arXiv:2205.05631v1 [cs.IT] 11 May 2022

Second-Order Asymptotics of Hoeffding-Like Hypothesis Tests

K. V. Harsha, Jithin Ravi,^† and Tobias Koch^‡ †Indian Institute of Technology Kharagpur, India ‡Universidad Carlos III de Madrid, Leganés, Spain and Gregorio Marañón Health Research Institute, Madrid, Spain.

Emails: kv.harsha1989@gmail.com, jithin@ece.iitkgp.ac.in, koch@tsc.uc3m.es

Abstract

We consider a binary statistical hypothesis testing problem, where n independent and identically distributed random variables Z^n are either distributed according to the null hypothesis P or the alternate hypothesis Q, and only P is known. For this problem, a well-known test is the Hoeffding test, which accepts P if the Kullback- Leibler (KL) divergence between the empirical distribution of Z^n and P is below some threshold. In this paper, we consider Hoeffding-like tests, where the KL divergence is replaced by other divergences, and characterize, for a large class of divergences, the first and second-order terms of the type-II error for a fixed type-I error. Since the considered class includes the KL divergence, we obtain the second-order term of the Hoeffiding test as a special case.

I. INTRODUCTION Statistical hypothesis testing is known to have applications in areas such as information theory, signal processing, and machine learning. The most simple form of hypothesis testing is binary hypothesis testing, where the goal is to determine the distribution of a random variable Z between a null hypothesis P and an alternate hypothesis Q. There can be two types of errors in a binary hypothesis testing: The type-I error is the probability of declaring the hypothesis as Q when the true distribution is P . The type-II error is the probability of declaring the hypothesis as P when the true distribution is Q. In general, we are interested in analyzing the trade-off between these two types of errors for a given test. This test may have full or only partial access to the distributions P and Q.

When both P and Q are known, the likelihood ratio test (also known as Neyman-Pearson test [1]) achieves the optimal error trade-off between type-I and type-II errors. The Neyman-Pearson test is also investigated in an asymptotic setting, where one observes n independent copies of Z and the errors are analyzed asymptotically as n tends to infinity. In this case, we are often interested in the behaviour of the type-II error β_n for a fixed type-I error α_n. It is known that for α_n ≤ ϵ, ϵ ∈ (0, 1), the corresponding type-II error satisfies [2, Prop. 2.3] − ln β_n = nD(P ‖Q) − √ nV (P ‖Q)Q^{−1}(ϵ) + o( √ n), as n → ∞ (1)

where D(P ‖Q) is the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between P and Q, defined as D(P ‖Q) ≜ k∑ i=1 P_i ln P_i Q_i , (2)

Part of this work was done while K. V. Harsha and J. Ravi were with the Signal Theory and Communications Department, Universidad Carlos III de Madrid, Leganés, Spain. K. V. Harsha, J. Ravi, and T. Koch have received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (Grant No. 714161). T. Koch has further received funding from the Spanish Ministerio de Ciencia e Innovación under Grant PID2020-116683GB-C21 / AEI / 10.13039/501100011033.

Q^{−1}(·) denotes the inverse of the tail probability of the standard Normal distribution, V (P ‖Q) ≜ k∑ i=1 P_i [( ln P_i Q_i − D(P ‖Q) )_2] , and o( √ n) denotes a term that grows more slowly than √ n as n → ∞. Thus the first-order term of − ln β_n, defined as lim_{n→∞}^{− ln βn}_n and sometimes referred to as the error exponent, is given by D(P ‖Q). The second-order term, defined as^{− ln βn−nD(P ‖Q)√}_n , is given by − √ V (P ‖Q)Q^{−1}(ϵ). The case where the test has only partial access to the distributions P and Q is generally studied under the name of composite hypothesis testing. Here, the assumption is that P and Q belong to certain classes of distributions denoted by P and Q, respectively. Several special cases of composite hypothesis testing have been investigated in the literature. Two such cases are: 1) P is known and Q can be any distributions but P ; 2) P is known and Q belongs to a special class Q. A test proposed by Hoeffding [3], known as the Hoeffding test, is suitable for these two cases. In the Hoeffding test, the null hypothesis P is accepted if the KL divergence between the type t_Zn (the empirical distribution) of the observations Z^n = (Z_1, · · · , Z_n) and P is below some threshold c. Otherwise, the alternative hypothesis is accepted. Mathematically,

if D(t_Zn ‖P ) < c, then accept H_0; otherwise accept H_1.

In [4, Th. III.2], it was shown that the Hoeffding test achieves the same first-order term of − ln β_n as the Neyman-Pearson test. Consequently, not having access to the distribution of the alternate hypothesis does not affect the first-order term. To analyze the second-order term of − ln β_n in the above two cases of composite hypothesis testing, Watanabe proposed a test that is second-order optimal in some sense [5].

The Hoeffding test does not require side information about the special class Q to which Q belongs. It is therefore perhaps not surprising that tests that have knowledge of Q (case 2 of composite hypothesis testing) may outperform the Hoeffding test. Such tests include the generalized likelihood ratio test (GLRT) [6] and test via mismatched divergence [7]. For example, it has been observed through simulations that the test via mismatched divergence performs better than the Hoeffding test [7]. However, an analytical comparison between the Hoeffding test and other tests is missing since refined asymptotics of the Hoeffding are not available.

In this paper, we wish to understand the behavior of the second-order term of the Hoeffding test as well as of Hoeffding-like tests where the KL divergence is replaced by other divergences, in the following referred to as divergence test. For a large class of divergences, we demonstrate that the second-order term is given by− √ V (P ‖Q)Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ), where Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(·) denotes the inverse of the tail probability of the chi-squared distribution with k − 1 degrees of freedom. This class of divergences includes the KL divergence, so we obtain the second-order term of the Hoeffding test, as a special case.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II presents notations and the problem formulation. Section III discusses our main results. Section IV presents the proof of our results. Section V concludes the paper with a summary and discussion of our results.

II. NOTATIONS AND PROBLEM FORMULATION A. Notations

Let f(x) and g(x) be two real-valued functions. For a ∈ R ∪ {∞}, we write f(x) = O(g(x)) as x → a if lim sup_{x→a}^{|f(x)|}_{|g(x)|} < ∞. Similarly, we write f(x) = o(g(x)) as x → a if lim_{x→a}^{|f(x)|}_{|g(x)|} = 0. Finally, we write f(x) = Θ(g(x)) as x → a if f(x) = O(g(x)) and lim inf_{x→a}^{|f(x)|}_{|g(x)|} > 0.

Let {a_n} be a sequence of positive real numbers. We say that a sequence of random variables is X_n = o_p(a_n) if for every ϵ > 0, we have lim_{n→∞} P (| | | X_n a_n | | | | > ϵ ) = 0.

Similarly, we say that X_n = O_p(a_n) if for every ϵ > 0 there exist M_ϵ > 0 and N_ϵ ∈ N such that P (| | | X_n a_n | | | | > M^ϵ ) ≤ ϵ, n ≥ N_ϵ.

B. Divergence and Divergence Test

We consider a divergence test on a random variable Z that takes value in a discrete set Z = {a_1, · · · , a_k}, where k ≥ 2. We denote the probability distribution function of Z by a k-length vector P = (P_1, · · · , P_k)^T , where P_i ≜ Pr{Z = a_i}, i = 1, · · · , k. Let P̄(Z) ≜ { P = (P_1, · · · , P_k)^T | P_i ≥ 0, i = 1, · · · , k and k∑ i=1 P_i = 1 }

be the set of all such probability distributions. The set of all positive probability distributions with P_i > 0, i = 1, · · · , k on Z is denoted by P(Z). Let Z^n = (Z_1, · · · , Z_n) denote an n-length i.i.d. sequence of Z. By denoting the realization of Z^n by z^n, we define the type distribution t_zn = (t_zn (a_1), · · · , t_zn (a_k))^T of the sequence z^n as

(t_zn (a_1), · · · , t_zn (a_k))^T ≜ ( N_{a1|z}n n , · · · , N_{ak |z}n n )_T

where N_{ai|z}n , i = 1, · · · , k denotes the number of times a_i occurs in the sequence z^n. Since ∑_k i=1 P_i = 1, a probability vector P = (P_1, · · · , P_k)^T ∈ P(Z) can be represented by any (k − 1) components of P . With this representation, the set P(Z) can be identified as a (k − 1)-dimensional manifold; see [8]. In this paper, we choose the coordinate system of the probability distribution P = (P_1, · · · , P_k)^T as the first (k − 1) components denoted by P = (P_1, · · · , P_{k−1})^T .

Given any two probability distributions P, Q ∈ P(Z), one can define a non-negative binary function D̃(P ‖Q) called a divergence which represents a measure of discrepancy between them. A divergence is not necessarily symmetric in its arguments and also need not satisfy the triangle inequality; see [8], [9] for more details. Mathematically, a divergence is defined as follows.

