arXiv:2301.07353v2 [math.ST] 8 Jan 2024

MATRIX MAJORIZATION IN LARGE SAMPLES

MUHAMMAD USMAN FAROOQ^1, TOBIAS FRITZ^2, ERKKA HAAPASALO^3, MARCO TOMAMICHEL^{3,4}

Abstract. One tuple of probability vectors is more informative than another tuple when there exists a single stochastic matrix transforming the probability vectors of the first tuple into the probability vectors of the other. This is called matrix majorization. Solving an open problem raised by Mu et al, we show that if certain monotones — namely multivariate extensions of Rényi divergences — are strictly ordered between the two tuples, then for sufficiently large n, there exists a stochastic matrix taking the n-fold Kronecker power of each input distribution to the n-fold Kronecker power of the corresponding output distribution. The same conditions, with non-strict ordering for the monotones, are also necessary for such matrix majorization in large samples.

Our result also gives conditions for the existence of a sequence of statistical maps that asymptotically (with vanishing error) convert a single copy of each input distribution to the corresponding output distribution with the help of a catalyst that is returned unchanged. Allowing for transformation with arbitrarily small error, we find conditions that are both necessary and sufficient for such catalytic matrix majorization.

We derive our results by building on a general algebraic theory of preordered semirings recently developed by one of the authors. This also allows us to recover various existing results on majorization in large samples and in the catalytic regime as well as relative majorization in a unified manner.

1. Introduction

Statistical experiments are at the basis of much of classical statistics and its applications, such as hypothesis testing [15, 26, 29]: every hypothesis corresponds to a probability distribution over possible observations, and therefore a statistical experiment is simply a family of probability distributions on the same space of outcomes. Given two statistical experiments, one may naturally ask which one is more “informative”, for example by asking which one yields

1Department of Mathematics, City University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong 2Department of Mathematics, University of Innsbruck, Austria 3Centre for Quantum Technologies, National University of Singapore, Singapore

4Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering, National University of Singapore, Singapore 1

the higher expected payoff in the varied tests one might apply. Thus, the comparison of statistical experiments becomes a highly relevant question, going back to the work by Blackwell [3, 4] and continued, e.g., by Stein [25] and by Torgersen [28, 29].

Blackwell’s formalization of the idea that a statistical experiment P “ tp^ϑu_{ϑPΘ} with probability measures p^ϑ on some (standard Borel) measurable space is more informative than another statistical experiment Q “ tq^ϑu_{ϑPΘ} is by requiring that there be a statistical map T (in the form of a Markov kernel) such that T p^ϑ “ q^ϑ for all ϑ P Θ. One may think of this equation as saying that the experiment Q can be simulated by first executing P and then applying a (possibly random) function to its outcome. By Blackwell’s celebrated theorem, this is equivalent to obtaining at least as much expected payoff in any test with P than with Q. In this situation it is said that P majorizes Q, written P ľ Q.

We are particularly interested in the case where both the outcome space for the probability measures and the parameter space Θ are finite. Within this setting, the majorization of statistical experiments coincides with the notion of matrix majorization [8]: A matrix P with non-negative entries majorizes another matrix Q with non-negative entries if there is a stochastic matrix T such that T P “ Q. If the columns p^{pkq} of P and q^{pkq} of Q for k “ 1, . . . , d are probability vectors (i.e., P and Q are stochastic), this simply means that the experiment pp^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq}q majorizes pq^{p1q}, . . . , q^{pdq}q in the above sense. We note that for d “ 2 this problem is also known as relative majorization.

In addition to studying majorization between single statistical experiments, we can also look for conditions when one experiment is more informative than another when each is repeated independently. In the language of matrix majorization, we are interested in whether the condition ` pp^{p1q}q^{bn}, . . . , pp^{pdq}q^{bn} ˘ ľ ` pq^{p1q}q^{bn}, . . . , pq^{pdq}q^{bn} ˘ (1) holds for a sufficiently large number n P N of repetitions. We call this matrix majorization in large samples. It is well known that there are pairs of matrices (or statistical experiments, in general) where neither majorizes the other, but majorization still holds in large samples [25, 28]. Moreover, we say that P catalytically majorizes Q if there are probability vectors r^{p1q}, . . . , r^{pdq} such that

pp^{p1q} b r^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq} b r^{pdq}q ľ pq^{p1q} b r^{p1q}, . . . , q^{pdq} b r^{pdq}q, (2)

i.e., having the catalytic matrix R “ pr^{p1q}, . . . , r^{pdq}q enables the transformation of P into Q. Finally, we say that P asymptotically catalytically majorizes Q if there is a sequence pQ_nq_n of matrices converging to Q such that P catalytically majorizes Q_n for all n P N.

As we will see, majorization in large samples implies catalytic majorization, and this follows from a known general construction (see e.g., [10]). Sufficient and generically necessary conditions for majorization in large samples in the case d “ 2 were determined by Mu et al. in [21], and analogous conditions for the case of general d were conjectured. In this work, we prove a minor variation of their conjecture (see Remark 20 for the difference). This provides sufficient and generically necessary conditions for matrix majorization in large samples in general. Our proof uses the real-algebraic machinery derived by one of the authors in [12, 13], namely the theory of preordered semirings. According to these results, the ordering in large samples on certain types of preordered semirings can be characterized in terms of inequalities involving monotone homomorphisms to R_` and a number of similar monotone maps. When applied to a suitable preordered semiring describing matrix majorization, these monotones turn out to match the quantities considered by Mu et al. very closely.

In more detail, assume that the matrices P and Q are such that all vectors p^{pkq} and q^{pkq} have full support. In this case, the relevant monotones include the quantities of the form

D_αpP q “ 1 max_{1ďkďd} α_k ´ 1 log ÿ i dź k“1 ´ p^{pkq}_i ¯_{αk} , (3)

where α “ pα_1, . . . , α_dq is any d-tuple of real parameters summing up to 1, and such that either 0 ď α_1, . . . , α_d ă 1 or α_k ą 1 for some k and α_ℓ ď 0 for all ℓ ‰ k. Various pointwise limits of these maps are also relevant and discussed when we formally present our results.

For d “ 2, the maps D_αpP q specialize to certain Rényi divergences, namely to D_{α1} pp^{p1q}}p^{p2q}q for α_1 P r^1_2 , 1q Y p1, 8q and similarly to D_{α2} pp^{p2q}}p^{p1q}q for α_2 P r^1_2 , 1q Y p1, 8q, where

D_αpp}qq “ 1 α ´ 1 log ÿ i p^α_i q^{1´α}_i . (4)

These quantities already appear in known necessary and sufficient conditions for relative majorization in large samples and in the catalytic regime (see, e.g., [5, 14, 21]). Thus, it is not surprising that the maps presented above for general d ě 2 are natural extensions of the Rényi divergences; in particular, they are additive under tensor products and satisfy a data-processing inequality, i.e., they are monotonically non-increasing when a stochastic map is applied to all vectors.

Our two main results can now be informally summarized as follows:

‚ We give sufficient (and generically necessary) conditions for matrix majorization in large samples. In Theorem 19 of Section 3, we show that if

D_αpP q ą D_αpQq , (5) for all the parameter tuples α specified above and if furthermore these strict inequalities also hold for certain pointwise limits, then P majorizes Q in large samples. Furthermore, this sufficient condition is almost necessary: if P majorizes Q in large samples, then we must have D_αpP q ě D_αpQq (6) for all such α. We also say that our sufficient condition with strict inequality is “generically necessary” in order to indicate that strict inequality can be expected to hold in generic cases.

‚ We give necessary and sufficient conditions for asymptotic catalytic matrix majorization. As mentioned previously, majorization in large samples implies catalytic majorization and thus the conditions in (5) are sufficient for catalytic majorization as well (and they are still generically necessary). Strengthening this, we show in Theorem 22 of Section 3 that asymptotic catalytic majorization is possible if and only if the conditions in (6) are met. More precisely, we show that the following two statements are equivalent:

a) For all valid parameter tuples α, it holds that

D_αpP q ě D_αpQq . (7)

b) There exists a sequence of stochastic matrices Q_n converging to Q such that P catalytically majorizes Q_n for all n. Moreover, we can assume that the last column of Q_n is always equal to the last column of Q.

For d “ 2, the latter statement recovers exactly Theorem 17 in the Supplemental Materials of [5], at least for the case of distributions with full support.^1 It thus in particular strengthens Theorem 20 in [14]. While both earlier works relied on lifting results from simple majorization to the relative setting by means of an embedding, our proof avoids this technique and is more direct, allowing us to consider d ą 2 as well. See also the discussion in Subsection 3.3.

Another theme that we study in this paper is (simple or absolute) majorization between probability vectors. A vector p with non-negative entries majorizes another such vector q if there is n P N such that, writing the uniform n-entry probability vector as u_n “ p1{n, . . . , 1{nq, we have pp, u_nq ľ pq, u_nq. The Hardy-Littlewood-Pólya theorem gives an easily checked condition for this type of majorization in the form of inequalities of the form (168) given in the appendices. Necessary and sufficient conditions for catalytic simple majorization have been provided previously by Klimesh [17] and Turgut [30]. Large-sample results have been proven, e.g., by Jensen [16], which we extend in the case of vectors with equal support. Aubrun and Nechita derived an asymptotic version of these results in [2]. In the appendices, we demonstrate

1The paper [14] cast some doubt on the completeness of the proof in [5].

the utility of the novel semiring methods by giving straightforward new proofs for these results.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. We start by introducing relevant definitions and concepts central to our work in Section 2. In particular, we summarize the real-algebraic results of [12, 13] relevant for our applications. We formally introduce the concept of matrix majorization together with the preordered semiring relevant to this setting in Section 3, and this culminates in the results summarized above. In Section 4 we quickly touch on applications of our results and future prospects. We also mention some connections and possible extensions to quantum information theory. The appendices complement this work with a rederivation of some established results on simple majorization: In Section A we set up the algebraic framework for studying simple majorization in large samples and in the catalytic regime. In Section B, we demonstrate the applicability of the preordered semiring methods by rederiving central results concerning majorization in large samples and in the catalytic regime previously proven in [2, 17, 16] by more ad hoc methods.

