
6=xn

3

pα−2(xn, zn)p(xn
2 , z

n)p(xn
3 , z

n)

qα(zn)

+
∑

xn
1
6=xn

2
6=xn

3

pα−3(xn, zn)p2(xn
2 , z

n)p(xn
3 , z

n)

qα(zn)
+ · · ·

]

+ · · ·+
∑

xn
1
6=xn

2
6=···6=xn

α

∏α
i=1 p(x

n
i , z

n)

qα(zn)
(65)

≤ Mα−1
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

pα(xn, zn)

qα(zn)
(66)

+

[

(1 + 2δn)M
α−2
( ∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

pα−1(xn, zn)

qα−1(zn)

)

+ (67)

Mα−2
( ∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

pα−2(xn, zn)

qα−2(zn)

)( ∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

p2(xn, zn)

q2(zn)

)

+ · · ·
]

(68)

+

[

(1 + 2δn)
2Mα−3

( ∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

pα−2(xn, zn)

qα−2(zn)

)

(69)

+ (1 + 2δn)M
α−3
( ∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

pα−3(xn, zn)

qα−3(zn)

)( ∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

p2(xn, zn)

q2(zn)

)

+ · · ·
]

+ · · ·+ (1 + 2δn)
α, (70)
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equation (64) is due to the fact that the set X α can be partitioned as (40) in proof of Theorem 1 for

α ∈ N. The equation (65) is a consequence of the fact that random binning maps independently

and uniformly and uses (41-43) for xn
i instead of xi.

(68-70) is due to

∑

xn
1
6=···6=xn

l

∏l
i=1 p

αi(xn
i , z

n)

qα(zn)
≤

l∏

i=1




∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

pαi(xn
i , z

n)

qαi(zn)



 (71)

combining with special case of (αi = 1)

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

p(xn, zn)

q(zn)
=

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX) p̃(x

n)p(zn|xn)
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX) q(x

n)p(zn|xn)
(72)

≤
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX) p̃(x

n)p(zn|xn)
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX) q(x

n)p(zn|xn)
≤ 1

1− δn
≤ 1 + 2δn (73)

with q(xn) =
∏n

i=1 p(xi), and δn → 0 for n → ∞.

This is clear that the upper bound obtained in (70), terms are created as follows

Mα−k−1
∑

zn

q(zn)
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

pα−k(xn, zn)

qα−k(zn)
, k = 0, 1, . . . , α− 2. (74)

Let consider (Xn, Zn) such as mentioned in Theorem 3. Suppose that we randomly (and

uniformly) bin the set X n into M = 2nR bins. Then, Lemma (3) implies that with the increase

of n, each term forming the upper bound in (74) tends to zero if the rate applies in the following

inequality.

R < H(X)−
∑

x

p(x)Dα−k

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
, k = 0, 1, . . . , α− 2, (75)

or equivalently

R < min
k

H(X)−Dα−k

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
(76)

(a)
= H(X)−Dα

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
, (77)

which (a) results from the increasing property of Dα

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
in α.

for correctess of the

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

[

p(xn, zn)

q(zn)

ℓ∏

i=1

(
p(xn, zn)

q(zn)

)αi−1
]

≥
( 1

1 + 2δn

)ℓ−1
ℓ∏

i=1

[
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

(
p(xn, zn)

q(zn)

)αi

]

(78)
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with
∑ℓ

i=1 αi = α for every realization of Zn = zn let assume νn(x) measure be defined as

νn(x
n) =

p(xn,zn)
q(zn)

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

p(xn,zn)
q(zn)

=

p(xn,zn)
q(zn)

p(zn)
q(zn)

(79)

HARRIS inequality implies that for fi(x) = xαi−1, we have

(q(zn)

p(zn)

) ∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

[

p(zn, zn)

q(zn)

ℓ∏

i=1

(
p(xn, zn)

q(zn)

)αi−1
]

= Eνn(xn)

[
ℓ∏

i=1

fi

(p(Xn, zn)

q(zn)

)
]

(80)

≥
ℓ∏

i=1

Eνn(xn)

[

fi

(p(Xn, zn)

q(zn)

)]

=
(q(zn)

p(zn)

)ℓ
ℓ∏

i=1

[
∑

xnT n
ǫ (pX)

(
p(xn, zn)

q(zn)

)αi

]

(81)

since q(zn)
p(zn)

≥ 1
1+2δn

concluded in (73) with δn → 0 for n → ∞.

Therefore, with the increase of n, the upper bound (70) tends to 1 and subsequently (60)

tends to zero. By letting n go to infinity and ǫ → 0, the proof of the theorem for α > 1 ∈ N is

complete.

The proof for real α’s is in a way similar to the generalization proof of Theorem 1 and hence

is omitted.

Remark 3. Let consider q(zn) =
∏n

i=1 p(zi), converse part of proof for lemma 3 could be

concluded exactly by repeating the steps (283-285), replacing (H(pX) + δn(ǫ)) in (334) instead

of (H(pX)− δn(ǫ)), and

∑

zn,xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

q(zn)p̃(xn)
pα−k(zn|xn)

qα−k(zn)
≥ min

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

∑

zn

q(zn)
pα−k(zn|xn)

qα−k(zn)
(82)

=
∑

zn

q(zn)
pα−k(zn|x̄n)

qα−k(zn)
(83)

≥ log
∏

x

(
∑

z

p(z)
pα−k(z|x)
pα−k(z)

)n(p(x)−ǫ)

(84)

=
∑

x

n(p(x)− ǫ) log

(
∑

z

p(z)
pα−k(z|x)
pα−k(z)

)

(85)

instead of (340-341) for simplification respectively.

Remark 4. Achievability and converse part for special type on α ∈ (0, 1) has no gain because

is coincided with i.i.d random variable on similar interval hence is omitted.
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Theorem 4. As α = ∞, consider Xn distributed over T n
ǫ (pX) with distribution of

p̃(xn) =

∏n
i=1 p(xi)

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

∏n
i=1 p(xi)

(86)

1− δn ≤
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

n∏

i=1

p(xi) (87)

and

pZn|Xn =
n∏

i=1

pZi|Xi
(88)

if the binning rate satisfies the following condition

R < H(X)−
∑

x

p(x)D∞(p(z|x) ‖ p(z)), (89)

then as n approaches infinity and ǫ → 0, we observe that

EB

[
D∞

(
P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b) q(zn)

)]
→ 0 (90)

which q(zn) =
∏n

i=1 p(zi) and p(z) =
∑

x p(x)p(z|x).

Proof. Similar to Theorem 3, the proof is given for asymptotic regime case by considering the

special type of T n
ǫ (pX) versions of the variables.

For any

0 < β ≤ 1

M(1 + 2δn) exp(−n(H(X)− δn(ǫ)) + n
∑

x(p(x) + ǫ)D∞(p(z|x) ‖ p(z)))
, (91)

we have

EB

[

D∞

(

p(b, zn) ‖ pU(b) q(zn)
)]

(92)

= EB

[

log

(

max
b,zn

M
p(b, zn)

q(zn)

)]

(93)

≤ log

(

EB

[

max
b,zn

M
p(b, zn)

q(zn)

])

(94)

≤ log

(

1

β
log

(
∑

b,zn

EB

[

exp

(

βM
p(b, zn)

q(zn)

)]
))

(95)

= log

(

1

β
log

(

M
∑

zn

EB

[

exp
(

βM
p(1, zn)

q(zn)

)]
))

(96)

= log

(

1

β
log

(

M
∑

zn

EB

[

exp
(

βM

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX) p(x

n, zn)1{B(xn) = 1}
q(zn)

)]
))

(97)
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= log




1

β
log



M
∑

zn

EB

[

exp
(

βM
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

p(xn, zn)

q(zn)
1{B(xn) = 1}

)]







 (98)

≤ log




1

β
log



M |Zn|max
zn




∏

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)




exp
(

Mβ p(xn,zn)
q(zn)

)

M
+ 1− 1

M















 (99)

≤ log




1

β
log

(

M |Zn|exp



max
zn

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

1

M

(

exp

(

Mβ
p(xn, zn)

q(zn)

)

− 1
)







 (100)

≤ log




1

β
log(M |Zn|) + 1

β
max
zn

[

β
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

p(xn, zn)

q(zn)
+ β2M

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

p2(xn, zn)

q2(zn)

]



(101)

≤ log

(

1

β
log(M |Zn|) + 1

β

[

βmax
zn




∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

p(xn, zn)

q(zn)



 (102)

+ β2M max
xn∈T n

ǫ (pX),zn

(
p(xn, zn)

q(zn)

)
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

p(xn, zn)

q(zn)

])

(103)

= log

(

1

β
log(M |Zn|) + 1

β

[

βmax
zn

(
p(zn)

q(zn)

)

(104)

+ β2M max
xn∈T n

ǫ (pX),zn

(

p̃(xn)
p(zn|xn)

q(zn)

)(
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

p(xn, zn)

q(zn)

)])

(105)

≤ log

(

1 + 2δn +
1

β
log(M |Zn|) (106)

+

[

βM exp
(

− n(H(X)− δn(ǫ)) +D∞

(
p(zn|xn) ‖ q(zn)

))

(1 + 2δn)

])

(107)

≤ 2δn +
n

β
log|Z|+ 1

β
logM (108)

+Mβ(1 + 2δn) exp
(

− n(H(X)− δn(ǫ)) + n
∑

x

(p(x) + ǫ)D∞

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

))

(109)

where

• (94) comes from Jensen’s inequality for f(x) = log x.