Definition 1 Consider two points P and Q in P(Z) whose coordinates are P = (P_1, · · · , P_{k−1})^T and Q = (Q_1, · · · , Q_{k−1})^T . A divergence D̃(P ‖Q) between P and Q is a smooth function of P and Q (we may write D̃(P ‖Q) = D̃(P‖Q)) satisfying the following conditions:

1) D̃(P ‖Q) ≥ 0 for any P, Q ∈ P(Z). 2) D̃(P ‖Q) = 0 if, and only if, P = Q. 3) The Taylor expansion of D̃ satisfies

D̃(P + ε‖P) = 1 2 k−1∑ i,j=1 g_{ij}(P)ε_iε_j + O(‖ε‖^3_2), as ‖ε‖_2 → 0,

for some (k − 1) × (k − 1)-dimensional positive-definite matrix G = (g_{ij}) that depends on P and

ε = (ε_1, · · · , ε_{k−1})^T , and where ‖ε‖_2 ≜ √∑_{k−1} i=1 (ε_i)^2 is the Euclidean norm of ε.

For any D̃(P ‖Q) = D̃(P‖Q), the partial derivatives of D̃(P ‖Q) with respect to the first variable P = (P_1, · · · , P_{k−1})^T are given by^∂_{∂Pi} D̃(P ‖Q) =^∂_{∂Pi} D̃(P‖Q), i = 1, · · · , k − 1. Similarly, the partial derivatives of D̃(P ‖Q) with respect to the second variable Q = (Q_1, · · · , Q_{k−1})^T are given by^∂_{∂Qi} D̃(P ‖Q) =^∂_{∂Qi} D̃(P‖Q), i = 1, · · · , k − 1. Since, by definition, every divergence D̃ attains a minimum at P = Q, it holds that ∂ ∂P_i D̃(P ‖Q) | | |_{P =Q} = 0, i = 1, · · · , k − 1 (3) ∂ ∂Q_i D̃(P ‖Q) | | |_{P =Q} = 0, i = 1, · · · , k − 1. See [9, (3.1)–(3.4)] for more details.

There are many classes of divergences that are widely used in various fields of science and engineering; see, e.g., [10] for more details. A well-known example of a divergence is the f-divergence defined as follows: Let f : (0, ∈ ∞) → R be a convex function with f(1) = 0. Then, the f-divergence between P and Q is defined as D_f (P ‖Q) ≜ ∑ Q_if ( P_i Q_i ) . (4)

When f(u) = u log u, D_f is the Kullback-Leibler divergence. For f(u) = 4 1 − α^2

(1 − u^{(1+α)/2}), where α ≠ ±1 (5)

the f-divergence is the α-divergence given by D_α(P ‖Q) ≜ 4 1 − α^2 [ 1 − ∑ P^{1−α2}_i Q^{1+α2}_i ] , α ≠ ±1. (6) We next define a divergence test for case 1 of composite hypothesis testing (see Section I), That is, it is known that under hypothesis H_0 the distribution is P , while under hypothesis H_1 the distribution is anything but P . A Hoeffding-like test or divergence test T^{D̃}_n (r) for testing H_0 : P̄ = P against the alternative H_1 : P̄ = Q is defined as follows:

Upon observing z^n, if D̃(t_zn ‖P ) < r for some r > 0, then the null hypothesis P is accepted; else P is rejected.

For r > 0, define the acceptance region for P as

A^{D̃}_n (r) ≜ { z^n | D̃(t_zn ‖P ) < r } . Then, the type-I and the type-II errors are given by

α_n(T^{D̃}_n (r)) ≜ P^n ( A^{D̃}_n (r)^c ) β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r)) ≜ Q^n(A^{D̃}_n (r)).

Our goal is to analyze the asymptotics of the type-II error when the type-I error satisfies α_n ≤ ϵ, 0 < ϵ < 1. Following the discussion in Section I, we define the first-order term β^′ and the second-order term β^{′′} for the divergence test as follows: β^′ ≜ lim_{n→∞} − 1 n log β_n β^{′′} ≜ lim_{n→∞} − ln β_n − nβ^′ √ n if the limits exist. For the Hoeffding test, it is known that β^′ = D(P ‖Q). In this paper, we generalize this result to the divergence test for a class of divergences defined in Definition 2. We further obtain β^{′′} for the divergence test.

III. SECOND-ORDER ASYMPTOTICS OF THE DIVERGENCE TEST We shall consider the following class of divergences.

Definition 2 Let Ξ denote the class of divergences satisfying the following conditions:

1) For any P, T ∈ P(Z), the second-order Taylor approximation of D̃(T ‖P ) around T = P is given by D̃(T ‖P ) = ηd_{χ2} (T, P ) + O(‖T − P‖^3_2), as ‖T − P‖_2 → 0 (7)

for some constant η > 0 (that possibly depends on P ). In (7), T = (T_1, · · · , T_{k−1})^T , P = (P_1, · · · , P_{k−1})^T , and d_χ2 is the χ^2-divergence defined as d_χ2 (T, P ) ≜ k∑ i=1 (T_i − P_i)^2 P_i . (8)

2) For any P, T ∈ P(Z), the divergence D̃ satisfies the Pinsker-type inequality C̃‖T − P ‖^2_1 ≤ D̃(T ‖P ), for some C̃ > 0 (9)

where ‖T − P ‖_1 ≜ ∑_k i=1 |T_i − P_i| denotes the L^1 norm of T − P .

3) The CDF of the statistic η^{−1}nD̃(t_zn ‖P ) can be approximated as P^n(η^{−1}nD̃(t_Zn ‖P ) < c) = F_χ2_{,k−1}(c) + O(δ_n), c > 0 (10) for some positive sequence δ_n satisfying lim_{n→∞} δ_n = 0, where F_χ2_{,k−1} is the CDF of the chi-squared random variable χ^2_{k−1} with k − 1 degrees of freedom.

The following theorem characterizes β^′ and β^{′′} of the divergence test for any divergence D̃ in Ξ.

Theorem 1 Let D̃ ∈ Ξ and 0 < ϵ < 1. Consider the divergence test T^{D̃}_n (r) for testing H_0 : P against the alternative H_1 : Q, where P, Q ∈ P(Z) and P ≠ Q. Then, the type-II error satisfies the following: Part 1: There exists a threshold value r_n satisfying

α_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) ≤ ϵ (11) such that, as n → ∞, − ln β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) ≥ nD(P ‖Q) − √ nV (P ‖Q)Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + O(max{δ_n √ n, ln n}). (12) Part 2: For all r_n > 0 satisfying (11), we have as n → ∞ − ln β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) ≤ nD(P ‖Q) − √ nV (P ‖Q)Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + O(max{δ_n √ n, ln n}) (13)

where Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(·) is the inverse of c → 1 − F_χ2_{,k−1}(c).

Proof: See Section IV.

Since the sequence δ_n in (12) and (13) tends to zero as n → ∞, we have that O(max{δ_n √ n, ln n}) = o( √ n). Consequently, (12) and (13) imply that, for the optimal threshold value r_n,

− ln β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) = nD(P ‖Q) − √ nV (P ‖Q)Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + o( √ n). (14)

Thus, Theorem 1 characterizes the first and second-order terms of the divergence test for any D̃ ∈ Ξ. It can be verified that √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) > Q^{−1}(ϵ) for all 0 < ϵ < 1. Consequently, the second-order term β^{′′} of the divergence test is strictly smaller than the second-order term of the Neyman-Pearson test.

For certain divergences in Ξ, we can obtain more precise asymptotics than the one in (14) by tightening the o( √ n) term. To this end, we shall first discuss the three conditions stated in Definition 2, which we shall do one by one.

Condition 1: When D̃ is the f-divergence D_f , it follows from a Taylor-series expansion of D_f (T ‖P ) around T = P that D_f satisfies (7) with η =^{f ′′(1)}_2 [11, Th. 4.1]. Since both the α-divergence and the KL divergence D belong to the f-divergence class with f^{′′}(1) = 1, we obtain that D̃ = {D_α, D} satisfy (7) with η =^1_2 [12]. Furthermore, for the Renyi divergence of order α > 0, defined as I_α(P ‖Q) = 1 α − 1 [ ln (_k ∑ i=1 P^α_i Q^{1−α}_i )] , α ≠ 1 we can show that η =^α_2 , i = 1, · · · , k − 1. Thus, I_α satisfies (7) with η =^α_2 . There are many more divergences that satisfy (7), such as the Battacharya divergence, the Tsallis divergence, and the Sharma- Mittal divergence; see [10] for more details. In information geometry, such divergences are referred to as invariant divergences [10, Eq. 2.29].

Condition 2: It is well-known that the KL divergence D satisfies Pinsker’s inequality [13, Lemma 11.6.1]. From [14, Th. 3], it further follows that Pinsker’s inequality can be generalized to many fdivergences under some conditions on f. In particular, it follows from [14, Cor. 6] that the α-divergence satisfies a Pinsker-type inequality when 3 ≤ α ≤ 3, α ≠ ±1: 1 2 ‖T − P ‖^2_1 ≤ D_α(T ‖P ). It follows from the same corollary that the Renyi divergence I_α also satisfies (9). Furthermore, for any fdivergence, [15, Th. 1] demonstrates that, if D_f (T, P ) < ϵ for a sufficiently small ϵ, then^{f ′′(1)}_2^√_2 ‖T −P ‖^2_1 < ϵ. This implies, that if D_f (T, P ) = O(a_n) for some positive sequence a_n such that a_n → 0, then ‖T −P ‖_1 = O( √ a_n), which is sufficient to prove Theorem 1. In fact, condition 2 can be replaced by the condition that, if D̃(T, P ) = O(a_n) for some positive sequence a_n such that a_n → 0, then ‖T − P ‖_1 = O( √ a_n).