2. Preliminaries

With our upcoming applications in mind, in this section we review the mathematical prerequisites pertaining to probability vectors and preordered semirings, and we review existing separation theorems (Vergleichsstellensätze) which characterize the induced large-sample preorders on sufficiently well-behaved preordered semirings.

2.1. Basic notation. We present some basic notation and definitions for finite-outcome probability distributions that we will use throughout this work. We follow the convention N :“ t1, 2, . . .u. We denote by log and, respectively, exp the logarithm and, respectively, exponential function with respect to a fixed but otherwise undetermined basis greater than 1. For every n P N, we define the map } ¨ }_1 on R^n through

}x}_1 :“ |x_1| ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` |x_n| (8)

for all x “ px_1, . . . , x_nq P R^n . For x “ px_1, . . . , x_nq P R^n and y “ py_1, . . . , y_mq P R^m (n, m P N) we define the direct sum x ‘ y P R^{m`n} and the Kronecker product x b y P R^{mn} through

x ‘ y “ px_1, . . . , x_n, y_1, . . . , y_mq, (9) x b y “ px_iy_jq_{i,j}, (10)

where the latter one is viewed as a vector of length mn; the ordering of the elements is irrelevant throughout this work, so we do not specify it further.

Recall that p P R^n , for some n P N, is a probability vector if its entries are non-negative and }p}_1 “ 1. We denote the set of all n-entry probability vectors by P_n and define the set of all finite probability vectors through

P_{ă8} :“ ď nPN P_n. (11)

For every s P N, we denote the uniform probability distribution on s outcomes (probability vector in R^s ) by

u_s :“ ` 1{s, . . . , 1{s looooomooooon

s entries ˘ . (12)

Given a finite set I Ă N, we similarly denote by u_I the distribution with pu_I q_i “ 1{|I| for i P I and pu_I q_i “ 0 otherwise, and consider u_I P R^n for all n ě max I. Note that, with a slight abuse of notation, u_I does not explicitly depend on the size n; the zeros at the end will not be essential in our context.

2.2. Preordered semirings and separation theorems.

Definition 1 (preordered commutative semiring). A preordered commutative semiring is a tuple (S, `, ¨, 0, 1, Ĳ) where S is a set equipped with two binary operations `, ¨ that are both commutative and associative, have respective neutral elements 0 and 1, and satisfy

0 ¨ x “ 0, px ` yq ¨ z “ x ¨ z ` y ¨ z (13)

for all x, y, z P S. The preorder Ĳ (a reflexive and transitive binary relation) is required to be such that a Ĳ b implies a ` c Ĳ b ` c and ac Ĳ bc for all a, b, c P S. We will use the notation a Ĳ b and b İ a interchangeably. Note that unlike in rings, subtraction is typically not possible in semirings. From now on and throughout the paper, we use ‘semiring’ as shorthand for ‘commutative semiring’.

Definition 2 (preordered semidomain [12]). A preordered semiring S is a preordered semidomain if it has no zero divisors, i.e., xy “ 0 for x, y P S implies that x “ 0 or y “ 0, and if x “ 0 is the only x P S with 0 Ĳ x Ĳ 0.

Moreover, a semiring S is zerosumfree if x ` y “ 0 for x, y P S implies x “ 0 “ y. Further, we define an equivalence relation „ in a preordered semiring S via x „ y if there is a finite sequence z_0, . . . , z_n P S such that for all i we have z_i Ĳ z_{i`1} or z_i İ z_{i`1}, and also z_0 “ x and z_n “ y, or equivalently if there is a zigzag x Ĳ z_1 İ z_2 Ĳ ¨ ¨ ¨ İ z_n Ĳ y. In other words, „ is the equivalence relation generated by Ĳ.

We denote by R_` the preordered semiring of non-negative real numbers equipped with the usual sum and product and with the usual ď-relation as preorder. We further define the semiring of tropical reals TR_` as coinciding with R_` as a preordered set, and where the multiplication and ordering of TR_` are the usual ones, but where the sum ` is given by x ` y “ maxtx, yu instead. We further utilize R^{op}_` and TR^{op}_` , where the superscript^{op} stands for reversing the preorder. (Reversing the preorder on a preordered semiring produces another preordered semiring.)

An important property that a preordered semiring S may or may not have is polynomial growth, defined as follows.

Definition 3 (polynomial growth [12]). For a preordered semiring S, we say that S is of polynomial growth if it possesses a power universal pair pu_´, u_`q, i.e., nonzero u_˘ P S such that:

‚ u_´ Ĳ u_`, ‚ For all non-zero x, y P S such that x Ĳ y, there is k P N such that u^k_´y Ĳ u^k_`x.

If u_´ has a multiplicative inverse, this pair can be replaced with a single power universal u İ 1 which has the property that, whenever x Ĳ y for non-zero x, y P S, there is k P N such that y Ĳ xu^k.

Definition 4 (monotone homomorphism). Given a preordered semiring S, let K P tR_` , R^{op}_` , TR_` , TR^{op}_` u. Then a monotone homomorphism to K is a map Φ : S Ñ K such that for all a, b P S,

‚ Φ is additive, i.e. Φpa ` bq “ Φpaq ` Φpbq, ‚ Φ is multiplicative, i.e. Φpabq “ Φpaq ¨ Φpbq, ‚ Φ is normalized, i.e. Φp0q “ 0 and Φp1q “ 1, ‚ and Φ is monotone, i.e. a Ĳ b ùñ Φpaq Ĳ Φpbq.

As we will see, the last condition specializes to that of Schur convexity in the case of the majorization semiring.

Finally, when S is a preordered semiring, we say that x, y P S are ordered in large samples if

x^n Ĳ y^n (14)

for all sufficiently large n P N. Moreover, x and y are catalytically ordered if there is non-zero a P S such that xa Ĳ ya. (15) Now that we have the basic tools of the theory, we state the separation theorems for preordered semirings formally known as Vergleichsstellensätze in [12, 13]. Roughly speaking, these separation theorems provide us with criteria for deciding whether two given elements are ordered in large samples or catalytically. We present the main theorems in a slightly shorter form with only the results relevant to our present applications.

Theorem 5 (Theorem 7.15 in [12]). Let S be a zerosumfree preordered semiring of polynomial growth with a power universal element u and such that 0 Ĳ 1. Let x, y P S be such that x ‰ 0 and y is power universal. If, for every

K P tR_` , TR_` u and every monotone homomorphism Φ : S Ñ K such that Φpuq ą 1, we have Φpxq ă Φpyq, then

(a) x^n Ĳ y^n for all sufficiently large n P N, and (b) ax Ĳ ay for a catalyst of the form a “ ř_n ℓ“0 x^ℓy^{n´ℓ} for all sufficiently large n P N.

Remark 6. For a tropical homomorphism Φ : S Ñ TR_` as in the theorem, every power Φp¨q^λ for λ ą 0 is again such a tropical homomorphism, and the inequalities Φpxq^λ ď Φpyq^λ hold if and only if the original inequalities Φpxq ď Φpyq do. This shows that one can restrict to those tropical homomorphisms that satisfy the normalization condition log Φpuq “ 1.

If instead 1 Ĳ 0 in S, then applying the theorem to the opposite preorder S^{op} shows that the large-sample and catalytic orders can be characterized in terms of monotone homomorphisms to K P tR^{op}_` , TR^{op}_` u. This will be helpful in our derivation for the submajorization semiring in the appendices. Although the submajorization semiring discussed later has 0 Ĳ 1, it does not have a power universal. The oppositely ordered submajorization semiring has a power universal as required by Theorem 5, but there 0 majorizes 1.

Theorem 5 requires 0 and 1 to be comparable which restricts its applicability in, e.g., information-theoretic settings. In some cases, e.g., submajorization discussed in the appendices, we do have 0 Ĳ 1. This is why we can (re)derive results on approximate large-sample and catalytic majorization of probability vectors using Theorem 5 as a stepping stone in Section B.1. However, typically in probability and information theory there are naturally occurring preordered semirings where neither 1 İ 0 nor 1 Ĳ 0 holds. This is often because probability measures are normalized by definition to 1, and we only want measures of the same normalization to be comparable. In particular, the zero measure will not be comparable to any normalized measure, and this results in 1 -Ĳ 0 and 1 -İ 0. In light of this, we state an additional separation theorem proven in [13] which, in order to account for the incomparability of 1 and 0, requires the additional consideration of monotone homomorphisms to R^{op}_` and TR^{op}_` as well as monotone derivations that account for certain infinitesimal information.

Before stating the theorem, we briefly introduce the additionally relevant concepts. Let S and T be preordered semirings. We say that a monotone homomorphism Φ : S Ñ T is degenerate if it factors through S{„, or equivalently if for all x, y P S, x Ĳ y ùñ Φpxq “ Φpyq. (16)

Otherwise Φ is nondegenerate. To state the theorem we need one more relevant concept. Let S be a semiring and Φ : S Ñ R_` a homomorphism. Then a Φderivation is an additive map Δ : S Ñ R such that the Leibniz rule

Δpxyq “ ΦpxqΔpyq ` ΔpxqΦpyq (17) holds for all x, y P S.

The next separation theorem applies quite generally, but lets us conclude catalytic orderings only. Let us first make a couple of technical definitions. We say that a (preordered) semiring S has quasi-complements if, for every x P S, there are n P N and y P S such that x ` y “ n (where n is the n-fold sum of the unit element). If S is also a semidomain, it has quasi-inverses if, for every non-zero x P S, there are n P N and y P S such that xy “ n. Let S be a preordered semiring and „ be the equivalence relation generated by the preorder through sequences with zigzag ordering as earlier. We denote the set of formal fractions over S{ „ by FracpS{ „q. Introducing additive inverses to this set corresponds to considering the tensor product FracpS{„q b Z.

Theorem 7 (Theorem 7.1 in [13]). Let S be a zerosumfree preordered semidomain of polynomial growth with a power universal pair pu_´, u_`q. Also assume that S{ „ has quasi-complements and quasi-inverses and that FracpS{ „q b Z is a finite product of fields. Let nonzero x, y P S with x „ y be given. Suppose that, for every K P tR_` , R^{op}_` , TR_` , TR^{op}_` u and every monotone homomorphism Φ : S Ñ K with trivial kernel, we have:

(i) If Φ is nondegenerate, then Φpxq ă Φpyq.