• (95) follows from the following standard inequality for bounding the expectation of maxi-
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mum,

E

[

max
k=1,...,K

Zk

]

≤ 1

β
log

(
K∑

k=1

E

[

exp(βZk)
]
)

, ∀β > 0. (110)

• (96) is the consequence of symmetry.

• Putting (7) in (96) and because of that we have an independent and uniform mapping, (99)

is the result.

• (100) is due to 1 + x ≤ exp(x), and (101) utilizes

ex ≤ 1 + x+ x2, 0 ≤ x ≤ 1. (111)

• (107) uses
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

p(xn,zn)
q(zn)

= p(zn)
q(zn)

≤ 1 + 2δn concluded in (72-73) combining with

−H(X)− δn(ǫ) ≤
1

n
log(p̃(xn)) ≤ −H(X) + δn(ǫ), xn ∈ T n

ǫ (pX) (112)

and δn, δn(ǫ), ǫ → 0 as n → ∞.

• (109) is because of log(1 + x) ≤ x and

D∞

(
p(zn|xn) ‖ q(zn)

)
= max

zn
log

(
p(zn|xn)

q(zn)

)

(113)

≤ max
xn∈T n

ǫ (pX),zn

(
p(zn|xn)

q(zn)

)

(114)

= log
∏

x

(

max
z

p(z|x)
p(z)

)n(p(x)+ǫ)

(115)

= n
∑

x

(p(x) + ǫ)D∞

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
, (116)

for xn ∈ T n
ǫ (pX).

Taking the minimum of (109) over

β ∈ [0,
1

M(1 + 2δn)
exp(n(H(X)− δn(ǫ))− n

∑

x

(p(x) + ǫ)D∞(p(z|x) ‖ p(z)))] (117)

we get the following upper bound,

EB

[

D∞

(

p(b, zn) ‖ pU(b) q(zn)
)]

(118)

≤ δn +

√
√
√
√2(1 + 2δn)M log(M |Z|n) exp

(

−n(H(X)− δn(ǫ)) + n
∑

x

(p(x) + ǫ)D∞

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)

)

(119)
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provided that
√
√
√
√(1 + 2δn) log(M |Z|n) exp

(

n(H(X)− δn(ǫ))− n
∑

x(p(x) + ǫ)D∞

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

))

M
(120)

<
1

M(1 + 2δn)
exp

(

n(H(X)− δn(ǫ))− n
∑

x

(p(x) + ǫ)D∞

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

))

, (121)

which is true if

M(1 + 2δn) log(M |Z|n) exp
(

−n(H(X) + δn(ǫ)) + n
∑

x

(p(x) + ǫ)D∞

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

))

< 1.

(122)

Turning to the asymptotic regime, we consider (Xn, Zn) and we set M = 2nR. Then if

R <

(

H(X)− δn(ǫ)−
∑

x

(p(x) + ǫ)D∞

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)

)

, (123)

the condition (122) is satisfied and we have,

EB

[

D∞

(

p(b, zn) ‖ pU(b) p(zn)
)]

(124)

≤ 2δn +

√
√
√
√2n(1 + 2δn)(R + log(|Z|)) exp

(

nR− n

(

H(X)− δn(ǫ)−
∑

x

(p(x) + ǫ)D∞

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)

))

(125)

which for n → ∞ and ǫ →, we have δn, δn(ǫ) → 0, therefore (125) tending exponentially fast

to zero.

C. Random binning as stochastic encoder

Theorem 5. Let consider random variables (U,X) with distribution p(u, x), in addition assume

joint distribution

p̃(un, xn, zn) = p̃(un)p̃(xn|un)

n∏

i=1

p(zi|xi) (126)

over all realizations (un, xn) with

T n
ǫ (pUX) = {(un, xn) : un ∈ T n

ǫ (pU), x
n ∈ T n

ǫ (X|un)} (127)

which

T n
ǫ (X|un) =

{

xn :
∣
∣
∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

1{(xi, ui) = (x, u)} − p(x, u)
∣
∣
∣ < 2ǫ

}

(128)

T n
ǫ (pU) =

{

un :
∣
∣
∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

1{(ui) = (u)} − p(u)
∣
∣
∣ < ǫ

}

(129)
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with

p̃(un, xn) =

∏n
i=1 p(ui)p(xi|ui)

(
∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

∏n
i=1 p(ui)

)(
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (X|un)

∏n
i=1 p(xi|ui)

) (130)

and

R′
α(pX , pZ|X, pU) = max

TZ|XU∑
x p(x)p(z|x)=p(z)∑

z t(x|u,z)t(z|u)p(u)=p(u,x)

[

− α

α− 1
D
(
t(z|u, x) ‖ p(z|x)|p(x, u)

)
+D

(
t(z|u) ‖ p(z)|p(u)

)
]

,

(131)

for (un, xn) ∈ T n
ǫ (pUX), and α ∈ (1,∞) if

R < H(U)− R′
α(pX , pZ|X, pU) (132)

then as n → ∞ and ǫ → 0 we have

EB

[
Tα

(
P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b)q(zn)

)]
→ 0, (133)

for un ∈ T n
ǫ (pU) random binning

{
B(un) : Un → [2nR]

}
. Which p(z) =

∑

x p(x)p(z|x) and

q(zn) =
∏n

i=1 p(zi) with |U| ≤ |X |+ 1.

Proof. (126) implies that joint distribution between variables in this setup is as following

P (b, un, xn, zn) = p̃(un, xn)1{B(un) = b}
n∏

i=1

p(zi|xi) (134)

P (b, zn) =
∑

(un,xn)∈T n
ǫ (pUX)

p̃(un, xn)1{B(un) = b}
n∏

i=1

p(zi|xi). (135)

Therefore for α ∈ N, we can write

EB

[
(α− 1)Tα

(
P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b)q(zn)

)]
(136)

= Mα
EB




∑

b,zn

q(zn)

M




∑

(un,xn)∈T n
ǫ (pUX)

p̃(un, xn)1{B(u)n = b}
n∏

i=1

p(zi|xi)





α

q−α(zn)



− 1

(137)

= Mα
EB




∑

zn

q(zn)




∑

(un,xn)∈T n
ǫ (pUX)

p̃(un, xn)1{B(un) = 1}
n∏

i=1

p(zi|xi)





α

q−α(zn)



− 1

(138)
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= Mα
EB




∑

zn

q(zn)




∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

p̃(un)




∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (X|un)

p̃(xn|un)
n∏

i=1

p(zi|xi)



1{B(un) = 1}





α

q−α(zn)



− 1.

(139)

Let define

S(zn, un
i ) =

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (X|un

i )

p̃(xn|un
i )

n∏

i=1

p(zi|xi), (140)

rewrite (139) with the expansion as following, we have

= Mα
EB

[
∑

zn

q(zn)

(
∑

un
1
∈T n

ǫ (pU )

p̃α(un
1)S

α(zn, un
1)q

−α(zn)1{B(un
1) = 1} (141)

+
∑

(un
1
6=un

2
)∈T n

ǫ (pU )

p̃α−1(un
1 )p̃(u

n
2)S

α−1(zn, un
1)S(z

n, un
2)q

−α(zn)
2∏

i=1

1{B(un
i ) = 1}+ · · · (142)

+
∑

(un
1
6=un

2
6=un

3
)∈T n

ǫ (pU )

p̃α−2(un
1 )p̃(u

n
2)p̃(u

n
3 )S

α−2(zn, un
1)S(z

n, un
2)S(z

n, un
3)q

−α(zn)
3∏

i=1

1{B(un
i ) = 1}+ · · ·

(143)

· · · (144)

+
∑

(un
1
6=···6=un

α)∈T
n
ǫ (pU )

(
α∏

i=1

p̃(un
i )S(z

n, un
i )1{B(un

i ) = 1}
)

q−α(zn)

)]

− 1 (145)

= Mα−1
∑

zn

q(zn)

(
∑

un
1
∈T n

ǫ (pU )

p̃α(un
1 )S

α(zn, un
1)

qα(zn)

)

(146)

+Mα−2
∑

zn

q(zn)




∑

(un
1
6=un

2
)∈T n

ǫ (pU )

(
p̃α−1(un

1)S
α−1(zn, un

1)

qα−1(zn)

)(
p̃(un

2 )S(z
n, un

2)

q(zn)

)

+ · · ·





(147)

+Mα−3
∑

zn

q(zn)