Condition 3: Note that this condition is a Berry-Esseen-type convergence of the statistic η^{−1}nD̃(t_Zn ‖P ) to the chi-squared distribution with k − 1 degrees of freedom. For both the α-divergence and the KL divergence, we have η =^1_2 . The following result implies that, for these divergences, (10) holds with δ_n =^{1√}_n . Indeed, it follows from [16, Th. 3.1] and [17, Th. 3] that the power divergence statistics

T_λ(Y)^Δ= 2 λ(λ + 1) k∑ i=1 Y_i [( Y_i nP_i )_λ − 1 ] , λ ∈ R \ {0, −1} T_0(Y)^Δ= lim_{λ→0} T_λ(Y)

T_{−1}(Y)^Δ= lim_{λ→−1} T_λ(Y)

satisfies

P^n(T_λ(Y) < c) = F_χ2_{,k−1}(c) + O(n^{−1/2}), c > 0, λ ∈ R. (15)

See [18] for more details. Letting λ =^{−(1+α)}_2 , α ≠ ±1, we can write T_λ(Y) in terms of the α-divergence as T_λ(Y) = 2nD_α(t_Zn ‖P ), α ≠ ±1. Similarly, for λ = 0, T_0(Y) can be expressed in terms of the KL divergence as T_0(Y) = 2nD(t_zn ‖P ). It then follows from (15) that D̃ = {D_α, D}, α ≠ ±1 satisfies (10).

From the above discussion, we conclude that D̃ = {D, D_α} with −3 ≤ α ≤ 3, α ≠ ±1 satisfy all three conditions in Definition 2 with δ_n =^{1√}_n and thus belong to the class Ξ. We thus have the following corollary to Theorem 1, which sharpens the third-order term in (14).

Corollary 2 Let 0 < ϵ < 1. Consider the divergence test T^{D̃}_n (r) for D̃ = {D, D_α}, −3 ≤ α ≤ 3, α ≠ ±1, for testing H_0 : P against the alternative H_1 : Q, where P, Q ∈ P(Z) and P ≠ Q. Then, the type-II error of T^{D̃}_n (r_n) minimized over all the threshold values r_n satisfying α_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) ≤ ϵ can be characterized as

− ln β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) = nD(P ‖Q) − √ nV (P ‖Q)Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + O(ln n), as n → ∞. Note that, when D̃ is the KL divergence, the divergence test T^{D̃}_n (r) is the Hoeffding test. Hence, the above corollary recovers the second-order asymptotics of the Hoeffding test as a special case.

IV. PROOF OF THEOREM 1 A. Proof of Part 1 of Theorem 1

From (10), it follows that there exist M_0 > 0 and N_0 ∈ N such that | | |P^n ( η^{−1}nD̃(t_Zn ‖P ) ≥ c ) − Q_χ2_{,k−1}(c) | | | ≤ M0δn, n ≥ N0. (16) For 0 < ϵ < 1, let r_n = η n Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) . (17)

Then, from (16), it follows that the type-I error is upper-bounded by ϵ: α_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) = P^n(D̃(t_Zn ‖P ) ≥ r_n) = P^n ( η^{−1}nD(t_Zn ‖P ) ≥ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ − M_0δ_n) )

≤ Q_χ2_{,k−1} ( Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) ) + M_0δ_n = ϵ, n ≥ N_0. We next consider the type-II error for r_n in (17). To this end, define

A~_D(r^′) ≜ { T ∈ P(Z) | D̃(T ‖P ) < r^′ } , r^′ > 0. Then, β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) = Q^n(D̃(t_Zn ‖P ) < r_n) = ∑ z^n:D̃(t_zn ‖P )<r_n Q^n(z^n) = ∑ P̃ ∈P_n∩A_{D̃}(r_n) Q^n(T (P̃ )) ≤ ∑ P̃ ∈P_n∩A_{D̃}(r_n) exp{−nD(P̃ ‖Q)}, n ≥ N_0 (18) where the last step follows from [13, Th. 11.1.4]. In (18), P_n denotes the set of types with denominator n and T (P̃ ) is the type class of P̃ , defined as T (P̃ ) ≜ { z^n ∈ Z^n | t_zn = P̃ } . (19)

We next derive a lower bound on D(P̃ ‖Q) for P̃ ∈ P_n ∩A~_D(r_n). To this end, we shall use the following auxiliary results.

Lemma 3 For any two probability distributions Q = (Q_1, · · · , Q_k)^T and T = (T_1, · · · , T_k)^T , the secondorder Taylor approximation of the function T → D(T ‖Q) around the null hypothesis T = P is given by D(T ‖Q) = D(P ‖Q) + k∑ i=1 (T_i − P_i) ln ( P_i Q_i ) + 1 2 d_χ2 (T, P ) + O(‖T − P‖^3_2) (20)

as ‖T − P‖_2 → 0.

Proof: See Appendix A.

By the Pinsker-type inequality, we obtain that, for every T ∈ A~_D(r), we have ‖T − P ‖_1 ≤ k̃ √ r for some constant k̃. This implies that ‖T − P‖_1 ≤ k̃_1 √ r for some constant k̃_1. Since any two norms on a finite-dimensional Euclidean space are equivalent, there exists a constant C_0 > 0 such that the Euclidean distance is bounded by ‖T − P‖_2 ≤ C_0 √ r. (21) Thus, for any T ∈ A~_D(r_n) with r_n in (17), it follows that

‖T − P‖_2 = O ( 1 √ n ) (22)

since r_n = O

(_1 n ) . Then, for any T ∈ A~_D(r_n) with r_n in (17), (7) and (20) and can be written as D̃(T ‖P ) = ηd_{χ2} (T, P ) + O ( 1 n^{3/2} ) (23) D(T ‖Q) = D(P ‖Q) + k∑ i=1 (T_i − p_i) ln ( p_i q_i ) + 1 2 d_χ2 (T, P ) + O ( 1 n^{3/2} ) . (24)

The expansion (23) implies that there exist M > 0 and N_1 ≥ N_0 such that, for all n ≥ N_1 and T ∈ A~_D(r_n), |D̃(T ‖P ) − ηd_χ2 (T, P )| ≤ M n^{3/2} . (25)

Next define A_χ2 (r^′) ≜ {T ∈ P(Z) | d_χ2 (T, P ) < r^′} , r^′ > 0 Ā_{χ2} (r^′) ≜ {T ∈ P(Z) | d_{χ2} (T, P ) ≤ r^′} , r^′ > 0. We have the following lemma.

Lemma 4 Let r_n be given in (17). Then, we have

A~_D(r_n) ⊆ Ā_χ2 ( r_n η + M ηn^{3/2} ) , n ≥ N_1. (26)

Proof: It follows from (25) that, for T ∈ A~_D(r_n) and n ≥ N_1, ηd_χ2 (T, P ) − M n^{3/2} ≤ D̃(T ‖P ) < r_n. This implies that d_χ2 (T, P ) < r_n η + M ηn^{3/2} . Thus T ∈ A_χ2 (_{rn} η +^M_{ηn3/2} ) ⊆ Ā_χ2 (_{rn} η +^M_{ηn3/2} ) .

We next use (24) to lower-bound the term D(P̃ ‖Q) for P̃ ∈ P_n ∩ A_D(r). Indeed, it follows from (24) that there exist M_2 > 0 and N̈_2 ∈ N such that, for all n ≥ N̈_2 and T ∈ A~_D(r_n), |D(T ‖Q) − D(P ‖Q) − k∑ i=1 (T_i − P_i) ln ( P_i Q_i ) − 1 2 d_χ2 (T, P )| ≤ M_2 n^{3/2} . Consequently, for all n ≥ N̈_2 and T ∈ A~_D(r_n), D(T ‖Q) ≥ D(P ‖Q) + k∑ i=1 (T_i − P_i) ln ( P_i Q_i ) + 1 2 d_χ2 (T, P ) − M_2 n^{3/2} ≥ D(P ‖Q) + k∑ i=1 (T_i − P_i) ln ( P_i Q_i ) − M_2 n^{3/2} (27)

where the last inequality follows since d_χ2 (T, P ) is non-negative.

To proceed further, let us consider the following function, defined for a probability distribution Γ = (Γ_1, · · · , Γ_k)^T ∈ P(Z) ℓ(Γ) ≜ k∑ i=1 (Γ_i − P_i)α_i (28)

where

α_i ≜ ln ( P_i Q_i ) , i = 1, · · · , k. (29) For n ≥ N_1 and P̃ ∈ P_n ∩ A~_D(r_n), we have that

ℓ(P̃ ) ≥ min

P_n∩A_{D̃} (r_n)

ℓ(Γ) ≥ min Ā_{χ2} (_r n η +^M_{ηn3/2} ) ℓ(Γ) (30)

where the last inequality follows from (26).