(ii) If K “ R_` and Φ is degenerate, then Δpxq ă Δpyq for every nonzero monotone Φ-derivation Δ with Δpu_`q “ Δpu_´q ` 1.

Then there is non-zero a P S such that ax Ĳ ay. Conversely, if such a exists, then the above inequalities hold non-strictly.

To characterize ordering in large samples as well, we need some further conditions on the preordered semiring involved. It can be shown [13] that the conditions listed in the theorem below imply the conditions required in Theorem 7.

Theorem 8 (Theorem 8.6 in [13]). Let S be a zerosumfree preordered semidomain with a power universal element u. Assume that for some d P N there is a surjective homomorphism } ¨ } : S Ñ R^d_{ą0} Y tp0, . . . , 0qu with trivial kernel and such that

a Ĳ b ñ }a} “ }b} and }a} “ }b} ñ a „ b. (18)

Denote the component homomorphisms of } ¨ } by } ¨ }_{pjq}, j “ 1, . . . , d. Let x, y P Szt0u with }x} “ }y} and where y is power universal. If, (i) for every K P tR_` , R^{op}_` , TR_` , TR^{op}_` u and every nondegenerate monotone homomorphism Φ : S Ñ K with trivial kernel, we have Φpxq ă Φpyq and (ii) Δpxq ă Δpyq for every monotone } ¨ }_{pjq}-derivation Δ : S Ñ R with Δpuq “ 1 for all component indices j “ 1, . . . , d, then

(a) x^n Ĳ y^n for all sufficiently large n P N, and (b) ax Ĳ ay for a catalyst of the form a “ ř_n ℓ“0 x^ℓy^{n´ℓ} for all sufficiently large n P N.

Conversely if either of these properties holds for any n or a, then the above inequalities hold non-strictly.

Remark 9. We actually do not have to consider all derivations above, but it is enough to focus on representative derivations whose differences do not factor through „-equivalence, i.e., when the derivations are not interchangeable [13]. Remark 6 on the normalization of tropical homomorphisms also still applies, and likewise the homomorphisms S Ñ TR^{op}_` can be normalized to log Φpuq “ ´1. The intended applications of the theory presented here deal with questions of transformability of one finite statistical experiment (typically described by a matrix) to another in large samples or catalytically. This comparison of experiments gives the preorder we study for the majority of this work. In this framework, the monotone homomorphisms and derivations giving conditions for the large-sample and catalytic transformability in the above separation theorems can be interpreted as monotones quantifying the information content in an experiment. Later we will briefly discuss the applications to quantum theory where these maps should be thought of as resource monotones for quantum state resources.

3. Matrix majorization

We now turn our attention to the comparison of tuples of probability vectors. Given two tuples of probability vectors pp^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq}q and pq^{p1q}, . . . , q^{pdq}q, our main question is to determine whether, for n P N large enough, there is a stochastic map T such that T ` p^{pkq} ˘_{bn} “ ` q^{pkq} ˘_{bn} @k “ 1, . . . , d, (19) which is matrix majorization in large samples. We also address the related question of catalytic matrix majorization. We study these questions by constructing a suitable preordered semiring, studying its monotone homomorphisms into K P tR_` , R^{op}_` , TR_` , TR^{op}_` u as well as monotone derivations on it, and then applying the separation theorem 8.

Let us start by introducing some notation that we will use throughout this section. We fix d P N and denote, for all n P N, the set of pn^dq-matrices with non-negative entries and columns with a common support by V^d_n. We identify a matrix P P V^d_n with the associated tuple of columns P “ pp^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq}q, and we generally use the corresponding lower-case symbol for these columns. In terms of this, every P “ pp^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq}q P V^d_n satisfies

supp p^{p1q} “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ supp p^{pdq}. (20)

We also define

V^d_{ă8} :“ 8ď n“1 V^d_n. (21)

Let us define two binary operations on V^d_{ă8}: For P, Q P V^d_{ă8}, we define a new matrix given by stacking P and Q on top of each other,

P ‘ Q “ ^ P Q ˙ . (22)

In terms of our tuple notation above, this is equivalent to

P ‘ Q “ pp^{p1q} ‘ q^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq} ‘ q^{pdq}q. (23)

We similarly define P b Q as the matrix whose columns are the Kronecker products of the columns of P and Q,

P b Q “ pp^{p1q} b q^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq} b q^{pdq}q, (24)

where the ordering of rows will be irrelevant modulo the equivalence « introduced below.

Let us also denote, for every n P N, by 0_{n^d} the pn ^ dq-matrix whose entries are all zero. For P, Q P V^d_{ă8} where P P V^d_m and Q P V^d_n, we write P « Q if there are t ě m, n and a pt ^ tq-permutation matrix Π such that

ΠpP ‘ 0_{pt´mq^d}q “ Q ‘ 0_{pt´nq^d}. (25)

This means that, modulo padding by all-zero rows, Q is obtained from P by a row permutation. We denote the equivalence classes in V^d_{ă8}{ « by rP s for all P P V^d_{ă8}, i.e., rP s :“ tQ P V^d_{ă8} | Q « P u. In the sequel, we are only interested in the «-equivalence classes of the matrices under consideration and usually, when referring to a matrix P P V^d_{ă8}, we actually refer to the equivalence class rP s. This also allows us to assume that, given P, Q P V^d_{ă8}, P and Q are of the same height, i.e., P, Q P V^d_n for some large enough n P N.

Let us define 0 “ rp0 ¨ ¨ ¨ 0qs and 1 “ rp1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1qs as the equivalence classes of p1 ^ dq-row matrices, and note that addition and multiplication in V^d_{ă8}{ « in the form rP s ` rQs “ rP ‘ Qs, rP s ¨ rQs “ rP b Qs (26) are well-defined. We define the preorder Ĳ on V^d_{ă8}{« by declaring that rQs Ĳ rP s if there is a column-stochastic matrix T such that Q “ T P . In this case we also denote P ľ Q or Q ĺ P and say that P majorizes Q. In terms of the columns, this means q^{pkq} “ T p^{pkq} for all k “ 1, . . . , d. One may easily check that pV^d_{ă8}{«, 0, 1, `, ¨, ľq is a preordered semiring and we make the following definition:

Definition 10. We denote the preordered semiring pV^d_{ă8}{ «, 0, 1, `, ¨, ľq by S^d and call it the matrix majorization semiring (of length d).

Remark 11. For algebraically minded readers, the following generalization of Remark 27 may be helpful: as a plain semiring, S^d coincides with the group semiring NrR^d_{ą0} s, since writing every matrix as the ‘-sum of its rows show that the semiring elements can be identified with formal sums of elements of the multiplicative group R^d_{ą0} , and this identification is such that the usual addition and multiplication of formal sums correspond to the operations introduced above.

Recall from Section 2.2 that „ denotes the equivalence relation generated by Ĳ, i.e., rP s „ rQs (or, simply, P „ Q) if there are n P N and R_1, . . . , R_n P V^d_{ă8} such that P ĺ R_1 ľ R_2 ĺ ¨ ¨ ¨ ľ R_n ĺ Q. (27) In fact, the above sequence R_1, . . . , R_n can be chosen to be of length 1. To see this, note that such a chain of inequalities implies }p^{pkq}}_1 “ }q^{pkq}}_1 for all column indices k “ 1, . . . , d, since multiplying by a stochastic matrix does not change the normalization of any column. But then we also obtain

P ľ R ĺ Q, (28)

where R :“ ` }p^{p1q}}_1, . . . , }p^{pdq}}_1 ˘ has just a single row. From this we also see that S^d{„ – R^d_{ą0} Y tp0, . . . , 0qu, (29) which is a semiring with quasi-complements and quasi-inverses and such that FracpS^d{ „q b Z – R^d is a finite product of fields. Defining the degenerate homomorphism } ¨ } : S^d Ñ R^d_{ą0} Y tp0, . . . , 0qu by

}P } :“ ` }p^{p1q}}_1, . . . , }p^{pdq}}_1 ˘ , (30)

we conclude

P ľ Q ñ }P } “ }Q} and }P } “ }Q} ñ P „ Q. (31)

Therefore we are in a situation where the auxiliary assumptions of Theorem 8 hold.

Lemma 12. The matrix majorization semiring is of polynomial growth: any stochastic matrix P “ pp^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq}q with p^{pkq} ‰ p^{pℓq} for k ‰ ℓ is a power universal.

Proof. To show that such P is a power universal, we need to start with R, Q P V^d_{ă8}zt0u such that Q ľ R and show that there is n P N such that

P^{bn} b R ľ Q. (32)

By columnwise renormalization, we may assume that both R and Q are stochastic, and we also assume without loss of generality that all entries of Q are strictly positive. If we prove that there is n P N such that P^{bn} ľ Q, then we have P^{bn} b R ľ P^{bn} b p1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1q “ P^{bn} ľ Q, (33) and we are done. Thus we will show that there is n P N with P^{bn} ľ Q.

Using a result from multiple hypothesis testing [19], there is pε^{pnq}_{k,ℓ} q_{k,ℓ“1,...,d} such that

P^{bn} ľ U^{pnq} “

¨ ˚ ˚ ˚ ˝ 1 ´ ε^{pnq}_{1,1} ε^{pnq}_{1,2} ¨ ¨ ¨ ε^{pnq}_{1,d}

ε^{pnq}_{2,1} 1 ´ ε^{pnq}_{2,2} ¨ ¨ ¨ ε^{pnq}_{2,d} . . . . ... . . ε^{pnq}_{d,1} ε^{pnq}_{d,2} ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 ´ ε^{pnq}_{d,d}

˛ ‹ ‹ ‹ ‚ (34)

and such that all the errors ε^{pnq}_{k,ℓ} decay exponentially in n at a rate given by the multiple Chernoff divergence of P ,

CpP q :“ min_{k,ℓ:k‰ℓ} max_{0ďαď1}p1 ´ αqD_αpp^{pkq}}p^{pℓq}q, (35)

where D_αp¨}¨q are the Rényi divergences presented later in(158). This quantity is strictly positive, which can be seen e.g. by noting that the Bhattacharyya distance D_{1{2} satisfies D_{1{2}pp^{pkq}}p^{pℓq}q ‰ 0 as soon as p^{pkq} ‰ p^{pℓq}, which we have assumed for all k ‰ ℓ. Therefore we obtain ε^{pnq}_{k,ℓ} Ñ 0 as n Ñ 8, and hence U^{pnq} Ñ I_d as n Ñ 8, where I_d is the pd ^ dq-identity matrix. In particular, U^{pnq} is invertible for sufficiently large n, and we write V^{pnq} :“ pU^{pnq}q^{´1} for its inverse. Since the inverse of a matrix with normalized columns also has normalized columns^2, we know that this applies to V^{pnq}.