∑

(un
1
6=un

2
6=un

3
)∈T n

ǫ (pU )

(
p̃α−2(un

1 )S
α−2(zn, un

1)

qα−2(zn)

)(
p̃(un

2 )S(z
n, un

2)

q(zn)

)(
p̃(un

3)S(z
n, un

3)

q(zn)

)

+ · · ·





(148)

· · · (149)

+
∑

zn

q(zn)
∑

(un
1
6=···6=un

α)∈T
n
ǫ (pU )

α∏

i=1

(
p̃(un

i )S(z
n, un

i )

q(zn)

)

− 1 (150)

≤ Mα−1
∑

zn

q(zn)




∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

p̃α(un)Sα(zn, un)

qα(zn)



 (151)
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+Mα−2
∑

zn

q(zn)








∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

p̃α−1(un)Sα−1(zn, un)

qα−1(zn)








∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

p̃(un)S(zn, un)

q(zn)



+ · · ·





(152)

· · · (153)

+
∑

zn

q(zn)

α∏

i=1








∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

p̃(un)S(zn, un)

q(zn)







− 1 (154)

≤ Mα−1
∑

zn

q(zn)




∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

p̃α(un)Sα(zn, un)

qα(zn)



 (155)

+Mα−2
∑

zn

q(zn)








∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

p̃α−1(un)Sα−1(zn, un)

qα−1(zn)



(1 + 2δn) + · · ·



 (156)

· · · (157)

+ (1 + 2δn)
α − 1. (158)

(151-154) follows from

∑

(u1 6=···6=uℓ)∈T n
ǫ (pU )

ℓ∏

i=1

p̃αi(un
i )S

αi(zn, un
i )

qαi(zn)
≤

ℓ∏

i=1




∑

u∈T n
ǫ (pU )

p̃αi(un)Sαi(zn, un)

qαi(zn)



. (159)

(155-158) is due to

∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

p̃(un)S(zn, un)

q(zn)
≤
∑

(un,xn)∈T n
ǫ (pUX) p̃(u

n, xn)
∏n

i=1 p(zi|xi)

q(zn)
(160)

=

∑

(un,xn)∈T n
ǫ (pUX) p̃(u

n, xn)
∏n

i=1 p(zi|xi)
∑

xn,un

∏n
i=1 p(ui, xi)

∏n
i=1 p(zi|xi)

(161)

≤
∑

(un,xn)∈T n
ǫ (pUX) p̃(u

n, xn)
∏n

i=1 p(zi|xi)
∑

(xn,un)∈T n
ǫ (pUX)

∏n
i=1 p(ui, xi)

∏n
i=1 p(zi|xi)

(162)

≤ 1

1− δn
≤ 1 + 2δn, (163)

and (163) is due to (130) combining with



∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

n∏

i=1

p(ui)








∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (X|un)

n∏

i=1

p(xi|ui)



 ≥ 1− δn (164)

for un ∈ T n
ǫ (pU), when n is large enough and δn is small.

Let assume Zn = zn be fixed, in addition consider measure
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ν(un) =

p̃(un)S(un,zn)
q(zn)

∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

p̃(un)S(un,zn)
q(zn)

=
p̃(un)S(un, zn)

∑

un∈T n
ǫ
p̃(un)S(un, zn)

(165)

,

Harris’ inequality for non-decreasing function fi(x) = xαi−1 with
∑ℓ

i=1 αi = α implies that
(

q(zn)
∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU ) p̃(u

n)S(zn, un)

)


∑

un∈T n
ǫ

p̃(un)S(un, zn)

q(zn)

ℓ∏

i=1

(
p̃(un)S(un, zn)

q(zn)

)αi−1


 (166)

= Eν(un)

[
ℓ∏

i=1

fi

(
p̃(Un)S(Un, zn)

q(zn)

)]

(167)

≥
ℓ∏

i=1

Eν(un)

[

fi

(
p̃(Un)S(Un, zn)

q(zn)

)]

(168)

=

(

q(zn)
∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU ) p̃(u

n)S(zn, un)

)ℓ ℓ∏

i=1




∑

un∈Tǫn(pU )

(
p̃(un)S(zn, un)

q(zn)

)αi



 (169)

which we can conclude for every fixed Zn = zn

∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

[

p̃(un)S(un, zn)

q(zn)

ℓ∏

i=1

(
p̃(un)S(un, zn)

q(zn)

)αi−1
]

≥
(

1

1 + 2δn

)ℓ−1 ℓ∏

i=1




∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

(
p̃(un)S(un, zn)

q(zn)

)αi



.

(170)

This implied that for obtaining the binning rate that is enough to put for k = 0, 1, · · · , α− 2,

R < min
k

1

n(α− k − 1)
log




1

∑

zn q(z
n)
∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

(
p̃α−k(un)Sα−k(un,zn)

qα−k(zn)

)



, (171)

which decreasing property of R in α implies that k = 0, therefore via simplification in lemma

4 completes the proof.

The proof for real α’s is in a way similar to the generalization proof of Theorem 1 and hence

is omitted.

Remark 5. Converse part is similar to Theorem (3), and uses

2−n(H(U)+δ′n(ǫ)) ≤ p̃(un) ≤ (1 + 2δn(ǫ))2
−n(H(U)−δ′n(ǫ)) (172)
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since

2−n(H(U)+δ′n(ǫ)) ≤
n∏

i=1

p(ui) ≤ p̃(un) =

∏n
i=1 p(ui)

∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

∏n
i=1 p(ui)

(173)

≤ (1 + 2δn(ǫ))
n∏

i=1

p(ui) (174)

≤ (1 + 2δn(ǫ))2
−n(H(U)−δ′n(ǫ)) (175)

combining with

∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

n∏

i=1

p(ui) ≥ 1− δn(ǫ) (176)

when un ∈ T n
ǫ (pU) with ǫ → 0.

Remark 6. Achievability and converse part for stochastic encoder in the case of α ∈ (0, 1) are

similar to Theorem 2 and we have R < H(U |Z) condition on random binning rate instead of

H(X|Z).

Remark 7. Obtaining the random binning rate in case of D∞ has steps coincided to Theorem

4 and we have

R < H(U)− R′
∞(pX , pZ|X, pU), (177)

which

R′
∞(pX , pZ|X, pU) = max

TZ|XU∑
x p(x)p(z|x)=p(z)∑

z t(x|u,z)t(z|u)p(u)=p(u,x)

[
−D

(
t(z|u, x) ‖ p(z|x)|p(x, u)

)
+D

(
t(z|u) ‖ p(z)|p(u)

)]
.

(178)

V. APPLICATIONS

In this section, we explore the application of Tsallis-based OSRB in analyzing the achievability

rate regions for the wiretap channel problem.

The wiretap channel is modeled as a conditional distribution pY Z|X , so that X is the channel’s

input, Y is the information received by the legitimate receiver, and Z is the leakage output

received by the eavesdropper. Assuming the message set is M = [2nR], the goal is to send the

maximum amount of information securely to the legal receiver. Considering mutual information

as a measure of security, it is well known that the rate R < I(X ; Y )− I(X ;Z) can be achieved

for any input distribution p(x). Here, we assume Tsallis divergence as a security measure and

provide an asymptotic analysis of the achievable rate.
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A. Wiretap channel with deterministic encoder

Theorem 6. Let pY Z|X be an arbitrary wiretap channel, in addition assume q(zn) =
∏n

i=1 p(zi)

with p(z) =
∑

x p(x)p(z|x), M = [2nR] be the message set, and α ∈ (1,∞). Then, for any

arbitrary distribution p̃X over T n
ǫ (pX) with

p̃(xn) =

∏n
i=1 p(xi)

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

∏n
i=1 p(xi)

(179)

and ǫ → 0 there exists a code that can send a message M with rate R, reliably with vanishing

error and strongly securely

lim
n→∞

Tα

(

p(m, zn) ‖ pU(m) q(zn)
)

= 0. (180)

Provided that the rate satisfies

R < I(X ; Y )−
∑

x

p(x)Dα

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
. (181)

Proof. Let β = (m, f) : Xn → [2nR1 ] × [2nR2 ] be a random binning that uniformly and

independently maps each sequence xn to two bin indices, m ∈ [2nR1] and f ∈ [2nR2 ]. More

precisely, if the condition R1 +R2 < H(X) holds [14, Theorem 1], then we have

lim
n→∞

EB

[
‖P (m, f)− pU(m) pU(f)‖TV

]
= 0 (182)

In addition, if the condition R2 > H(X|Y ) is met, the decoder, having (F, Y n), can reliably

decode the sequence Xn. More specifically, we have

lim
n→∞

EB

[

P

(

X̂n 6= Xn
)]

= 0, (183)

by taking the expectation over all random binnings B. Finally, using Theorem 1, the constraint

R1 +R2 < H(X)−
∑

x p(x)Dα

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
results that

lim
n→∞

EB

[

Tα

(

P (m, f, zn) ‖ pU(m) pU(f) q(zn)
)]

= 0. (184)

On the other hand, using Lemma 5 in Appendix F, we obtain that for at least half of the (B, F )

pairs

lim
n→∞

Tα

(

p(m, zn|f) ‖ pU(m) q(zn)
)

= 0. (185)
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Therefore, by choosing the positive real numbers R1, R2 so that

R1 +R2 < H(X) (186)

R2 > H(X|Y ) (187)

R1 +R2 < H(X)−
∑

x

p(x)Dα

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
, (188)

the reliability and security constraints are established, and M and F become independent. Based

on property 2 of Lemma 1, it can be concluded that H(X) −
∑

x p(x)Dα

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
≤

H(X|Z) ≤ H(X), which shows that satisfying condition (188) leads to satisfying condition

(186). Therefore, condition (186) can be ignored.