To compute the right-most minimum in (30), we define the following quantities: I ≜ {i = 1, · · · , k | α_i − D(P ‖Q) > 0} (31) B ≜ {α_j − D(P ‖Q), j ∈ I} (32) τ ≜ max B. (33) We then have the following result.

Lemma 5 Let 0 < √ r̃ < √_{V (P ‖Q)} τ . Then, the probability distribution Γ^∗ = (Γ^∗_1, · · · , Γ^∗_k) that minimizes ℓ(Γ) over Ā_χ2 (r̃) is given by

Γ^∗_i = P_i + √ r̃ (D(P ‖Q) − α_i) P_i √ V (P ‖Q) ; i = 1, · · · , k. (34) Moreover, min Γ∈Ā_{χ2} (r̃)

ℓ(Γ) = − √ V (P ‖Q)r̃. (35) Proof: See Appendix B.

Remark 1 Since Γ^∗ and P are probability distributions, by taking summation on both sides of (34), we obtain k∑ i=1 (D(P ‖Q) − α_i)P_i = 0. (36)

By the assumption of Theorem 1, we have that P ≠ Q. Hence, D(P ‖Q) − α_i cannot be zero for all i = 1, · · · , k. This implies that there exist two distinct indices l, l^′ ∈ {1, · · · , k}, such that D(P ‖Q)−α_l < 0 and D(P ‖Q) − α_l′ > 0. It follows that l ∈ I, which in turn yields that B is a non-empty set. Let r^′_n = r_n η + M ηn^{3/2} . (37)

Since r^′_n is vanishing as n → ∞, we can choose N̈ such that, for n ≥ N̈, r^′_n satisfies √ r^′_n < √_{V (P ‖Q)} τ with τ defined in (33). Then, (30) and (35) yield that, for P̃ ∈ P_n ∩ A~_D(r_n) and n ≥ N_2 ≜ max{N_1, N̈_2, N̈},

ℓ(P̃ ) ≥ min_{Āχ2 (r′n)} ℓ(Γ) = − √ V (P ‖Q)r^′_n. (38) It follows that, for any P̃ ∈ P_n ∩ A~_D(r_n), (27) can be further lower-bounded as D(P̃ ‖Q) ≥ D(P ‖Q) − √ V (P ‖Q)r^′_n − M_2 n^{3/2} , n ≥ N_2. (39)

Applying (39) to (18), the type-II error can be upper-bounded as

β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) ≤ ∑ P̃ ∈P_n∩A_{D̃}(r_n) exp{−nD(P̃ ‖Q)}

≤ ∑ P̃ ∈P_n∩A_{D̃}(r_n) exp { −nD(P ‖Q) + n √ V (P ‖Q)r^′_n + M_2 √ n }

≤ (n + 1)^{|Z|} exp { −nD(P ‖Q) + n √ V (P ‖Q)r^′_n + M_2 √ n } , n ≥ N_2 (40)

where the last inequality follows since |P_n| ≤ (n + 1)^{|Z|} [13, Th. 11.1.1]. By taking logarithms on both sides of (40), we obtain

ln β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) ≤ |Z| ln(n + 1) − nD(P ‖Q) + n √ V (P ‖Q)r^′_n + M_2 √ n , n ≥ N_2. (41)

By (17) and (37), √ r^′_n = √ r_n η + M ηn^{3/2} = √ 1 n Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) + M ηn^{3/2} = 1 √ n √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) + M η √ n . (42)

A Taylor-series expansion of √ x + δ around x > 0 yields then that √ r^′_n = 1 √ n √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) + M η √ n ≤ 1 √ n √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) + M 2η √ n √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) ≤ 1 √ n √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) + M 2ηn √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) (43)

where the last inequality holds since the function Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(·) is monotonically decreasing. It follows that (41) can be further upper-bounded as

ln β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) ≤ |Z| ln(n + 1) − nD(P ‖Q) + n √ V (P ‖Q)r^′_n + M_2 √ n ≤ |Z| ln(n + 1) − nD(P ‖Q) + √ nV (P ‖Q) √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) + √ V (P ‖Q)M 2η √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + M_2 √ n , n ≥ N_2. (44)

Using a Taylor-series expansion of √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ − M_0δ_n) around ϵ, we obtain √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) = √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + O (δ_n) . (45)

Consequently, (44) can be expanded as

ln β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r_n)) ≤ |Z| ln(n + 1) − nD(P ‖Q) + √ nV (P ‖Q) √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + O( √ nδ_n) + √ V (P ‖Q)M 2η √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + M_2 √ n = −nD(P ‖Q) + √ nV (P ‖Q) √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + O(max{δ_n √ n, ln n}). This proves Part 1 of Theorem 1.

B. Proof of Part 2 of Theorem 1

Define for 0 < ϵ < 1 and n ∈ N, R^ϵ_n ≜ { r > 0 | P^n ( D̃(t_{Zn} ‖P ) ≥ r ) ≤ ϵ } (46)

r^ϵ_n ≜ inf R^ϵ_n. (47)

Lemma 6 For M_0 and δ_n given in (16), we have

r^ϵ_n = η n Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + O ( δ_n n ) . (48)

Proof: For any r > 0, we can write P^n ( D̃(t_{Zn} ‖P ) ≥ r ) = P^n ( n η D̃(t_{Zn} ‖P ) ≥ nr η ) . Then, it follows from (16) that, for n ≥ N_0 and any r > 0, Q_χ2_{,k−1} ( nr η ) − M_0δ_n ≤ P^n(D̃(t_Zn ‖P ) ≥ r) ≤ Q_χ2_{,k−1} ( nr η ) + M_0δ_n. (49) Let ṙ_n = η n Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) . Substituting the value of ṙ_n in (49), we get for n ≥ N_0, P^n(D̃(t_Zn ‖P ) ≥ ṙ_n) ≤ ϵ. Thus, by the definition of r^ϵ_n r^ϵ_n ≤ ṙ_n = η n Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) , n ≥ N_0. (50)

Furthermore, (50) implies that r^ϵ_n exists. Indeed, the set R^ϵ_n is lower-bounded by 0. Then, it follows from (50) that, for n ≥ N_0, we have ṙ_n ∈ R^ϵ_n. This implies that R^ϵ_n is a non-empty subset of the real numbers R that has a lower bound. Hence, by the completeness property of R, r^ϵ_n exists.

We next derive a lower bound on r^ϵ_n. Let

r̈_n = η n Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ + 2M_0δ_n) .

Substituting the value of r̈_n in (49), we get for n ≥ N_0, P^n(D̃(t_Zn ‖P ) ≥ r̈_n) ≥ ϵ + M_0δ_n > ϵ. (51) The above equation implies that r̈_n does not belong to the set R^ϵ_n. It follows from the property of the infimum that r^ϵ_n ≥ r̈_n = η n Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ + 2M_0δ_n) , n ≥ N_0. (52)

Thus, from (50) and (52) we obtain η n Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ + 2M_0δ_n) ≤ r^ϵ_n ≤ η n Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) , n ≥ N_0. (53)

Taylor-series expansions of Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ + 2M_0δ_n) and Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1} (ϵ − M_0δ_n) around ϵ yield then that

r^ϵ_n = η n Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + O ( δ_n n ) . (54)

For any T ∈ A~_D(r^ϵ_n) with r^ϵ_n in (54), it follows from (21) that

‖T − P‖_2 = O ( 1 √ n ) . (55)

Then, (7) and (20) can be written as D̃(T ‖P ) = ηd_{χ2} (T, P ) + O ( 1 n^{3/2} ) (56) D(T ‖Q) = D(P ‖Q) + k∑ i=1 (T_i − P_i) ln ( P_i Q_i ) + 1 2 d_χ2 (T, P ) + O ( 1 n^{3/2} ) . (57)

The first equation (56) implies that there exist M̄^′_0 > 0 and N̄^′_0 ∈ N such that, for all n ≥ N̄^′_0 and for T ∈ A~_D(r^ϵ_n), |D̃(T ‖P ) − ηd_χ2 (T, P )| < M̄ ′_0 n^{3/2} . (58)

If T ∈ Ā_χ2 (_{rϵn} η −^{M̄ ′0}_{ηn3/2} ) , then we have d_χ2 (T, P ) ≤^{rϵn}_η −^{M̄ ′0}_{ηn3/2} . Furthermore, by the definition of the χ^2-divergence in (8) and the fact that P_i < 1, i = 1, · · · , k, we have that d_χ2 (T, P ) ≥ ‖T − P ‖^2. Since r^ϵ_n = O

(_1 n ) , these two inequalities imply that ‖T − P ‖_2 = O (_{1√} n ) and, hence, also ‖T − P‖_2 = O (_{1√} n ) for every T ∈ Ā_χ2 (_{rϵn} η −^{M̄ ′0}_{ηn3/2} ) . It follows from (7) that there exist M̄^′_1 > 0 and N̄^′_1 ∈ N such that, for all n ≥ N̄^′_1 and T ∈ Ā_χ2 (_{rϵn} η −^{M̄ ′0}_{ηn3/2} ) , |D̃(T ‖P ) − ηd_χ2 (T, P )| < M̄ ′_1 n^{3/2} . (59)

Then we have the following lemma.