In order to show that U^{pnq} ľ Q for sufficiently large n, consider now the matrix T^{pnq} :“ QV^{pnq}. (36) Then T^{pnq}U^{pnq} “ Q holds by construction, and hence it is enough to show that T^{pnq} is stochastic. But since we already know that it has normalized columns since both V^{pnq} and Q have^3, we only still need to prove that its entries are nonnegative. And this is the case since all entries of Q are strictly positive, and V^{pnq} Ñ I_d as n Ñ 8 by continuity of matrix inversion and U^{pnq} Ñ I_d. □

Let us define an important family of real functions on S^d. With a slight abuse of notation, in order to avoid multiple parenthesis in our formulas, we actually treat these as functions on V^d_{ă8} where individual matrices are identified with their «-equivalence class. For every P P V^d_n Ă V^d_{ă8}, where we omit zero-rows (as they do not contribute to these functions), we write

f_αpP q “ nÿ i“1 dź k“1 ´ p^{pkq}_i ¯_{αk} , (37)

2With e “ p1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1q, we have eV^{pnq} “ eU^{pnq}V^{pnq} “ e, where the first step uses that U^{pnq} has normalized columns and the second that V^{pnq} is the inverse of U^{pnq}.

3Use eQV^{pnq} “ eV^{pnq} “ e.

f^T_β pP q “ max_{1ďiďn} dź k“1 ´ p^{pkq}_i ¯_{βk} , (38)

Δ^{pkq}_γ pP q “ nÿ i“1 ÿ ℓ: ℓ‰k γ_ℓ p^{pkq}_i log p^{pkq}_i p^{pℓq}_i “ ÿ ℓ: ℓ‰k γ_ℓD_1pp^{pkq}}p^{pℓq}q, (39)

for all tuples α, β, γ P R^d and k “ 1, . . . , d. Note that D_1p¨}¨q in (39) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence. However, we will mostly be interested in more particular parameter ranges. Let us thus define the parameter sets

A :“ tα P R^d | α_1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` α_d “ 1u, (40)

A_´ :“ dď k“1 tα P A | α_k ě 1 ^ α_ℓ ď 0 @ℓ ‰ ku, (41)

A_` :“ tα P A | α_ℓ ě 0 @ℓu, (42)

B :“ tβ P R^d | β_1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` β_d “ 0u, (43)

B_´ :“ dď k“1 tβ P B | β_k ě 0 ^ β_ℓ ď 0 @ℓ ‰ ku. (44)

For example, A_´ consists of all normalized tuples of numbers with exactly one positive entry, which by the normalization is necessarily ě 1, while A_` is the standard probability simplex in R^d . The quantity f_αpP q considered as a function of α P A_` is also known as the Hellinger transform [29, Example 1.4.4].

3.1. Monotone homomorphisms and derivations on the matrix majorization semiring. We next characterize the monotone homomorphisms on S^d in terms of (37) and (38), writing e_1, . . . , e_d P R^d for the standard basis vectors.

Proposition 13. The nondegenerate monotone homomorphisms S^d Ñ K are exactly the following:

(i) For K “ R_` , the maps f_α for all tuples α P A_´zte_1, . . . , e_du. (ii) For K “ R^{op}_` , the maps f_α for all tuples α P A_`zte_1, . . . , e_du. (iii) For K “ TR_` , the maps f^T_β for all tuples β P B_´zt0u. (iv) For K “ TR^{op}_` , there is none.

Proof. Let Φ : S^d Ñ K be such a monotone homomorphism. In each case, let us define the functions φ_k : R_{ą0} Ñ R_` for all k “ 1, . . . , d through

φ_kpxq “ Φp1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 x 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1q, (45) where the x appears in the k-th position. One immediately sees that these functions are multiplicative, i.e., φ_kpxyq “ φ_kpxqφ_kpyq for all x, y ą 0 and φ_kp1q “ 1. We next show that they are power functions x ÞÑ x^{αk} for certain exponents α_k. By the multiplicativity and the standard theory of the Cauchy functional equation, it is enough to show that they are bounded on some interval rx, ys for 0 ă x ă y. Defining, for all t P r0, 1s, the matrices

T_t “ ^ t 1 ´ t 1 ´ t t ˙ , (46)

P_t “ ^ 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 tx ` p1 ´ tqy 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 p1 ´ tqx ` ty 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 ˙ , (47)

we see that T_t is stochastic and P_{1{2} “ T_{1{2}P_t ĺ P_t “ T_tP_1 ĺ P_1. (48) Applying Φ to these inequalities, and using the fact that P_t can be written as the sum of its two rows in S^d, we find that

case (i): 2φ_k ^ 1 2 px ` yq ˙ ď φ_k ` tx ` p1 ´ tqy ˘ ` φ_k ` p1 ´ tqx ` ty ˘ (49)

ď φ_kpxq ` φ_kpyq, (50)

case (ii): 2φ_k ^ 1 2 px ` yq ˙ ě φ_k ` tx ` p1 ´ tqy ˘ ` φ_k ` p1 ´ tqx ` ty ˘ (51)

ě φ_kpxq ` φ_kpyq, (52)

case (iii): φ_k ^ 1 2 px ` yq ˙ ď max sPtt,1´tu φ_k ` sx ` p1 ´ sqy ˘ (53)

ď maxtφ_kpxq, φ_kpyqu, (54)

case (iv): φ_k ^ 1 2 px ` yq ˙ ě max sPtt,1´tu φ_k ` sx ` p1 ´ sqy ˘ (55)

ě maxtφ_kpxq, φ_kpyqu. (56) Since φ_k takes non-negative values, we now see that, for all z P rx, ys, case (i): 0 ď φ_kpzq ď φ_kpxq ` φ_kpyq, (57)

case (ii): 0 ď φ_kpzq ď 2φ_k ^ 1 2 px ` yq ˙ , (58)

case (iii): 0 ď φ_kpzq ď maxtφ_kpxq, φ_kpyqu, (59)

case (iv): 0 ď φ_kpzq ď φ_k ^ 1 2 px ` yq ˙ . (60)

In particular, φ_k is indeed bounded on the interval rx, ys. Thus, there is α_k P R such that φ_kpxq “ x^{αk} for all x ą 0.

In cases (i) and (ii), we now have, for all P of full support,

ΦpP q “ nÿ i“1 Φ ` pp^{p1q}_i ¨ ¨ ¨ p^{pdq}_i q ˘ (61) “ nÿ i“1 Φ ` pp^{p1q}_i 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1q b ¨ ¨ ¨ b p1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 p^{pdq}_i q ˘ (62)

“ nÿ i“1 dź k“1 φ_kpp^{pkq}_i q “ nÿ i“1 dź k“1 pp^{pkq}_i q^{αk} , (63)

where n is the number of rows of P . Similarly, in cases (iii) and (iv), we find that

ΦpP q “ max_{1ďiďn} dź k“1 pp^{pkq}_i q^{αk} . (64)

Since the functions of this form are indeed clearly homomorphisms, it only remains to determine for which parameter tuples they are monotone and nondegenerate. One easily sees ^ 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 ˙ ľ ` 2 ¨ ¨ ¨ 2 ˘ ľ ^ 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 ˙ , (65)

implying, due to monotonicity, that Φ ^ 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 ˙ “ Φp2 ¨ ¨ ¨ 2q. (66)

In cases (i) and (ii), this means that α_1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` α_d “ 1 and, in cases (iii) and (iv), this means that α_1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` α_d “ 0.

Let us focus on (i) and (ii) for the moment. There, we now know that Φ must be of the form f_α with some parameters α P A. Let us now show that α P A_´ in case (i) and α P A_` in case (ii) are necessary. For P, Q P V^d_n and t P r0, 1s, and with the pn ^ 2nq-column-stochastic matrix T defined by T pa ‘ bq “ a ` b for all a, b P R^n , note that in case (i) we have Φ ` tP ` p1 ´ tqQ ˘ “ Φ ` T “ tP ‘ p1 ´ tqQ ‰˘ (67) ď Φ ` tP ‘ p1 ´ tqQ ˘ (68)

“ ΦptP q ` Φ ` p1 ´ tqQ ˘ (69) “ tΦpP q ` p1 ´ tqΦpQq, (70)

i.e., Φ is convex. The final equality holds due to α_1 `¨ ¨ ¨`α_d “ 1. Similarly, in case (ii), we find that Φ must be concave. Let us define the single-row function φ : R^d_{ą0} Ñ R_` through

φpx_1, . . . , x_dq :“ Φ ` px_1 ¨ ¨ ¨ x_dq ˘ “ x^{α1}_1 ¨ ¨ ¨ x^{αd}_d (71) for all px_1, . . . , x_dq P R^d_{ą0} . Naturally, φ must also be convex in case (i) and concave in case (ii). To analyze the convexity properties of φ, let us compute its Hessian matrix,

H_φpx_1, . . . , x_dq “ ^ B^2φ Bx_i Bx_j px_1, . . . , x_dq ˙_d i,j“1 (72) “ φpx_1, . . . , x_dq ^ 1 x_ix_j ˙_d i,j“1 ‹ pα_iα_j ´ δ_{i,j}α_iq^d_{i,j“1} loooooooooomoooooooooon “:A (73)

where ‹ denotes the Schur product, i.e., the entry-wise product of matrices of the same shape. Because Schur multiplying with a positive semi-definite matrix preserves the semi-definiteness of a matrix and φ takes positive values, we find that, upon Schur multiplying with the positive semi-definite matrix px_ix_j q^d_{i,j“1}, that H_φ is positive (respectively negative) semi-definite if and only if A is positive (respectively negative) semi-definite. According to Lemma 8 of [21], we have:

‚ A is positive semi-definite if and only if α P A_´. ‚ A is negative semi-definite if and only if α P A_`.