Therefore, using (183), (185) and Markov’s inequality together with a union bound, for any

ǫ′ > 0 and sufficiently large n, there exists f ∈ [2nR2 ] and a random labeling β0 such that

P

[

X̂n 6= Xn
∣
∣β0, F = f

]

≤ ǫ′, (189)

and

Tα

(

p(m, zn|F = f) ‖ pU(m) q(zn)
)

→ 0. (190)

Now we construct the code as follows. We consider M as the message that is uniformly

distributed according to (182), and then we transmit the codeword Xn = β−1
0 (M, f). Based

on (189), the legitimate receiver decodes the message with an asymptotically vanishing error

and the eavesdropper does not obtain any information from the message according to (190).

Take note that our coding strategy establishes the distribution as

p(m|f) p(xn|m, f) p(zn|xn). (191)

However, it is imperative that condition (190) is satisfied with the ensuing distribution.

pU(m) p(xn|m, f) p(zn|xn). (192)

This assurance is provided by Lemma 6, which guarantees that a vanishing decrease in message

rate results in an asymptotically diminishing Tsallis divergence for the distribution in (192). This

concludes the proof.

Corollary 1. For α = 1, the rate R = I(X ; Y )−I(X ;Z) can be achieved with an asymptotically

vanishing error and with a strong security measure of I(M ;Zn) ≤ ǫ.

Proof. The proof according to property 3 of Lemma 1 is straightforward.
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Remark 8. Inequality (12) suggests that all the achievability proofs for Tα as a security measure

also holds for Dα when α ∈ (1,∞).

Remark 9. Suppose we are in the α ∈ (0, 1) case. Using Theorem 2 and similar to the proof

of Theorem 6, the achievable secrecy rate with secrecy criterion Tα is equal to R < H(X|Z)−
H(X|Y ). In [2], taking into account the stronger criterion Dα, the same achievable region has

been obtained.

As already mentioned, due to the infinity of T∞, we consider D∞ instead. Therefore, using

Theorem 4, we have the following secure rate region.

Theorem 7. For an arbitrary wiretap channel assume q(zn) =
∏n

i=1 p(zi) with p(z) =
∑

x p(x)p(z|x),
there exists a code that can send a message M with rate R, reliably with vanishing error and

strongly securely with

lim
n→∞

D∞

(

p(m, zn) ‖ pU(m) q(zn)
)

= 0. (193)

Provided that the rate satisfies

R < I(X ; Y )−
∑

x

p(x)D∞

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
. (194)

Proof. The proof steps are similar to Theorem 6. We choose positive reals R1, R2 such that

R = R1 (195)

R2 > H(X|Y ) (196)

R1 +R2 < H(X)−
∑

x

p(x)D∞

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
. (197)

R2 guarantees negligible-error decodability and based on Theorem 4, condition (197) satisfies

strong security. Eliminating R2 from (196) and (197) and setting the message rate equal to R1

proves the theorem.

Corollary 2. If the binned sequences are generated independently and identically distributed

(i.i.d.), then by repeating all the steps in Theorems (6-7) and combining them with Theorem 1,

the achievable secure rates are

R < H̃α(X|Z)−H(X|Y ) (198)
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for Tα and

R < H̃∞(X|Z)−H(X|Y ), (199)

for D∞ respectively, where α ∈ (1,∞). In the case of random binning over ǫ-typical sets, the

achievable rate is higher because

H̃α(X|Z) ≤ H(X)−
∑

x

p(x)Dα(p(z|x) ‖ p(z)) (200)

and

H̃∞(X|Z) ≤ H(X)−
∑

x

p(x)D∞(p(z|x) ‖ p(z)). (201)

Therefore, the results for i.i.d. sequences are omitted. The proof of equation (200) for Tα with

α ∈ (1,∞) are presented below.

For Tα with α ∈ (1,∞) presented such as below.

Proof.

H(X)−
∑

x

p(x)Dα(p(z|x) ‖ p(z)) (202)

∑

x

p(x) log
1

p(x)
− 1

α− 1

∑

x

p(x) log

(
∑

z

p(z)

(
p(z|x)
p(z)

)α
)

(203)

=
1

α− 1

∑

x

p(x) log

(
1

p(x)

)α−1

− 1

α− 1

∑

x

p(x) log

(
∑

z

p(z)

(
p(z|x)
p(z)

)α
)

(204)

=
1

α− 1

∑

x

p(x) log




1

pα−1(x)
∑

z p(z)
(

p(z|x)
p(z)

)α



 (205)

=
1

1− α

(
∑

x

p(x) log

(
∑

z

pα−1(x)p1−α(z)pα(z|x)
))

(206)

≥ 1

1− α

(

log

(
∑

x,z

pα(x)p1−α(z)pα(z|x)
))

(207)

=
1

1− α

(

log
∑

x,z

p(z)

(
p(x, z)

p(z)

)α
)

(208)

=
1

1− α
log

(
∑

z

p(z)
∑

x

pα(x|z)
)

(209)

= H̃α(X|Z). (210)
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Equation (207) follows from Jensen’s inequality for f(x) = log x.

Proof of equation (201) for case D∞ is such as following

H(X)−
∑

x

p(x)D∞(p(z|x) ‖ p(z)) (211)

=
∑

x

p(x) log
1

p(x)
−
∑

x

p(x) log

(

max
z

p(z|x)
p(z)

)

(212)

=
∑

x

p(x) log




1

p(x)
(

maxz
p(z|x)
p(z)

)



 (213)

=
∑

x

p(x) log

(

1

maxz
p(x,z)
p(z)

)

(214)

≥ log

(

1

maxx,z
p(x,z)
p(z)

)

(215)

= H̃∞(X|Z). (216)

B. Wiretap channel with stochastic encoder

In this section we derive an optimal rate for wiretap channel when the encoder is stochastic

instead of deterministic encoder. In the achievability part we uses OSRB technique for variable

(U,X) derived in Theorem 5.

Theorem 8. For a wiretap channel with conditional distribution pY Z|X and joint distribution

p(x, u) such that U ∼ p(u) and |U| ≤ |X |+ 1, there exist a code with rate

R < I(U, Y )−R′
α(pX , pZ|X , pU) (217)

which message could be sent with vanishing error and strong secrecy under Tsallis divergence

for α ∈ (1,∞). i.e.

lim
n→∞

Tα

(
p(m, zn) ‖ pU(m)q(zn)

)
= 0 (218)

with q(zn) =
∏n

i=1 p(zi) and p(z) =
∑

x p(x)p(z|x) which R′
α(pX , pZ|X , pU) defined in (131).

Proof. Similar wiretap channel with deterministic encoder the proof structure included two parts

Secrecy and reliability condition.
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Let consider an arbitrary random variable Un over T n
ǫ (pU) with distribution

p̃(un) =

∏n
i=1 p(ui)

∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

∏n
i=1 p(ui)

. (219)

β = (m, f) : Un → [2nR1 ]×[2nR2] is a random binning that maps uniformly and independently

each sequences un to bin indices.

• Secrecy condition: Based on Theorem 5 secrecy condition could be satisfies if

R = R1 (220)

R1 +R2 < H(U)−R′
α(pX , pZ|X, pU) (221)

more precisely under condition (221) we have

lim
n→∞

EB

[
Tα

(
p(m, f, zn) ‖ pU(m)pU(f)p(zn)

)]
= 0. (222)

• Reliability condition: For satisfying the reliability condition let consider R2 > H(U |Y )

therefore having (F, Y n) the sequence Un could be decoded with vanish error, so we have

lim
n→∞

EB

[

P

(

Ûn 6= Un
)]

= 0 (223)

which EB is expectation over all of the random mappings.