Lemma 7 For n ≥ N^′_1 ≜ max{N̄^′_0, N̄^′_1}, we have Ā_{χ2} ( r^ϵ_n η − M^′_1 ηn^{3/2} ) ⊆ A~_D(r^ϵ_n) (60)

where M^′_1 ≜ max{M̄^′_0, M̄^′_1} and r^ϵ_n satisfies (54).

Proof: Since M^′_1 = max{M̄^′_0, M̄^′_1}, we have M̄^′_0 ≤ M^′_1. This implies that Ā_{χ2} ( r^ϵ_n η − M^′_1 ηn^{3/2} ) ⊆ Ā_χ2 ( r^ϵ_n η − M̄ ′_0 ηn^{3/2} ) . (61)

Then, using (59), we have for T ∈ Ā_χ2 (_{rϵn} η −^{M ′1}_{ηn3/2} ) and for n ≥ N^′_1 = max{N̄^′_0, N̄^′_1} that D̃(T ‖P ) < ηd_{χ2} (T, P ) + M̄ ′_1 n^{3/2} ≤ η ( r^ϵ_n η − M^′_1 ηn^{3/2} ) + M̄ ′_1 n^{3/2} ≤ r^ϵ_n. Hence, we obtain T ∈ A~_D(r^ϵ_n).

From (57), we obtain that, for T ∈ A~_D(r^ϵ_n), there exist M^′_2 > 0 and N^′_2 ∈ N such that |D(T ‖Q) − D(P ‖Q) − k∑ i=1 (T_i − P_i) ln ( P_i Q_i ) − 1 2 d_χ2 (T, P )| ≤ M^′_2 n^{3/2} , n ≥ N^′_2. (62)

If r < r^ϵ_n, then, by definition of r^ϵ_n, the type-I error α_n(T^{D̃}) exceeds ϵ. Hence such a threshold violates (11). We thus assume without loss of optimality that r ≥ r^ϵ_n. In this case,

β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r)) ≜ Q^n ( D̃(t_{Zn} ‖P ) < r ) ≥ Q^n ( D̃(t_{Zn} ‖P ) < r^ϵ_n ) . (63)

Together with Lemma 7, this implies that, for r^ϵ_n and n ≥ N^′_1, the type-II error of the divergence test T^{D̃}_n (r) can be lower-bounded as

β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r)) ≥ Q^n(D̃(t_Zn ‖P ) < r^ϵ_n) = ∑ z^n: t_zn ∈A_{D̃}(r^ϵ_n)

Q^n(z^n) = ∑ P̃ ∈P_n∩A_{D̃} (rϵ_n) Q^n(T (P̃ )) ≥ ∑ P̃ ∈P_n∩Ā_{χ2} (r̄_n)

Q^n(T (P̃ )) (64)

where r̄_n = r^ϵ_n η − M^′_1 ηn^{3/2} . (65)

By (54), r̄_n vanishes as n → ∞. We can therefore find an Ñ^′ such that, for n ≥ Ñ^′, we have that √ r̄_n < √_{V (P ‖Q)} τ with τ defined in (33). To lower-bound the type-II error further, let us consider the following lemma.

Lemma 8 Consider the minimizing probability distribution Γ^∗ given in (34) in Lemma 5, namely

Γ^∗_i = P_i + √ r̄_n(D(P ‖Q) − α_i)P_i √ V (P ‖Q) ; i = 1, · · · , k (66)

with r̄_n given in (65), α_i given in (29), and n ≥ Ñ^′. Then, there exist Ñ ∈ N and a type distribution T^∗_n = (T^∗_n (a_1), · · · , T^∗_n (a_k)) ∈ P_n ∩ Ā_χ2 (r̄_n) such that |nℓ(Γ^∗) − nℓ(T^∗_n )| ≤ κ, n ≥ Ñ (67) for some constant κ > 0.

Proof: See Appendix C.

From (64), the type-II error of the divergence test can be lower-bounded as

β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r)) ≥ ∑ P̃ ∈P_n∩Ā_{χ2} (r̄_n)

Q^n(T (P̃ ))

≥ Q^n(T (T^∗_n )) ≥ 1 (n + 1)^{|Z|} exp{−nD(T^∗_n ‖Q)}, n ≥ Ñ_1 (68) where Ñ_1 ≜ max{N^′_1, N^′_2, Ñ} and T^∗_n ∈ P_n ∩ Ā_χ2 (r̄_n) is a type distribution satisfying (67). The last inequality in (68) follows from [13, Th. 11.1.4].

We next upper-bound D(T^∗_n ‖Q). To this end, we use (62) and (67), and we recall that ℓ(Γ^∗) = − √ V (P, Q)r̄_n, to obtain nD(T^∗_n ‖Q) ≤ nD(P ‖Q) + nℓ(T^∗_n ) + 1 2 nd_χ2 (T^∗_n , P ) +

M^′_2 √ n ≤ nD(P ‖Q) + nℓ(Γ^∗) + κ + 1 2 nd_χ2 (T^∗_n , P ) +

M^′_2 √ n ≤ nD(P ‖Q) − n √ V (P, Q)r̄_n + κ + nr̄_n 2 + M^′_2 √ n , n ≥ Ñ_1 (69) where the last inequality follows because T^∗_n ∈ Ā_χ2 (r̄_n). Substituting (69) in (68), we get

β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r)) ≥ 1 (n + 1)^{|Z|} exp [ −nD(P ‖Q) + n √ V (P ‖Q)r̄_n − κ − nr̄_n 2 − M^′_2 √ n ] , n ≥ Ñ_1. (70)

Taking logarithm on both sides, we obtain ln β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r)) ≥ −|Z| ln(n + 1) − nD(P ‖Q) + n √ V (P ‖Q)r̄_n − κ − nr̄_n 2 − M^′_2 √ n . (71)

Note that, by (54) and (65),

r̄_n = 1 n Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + O ( δ_n n ) − M^′_1 ηn^{3/2} . (72)

Depending on whether the last two terms are of order O

(_1 n^{3/2} ) or of order O (_{δn} n ) , we either have √ r̄_n = √ 1 n Q^{−1}_{χ2,K−1}(ϵ) + O ( 1 n^{3/2} )

= 1 √ n √ Q^{−1}_{χ2,k−1}(ϵ) + O ( 1 n ) (73) or √ r̄_n = √ 1 n Q^{−1}_{χ2} (ϵ) + O ( δ_n n )

= 1 √ n √ Q^{−1}_{χ2} (ϵ) + O ( δ_n √ n ) . (74)

It follows that (71) can be written as − ln β_n(T^{D̃}_n (r)) ≤ nD(P ‖Q) − √ nV (P ‖Q)Q^{−1}_{χ2} (ϵ) + O(max{δ_n √ n, ln n}). (75) This proves Part 2 of Theorem 1.

V. CONCLUSIONS For the divergence test and for a large class of divergences, we established the first-order and the second-order terms of the type-II error given that the type-I error is upper-bounded by a given value. The divergence test does not require the knowledge of the distribution of the alternative hypothesis, hence, it is suitable for problems where we only have access to the distribution of the null hypothesis. The class of divergences considered in this paper includes well-known divergences such as the KL divergence and the α-divergence, and our divergence test specializes to the Hoeffding test if the chosen divergence is the KL divergence. It is well-known that the Hoeffding test is first-order optimal in the sense that its first-order term is equal to the first-order term of the Neyman-Pearson test. However, our results demonstrate that the second-order term of the divergence test for the class of divergences considered in this paper, and therefore also of the Hoeffding test, is strictly smaller than the second-order term of the optimal Neyman-Pearson test. The question whether there exists a test that only requires the knowledge of the distribution of the null hypothesis and that achieves the second-order term of the Hoeffding test for the some Q’s while it achieves a higher second-order term for the remaining Q’s is yet to be explored.

APPENDIX A PROOF OF LEMMA 3 For the probability distribution T = (T_1, · · · , T_k)^T and Q ∈ P(Z), the function f_Q(T ) ≜ D(T ‖P ) is a smooth function of T = (T_1, · · · , T_{k−1})^T given by

f_Q(T) = k−1∑ i=1 T_i ln ( T_i Q_i ) + ( 1 − k−1∑ i=1 T_i ) ln ( (1 − ∑_{k−1} i=1 T_i) Q_k ) . (76)

The partial derivatives of f_Q(·) with respect to T_i, i = 1, · · · , k − 1 up to third orders are given by ∂f_Q(T) ∂T_i = ln ( T_i Q_i ) − ln ( T_k Q_k ) (77)

∂^2f_Q(T) ∂T_iT_j = {_1

T_i + 1 T_k , if i = j 1 T_k , if i ≠ j (78)

∂^3f_Q(T) ∂T_iT_j T_l = {_{−1} T^2_i + 1 T^2_k , if i = j = l 1 T^2_k , otherwise.