Therefore the convexity (concavity) of φ implies the conditions for the parameters α mentioned in the claim, where the case that α is a standard basis vector e_k can be excluded since then f_α is given by f_αpP q “ }p^{pkq}}_1, which is degenerate.

Next we show that all these homomorphisms are indeed monotone and nondegenerate. So for case (i), let α P A_´, in which case we know per the above that φ is convex. Let P P V^d_n with rows p_1, . . . , p_n and let T “ pT_{i,j}q_{i,j} be an pm ^ nq-stochastic matrix, for which we assume no zero rows without loss of generality and write T_i :“ ř_n j“1 T_{i,j}. We write Q :“ T P P V^d_m with rows q_1, . . . , q_m. Since φ also preserves scalar multiplication due to α_1 `¨ ¨ ¨`α_d “ 1, we have

f_αpQq “ mÿ i“1 φpq_iq “ mÿ i“1 φ ~_n ÿ j“1 T_{i,j} p_j ¸ “ mÿ i“1 T_i φ ~_n ÿ j“1 T_{i,j} T_i p_j ¸ (74)

ď mÿ i“1 T_i nÿ j“1 T_{i,j} T_i φpp_jq “ mÿ i“1 nÿ j“1 T_{i,j} φpp_jq “ nÿ j“1 φpp_j q “ f_αpP q, (75)

where the second step is by the preservation of scalar multiplication and the inequality follows by the convexity of φ. Thus, f_α : S^d Ñ R_` is indeed monotone for α P A_´. For case (ii), the same argument with the inequality the other way shows that f_α : S^d Ñ R^{op}_` is monotone for all α P A_`. To finish the proof in cases (i) and (ii), it remains to prove nondegeneracy whenever α is not a standard basis vector. Let us show that, whenever there is an index k with α_k ‰ 0, 1, then f_α is nondegenerate. Define the matrix

P_t :“

^_1

2 ¨ ¨ ¨^1_2 1 ´ t^1_2 ¨ ¨ ¨^1_2 1 2 ¨ ¨ ¨^1_2 t^1_2 ¨ ¨ ¨^1_2 ˙ P V^d_{ă8}, (76)

where the nontrivial column is the k-th. Note that, whenever 0 ă s ď t ď^1_2 , then P_s ľ P_t. One easily sees that the values

f_αpP_tq “ 2^{αk´1} ` p1 ´ tq^{αk} ` t^{αk} ˘ (77)

are not constant in t whenever α_k ‰ 0, 1, showing that f_α is non-degenerate whenever α is not a standard basis vector. Thus we have proven the claim as far as cases (i) and (ii) are concerned.

Let us now turn to the tropical cases (iii) and (iv). In case (iii), we can use reasoning analogous to case (i) to show that Φ is quasi-convex, i.e., Φ ` tP ` p1 ´ tqQ ˘ ď maxtΦpP q, ΦpQqu (78)

for all P, Q P V^d_{ă8} and t P p0, 1q. In particular, the single-row function φ has to be a quasi-convex function on R^d_{ą0} . This quasi-convexity is equivalent to convexity of the sub-level sets

S_c :“ tpx_1, . . . , x_dq P R^d_{ą0} | x^{α1}_1 ¨ ¨ ¨ x^{αd}_d ď cu (79)

for all c ą 0. Let us assume that α_1 ą 0 without loss of generality (by permuting columns if necessary). Considering then the first coordinate x_1 as the dependent variable, we observe that S_c contains precisely all points that are non-strictly below the graph of the function w : R^{d´1}_{ą0} Ñ R given by wpx_2, . . . , x_dq “ x^{μ2}_2 ¨ ¨ ¨ x^{μd}_d c , (80)

where μ_k :“ ´^{αk}_{α1} for k “ 2, . . . , d, which are now coefficients that sum to 1 again. As we already saw earlier, the Hessian matrix of w is easily found to be

H_wpx_2, . . . , x_dq “ wpx_1, . . . , x_dq ^ 1 x_ix_j ˙_d i,j“2 ‹ pμ_iμ_j ´ δ_{i,j}μ_iq^d_{i,j“2} loooooooooomoooooooooon

“: B

. (81)

So for the sets S_c to be convex, w must be concave, or equivalently H_w must be negative semi-definite. This is equivalent, by the same argument as above, to μ_2, . . . , μ_d ě 0, or equivalently α_k ď 0 for k ě 2. Therefore Φ “ f^T_α is monotone only if α P B_´. Since f^T_0 is the homomorphism that simply maps all nonzero P to 1, this homomorphism is degenerate, and we can conclude α P B_´zt0u. This establishes one direction of (iii).

For the same and only direction in case (iv), let now Φ : S^d Ñ TR^{op}_` be a nondegenerate monotone homomorphism. Similarly as in case (iii), we now have Φ ` tP ` p1 ´ tqQ ˘ ě maxtΦpP q, ΦpQqu. (82) for all P, Q P V^d_{ă8} and t P p0, 1q. We next show that, if P ‰ Q have the same support, then ΦpP q “ ΦpQq. In that case, we can find s, t P p0, 1q and P^1, Q^1 P V^d_{ă8} such that sP ` p1 ´ sqP^1 “ Q, tQ ` p1 ´ tqQ^1 “ P. (83) Thus, according to (82), we have

ΦpP q ě maxtΦpQq, ΦpQ^1qu ě ΦpQq ě maxtΦpP q, ΦpP^1qu ě ΦpP q, (84) i.e., ΦpP q “ ΦpQq. This means that Φ is simply a function of the support of its argument. But then if Q is a stochastic matrix of rank 1, then Q ľ p1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1q ľ Q, (85) so that ΦpQq “ 1. But then if P P V^d_{ă8} is nonzero, we can find any stochastic matrix of rank 1 with the same support, and therefore conclude ΦpP q “ 1. Therefore there is no nondegenerate homomorphism to TR^{op}_` , and case (iv) is finished.

Finally, we need to show that the maps f^T_α with α P B_´zt0u are nondegenerate monotone homomorphisms S^d Ñ TR_` . The fact that they are homomorphisms is straightforward to verify, so let us focus on monotonicity. Per the above, we know that the single-row function φ is quasi-convex. We also know that f^T_α ptP q “ f^T_α pP q for all positive scalars t by α_1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` α_d “ 0. Then with the same P and Q “ T P as above in the corresponding proof for case (i), we have a similar argument as given there,

f^T_α pQq “ max_{1ďiďm} φpq_iq “ max_{1ďiďm} φ

~_n ÿ j“1 T_{i,j} p_j ¸ (86)

“ max 1ďiďm φ ~ T_i nÿ j“1 T_{i,j} T_i p_j ¸ “ max 1ďiďm φ ~_n ÿ j“1 T_{i,j} T_i p_j ¸ (87)

ď max 1ďiďm max 1ďjď1

φpp_j q “ max_{1ďjďn} φpp_jq “ f^T_α pP q. (88)

Let us show that all these homomorphisms are non-degenerate if α ‰ 0, or equivalently if there is k with α_k ą 0. With P_t as in (76), we get f^T_α pP_tq “ p2p1 ´ tqq^{αk} (89)

for all t P p0,^1_2 s. This is clearly a non-constant function, meaning that f^T_α is non-degenerate. □

Let us now go on to studying the monotone derivations at the degenerate homomorphisms f_{ek} : S^d Ñ R_` with f_{ek} pP q “ }p^{pkq}} for k “ 1, . . . , d. For these, the Leibniz rule is ΔpP b Qq “ ΔpP q}q^{pkq}}_1 ` }p^{pkq}}_1ΔpQq. (90)

Turning our attention to the maps Δ^{pkq}γ of (39), we easily see that these are additive (under ‘) and satisfy (90). We next show that these maps with γ P R^d_` are precisely the monotone derivations at f_{ek} .

Proposition 14. Let k P t1, . . . , du. On matrices P P V^d_{ă8} with }p^{pkq}}_1 P Q , the monotone derivations on S^d at f_{ek} are precisely the Δ^{pkq}γ with γ P R^d_` .

Note that Δ^{pkq}γ does not actually depend on γ_k, so the value of this component is completely arbitrary.

Proof. Let us fix k “ 1; the other cases are similar. Let Δ : S^d Ñ R be a monotone derivation at f_{e1} . Define δ : R^d_{ą0} Y tp0, . . . , 0qu Ñ R as the one-row function δpx_1, . . . , x_dq “ Δ ` x_1 ¨ ¨ ¨ x_d ˘ . (91)

We first show that δpx, . . . , xq “ 0 for all x P Q_` . The Leibniz rule immediately gives that δp0, . . . , 0q “ 0 “ δp1, . . . , 1q. For every n P N, we easily see that ¨ ˝ 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 . . ... . . 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1

˛ ‚ľ pn ¨ ¨ ¨ nq ľ ¨ ˝ 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 . . ... . . 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1

˛ ‚ (92)

where the all-1 matrix is pn ^ dq. Using the monotonicity and additivity of Δ, we have δpn, . . . , nq “ Δ ¨ ˝ ¨ ˝ 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 . . ... . . 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1

˛ ‚ ˛ ‚“ nδp1, . . . , 1q “ 0. (93)

The Leibniz rule then easily gives δp1{n, . . . , 1{nq “ ´n^{´2}δpn, . . . , nq “ 0 as well. Finally, for all m, n P N, δ ´m n , . . . , m n ¯ “ m δ ^ 1 n , . . . , 1 n ˙ looooooomooooooon “0 ` δpm, . . . , mq loooooomoooooon “0 1 n “ 0, (94)

showing that δpx, . . . , xq “ 0 for all x P Q_` .