Lemma F implies that there exsist a fixed realization of (B,F) such that

lim
n→∞

Tα

(
p(m, zn|f) ‖ pU(m)q(zn)

)
= 0 (224)

lim
n→∞

P

[

Ûn 6= Un
∣
∣β0, F = f

]

= 0. (225)

Similar to deterministic encoder our coding strategy establishes the distribution as

p(m|f) p̃(un|m, f) p̃(xn|un) p(zn|xn). (226)

However, it is imperative that condition (224) is satisfied with the ensuing distribution

pU(m) p̃(un|m, f) p̃(xn|un) p(zn|xn). (227)

This assurance is provided by Lemma 6 and Remark 16, which guarantees that a vanishing

decrease in message rate results in an asymptotically diminishing Tsallis divergence for the

distribution in (227). Let consider ǫ → 0 this concludes the proof.
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Remark 10. The proof of secrecy rate in case of D∞ for stochastic encoder follows similar

steps with rates

R = R1 (228)

R1 +R2 < H(U)−R′
∞(pX , pZ|X, pU) (229)

R2 > H(U |Y ) (230)

which R′
∞(pX , pZ|X, pU) defined in (178).

Remark 11. The achievable secure rate with OSRB method for α ∈ (0, 1) under Tsallis

divergence is I(U ; Y )− I(U ;Z), similar to mutual information criterion so is omitted.

Remark 12. In [2], the secure rate is computed for α ∈ (0, 2] ∪ {∞} for both of deterministic

and stochastic encoder. The secure rate computed in Theorems (6-8) for α ∈ (0,∞) ∪ {∞}
coincides with the results in [2, Theorem 5-6] for α ∈ [0, 2] and extends it for α ∈ (2,∞).

Remark 13. Tα and Dα have similar behavior for α ∈ (0,∞) when n → ∞, demonstrating

that the secure capacity with the Dα is equal to that with Tα for α ∈ (0,∞). The achievable rate

provided with Tα in (6) and (8), which is equal to one as presented in [2] with Dα (also proven

to be capacity), implies that the computed Tsallis-based secure rate provided in this paper is

also the capacity.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we conducted an asymptotic analysis of OSRB utilizing the Tsallis divergence

criterion. Specifically, we examined the conditions on the binning rate, denoted as R, that would

satisfy the following expectation over all random binnings.

lim
n→∞

EB

[

Tα

(

p(m, zn) ‖ pU(m)q(zn)
)]

= 0, (231)

where X and Z are random variables with a joint distribution p(x, z), and β : X n → [M ] is

a random binning function. Our analysis covers the entire range of α ∈ (0,∞) ∪ {∞} and

provides both achievability and converse proofs. Additionally, we investigated the binning rate

by employing D∞ as an alternative to T∞. By leveraging the established theorems for asymptotic

OSRB analysis, we were able to examine the achievable rate region for wiretap channel.

Generated by IEEEtran.bst, version: 1.12 (2007/01/11)
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 1

1) Let X and Z be two independent random variables or equivalently p(x, z) = p(x)p(z),

hence

H̃α(X|Z) = 1

1− α
log

(
∑

z

p(z)
∑

x

pα(x|z)
)

(232)

=
1

1− α
log

(
∑

z

p(z)
∑

x

pα(x)

)

(233)

=
1

1− α
log

(
∑

x

pα(x)

)

(234)

= Hα(X). (235)

2) To prove it, it suffices to show that dH̃α(X|Z)
dα

< 0 holds for α ∈ (1,∞).

dH̃α(X|Z)
dα

=
1

(α− 1)2
log

(
∑

z

p(z)
∑

x

pα(x|z)
)

+
1

1− α

∑

z p(z)
∑

x p
α(x|z) log p(x|z)

∑

z p(z)
∑

x p
α(x|z) (236)

=
1

(α− 1)2
log

(
∑

z

p(z)
∑

x

pα(x|z)
)

− 1

(α− 1)2

∑

z p(z)
∑

x p
α(x|z) log pα−1

x|z
∑

z p(z)
∑

x p
α(x|z) (237)

=
E

[

pα−1
x|z

]

logE
[

pα−1
x|z

]

− E

[

pα−1
x|z log pα−1

x|z

]

(α− 1)2 E
[

pα−1
x|z

] (238)

≤ 0. (239)

(238) is obtained by taking the common denominator and the following

E

[

pα−1
x|z

]

=
∑

x,z

p(x, z) p(x|z)α−1 (240)

=
∑

z

p(z)
∑

x

pα(x|z), (241)
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where the expectation is over p(x, z). Moreover, (239) follows from Jensen’s inequality

for the convex function g(c) = c log c. Further, “=" occurs when the channel is singleton.

3) Using L’Hôpital’s rule, we get

lim
α→1

H̃α(X|Z) = − d

dα

(

log
∑

z

p(z)
∑

x

pαx|z

)∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
α=1

(242)

= −
∑

z p(z)
∑

x p
α(x|z) log p(x|z)

∑

z p(z)
∑

x p
α(x|z)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
α=1

(243)

= −EX,Z

[

log p(x|z)
]

(244)

= H(X|Z). (245)

4) Data processing inequality

H̃α(X|Y ) =
1

1− α
log

(
∑

y

p(y)
∑

x

pα(x|y)
)

(246)

=
1

1− α
log

(

EY

[∑

x

pα(x|Y )
]
)

(247)

=
1

1− α
log

(

EY,Z

[
∑

x

pα(x|Y )

])

(248)

=
1

1− α
log

(

EZEY |Z

[
∑

x

pα(x|Y )

])

(249)

≤ 1

1− α
log

(

EZ

[
∑

x

pα(x|Z)
])

(250)

= H̃α(X|Z). (251)

(250) follows from Jensen’s inequality for g(c) = cα, α > 1 and px|Z = EY |Z [p(x|Y )].

5) The proof is straightforward using Jensen’s inequality for the concave function g(c) = log c.

6) By tending α to infinity and keeping the maximum term, the result is

lim
α→∞

H̃α(X|Z) = lim
α→∞

1

1− α
log

(
∑

z,x

p(z)pα(x|z)
)

(252)

= lim
α→∞

1

1− α
log

(

p(z) ·
(
max
x,z

p(x|z)
)α
)

(253)

= lim
α→∞

1

1− α
log p(z)

+ lim
α→∞

α

1− α
log

(

max
x,z

p(x|z)
)

(254)
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= log

(
1

maxx,z p(x|z)

)

. (255)

7) Let p(xn, zn) =
∏n

i=1 p(xi, zi) then

H̃α(X
n|Zn) =

1

1− α
log

(
∑

zn

p(zn)
∑

xn

pα(xn|zn)
)

(256)

=
1

1− α
log

(
∑

zn

n∏

i=1

p(zi)
∑

xn

n∏

i=1

pα(xi|zi)
)

(257)

=
1

1− α
log

n∏

i=1

(
∑

zi

p(zi)
∑

xi

pα(xi|zi)
)

(258)

=

n∑

i=1

H̃α(Xi|Zi) (259)

= nH̃α(X|Z). (260)

8) According to the property of decreasing H̃α(X|Z) with respect to α (property 2) and

non-negativity of H̃∞(X|Z), the proof is complete.

H̃α(X|Z) ≥ H̃∞(X|Z) = log

(
1

maxx,z p(x|z)

)

≥ 0. (261)

9) According to the definition of the singleton channel, we have

max
x,z

p(x, z) = min
x,z

p(x, z), (262)

which subsequently, based on property 6, leads to

H̃∞(X|Z) = H̃−∞(X|Z). (263)

The decreasing property of H̃α(X|Z) completes the proof.

B. Proof of Theorem 1 for real α’s

Achievability part of the proof

Starting from (34) for real α ∈ (1,∞), we have
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Let consider α ∈ (1,∞),

Mα
EB

[(
∑

x

p(x|z)1{B(x) = 1}
)α]

= Mα
EB





(
∑

x

p(x|z)1{B(x) = 1}
)⌊α⌋(

∑

x̄

p(x̄|z)1{B(x̄) = 1}
){α}



 (264)

≤ Mα
∑

α1+···+αℓ=⌊α⌋

(
∑

x1 6=···6=xℓ

EB(x1),...,B(xℓ)

[
ℓ∏

i=1

pαi(xi|z)1{B(xi) = 1}
])

(265)

·
(

EB(x̄)|B(x1),...,B(xℓ)

[
∑

x̄

p(x̄|z)1{B(x̄) = 1}
]){α}

(266)

= Mα−ℓ
∑

α1+···+αℓ=⌊α⌋

∑

x1 6=···6=xℓ

(
ℓ∏

i=1

pαi(xi|z)
)

·
(

1

M
+

ℓ∑

i=1

p(xi|z)
){α}

(267)

≤ Mα−ℓ
∑

α1+···+αℓ=⌊α⌋

∑

x1 6=···6=xℓ

(
ℓ∏

i=1

pαi(xi|z)
)

·
(

M ⌊α⌋−α +
ℓ∑

i=1

p{α}(xi|z)
)

(268)

=
∑

α1+···+αℓ=⌊α⌋

(

M ⌊α⌋−ℓ
∑

x1 6=···6=xℓ

ℓ∏

i=1

pαi(xi|z)

+

ℓ∑

j=1

Mα−ℓ
∑

x1 6=···6=xℓ

(

pαj+{α}(xj |z)
ℓ∏

i=1
i 6=j

pαi(xi|z)
))