(79)

Consequently, the second-order Taylor approximation of f_Q(T) around P is given by

f_Q(T) = f_Q(P) + k−1∑ i=1 ∂f_Q(P) ∂T_i (T_i − P_i) + 1 2 k−1∑ i,j=1 ∂^2f_Q(P) ∂T_iT_j (T_i − P_i)(T_j − P_j ) + R_3(T) (80)

where the remainder term R_3(T) in Lagrange’s form is given by

R_3(T) = 1 3! k−1∑ i,j,l=1 ∂^3f_Q(Π) ∂T_iT_j T_l (T_i − P_i)(T_j − P_j )(T_l − P_l) (81)

for Π = P + t(T − P), t ∈ (0, 1). The absolute value of this term can be upper-bounded by

|R_3(T)| = | | | | 1 3! k−1∑ i,j,l=1 ∂^3f_Q(Π) ∂T_iT_j T_l (T_i − P_i)(T_j − P_j)(T_l − P_l) | | | | ≤ 1 3! k−1∑ i,j,l=1 | | | ∂^3f_Q(Π) ∂T_iT_j T_l | | | |(T^i − P^i)(T^j − P^j )(T^l − P^l)| . (82)

When ‖T − P‖_2 → 0, we have that P_i − δ < T_i < P_i + δ for an arbitrary δ > 0 and i = 1, · · · , k − 1. This implies that P_k − (k − 1)δ < T_k < P_k + (k − 1)δ. Choosing δ ≜^1_{4(k−1)} min_{1≤i≤k} P_i, it follows that P_i − δ_0 > 0 and P_k − (k − 1)δ > 0. Consequently, 1 T^2_i < 1 (P_i − δ)^2 , i = 1, · · · , k − 1 (83) and 1 T^2_k < 1 (P_k − (k − 1)δ)^2

. (84)

Using (83), (84), and (79), one can show that, for any T satisfying 0 < ‖T − P‖_2 < δ, | | | ∂^3f_Q(T) ∂T_iT_j T_l | | | ≤ C^1 (85) where

C_1 ≜ max_i 1 (P_i − δ)^2 + 1 (P_k − (k − 1)δ)^2

. (86)

Hence, from (82),

|R_3(T)| ≤ 1 3! C_1 k−1∑ i,j,l=1 |(T_i − P_i)(T_j − P_j)(T_l − P_l)|

≤ C^′‖T − P‖^3_2 (87) where C^′ ≜^1_{3!} C_1(k−1)^3 and the last inequality follows since |T_i −P_i| ≤ ‖T−P‖_2 for all i = 1, · · · , k−1.

Note that f_Q(P ) = D(P ‖Q). Since T_k − P_k = ∑_{k−1} i=1 (P_i − T_i), we obtain that k−1∑ i=1 ∂f_Q(P ) ∂T_i (T_i − P_i) = k−1∑ i=1 [ ln ( P_i Q_i ) − ln ( P_k Q_k )] (T_i − P_i)

= k∑ i=1 (T_i − P_i) ln ( P_i Q_i ) (88) and k−1∑ i,j=1 ∂^2f_Q(P ) ∂T_iT_j (T_i − P_i)(T_j − P_j) = k−1∑ i=1 ( 1 P_i + 1 P_k ) (T_i − P_i)^2 + ∑ i,j=1,··· ,k−1,i≠j (T_i − P_i)(T_j − P_j) P_k = k−1∑ i=1 (T_i − P_i)^2 P_i + k−1∑ i,j=1 (T_i − P_i)(T_j − P_j ) P_k = k∑ i (T_i − P_i)^2 P_i . (89)

Thus, by (88), (89), and the definition of the χ^2-divergence, (80) can be written as

f_Q(T ) = D(P ‖ Q) + k∑ i=1 (T_i − P_i) ln ( P_i Q_i ) + 1 2 d_χ2 (T, P ) + O(‖T − P‖^3_2) (90)

as ‖T − P‖_2 → 0.

APPENDIX B PROOF OF LEMMA 5 Let Γ = (Γ_1, · · · , Γ_k). Consider the minimization problem

Minimize_Γ ℓ(Γ) = k∑ i=1 (Γ_i − P_i)α_i (91)

subject to d_χ2 (Γ, P ) ≤ r̃ (92) Γ_i > 0, i = 1, · · · , k (93) k∑ i=1 Γ_i = 1. (94)

This is equivalent to

Minimize_Γ ℓ(Γ) = k∑ i=1 (Γ_i − P_i)α_i (95)

subject to g_0(Γ) ≜ k∑ i=1 (Γ_i − P_i)^2 P_i − r̃ ≤ 0 (96)

g_i(Γ) ≜ −Γ_i < 0, i = 1, · · · , k (97)

h_1(Γ) ≜ k∑ i=1 Γ_i − 1 = 0. (98)

To find the solution of this constrained optimization problem, we consider the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions. Indeed, consider the Lagrangian function

L(Γ, λ, μ) = ℓ(Γ) + λ_0g_0(Γ) + k∑ i=1 λ_ig_i(Γ) + μh_1(Γ)

= k∑ i=1 (Γ_i − P_i)α_i + λ_0 (_k ∑ i=1 (Γ_i − P_i)^2 P_i − r̃ ) − k∑ i=1 λ_iΓ_i + μ (_k ∑ i=1 Γ_i − 1 ) (99)

where λ = (λ_0, λ_1, · · · , λ_k) and μ are KKT multipliers. Let Γ^∗ = (Γ^∗_1, · · · , Γ^∗_k)^T denote minimizing probability distribution. The KKT conditions for the above problem are as follows: ∂L ∂Γ_i = 0, i = 1, · · · , k (100) g_0(Γ^∗) ≤ 0 (101) g_i(Γ^∗) < 0, i = 1, · · · , k (102) h_1(Γ^∗) = 0 (103) λ_i ≥ 0, i = 0, 1, · · · , k (104) λ_ig_i(Γ^∗) = 0, i = 0, 1, · · · , k (105) which can be evaluated as α_i + 2λ_0 ( Γ^∗_i P_i − 1 ) − λ_i + μ = 0, i = 1, · · · , k (106) k∑ i=1 (Γ^∗_i − P_i)^2 P_i − r̃ ≤ 0 (107)

−Γ^∗_i < 0, i = 1, · · · , k (108) k∑ i=1 Γ^∗_i − 1 = 0 (109)

λ_i ≥ 0, i = 0, 1, · · · , k (110)

λ_0 (_k ∑ i=1 (Γ^∗_i − P_i)^2 P_i − r̃ ) = 0 (111)

−λ_iΓ^∗_i = 0, i = 1, · · · , k. (112) From (108) and (112), we get that λ_i = 0, i = 1, · · · , k. (113)

We next analyze λ_0, considering the cases λ_0 = 0 and λ_0 ≠ 0 separately. When λ_0 = 0, (112) and (106) yield α_i + μ = 0, i = 1, · · · , k. (114)

Thus, ln^{Pi}_{Qi} = −μ for i = 1, · · · , k which implies that P = Q. However, we have P ≠ Q by the assumption of Theorem 1, so λ_0 = 0 is not a valid solution.

Thus, we have λ_0 > 0. Then, we obtain from (106) and (111) that

Γ^∗_i = P_i − P_iμ 2λ_0 − P_iα_i 2λ_0 , i = 1, · · · , k (115) and k∑ i=1 (Γ^∗_i − P_i)^2 P_i − r̃ = 0. (116)

Substituting (115) in (109) yields −μ 2λ_0 − 1 2λ_0 k∑ i=1 P_iα_i = 0 (117)

hence μ = − k∑ i=1 P_iα_i = −D(P ‖Q). (118) Using (115) and (118), (116) can be written as 1 4λ^2_0 k∑ i=1 P_i (α_i − D(P ‖Q))^2 = r̃. (119)

Since k∑ i=1 P_i (α_i − D(P ‖Q))^2 = V (P ‖Q) (120)

it follows that

λ_0 = √ V (P ‖Q) 2 √ r̃ . (121)

From (115), (118), and (121), we obtain that

Γ^∗_i = P_i + √ r̃(D(P ‖Q) − α_i)P_i √ V (P ‖Q) , i = 1, · · · , k. (122) Note that we have P_i > 0, i = 1, · · · , k. Hence, if D(P ‖Q) − α_j ≥ 0, then it follows from the above equation that Γ^∗_j > 0. Similarly, if D(P ‖Q) − α_j < 0 for some j ∈ {1, · · · , k}, then j ∈ I and α_j − D(P ‖Q) ∈ B, with I and B defined in (31) and (32), respectively. Since 0 < √ r̃ < √_{V (P ‖Q)} τ , it follows that, for any j ∈ I, √ r̃ < √ V (P ‖Q) τ ≤ √ V (P ‖Q) α_j − D(P ‖Q) (123) where the last inequality follows since α_j − D(P ‖Q) ≤ τ for any j ∈ I by the definition of τ in (33). It follows from (122) and (123) that Γ^∗_j > 0.