Let now p P R^n_` be a column vector of any length n P N and such that }p}_1 P Q . Using the easily seen fact that

pp, . . . , pq ľ p}p}_1 ¨ ¨ ¨ }p}_1q ľ pp, . . . , pq, (95)

the monotonicity of Δ, and the vanishing property proven above for δ, we see that Δpp, . . . , pq “ δp}p}_1, . . . , }p}_1q “ 0. (96)

Let then P P V^d_n be such that }p^{p1q}}_1 P Q , where we assume full support without loss of generality. Using the Leibniz rule several times and the above vanishing property, we obtain

ΔpP q “ nÿ i“1 δpp^{p1q}_i , . . . , p^{pdq}_i q “ nÿ i“1 δ ~ p^{p1q}_i ¨ 1, p^{p1q}_i¨ p^{p2q}_i p^{p1q}_i

, . . . , p^{p1q}_i¨ p^{pdq}_i p^{p1q}_i ¸ (97)

“ nÿ i“1 « δpp^{p1q}_i , . . . , p^{p1q}_i q ` p^{p1q}_i δ ~ 1, p^{p2q}_i p^{p1q}_i , . . . , p^{pdq}_i p^{p1q}_i ¸ff (98)

“ Δpp^{p1q}, . . . , p^{p1q}q loooooooomoooooooon “0 ` nÿ i“1 p^{p1q}_i δ ~ 1, p^{p2q}_i p^{p1q}_i , . . . , p^{pdq}_i p^{p1q}_i ¸ (99)

“ nÿ i“1 p^{p1q}_i δ ~ 1, p^{p2q}_i p^{p1q}_i

¨ 1, 1¨ p^{p3q}_i p^{p1q}_i , . . . , 1¨ p^{pdq}_i p^{p1q}_i ¸ (100)

“ nÿ i“1 p^{p1q}_i « δ ~ 1, p^{p2q}_i p^{p1q}_i , 1, . . . , 1 ¸ ` δ ~ 1, 1, p^{p3q}_i p^{p1q}_i , . . . , p^{pdq}_i p^{p1q}_i ¸ff (101)

“ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ nÿ i“1 dÿ ℓ“2 p^{p1q}_i g_ℓ ~ p^{pℓq}_i p^{p1q}_i ¸ , (102)

where, for all ℓ “ 2, . . . , d, we have used g_ℓpxq :“ δp1, . . . , 1, x, 1, . . . , 1q, (103) where x appears in the ℓ-th slot. Using the Leibniz rule, one easily sees that, for all x, y ą 0 and all ℓ, g_ℓpxyq “ g_ℓpxq ` g_ℓpyq, (104) so that g_ℓ satisfies the functional equation associated with the logarithm. We show that g_ℓ is a multiple of the logarithm by showing that it is continuous on R_{ą0} . Let x, y ą 0 and t P p0, 1q. Using the fact that ^ t ¨ ¨ ¨ t tx t ¨ ¨ ¨ t 1 ´ t ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 ´ t p1 ´ tqy 1 ´ t ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 ´ t ˙ (105) ľ ` 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 tx ` p1 ´ tqy 1 ¨ ¨ ¨ 1 ˘ , (106) where x and y appear in the ℓ-th column, applying Δ gives, by monotonicity and the derivation property of δ, tg_ℓpxq ` p1 ´ tqg_ℓpyq ě g_ℓ ` tx ` p1 ´ tqy ˘ , (107) where the left-hand side is obtained by the formula (102).

Thus, g_ℓ is convex and hence continuous on its domain R_{ą0} . This means that there are γ_2, . . . , γ_d P R such that

g_ℓ “ ´γ_ℓ log (108)

for every ℓ “ 2, . . . , d. We now aim at showing that γ_ℓ ě 0. Defining, for all t P p0,^1_2 s, the matrix

P_t “

^_1 2 ¨ ¨ ¨^1_2 1 ´ t^1_2 ¨ ¨ ¨^1_2 1 2 ¨ ¨ ¨^1_2 t^1_2 ¨ ¨ ¨^1_2 ˙ , (109)

where the entries containing t are in the ℓ-th column, we note that the function

ΔpP_tq^{(102)}“ 1 2 γ_ℓ log 1 4tp1 ´ tq

(110)

should be non-increasing in t P p0,^1_2 s, which implies γ_ℓ ě 0. By (102) again, this proves that every monotone derivation must be of the claimed form on all matrices whose first column has rational 1-norm.

Let us finally show that the map Δ^{p1q}γ is a monotone derivation at f_{e1} if γ_2, . . . , γ_d ě 0. As already noted, the fact that it is a derivation follows by a straightforward calculation. For monotonicity, let P P V^d_n for arbitrary n, without loss of generality of full support, and let T “ pT_{i,j}q be an pm ^ nqstochastic matrix without zero rows. With Q :“ T P P V^d_m, we get by convexity of the function x ÞÑ log^1_x ,

Δ^{p1q}_γ pP q “ nÿ j“1 dÿ ℓ“2 γ_ℓp^{p1q}_j log p^{p1q}_j p^{pℓq}_j “ mÿ i“1 dÿ ℓ“2 nÿ j“1 γ_ℓq^{p1q}_i T_{i,j}p^{p1q}_j q^{p1q}_i log p^{p1q}_j p^{pℓq}_j (111)

ě mÿ i“1 dÿ ℓ“2 γ_ℓq^{p1q}_i log q^{p1q}_i ř_n j“1 T_{i,j}p^{pℓq}_j “ mÿ i“1 dÿ ℓ“1 γ_ℓq^{p1q}_i log q^{p1q}_i q^{pℓq}_i (112)

“ Δ^{p1q}_γ pQq, (113)

showing that Δ^{p1q}γ : S^d Ñ R_` is indeed monotone. □

3.2. Sufficient conditions for large-sample and catalytic matrix majorization. Our goal is now to apply Theorem 8 to S^d in order to obtain sufficient and generically necessary conditions for large-sample and catalytic matrix majorization. Here and throughout this subsection, let us write

α_{max} :“ max_{k“1,...,d} α_k, α_{min} :“ min_{k“1,...,d} α_k.

e_1 e_2 e_3

Figure 1. The parameter range pA_´ Y A_`qzte_1, . . . , e_du for the nondegenerate monotone homomorphisms f_α on S^3, drawn in green as a subset of the 2-dimensional affine space A. The set A_` is the probability simplex on three outcomes (the triangular area in the centre). The other regions that constitute A_´ are cones emerging from the vertices, where the latter correspond to the degenerate homomorphisms f_{ek} .

Then for every α P pA_` Y A_´qzte_1, . . . , e_du and β P B_´zt0u, let us define the associated matrix α-divergence on any P P V^d_{ă8} as

D_αpP q :“ 1 α_{max} ´ 1 log f_αpP q “ 1 α_{max} ´ 1 log ÿ i dź k“1 ´ p^{pkq}_i ¯_{αk} ,

D^T_β pP q :“ 1 β_{max} log f^T_β pP q “ 1 β_{max} log max_i dź k“1 ´ p^{pkq}_i ¯_{βk} , (114)

where i ranges over the non-zero rows of P . We make these definitions mainly since in contrast to the f_α, the D_α are monotone as maps S^d Ñ R, where R is equipped with its standard order. As we will see shortly, they also allow us to write the tropical maps and the derivations as limits of the D_α.

Remark 15. Different choices of normalization in (114) are possible and may be worth considering. For example, a natural choice would be to utilize the logarithmic evaluation maps from [13], which make sense for any preordered semiring with a fixed power universal element. In our present case, by Lemma 12 this amounts to choosing a matrix U of full support and such that all columns are normalized and distinct. The logarithmic evaluation maps are then given by P ÞÝÑ log ΦpP q log ΦpUq

(115) for every nondegenerate monotone homomorphism Φ.

For example, a nice choice could be to take U to be the matrix with^2_{d`1} as every diagonal entry and^1_{d`1} off the diagonal. With this choice, one obtains the same D_α as in (114), but with log ~ 1 d ` 1 ÿ k 2^{αk} ¸ (116)

in place of α_{max} ´ 1. While this has the advantage of being a smooth function of α and not requiring any case distinctions in any of the upcoming proofs, it is at the same time more cumbersome to calculate with, and so we proceed with (114) as our preferred normalization.

Remark 16. For every λ ą 0, the normalization (114) satisfies

D^T_{λβ} “ D^T_β . (117)

Thus it is enough to normalize β e.g. such that β_{max} “ 1, and this implements the normalization of the tropical homomorphisms (Remark 6).

Proposition 17. Let β P B_´ be such that β_k “ 1, and hence β_ℓ ď 0 for all ℓ ‰ k. For λ ě 0, define

α^λ :“ e_k ` pλ ´ 1qβ (118) “ ` pλ ´ 1qβ_1, . . . , pλ ´ 1qβ_{k´1}, λ, pλ ´ 1qβ_{k`1}, . . . , pλ ´ 1qβ_d ˘ . (119)

Then:

(i) α^λ P pA_` Y A_´qzte_1, . . . , e_du for all λ P p0, 1q Y p1, 8q. (ii) On any P of full support and with normalized columns, we have

D^T_β pP q “ lim_{λÑ8} D_αλ pP q, (120)

Δ^{pkq}_{´β}pP q “ lim_{λÑ1} D_αλ pP q. (121)

(iii) For such P , the function λ ÞÑ D_αλ has a continuous extension to r0, 8s, and this extension is non-decreasing for λ ě^{βmin}_{βmin´1} .

In terms of Figure 1, the trajectory λ ÞÑ α^λ starts at λ “ 0 on the face of the probability simplex A_` defined by α_k “ 0, goes through the vertex e_k at λ “ 1 and then continues in A_´ in the direction β. As a function of λ ě 0, D_αλ pP q is non-decreasing after α^λ passes the line drawn from the centre of A_` to the middle of the side of A_` closest to the trajectory.

Proof. For item (i), it is straightforward to check that α^λ P A_` for λ P r0, 1s and α^λ P A_´ for λ P r1, 8q.