(269)

≤
∑

α1+···+αℓ=⌊α⌋

(

M ⌊α⌋−ℓ

( ℓ∏

i=1

∑

xi

pαi(xi|z)
)

+
ℓ∑

j=1

Mα−ℓ

( ℓ∏

i=1
i 6=j

∑

xi

pαi(xi|z)
)

·
(
∑

xj

pαj+{α}(xj|z)
))

(270)

=
∑

α1+···+αℓ=⌊α⌋

M ⌊α⌋−ℓ

(
ℓ∏

i=1

(
∑

xi

pαi(xi|z)
)

+
ℓ∑

j=1

Mα−ℓ

(
∑

xj

pαj+{α}(xj |z)
) ℓ∏

i=1
i 6=j

(
∑

xi

pαi(xi|z)
))

, (271)

where (265) is the result of Jensen’s inequality for the concave function f(x) = x{α}. Inequality

(270) comes from

∑

x1 6=x2 6=···6=xℓ

ℓ∏

i=1

pαi(xi|z) ≤
ℓ∏

i=1

∑

xi

pαi(xi|z). (272)
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Moreover, (268) arises out of
(
∑

i

xi

){α}

≤
∑

i

x
{α}
i . (273)

Substituting (271) into (32), considering (Xn, Zn) and M = [2nR], the rate R must satisfy the

following inequality.

R < min
i∈[ℓ]

1≤αi≤⌊α⌋

{H̃αi
(X|Z), H̃αi+{α}(X|Z)} = H̃α(X|Z), (274)

where equality results from the decreasing property of H̃α(X|Z) with α. Let fix Z = z and

nondecreasing function of fi(x) = xαi−1, for correctness of

∑

x

p⌊α⌋−ℓ+1(x|z) = EpX|Z=z

[

p⌊α⌋−ℓ(X|z)
]

(275)

= EpX|Z=z

[
ℓ∏

i=1

fi(p(X|z))
]

≥
ℓ∏

i=1

EpX|Z=z

[

fi(p(X|z))
]

(276)

=

ℓ∏

i=1

[
∑

x

pαi(x|z)
]

(277)

we used HARRIS inequality for fi(x) with
∑ℓ

i=1 ai = ⌊α⌋.

For
∑

x

pα−ℓ+1(x|z) ≥
(∑

x

paj+{α}+1(x|z)
) ℓ∏

i=1
i 6=j

(∑

x

pai+1(x|z)
)

(278)

let consider fi(x) = xαi−1, gj(x) = xαj+{α}−1

EpX|Z=z

[

pα−ℓ(X|z)
]

= EpX|Z=z

[

gj(p(X|z))
ℓ∏

i=1
i 6=j

fi(p(X|z))
]

(279)

≥ EpX|Z=z

[

gj(p(X|z))
]

ℓ∏

i=1
i 6=j

EpX|Z=z

[

fi(p(X|z))
]

(280)

=
(∑

x

paj+{α}(x|z)
) ℓ∏

i=1
i 6=j

[
∑

x

pαi(x|z)
]

(281)

with
∑ℓ

i=1 αi = ⌊α⌋. With this, we conclude the achievability proof.

Converse part of the proof

Our objective is to demonstrate that for α ∈ (1,∞), if R > H̃α(X|Z), then it follows that

EB

[
Tα

(
P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b)p(zn)

)]
→ ∞. (282)
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By putting (34) in (32), we have

EB

[

Tα

(

P (b, z) ‖ pU(b) p(z)
)]

=
1

α− 1

(

Mα
EZEB

[(
∑

x

p(x|Z)1{B(x) = 1}
)α]

− 1

)

(283)

≥ Mα

α− 1
EZEB

[
∑

x

pα(x|Z)1{B(x) = 1}
]

− 1

α− 1
(284)

=
Mα−1

α− 1

∑

z

p(z)
∑

x

pα(x|z)− 1

α− 1
. (285)

(284) is the result of the following inequality for α > 1.
(
∑

i

xi

)α

≥
∑

i

xα
i . (286)

Let (Xn, Zn) and M = [2nR], then we have

EB

[

Tα

(

P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b) p(zn)
)]

≥ 2(α−1)n(R−H̃α(X|Z)) − 1

α− 1
, (287)

which with R > H̃α(X|Z), the right side tends to infinity as n increases, and the converse part

of the proof is complete.

C. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof.

Achievability part of the proof

(α− 1) · EB

[

Tα

(

P (b, z) ‖ pU(b) p(z)
)]

= EB

[
∑

b,z

p(z)

M
·
(

MαP α(b|z)− 1
)
]

(288)

= EB

[
∑

z

p(z)
(

MαP α(b = 1|z)− 1
)
]

(289)

= EZEB

[

Mα

(
∑

x

p(x|z)1{B(x) = 1}
)α

− 1

]

(290)

= EZEB




M

α

∑

x p(x|z)1{B(x) = 1}
(
∑

x̄ p(x̄|z)1{B(x̄) = 1}
)1−α − 1




 (291)

= EZEB

[

Mα

(
∑

x

p(x|z) 1{B(x) = 1}
(
∑

x̄ p(x̄|z)1{B(x̄) = 1})1−α

)

− 1

]

(292)
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= EZEB(x)EB(x̄)|B(x)

[

Mα

(
∑

x

p(x|z) 1{B(x) = 1}
(
∑

x̄ p(x̄|z)1{B(x̄) = 1})1−α

)

− 1

]

(293)

≥ EZEB(x)






Mα







∑

x

p(x|z) 1{B(x) = 1}

EB(x̄)|B(x)

[(
∑

x̄ p(x̄|z)1{B(x̄) = 1}
)1−α

]







− 1







(294)

≥ EZEB(x)







Mα








∑

x

p(x|z) 1{B(x) = 1}
(

EB(x̄)|B(x)

[
∑

x̄ p(x̄|z)1{B(x̄) = 1}
])1−α








− 1








(295)

≥ EZ




M

α






∑

x

p(x|z)
1
M

(
1
M

+ p(x|z)
)1−α




− 1




 (296)

= EX,Z

[(
1

1 +Mp(x|z)

)1−α

− 1

]

, (297)

where (294) and (295) are obtained by applying Jensen’s inequality on functions f(x) = 1
x

and

g(x) = x1−α, respectively.

Let M = [2nR] and (Xn, Zn), it suffices to prove that by increasing n

EX,Z

[(
1

1 +Mp(x|z)

)1−α
]

→ 1. (298)

Using (297), We define the following typical set.

An
ǫ = {(xn, zn) :

1

n
h(xn|zn) ≥ H(X|Z)− ǫ}, (299)

which h(x|z) = log 1
p(x|z)

, and ǫ is an arbitrary positive number. By the weak law of large

numbers, we have limn→∞ p(An
ǫ ) = 1, so we can write

EX,Z

[(
1

1 + 2nR−h(Xn|Zn)

)1−α
]

≥ EX,Z

[(
1

1 + 2nR−h(Xn|Zn)

)1−α

1{(xn, zn) ∈ An
ǫ }
]

(300)

≥ EX,Z

[(
1

1 + 2n(R−H(X|Z)+ǫ)

)1−α

1{(xn, zn) ∈ An
ǫ }
]

(301)

= p(An
ǫ )

[(
1

1 + 2n(R−H(X|Z)+ǫ)

)1−α
]

(302)

→
[(

1

1 + 2n(R−H(X|Z)+ǫ)

)1−α
]

. (303)
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Therefore, with the increase of n, the condition R < H(X|Z) − ǫ makes (303) tend to 1 and

the achievability proof is complete.

Converse part of the proof

Starting from the definition of Tα in (4), we have

EB

[

Tα

(
P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b)p(zn)

)]

(304)

=
1

α− 1
EB

[
∑

b,zn

Mα−1p(zn)P α(b|zn)− 1

]

(305)

=
1

α− 1
EB

[
∑

zn

Mαp(zn)P α(b = 1|zn)− 1

]

(306)

=
1

α− 1
EB

[
∑

zn

p(zn)
(

MαP α(b = 1|zn)− 1
)
]

(307)

=
1

α− 1

∑

zn

p(zn)EB

[

Mα

(
∑

xn

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}
)α

− 1

]

, (308)

(306) is on account of symmetry, and (308) is the result of substituting (7). Suppose that An
ǫ

is the ǫ-typical set of zn sequences defined as

An
ǫ =

{

zn :
∣
∣
∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

1{zi = z} − p(z)
∣
∣
∣ < ǫ

}

. (309)

Decomposing the sum into typical and non-typical zn sequences in (308) gives

(308) =
1

α− 1

∑

zn∈An
ǫ

p(zn)EB

[

Mα

(
∑

xn

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}
)α

− 1

]

+
1

α− 1

∑

zn 6∈An
ǫ

p(zn)EB

[

Mα

(
∑

xn

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}
)α

− 1

]

(310)

≥ 1

α− 1

∑

zn∈An
ǫ

p(zn)EB

[

Mα

(
∑

xn

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}
)α

− 1

]

+
1

α− 1

∑

zn 6∈An
ǫ

p(zn)

[(

MEB

∑

xn

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}
)α

− 1

]

(311)

=
1

α− 1

∑

zn∈An
ǫ

p(zn)EB

[

Mα

(
∑

xn

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}
)α

− 1

]

, (312)

where (311) is a direct consequence of applying Jensen’s inequality to the concave function

f(x) = xα, α ∈ (0, 1). Given zn, we define the conditional ǫ′-typical set as

ν∗
n =

{

xn :
∣
∣
∣
1

n

n∑

i=1

1{(xi, zi) = (x, z)} − p(x, z)
∣
∣
∣ < ǫ′

}

. (313)
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Once again, the approach involves dividing the sum over xn into two parts: one for typical

sequences and the other for non-typical sequences. Building upon (312), we can obtain an upper

bound for the expectation term as follows.