To summarize, the solution to (106)–(112) is given by

λ_0 = √ V (P ‖Q) 2 √ r̃ (124) λ_i = 0, i = 1, · · · , k (125) μ = −D(P ‖Q) (126) Γ^∗_i = P_i + √ r̃(D(P ‖Q) − α_i)P_i √ V (P ‖Q) , i = 1, · · · , k. (127) Since the objective function ℓ(·) of the minimization problem and the inequality constraints g_i(·), i = 0, 1, · · · , k are convex functions and the equality constraint h_1(·) is affine, the above solution is optimal. Thus, the minimizing probability distribution Γ^∗ = (Γ^∗_1, · · · , Γ^∗_k) is given by

Γ^∗_i = P_i + √ r̃ (D(P ‖Q) − α_i) P_i √ V (P ‖Q) , i = 1, · · · , k (128) and the minimum value is min Γ∈Ā_{χ2} (r̃)

ℓ(Γ) = ℓ(Γ^∗) = − √ V (P ‖Q)r̃. (129) APPENDIX C PROOF OF LEMMA 8 Note that, by (66), the probability distribution Γ^∗ = (Γ^∗_1, · · · , Γ^∗_k)^T is given by

Γ^∗_i = P_i + √ r̄(D(P ‖Q) − α_i)P_i √ V (P ‖Q) , i = 1, · · · , k, n ≥ Ñ^′. (130) In the following, we present an algorithm that produces a distribution T^∗_n = (T^∗_n (a_1), · · · , T^∗_n (a_k))^T satisfying the following conditions:

1) T^∗_n is a type distribution, i.e., for each i = 1, · · · , k, nT^∗_n (a_i) is a non-negative integer and k∑ i=1 nT^∗_n (a_i) = n. (131)

2) T^∗_n satisfies d_χ2 (T^∗_n , P ) ≤ r̄_n. (132) 3) T^∗_n further satisfies |nℓ(Γ^∗) − nℓ(T^∗_n )| ≤ κ, for some κ > 0. (133) Before proceeding to the proof, let us observe that

d_χ2 (Γ^∗, P ) = k∑ i=1 (Γ^∗_i − P_i)^2 P_i = k∑ i=1 (√ r̄ (D(P ‖Q) − α_i) P_i )_2 V (P ‖Q) 1 P_i = r̄ V (P ‖Q) k∑ i=1 (D(P ‖Q) − α_i)^2 P_i

= r̄_n. (134)

Next, it follows from Remark 1 that there exist two indices l, l^′ ∈ {1, · · · , k}, l ≠ l^′ such that D(P ‖Q) − α_l < 0 and D(P ‖Q) − α_l′ > 0, which implies that Γ^∗_l < P_l and Γ^∗_l′ > P_l′ . Without loss of generality, let us assume that l = k − 1 and l^′ = k, i.e., (D(P ‖Q) − α_i)P_i < 0, i = k − 1 (135) (D(P ‖Q) − α_i)P_i > 0, i = k (136) and also that, for some 0 ≤ m ≤ k − 2, (D(P ‖Q) − α_i)P_i = 0, i = 1, · · · , m, (137) (D(P ‖Q) − α_i)P_i ≠ 0, i = m + 1, · · · , k − 2. (138) Further note that, by (54) and (65), r̄_n = Θ(1/n).

By (130), we have for i = 1, · · · , k

nΓ^∗_i − nP_i = n √ r̄_n(D(P ‖Q) − α_i)P_i √ V (P ‖Q) (139)

which implies that nΓ^∗_i − nP_i = Θ( √ n), i = m + 1, · · · , k. (140) Next let

C^′ = m∑ i=1 1 P_i . (141)

It then follows from (140) that, for each i = m+1, · · · , k, there exists an N_i such that |nΓ^∗_i −nP_i| ≥ C^′ +k for n ≥ N_i. So, for n ≥ Ñ ≜ max{N_i : i = m + 1, · · · , k}, we have |nΓ^∗_i − nP_i| ≥ C^′ + k, i = m + 1, · · · , k. (142) In the following, we describe an algorithm that outputs T^∗_n for all n ≥ Ñ satisfying (131), (132) and (133).

Algorithm Step 1: For i = 1, · · · , m, set nT^∗_n (a_i) = ⌊nΓ^∗_i ⌋

= ⌊nP_i⌋ (143) where ⌊·⌋ is the floor function defined as ⌊x⌋ ≜ max{u ∈ Z | u ≤ x}. The second step in (143) holds because (137) and (139) imply that nΓ^∗_i = nP_i for i = 1, · · · , m. Step 2: For i = m + 1, · · · , k − 2, set

nT^∗_n (a_i) = { ⌈nΓ^∗_i ⌉, if nΓ^∗_i − nP_i < 0 ⌊nΓ^∗_i ⌋, if nΓ^∗_i − nP_i > 0 (144)

where ⌈·⌉ is the ceiling function defined as ⌈x⌉ ≜ min{u ∈ Z | u ≥ x}. Step 3: Let γ_i ≜ nΓ^∗_i − nT^∗_n (a_i), i = 1, · · · , k (145) γ ≜ k−2∑ i=1 γ_i. (146)

We set T^∗_n (a_{k−1}) or T^∗_n (a_{k−1}) depending on whether γ ≤ 0 or γ > 0: Case 1: If γ ≤ 0, set nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) = ⌈nΓ^∗_{k−1} + C^′P_{k−1}⌉ (147) nT^∗_n (a_k) = nΓ^∗_k + γ^′, where γ^′ = γ + γ_{k−1} < 0. (148) Case 2: If γ > 0, set nT^∗_n (a_k) = ⌊nΓ^∗_k − C^′P_k⌋ (149) nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) = nΓ^∗_{k−1} + γ^′, where γ^′ = γ + γ_k > 0. (150) We next demonstrate that T^∗_n produced by this algorithm satisfies (131)–(133).

Proof of (131):

When i = 1, · · · , k − 2, since nT^∗_n (a_i) is defined using the floor or ceiling function, nT^∗_n (a_i) is clearly a non-negative integer. For case 1, nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) is also a non-negative integer since both nΓ^∗_{k−1} and C^′P_{k−1} are non-negative numbers and nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) is defined using the ceiling function of the sum of these two numbers. It follows from (147) that nΓ^∗_{k−1} + C^′P_{k−1} ≤ nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) ≤ nΓ^∗_{k−1} + C^′P_{k−1} + 1. (151) Furthermore, by (148), |γ^′| ≤ k−2∑ i=1 |γ_i| + |γ_{k−1}| ≤ k − 2 + C^′P_{k−1} + 1 = k − 1 + C^′P_{k−1} (152) where the second inequality follows from the definition of γ_i, i = 1, · · · , k − 1 and (151). Thus, we have −(k − 1) − C^′P_{k−1} ≤ γ^′ ≤ (k − 1) + C^′P_{k−1}. (153) Together with (148), this yields nT^∗_n (a_k) = nΓ^∗_k + γ^′ ≥ nΓ^∗_k − (k − 1) − C^′P_{k−1} > nΓ^∗_k − C^′ − k ≥ nP_k (154) ≥ 0 (155) where (154) follows from (142), (130) and (136). We further have that nT^∗_n (a_k) =nΓ^∗_k + γ^′

=nΓ^∗_k + k−1∑ i=1 (nΓ^∗_i − nT^∗_n (a_i))

=n − k−1∑ i=1 nT^∗_n (a_i). (156)

From (155), we obtain that T^∗_n (a_k) is non-negative. Since we have already shown that nT^∗_n (a_i), i = 1, · · · , k − 1 are non-negative integers, it follows from (156) that nT^∗_n (a_k) is an integer, too. From (156), we also obtain that ∑_k i=1 nT^∗_n (a_i) = n. This completes the proof of (131) for case 1.

We next prove (131) for case 2. From (142) and (136), we have that nΓ^∗_k −nP_k ≥ C^′ +k. It follows that nT^∗_n (a_k) = ⌊nΓ^∗_k − C^′P_k⌋ is non-negative. The fact that nT^∗_n (a_k) is an integer follows from its definition. Furthermore, it is easy to see that nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) is non-negative by (150). Finally, we have nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) = nΓ^∗_{k−1} + γ^′

= nΓ^∗_{k−1} + k−2∑ i=1 (nΓ^∗_i − nT^∗_n (a_i)) + nΓ^∗_k − nT^∗_n (a_k)

= n − k−2∑ i=1 nT^∗_n (a_i) − nT^∗_n (a_k). (157)

Since nT^∗_n (a_i), i = 1, · · · , k −2 and nT^∗_n (a_k) are integers, it follows from (157) that nT^∗_n (a_k) is an integer, too. From (157), we also obtain that ∑_k i=1 nT^∗_n (a_i) = n. This demonstrates that Γ^∗ satisfies (131).