Let us next prove the claims regarding the limits in item (ii). Both formulas follow by direct calculation as follows. For (120), recall that for all real numbers r_1, . . . , r_m ą 0 and s_1, . . . , s_m ą 0, we have^4

lim_{λÑ8} 1 λ ´ 1 log ÿ i r_is^λ_i “ log max_i s_i. (122)

This directly implies

lim_{λÑ8} D_αλ pP q “ lim_{λÑ8} 1 λ ´ 1 log ÿ i « ź ℓ‰k ´ p^{pℓq}_i ¯_{´βℓ} ff« p^{pkq}_i ź ℓ‰k ´ p^{pℓq}_i ¯_{βℓ} ff^λ (123)

“ log max_i p^{pkq}_i ź ℓ‰k ´ p^{pℓq}_i ¯_{βℓ} “ D^T_β pP q, (124)

as was to be shown. For (121), using numbers as in (122) and assuming ř i r_i “ 1 in addition, we similarly note

lim_{λÑ1} 1 λ ´ 1 log ÿ i r_is^{λ´1}_i “ ÿ i r_i log s_i, (125)

as follows by a straightforward application of l’Hôpital’s rule. Plugging this in gives

lim_{λÑ1} D_αλ pP q “ lim_{λÑ1} 1 λ ´ 1 log ÿ i p^{pkq}_i dź ℓ“1 ´ p^{pℓq}_i ¯_{βℓpλ´1q} (126)

“ ÿ i p^{pkq}_i log dź ℓ“1 ´ p^{pℓq}_i ¯_{βℓ} (127)

“´ ÿ i ÿ ℓ‰k β_ℓp^{pkq}_i log p^{pkq}_i p^{pℓq}_i “ Δ^{pkq}_{´β}pP q, (128)

as was to be shown.

For item (iii), the existence of the limits just proven shows that we obtain a continuous extension taking the values Δ^{pkq}_{´β}pP q at λ “ 1 and D^T_β at λ “ 8. For the monotonicity, let^{βmin}_{βmin´1} ď λ ď λ^1 ď 8. It is enough to assume that λ, λ^1 ‰ 1, 8 and prove the monotonicity D_αλ pP q ď D_αλ1 pP q (129)

then, since the remaining cases then follow by continuity. With z :“^{λ´1}_{λ1´1} , we distinguish three cases:

‚ λ ď λ^1 ă 1: Now z ě 1, so that x ÞÑ x^z is convex. ‚ λ ă 1 ă λ^1: Now z ă 0, so that x ÞÑ x^z is convex again.

4This type of formula occurs frequently in the context of tropical mathematics and Maslov dequantization, and the reader will be able to easily work out the straightforward proof.

‚ 1 ă λ ď λ^1: Now 0 ă z ď 1, so that x ÞÑ x^z is concave.

Considering all the above cases and taking the signs of the denominators into account, we have by Jensen’s inequality, 1 λ ´ 1 log ÿ i r_is^z_i ď z λ ´ 1 log ÿ i r_is_i “ 1 λ^1 ´ 1 log ÿ i r_is_i (130)

for all probability vectors r and all positive reals s_i. Thus, we have

D_αλ pP q “ 1 λ ´ 1 log ÿ i ´ p^{pkq}_i ¯_λ ź ℓ‰k ´ p^{pℓq}_i ¯_{pλ´1qβℓ} (131)

“ 1 λ ´ 1 log ÿ i p^{pkq}_i ź ℓ‰k ~ p^{pℓq}_i p^{pkq}_i ¸_{pλ´1qβℓ} (132)

“ 1 λ ´ 1 log ÿ i p^{pkq}_i » – ź ℓ‰k ~ p^{pℓq}_i p^{pkq}_i ¸_{pλ}1_{´1qβℓ} fi fl z (133)

ď 1 λ^1 ´ 1 log ÿ i p^{pkq}_i ź ℓ‰k ~ p^{pℓq}_i p^{pkq}_i ¸_{pλ}1_{´1qβℓ} “ D_αλ1 pP q, (134)

as was to be shown. □ The set of all relevant monotones can thus be illustrated as in Figure 2.

Proposition 18. Let P P V^d_n be stochastic. Then:

(i) For α P pA_` Y A_´qzte_1, . . . , e_du, we have D_αpP q ě 0. This holds with equality if and only if all columns p^{pkq} with α_k ‰ 0 are equal.

(ii) For β P B_´zt0u, we have D^T_β pP q ě 0. This holds with equality if and only if all columns p^{pkq} with β_k ‰ 0 are equal.

Proof. We formulate the proof for case (i), noting that case (ii) is perfectly analogous. We prove equivalently that f_αpP q ě 1 with equality if and only if all columns p^{pkq} with α_k ‰ 0 are equal. To this end, note that the inequality is obvious by monotonicity and because of P ľ p1 . . . 1q, (135) which holds by the assumption that P is stochastic. For the condition of when equality holds, suppose first that no two columns of P are equal. Then P is power universal in S^d by Lemma 12. So if f_αpP q “ 1 was the case, then f_α would be degenerate, which by Proposition 13 we know not to be the case. This finishes the proof in case that P has distinct columns.

If P has some coinciding columns, then let us assume without loss of generality that the final two columns of P coincide. We reduce the problem to the case of smaller d, which lets us conclude the overall proof by induction on

Figure 2. The relevant monotones on the preordered semiring S^3 in the sense of the test spectrum of [13] represented schematically. In green, we have the matrix α-divergences D_α for α P pA_` Y A_´qzte_1, . . . , e_du from (114). In red, we have the tropical quantities D^T_β for β P B_´zt0u, modulo scaling per Remark 16. In blue, we have the derivation quantities Δ^{pkq}γ for nonzero γ, also modulo scaling. The topology corresponds to the limits of Proposition 17. In comparison with Figure 1, the red tropical part can be thought of as points at infinity, specified by a direction β P B_´zt0u, which serve as a compactification similar to points at infinity in the projective plane. The blue derivation part “blows up” every vertex in Figure 1 to a line.

d. Duplicating the last column of the matrices under consideration defines a monotone semiring homomorphism S^{d´1} Ñ S^d, and in this way we may consider S^{d´1} Ď S^d as a subsemiring with the induced preorder. Restricting the matrix divergence D_α to this subsemiring defines a matrix divergence of the same type, but with the new parameter tuple

α^1 :“ pα_1, . . . , α_{d´2}, α_{d´1} ` α_dq

in place of α. If α is supported on the final two columns, then the restricted homomorphism is degenerate, and the to be proven f_αpP q “ 1 follows by (135). Otherwise, the restricted homomorphism is still nondegenerate since α^1 belongs to A_` Y A_´ but is still not a standard basis vector. Since P belongs to the subsemiring S^{d´1}, we have completed our reduction to d ´ 1. □

We now put things together and apply Theorem 8 to S^d. Modulo some minor detail discussed in Remark 20, this provides a positive answer to a conjecture stated in Section 6 and Appendix K of [21].

Theorem 19. Let P “ pp^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq}q and Q “ pq^{p1q}, . . . , q^{pdq}q be d-tuples of probability vectors, each with uniform support across the tuple. In terms of the matrix divergences from (114) and the Kullback-Leibler divergence D_1p¨}¨q, suppose that

D_αpP q ą D_αpQq, (136)

D^T_β pP q ą D^T_β pQq, (137)

D_1 ` p^{pkq} › ›p^{pℓq}˘ ą D_1`q^{pkq} › ›q^{pℓq}˘ (138)

for all α P pA_` Y A_´qzte_1, . . . e_du, β P B_´zt0u and k ‰ ℓ, where the parameter sets are as in (41)–(44). Then, for all n P N sufficiently large, there is a stochastic matrix T_n such that

pq^{pkq}q^{bn} “ T_npp^{pkq}q^{bn} @k “ 1, . . . , d. (139)

Conversely, if there is such T_n for some n ě 1, then the above inequalities hold non-strictly.

By Remark 16, in (137) one can moreover impose a normalization condition such as β_{max} “ 1. Note also that the conditions (136)–(138) really form part of a continuous family of inequalities, as illustrated in Figure 2.

Proof. We already noted that the auxiliary assumptions of Theorem 8 are satisfied. Thus it remains to be shown that the inequalities in the assumption match those that are obtained from there, as well as that P “ pp^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq}q is power universal. The latter holds because the assumed (138) implies that p^{pkq} ‰ p^{pℓq} for k ‰ ℓ, and hence P is power universal by Lemma 12.

By Proposition 13, the nondegenerate monotone homomorphisms S^d Ñ R_` are exactly the f_α for α P A_´zte_1, . . . , e_du. But since

f_αpP q ą f_αpQq ðñ D_αpP q ą D_αpQq (140)

for such α by α_{max} ą 1, the inequalities indeed match for K “ R_` . Similarly for K “ R^{op}_` , the relevant quantities are the f_α with α P A_`. Since then α_{max} ă 1, we have

f_αpP q ă f_αpQq ðñ D_αpP q ą D_αpQq, (141)

and again the inequalities match. For K “ TR_` , we clearly have

f^T_β pP q ą f^T_β pQq ðñ D^T_β pP q ą D^T_β pQq, (142)

which also finishes this case. The case K “ TR^{op}_` is empty by Proposition 13.

It remains to consider the monotone derivations at f_{ek} for every k “ 1, . . . , d. By Proposition 14, these derivations are all of the form Δ^{pkq}γ for γ P R^d_` . Since Δ^{pkq}γ depends additively on γ, it is enough to postulate the inequalities for the extremal γ, which are exactly the standard basis vectors. Moreover, the derivation Δ^{pkq}γ is non-zero if and only if γ_ℓ ‰ 0 for some ℓ ‰ k. Taking these statements together, we conclude that it is enough to consider the derivations Δ^{pkq}e_ℓ with ℓ ‰ k, and this results precisely in (138). □

Remark 20. Translating the assumptions made by Mu et al. in the online appendix of [21] for their conjecture into our framework reveals the following difference in the sufficient condition: On the tropical matrix divergences D^T_β , they assume strict inequality only for β “ e_k ´ e_ℓ for k, ℓ “ 1, . . . , d, k ‰ ℓ (this is their genericity condition), while they assume non-strict inequality otherwise (implicitly by our Proposition 17). In other words, our sufficient condition (137) for matrix majorization in large samples, which requires strict inequality on D^T_β for all β P B_´zt0u, is replaced by the condition

D_8 ` p^{pkq}}p^{pℓq} ˘ ą D_8 ` q^{pkq}}q^{pℓq} ˘ (143)

for all k, ℓ P t1, . . . , du, k ‰ ℓ, in [21]. We do not know whether there are any P, Q P V^d_{ă8} that satisfy their assumptions but not ours.