EB

[

Mα

(
∑

xn

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}
)α

− 1

]

(314)

≤ EB



Mα




∑

xn∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}





α

− 1





+ EB







M
∑

xn 6∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}





α

 (315)

≤ EB



Mα




∑

xn∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}





α

− 1





+



MEB




∑

xn 6∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}









α

(316)

= EB



Mα




∑

xn∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}





α

− 1



+




∑

xn 6∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)





α

(317)

≤






∑

xn∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)
(

Mp(xn|zn)
)1−α − 1




+




∑

xn 6∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)





α

, (318)

where (315) is derived from the inequality

(x+ y)α ≤ xα + yα, (319)

which holds for α ∈ (0, 1). On the other hand, (316) follows from Jensen’s inequality applied

to the concave function f(x) = xα with α ∈ (0, 1).

By taking into account the sequences xn ∈ ν∗
n and conditioning on the knowledge of their

binning index, while employing the law of total expectation, it is possible to establish an upper

bound for the expectation term in (317). Consequently, this leads to the derivation of (318) in

the following manner.

EB



Mα




∑

xn∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}





α

 (320)
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= EB




M

α






∑

xn∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}
(
∑

x̄n∈ν∗n
p(x̄n|zn)1{B(x̄n) = 1}

)1−α









 (321)

= EB(ν∗n)EB|B(ν∗n)




M

α






∑

xn∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)1{B(xn) = 1}
(
∑

x̄n∈ν∗n
p(x̄n|zn)1{B(x̄n) = 1}

)1−α









 (322)

= EB(ν∗n)






1

M

∑

xn∈ν∗n

Mαp(xn|zn)
(

p(xn|zn) +
∑

xn 6=x̄n∈ν∗n
p(x̄n|zn)1{B(x̄n) = 1}

)1−α +
M − 1

M
× 0






(323)

= EB(ν∗n)






∑

xn∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)

M1−α
(

p(xn|zn) +∑xn 6=x̄n∈ν∗n
p(x̄n|zn)1{B(x̄n) = 1}

)1−α




 (324)

≤
∑

xn∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)
(

Mp(xn|zn)
)1−α . (325)

(321) is simply a restatement of (320). In (322), we utilize the law of total expectation by taking

into account that expectations are applied to each xn ∈ ν∗
n individually. Then, by applying

EB|B(xn) step-by-step to each sequence xn ∈ ν∗
n and considering that B is a randomly uniformly

mapping, we arrive at (323). Further simplification and the elimination of the summation term

in the denominator yield equation (325).

By combining equations (312) and (318), and considering that α is within the range of (0, 1),

we obtain the following lower bound for Tsallis divergence.

EB

[

Tα

(
P (b, zn) ‖ pU(b)p(zn)

)]

≥ 1

α− 1

∑

zn∈An
ǫ

p(zn)






∑

xn∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)
(

Mp(xn|zn)
)1−α − 1




 (326)

+
1

α− 1

∑

zn∈An
ǫ

p(zn)




∑

xn 6∈ν∗n

p(xn|zn)





α

. (327)

For every sequence xn ∈ ν∗
n, we have the inequality p(xn|zn) ≥ 2−n(H(X|Z)+ǫ′′). Hence, when

we set M = 2nR and choose R > H(X|Z) + ǫ′′, the right side of (326) converges to 1/(1−α),

which is strictly positive. This establishes the completion of the proof.
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D. An asymptotic analysis on OSRB rate with special type

Lemma 3. Let p(x, z) be an arbitrary joint probability distribution. Let Xn distributed over

T n
ǫ (pX) with distribution of

p̃(xn) =

∏n
i=1 p(xi)

∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

∏n
i=1 p(xi)

(328)

1− δn ≤
∑

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

n∏

i=1

p(xi) (329)

and

pZn|Xn =
n∏

i=1

pZi|Xi
(330)

Then for any α ∈ (1,∞) and ǫ → 0 we have

lim
n→∞

1

n(α− k − 1)
log




∑

zn,xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

q(zn)
pα−k(xn, zn)

qα−k(zn)



 (331)

≤ −H(X) +
∑

x

(p(x))Dα−k(p(z|x) ‖ p(z)) (332)

which q(zn) =
∏n

i=1 p(zi).

Proof.

log




∑

zn,xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

q(zn)
pα−k(xn, zn)

qα−k(zn)



 (333)

≤ −n(α − k − 1)(H(X)− δn(ǫ)) + log




∑

zn,xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

q(zn)p̃(xn)
pα−k(zn|xn)

qα−k(zn)



 (334)

≤ −n(α − k − 1)(H(X)− δn(ǫ)) + log

(
∑

zn

q(zn)
pα−k(zn|x̄n)

qα−k(zn)

)

(335)

= −n(α− k − 1)(H(X)− δn(ǫ)) + log

(
∑

zn

n∏

i=1

p(zi)
pα−k(zi|x̄i)

pα−k(zi)

)

(336)

≤ −n(α − k − 1)(H(X)− δn(ǫ)) + log
∏

x

(
∑

z

p(z)
pα−k(z|x)
pα−k(z)

)n(p(x)+ǫ)

(337)

= −n(α− k − 1)(H(X)− δn(ǫ)) + n
∑

x

(p(x) + ǫ) log

(
∑

z

p(z)
pα−k(z|x)
pα−k(z)

)

(338)

= −n(α− k − 1)(H(X)− δn(ǫ)) + n(α− k − 1)
∑

x

(p(x) + ǫ)Dα−k

(
p(z|x) ‖ p(z)

)
. (339)
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(334) uses 1
n
log(p̃(xn)) ≤ −H(X) + δn(ǫ) for xn ∈ T n

ǫ (pX). In (335) (x̄n) fixed since

∑

zn,xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

q(zn)p̃(xn)
pα−k(zn|xn)

qα−k(zn)
≤ max

xn∈T n
ǫ (pX)

∑

zn

q(zn)
pα−k(zn|xn)

qα−k(zn)
(340)

=
∑

zn

q(zn)
pα−k(zn|x̄n)

qα−k(zn)
(341)

finally let n → ∞ and ǫ → 0, this implies that δn(ǫ), δn → 0 which completes the proof.

E. An asymptotic analysis on OSRB rate with special type in stochastic encoder

Lemma 4. For α ∈ (1,∞) in (171) we have

lim
n→∞

1

n(α− 1)
log




∑

zn

q(zn)
∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

(
p̃α(un)Sα(un, zn)

qα(zn)

)


 (342)

≤ −H(U) +R′
α(pX , pZ|X , pU) (343)

which R′
α(pX , pZ|X , pU) defined in (131) and ǫ → 0.

Proof.

lim
n→∞

1

n(α− 1)
log




∑

zn

q(zn)
∑

un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

(
p̃α(un)Sα(un, zn)

qα(zn)

)


 (344)

= lim
n→∞

1

n(α− 1)
log




∑

zn,un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

q(zn)

(
p̃α(un)Sα(un, zn)

qα(zn)

)


 (345)

≤ lim
n→∞

1

n(α− 1)



log

[

max
un∈Tǫ(pU )

p̃α−1(un)

]

+ log




∑

zn,un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

q(zn)

(
p̃(un)Sα(un, zn)

qα(zn)

)








(346)

≤ lim
n→∞



−(H(U)− δ′n(ǫ)) +
1

n(α− 1)
log



(1 + 2δn(ǫ))
α−1

∑

zn,un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

q(zn)

(
p̃(un)Sα(un, zn)

qα(zn)

)








(347)

= −H(U) + lim
n→∞

1

n(α− 1)
log




∑

zn,un∈T n
ǫ (pU )

p̃(un)Sα(un, zn)q1−α(zn)



 (348)
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≤ −H(U) + max
TZ|XU∑

x p(x)p(z|x)=p(z)∑
z t(x|u,z)t(z|u)p(u)=p(u,x)

[

− α

α− 1
D
(
t(z|u, x) ‖ p(z|x)|p(x, u)

)
+D

(
t(z|u) ‖ p(z)|p(u)

)
]

(349)

Equation (347) follows from (172) with δ′n(ǫ), δn(ǫ) → 0, when n → ∞ and ǫ → 0. For

correctness of last step in (349), follow (450-455) in [2].