Proof of (132):

Since, by (134), r̄_n = d_χ2 (Γ^∗, P ), (132) is equivalent to k∑ i=1 (nT^∗_n (a_i) − nP_i)^2 n^2P_i ≤ k∑ i=1 (nΓ^∗_i − nP_i)^2

n^2P_i

. (158)

For i = 1, · · · , k, let l^′_i =

(nT^∗_n (a_i) − nP_i)^2 n^2P_i

(159)

l_i =

(nΓ^∗_i − nP_i)^2

n^2P_i

. (160) Then, (158) is equivalent to k∑ i=1 l^′_i ≤ k∑ i=1 l_i. (161)

We have k∑ i=1 l^′_i = m∑ i=1 l^′_i + k−2∑ i=m+1 l^′_i + l^′_{k−1} + l^′_k. (162)

By (143), the first sum can be upper-bounded as m∑ i=1 l^′_i = m∑ i=1 (⌊nP_i⌋ − nP_i)^2 n^2P_i ≤ m∑ i=1 1 n^2P_i = C^′ n^2

. (163)

From (144), it follows that, for i = m + 1, · · · , k − 2, (nT^∗_n (a_i) − nP_i)^2 ≤ (nΓ^∗_i − nP_i)^2 (164) so the second sum can be upper-bounded as k−2∑ i=m+1 l^′_i ≤ k−2∑ i=m+1 l_i. (165)

We next prove (161) for case 1 in the algorithm. From (148), we have nT^∗_n (a_k) − nP_k = nΓ^∗_k − nP_k + γ^′. (166) Since γ^′ < 0, we have nT^∗_n (a_k) − nP_k < nΓ^∗_k − nP_k. This, together with the fact that nT^∗_n (a_k) − nP_k > 0 (cf. (154)), implies that l^′_k < l_k. (167) As for index k − 1, we shall show that l^′_{k−1} ≤ l_{k−1} − C^′ n^2

(168) which is equivalent to (nΓ^∗_{k−1} − nP_{k−1})^2 − (nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) − nP_{k−1})^2 ≥ C^′P_{k−1}. (169) Let b = nP_{k−1} − nΓ^∗_{k−1} > 0 and s = nP_{k−1} − nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}). Then, we have s = nP_{k−1} − ⌈nΓ^∗_{k−1} + C^′P_{k−1}⌉ > nP_{k−1} − nΓ^∗_{k−1} − C^′P_{k−1} − 1 ≥ C^′ + k − C^′P_{k−1} − 1 > 0 (170) where the first step follows from (147), the third step is due to (142) and the fact that nP_{k−1} > nΓ^∗_{k−1} (by using (135) in (130)), and the last step follows since P_{k−1} ≤ 1 and k ≥ 2. Next note that (nΓ^∗_{k−1} − nP_{k−1})^2 − (nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) − nP_{k−1})^2 = b^2 − s^2 = (b − s)(b + s). (171) From (142), it follows that b ≥ C^′ + k, which yields s + b ≥ 1 (172) since s > 0 by (170) and C^′ + k ≥ 1.Furthermore, (151) yields that b − s = nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) − nΓ^∗_{k−1} ≥ C^′P_{k−1}. (173) We thus obtain (169) from (172) and (173). It follows from (163), (165), (167), and (168) that, for case 1 in the algorithm, k∑ i=1 l^′_i = k−2∑ i=m+1 l^′_i + m∑ i=1 l^′_i + l^′_{k−1} + l^′_k

≤ k−2∑ i=m+1 l_i + C^′ n^2 + l_{k−1} − C^′ n^2 + l_k

= k∑ i=m+1 l_i

= k∑ i=1 l_i (174)

where the last step follows since, by (130), (137), and (160), we have ∑_m i=1 l_i = 0.

We next argue that, by following similar steps as above, we also obtain (161) for case 2. To this end, we use that nΓ^∗_{k−1} < nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) < nP_{k−1} (175) where the first inequality follows since nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) = nΓ^∗_{k−1} + γ^′ and γ^′ > 0 (by (150)), and the second inequality follows since nP_{k−1} ≥ nΓ^∗_{k−1} + C^′ + k > nΓ^∗_{k−1} + γ^′ = nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}). (176) Here, the first step is due to (142) and the fact that nP_{k−1} ≥ nΓ^∗_{k−1} (by using (135) in (130)), the second step follows from the fact that γ^′ < C^′ + k (by (152)), and the last step follows from (150). By (175), we have that |nT^∗_n (a_{k−1}) − nP_{k−1}| < |nΓ^∗_{k−1} − nP_{k−1}|, which implies that l^′_{k−1} < l_{k−1}. (177) We finally obtain l^′_k < l_k − C^′ n^2

(178)

by letting b = (nΓ^∗_k − nP_k), s = (nT^∗_n (a_k) − nP_k), and by then following the steps that led to (173). Thus, (161) follows from (163), (165), (177), and (178), and by using that ∑_m i=1 l_i = 0. This demonstrate that Γ^∗ satisfies (132).

Proof of (133):

For case 1 in the algorithm, we obtain from (144), (151), (152), and the definition of ℓ(·) in (28) |nℓ(Γ^∗) − nℓ(T^∗_n )| = | | | | k∑ i=1 (nΓ^∗_i − nT^∗_n (a_i))α_i | | | | ≤ k∑ i=1 |nΓ^∗_i − nT^∗_n (a_i)||α_i|

= k−2∑ i=1 |nΓ^∗_i − nT^∗_n (a_i)||α_i| + |nΓ^∗_{k−1} − nT^∗_n (a_{k−1})||α_{k−1}| +|nΓ^∗_k − nT^∗_n (a_k)||α_k| ≤ k−2∑ i=1 |α_i| + |α_{k−1}|(C^′P_{k−1} + 1) + |α_k|(C^′P_{k−1} + k − 1)

≜ κ_1 (179) where κ_1 is a positive constant.

Similarly, for case 2 in the algorithm, we have that |nℓ(Γ^∗) − nℓ(T^∗_n )| = | | | | k∑ i=1 (nΓ^∗_i − nT^∗_n (a_i))α_i | | | |

≤ k∑ i=1 |nΓ^∗_i − nT^∗_n (a_i)||α_i|

= k−2∑ i=1 |nΓ^∗_i − nT^∗_n (a_i)||α_i| + |nΓ^∗_{k−1} − nT^∗_n (a_{k−1})||α_{k−1}| +|nΓ^∗_k − nT^∗_n (a_k)||α_k| ≤ k−2∑ i=1 |α_i| + |α_{k−1}|(C^′P_k + k − 1) + |α_k|(C^′P_k + 1) ≜ κ_2 where κ_2 is a positive constant.

By taking κ = max{κ_1, κ_2}, we obtain |nℓ(Γ^∗) − nℓ(T^∗_n )| ≤ κ thus demonstrating that Γ^∗ satisfies (133).

ACKNOWLEDGMENT The authors would like to thank Shun Watanabe for his helpful comments during the initial phase of this work and for pointing out relevant literature.

REFERENCES

[1] J. Neyman and E. S. Pearson, “On the problem of the most efficient tests of statistical hypotheses,” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London. Series A, Containing Papers of a Mathematical or Physical Character, vol. 231, no. 694-706, pp. 289–337, Feb. 1933.

[2] V. Y. Tan, “Asymptotic estimates in information theory with non-vanishing error probabilities,” Foundations and Trends® in Communications and Information Theory, vol. 11, no. 1-2, pp. 1–184, 2014.

[3] W. Hoeffding, “Asymptotically optimal tests for multinomial distributions,” The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, pp. 369–401, Apr.

1965.

[4] I. Csiszár, “The method of types,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 44, no. 6, pp. 2505–2523, Oct. 1998. [5] S. Watanabe, “Second-order optimal test in composite hypothesis testing,” in Proc. 2018 International Symposium on Information Theory and Its Applications (ISITA), Singapore, Oct. 2018, pp. 722–726.

[6] O. Zeitouni, J. Ziv, and N. Merhav, “When is the generalized likelihood ratio test optimal?” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 38, no. 5, pp. 1597–1602, Sep. 1992.

[7] J. Unnikrishnan, D. Huang, S. P. Meyn, A. Surana, and V. V. Veeravalli, “Universal and composite hypothesis testing via mismatched divergence,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 57, no. 3, pp. 1587–1603, Mar. 2011.

[8] S.-I. Amari, Information geometry and its applications. Springer, 2016, vol. 194.

[9] S. Eguchi, “A differential geometric approach to statistical inference on the basis of contrast functionals,” Hiroshima mathematical journal, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 341–391, 1985.

[10] A. Cichocki, R. Zdunek, A. H. Phan, and S.-I. Amari, Nonnegative matrix and tensor factorizations: applications to exploratory multi-way data analysis and blind source separation. John Wiley & Sons, 2009.

[11] I. Csiszár and P. C. Shields, Information theory and statistics: A tutorial. Now Publishers Inc, 2004. [12] S.-I. Amari and A. Cichocki, “Information geometry of divergence functions,” Bulletin of the polish academy of sciences. Technical sciences, vol. 58, no. 1, pp. 183–195, 2010.

[13] T. Cover and J. Thomas, Elements of Information Theory, 2nd ed. New York, NY, USA: Wiley-Interscience, 2006. [14] G. L. Gilardoni, “On Pinsker’s and Vajda’s type inequalities for Csiszár’s f-divergences,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 56, no. 11, pp. 5377–5386, Nov. 2010.

[15] I. Csiszár, “On topological properties of f-divergences,” Studia Math. Hungar., vol. 2, pp. 329–339, 1967. [16] T. R. Read, “Closer asymptotic approximations for the distributions of the power divergence goodness-of-fit statistics,” Ann. Inst. Statist.

Math., vol. 36, pp. 59–69, Dec. 1984.

[17] J. K. Yarnold, “Asymptotic approximations for the probability that a sum of lattice random vectors lies in a convex set,” The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, pp. 1566–1580, Oct. 1972.

[18] V. V. Ulyanov and V. N. Zubov, “Refinement on the convergence of one family of goodness-of-fit statistics to chi-squared distribution,” Hiroshima Mathematical Journal, vol. 39, no. 1, pp. 133–161, 2009.