F. Tα and D∞ on conditional probability distributions

In the following Lemma, we show how Tα and D∞ on the conditional distribution is related

to Tα on the joint distribution.

Lemma 5. Let consider arbitrary distribution of q(zn), let α ∈ (1,∞) and assume that

EB

[

Tα

(

P (m, f, zn) ‖ pU(m) pU(f) q(zn)
)]

≤ ǫ, (350)

then with probability at least 1
2

over all pair (B, F ),

Tα

(

P (m, zn|f) ‖ pU(m) q(zn)
)

≤ η(ǫ), (351)

where η(ǫ) is a constant depending only on ǫ and it vanishes as ǫ vanishes.

Proof. According to the contractivity property of Tα for α ≥ 1, the following result is obtained

from (350).

EB

[

Tα

(

P (f) ‖ pU(f)
)]

≤ ǫ. (352)

Then the non-decreasing property of Tα with α results

EB

[

D
(

P (f) ‖ pU(f)
)]

≤ ǫ. (353)

In addition, by applying Pinsker’s inequality and Jensen’s inequality, we have

EB

[

‖P (f)− pU(f)‖TV

]

≤ c
√
ǫ, (354)

where c is a constant and it is equal to
√

ln 2
2

if we take two as the base of logarithm. From

here, with a probability of at least 7
8
, we have

‖P (f)− pU(f)‖TV ≤ 8c
√
ǫ, (355)
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Further, the assumption (350) implies that with probability at least 7
8
, we have

Tα

(

p(m, f, zn) ‖ pU(m) pU(f) q(zn)
)

≤ 8ǫ. (356)

Thus with with probability at least 3
4

both the inequalities (355) and (356) are simultaneously

satisfied. Let β is one of those codebooks for which both the inequalities (355) and (356) are

simultaneously satisfied.

Representing the total variation distance as a f -divergence, we can rewrite (355) as below,

EF

[∣
∣
∣
pU(F )

P (F )
− 1
∣
∣
∣

]

≤ 8c
√
ǫ, (357)

which with a probability of at least 1 −
√

8c
√
ǫ (over random variable F conditioned on fixed

binning β) gives
∣
∣
∣
pU(f)

p(f)
− 1
∣
∣
∣ ≤

√

8c
√
ǫ. (358)

In other words, by defining δ(ǫ) :=
√

8c
√
ǫ, we have with probability ≥ 1− δ(ǫ),

1− δ(ǫ) ≤ pU(f)

p(f)
≤ 1 + δ(ǫ). (359)

Let G be the set of all f for which (359) holds. Further (356) implies

1 + 8(α− 1)ǫ ≥
∑

m,zn,f

pα(m, zn, f)
(

1
M
pU(f)q(zn)

)α−1 . (360)

Using the definition of G, we have

1 + 8(α− 1)ǫ ≥
∑

m,zn,f

pα(m, zn, f)
(

1
M
pU(f)q(zn)

)α−1 (361)

≥
∑

(m,zn,f):f∈G

pα(m, zn, f)
(

1
M
pU(f)q(zn)

)α−1 (362)

=
∑

(m,zn,f):f∈G

p(f)
pα(m, zn|f)
(

1
M
q(zn)

)α−1 ·
(

p(f)

pU(f)

)α−1

(363)

≥ 1

(1 + δ(ǫ))α−1

∑

(m,zn,f):f∈G

p(f)
pα(m, zn|f)
(

1
M
q(zn)

)α−1 (364)

=
1

(1 + δ(ǫ))α−1
EF




∑

(m,zn)

pα(m, zn|F )
(

1
M
q(zn)

)α−11{F ∈ G}



 (365)

=
1

(1 + δ(ǫ))α−1
EF

[(

1 + (α− 1)Tα

(

p(m, zn|F ) ‖ pU(m) q(zn)
))

1{F ∈ G}
]

(366)
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Define δ̃(ǫ) := (1 + δ(ǫ))α−1(1 + 8(α − 1)ǫ) − 1. Observe that δ̃(ǫ) vanishes as ǫ vanishes.

Rearranging (366) implies,

(α− 1)EF

[(

Tα

(

p(m, zn|F ) ‖ pU(m) q(zn)
))

1{F ∈ G}
]

≤ 1 + δ̃(ǫ)− P[F ∈ G] ≤ δ(ǫ) + δ̃(ǫ)

(367)

Thus with probability at least 3
4
− P[F /∈ G] ≥ 2

3
(for small enough ǫ), we have

Tα

(

p(m, zn|F ) ‖ pU(m) q(zn)
)

≤ η(ǫ) (368)

where η(ǫ) := 4
(α−1)

(δ(ǫ)+ δ̃(ǫ)). Finally the probability of occurring (368) over the pair (B, F )

is at least the probability that (355), (356) and (368) occurring simultaneously. By Bayes rule,

this probability is at least 3
4
· 2
3
= 1

2
.

This statement concludes the proof.

Remark 14. Similar to Lemma 5, another result could be concluded by repeating the steps for

D∞ instead of Tα with

η′(ǫ) = 8ǫ+ log(1 + δ(ǫ)), (369)

where η′(ǫ) replaced of η(ǫ), and δ(ǫ) =
√

8c
√
ǫ defined in Lemma 5.

Lemma 6. Let consider arbitrary distribution of q(zn), suppose there are two distributions over

the variables (m, f, xn, zn) given by

1 p(m|f) p(xn|m, f) p(zn|xn),

2 pU(m) p(xn|m, f) p(zn|xn).

Assume that the following condition holds for distribution 1 .

Tα

(

p1(m, zn|f) ‖ pU(m) q(zn)
)

≤ ξ.

Then, there exists M ′ ∈ M′ with |M′| ≥ |M|/2, such that for distribution in 2 ,

Tα

(

p2(m
′, zn|f) ‖ pU(m′) q(zn)

)

≤ δ(ξ).

Moreover, the function δ(ξ) converges to zero as ξ approaches zero.

Proof. Given that

Tα

(

p1(m, zn|f) ‖ pU(m) q(zn)
)

=
1

α− 1
EM,Zn

[(
p1(M,Zn|F = f)

pU(M) q(Zn)

)α

− 1

]

≤ ξ, (370)
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we can deduce, by employing Markov’s inequality, that a minimum of 3/4 of the instances

m ∈ M, satisfy

EZn

[(
p1(m,Zn|F = f)

pU(m) q(Zn)

)α
]

≤ 1 + 4(α− 1)ξ. (371)

Furthermore, it can be deduced from (370), by combining the contractivity property of the

Tsallis divergence with Pinsker’s inequality, that

EM

[∣
∣
∣
∣

p(M |F = f)

pU(M)
− 1

∣
∣
∣
∣

]

=
∥
∥
∥p(m|F = f)− pU(m)

∥
∥
∥
TV

≤ c
√

ξ, (372)

where c =
√

ln 2/2. Thus, employing Markov’s inequality once again, it can be inferred that

for over 3/4 of realizations of m ∈ M, the following inequality holds.

1− 4c
√

ξ ≤ p(m|F = f)

pU(m)
≤ 1 + 4c

√

ξ (373)

Hence, for a minimum of half of the M members, both constraints (371) and (373) are met. By

selecting these qualified members and assigning them to the set M′ with |M′| ≥ |M|/2, we

obtain

Tα

(

p2(m
′, zn|f) ‖ pU(m′) q(zn)

)

=
1

α− 1
EM ′,Zn

[(
p2(M

′, Zn|F = f)

p1(M ′, Zn|F = f)

)α(
p1(M

′, Zn|F = f)

pU(M ′) q(Zn)

)α

− 1

]

(374)

=
1

α− 1

[

EM ′,Zn

[(
pU(M ′)

p(M ′|F = f)

)α(
p1(M

′, Zn|F = f)

pU(M ′) q(Zn)

)α
]

− 1

]

(375)

≤ 1

α− 1

[

(1 + 4(α− 1)ξ)

(
1

1− 4c
√
ξ

)α

− 1

]

= δ(ξ), (376)

where (376) are derived from (373) and (371), respectively.

Remark 15. Similar to Lemma 6, holds for D∞ instead of Tα with

δ′(ξ) = ξ + log

(
1

1− 2c
√
ξ

)

, (377)

replaced of δ(ξ), and c =
√

ln 2
2

.
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Remark 16. For generalization of Lemma 6 from deterministic encoder to stochastic encoder

consider new distributions

1 p(m|f) p̃(un|m, f) p̃(xn|un) p(zn|xn), (378)

2 pU(m) p̃(un|m, f) p̃(xn|un) p(zn|xn), (379)

over variables (m, f, un, xn, zn), and repeat the steps similar to lemma 6.
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