Remark 21. Let us also note that, under the assumptions of Theorem 19 given by (136), (137), and (138), by item (b) of Theorem 8 we also have the following catalytic result: defining, for every n P N large enough, the probability vectors

r^{pkq} :“ 1 n n´1à s“0 ` p^{pkq} ˘_{bpn´1´sq} b ` q^{pkq} ˘_{bs} , (144)

for k “ 1, . . . , d, there is a stochastic map T_n such that T_npp^{pkq} b r^{pkq}q “ q^{pkq} b r^{pkq} for all k “ 1, . . . , d.

Now that we have provided sufficient and generically necessary conditions for catalytic matrix majorization, we note that as a corollary using the same preorder we can also obtain sufficient conditions for asymptotic catalytic matrix majorization.

Theorem 22. Let n P N and let P_n be the set of probability vectors with n entries. Let P “ pp^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq}q P P^d_n and Q “ pq^{p1q}, . . . , q^{pdq}q P P^d_n be d-tuples of probability vectors with full support such that p^{pkq} ‰ p^{pℓq} for all k ‰ ℓ. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) For every ε ą 0 there exist pq^{p1q}ε , . . . , q^{pdq}ε q P P^d_n and pr^{p1q}ε , . . . , r^{pdq}ε q P P^d_n and a stochastic matrix T_ε such that

}q^{pkq} ´ q^{pkq}_ε }_1 ď ε @k “ 1, . . . , d, (145) and T_εpp^{pkq} b r^{pkq}_ε q “ q^{pkq}_ε b r^{pkq}_ε , @k “ 1, . . . , d. (146)

(ii) For all α P pA_´ Y A_`qzte_1, . . . , e_du, we have that

D_αpP q ě D_αpQq. (147)

Moreover, for one k P t1, . . . , du, we can take q^{pkq}ε “ q^{pkq} in (i) for all ε ą 0.

Proof. Throughout this proof, we write P “ pp^{p1q}, . . . , p^{pdq}q and similarly for the other tuples. Let us first assume condition (ii) of the claim. For an arbitrary probability vector w P P_n, we define the n ^ d noise matrix W “ pw, . . . , wq. (148) Define Q_ε :“ p1 ´^ε_2 qQ `^ε_2 W for all ε P p0, 2s. Denoting the columns of Q_ε by q^{pkq}ε , we then have

}q^{pkq} ´ q^{pkq}_ε }_1 “ › ›q^{pkq}´ ´ 1´ ε 2 ¯ q^{pkq}´ ε 2 w › ›_1 ď ε 2 ` ε 2 “ ε (149)

for every k. Taking w :“ q^{pkq} with a fixed k P t1, . . . , du throughout the following proof will take care of the final claim.

We aim at proving that Q_ε and P satisfy all the relevant inequalities (136)– (138) strictly. Given any α P A_`zte_1, . . . , e_du, we evaluate

D_αpQ_εq “ 1 α_{max} ´ 1 log f_α ´´ 1´ ε 2 ¯ Q` ε 2 W ¯ looooooooooooomooooooooooooon

ěp1´^ε_2 qfαpQq`^ε_2 fαpW q

(150)

ď 1 α_{max} ´ 1 log ”´ 1´ ε 2 ¯ f_αpQq` ε 2 f_αpW q ı (151) ď 1 α_{max} ´ 1 ”´ 1´ ε 2 ¯ log f_αpQq` ε 2 log f_αpW q ı (152) “ ´ 1´ ε 2 ¯ D_αpQq` ε 2 D_αpW q loomoon “0 ď D_αpQq ď D_αpP q, (153)

where we have used the concavity of f_α (see the proof of Proposition 13) and the fact that pα_{max} ´ 1q^{´1} log is non-increasing in the first inequality, and the convexity of pα_{max} ´ 1q^{´1} log in the second inequality, and the assumption in the final inequality. If D_αpQq “ 0, then the final inequality is strict by D_αpP q ą 0 due to the assumptions on P and Proposition 18. If D_αpQq ą 0, then the penultimate inequality is strict. Thus, D_αpQ_εq ă D_αpP q in all cases. Similarly, for α P A_´zte_1, . . . , e_du, we can use essentially the same arguments to show that D_αpQ_εq ă D_αpP q as well.

For the tropical case, let β P B_´zt0u, and we will show that D^T_β pQ_εq ă D^T_β pP q. By Remark 16, we can assume β_{max} “ 1. Then for example by the previous case and Proposition 17, we have

D^T_β pQ_εq ď D^T_β pQq, (154)

or equivalently

max_i dź k“1 ´´ 1´ ε 2 ¯ q^{pkq}_i` ε 2 w_i ¯_{βk} ď max_i dź k“1 ´ q^{pkq}_i ¯_{βk} (155) for every ε P p0, 2s. The left-hand side is non-increasing in ε by Q_ε ľ Q_ε1 for ε ď ε^1 and coincides with the right-hand side as ε Ñ 0. Now if this inequality is non-strict for some ε P p0, 2s, then the left-hand side must be constant in ε all the way down to ε Ñ 0. Since the left-hand side is a pointwise maximum of finitely many real-analytic functions, it follows that the maximum must be achieved on one and the same row index i for all these ε, and that the product is identically constant for this i. Again by real-analyticity, this implies that the left-hand side is constant across the whole range r0, 2s. Therefore if the inequality is non-strict, then we must already have D^T_β pQq “ D^T_β pW q “ 0.

Hence if D^T_β pQq ą 0, then we obtain D^T_β pQ_εq ă D^T_β pQq. And if D^T_β pQq “ 0, then we have D^T_β pQq ă D^T_β pP q by Proposition 18. In both cases, we obtain

D^T_β pQ_εq ď D^T_β pQq ď D^T_β pP q, (156)

where at least one of the inequalities is strict, and therefore D^T_β pQ_εq ă D^T_β pP q.

For the Kullback-Leibler divergences (138), fix distinct column indices k, ℓ P t1, . . . , du. By convexity of D_1, we obtain^5

D_1 ` q^{pkq}_ε }q^{pℓq}_ε ˘ ď ´ 1´ ε 2 ¯ D_1pq^{pkq}}q^{pℓq}q` ε 2 D_1pw}wq looomooon “0 ď D_1pq^{pkq}}q^{pℓq}q ď D_1pp^{pkq}}p^{pℓq}q. (157)

As before, if D_1pq^{pkq}}q^{pℓq}q ą 0, then the penultimate inequality above is strict and, while if D_1pq^{pkq}}q^{pℓq}q “ 0, then the final inequality is strict. All in all, we get D_1pq^{pkq}ε }q^{pℓq}ε q ă D_1pp^{pkq}}p^{pℓq}q as well.

Thus, the conditions of Theorem 19 hold for Q_ε (with any ε P p0, 1s) and P , and we conclude that there is a stochastic map T_ε and a d-tuple of probability vectors r^{pkq}ε P P_n such that T_εpp^{pkq} b r^{pkq}ε q “ q^{pkq}ε b r^{pkq}ε for all k “ 1, . . . , d (Remark 21).

For the converse direction, suppose that we have Q̃ as in the statement. Then applying D_α to (146) and using monotonicity together with additivity produces D_αpP q ě D_αpQ̃q for all α P A_´ Y A_`. But then also D_αpP q ě D_αpQq by the continuity of D_α on R^{n^d}_{ą0} . □

3.3. Case d “ 2: relative majorization. Let us have a quick look at the case where d “ 2, i.e., where the matrices reduce to dichotomies pp^{p1q}, p^{p2q}q P V^2_{ă8}. In this setting, matrix majorization is also called relative majorization.

In a dichotomy pp, qq P V^2_{ă8}, the vectors p and q are required to have coinciding supports. However, let us remove this assumption for a while and consider just a pair pp, qq of vectors with non-negative entries. Whenever two such vectors p “ pp_1, . . . , p_nq and q “ pq_1, . . . , q_nq are under joint consideration,

5This convexity can also be concluded from the convexity of the D_α, which is an instance of (70), and writing Δ_{ek ´eℓ} as a pointwise limit of the D_α as per Proposition 17.

we will assume that padding by zeros has been applied so that they have the same length n. With this in mind, and defining 0 log 0 :“ 0, let us define the Rényi divergences for all finite probability vectors p and q by

D_αpp}qq “

$ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’& ’ ’ ’ ’ ’%

´ log ř iPsupp p qi if α “ 0 and supp p X supp q ‰ H, 1 α´1 log ř_n i“1 p^α_i q^{1´α}_i if α P p0, 1q and supp p X supp q ‰ H, ř_n

i“1 p_i log^{pi}_{qi} if α “ 1 and supp p Ď supp q, 1 α´1 log ř_n i“1 p^α_i q^{1´α}_i if α P p1, 8q and supp p Ď supp q,

max_{iPsupp q} log^{pi}_{qi} if α “ 8 and supp p Ď supp q,

8 otherwise, (158)

for all Rényi parameter values α ě 0. Note that D_1 is the Kullback-Leibler divergence. From Theorem 19, we obtain a variation of the main result of [21], namely the following:

Corollary 23. Let p^{p1q} and p^{p2q} be probability vectors with coinciding supports, and likewise for q^{p1q} and q^{p2q}. If D_α ` p^{p1q} › ›p^{p2q}˘ ą D_α`q^{p1q} › ›q^{p2q}˘, (159) D_α ` p^{p2q} › p^{p1q} ˘ ą D_α ` q^{p2q} › q^{p1q} ˘ (160)

for all α P r1{2, 8s, then, for every n P N large enough, we have ´` p^{p1q}

˘_{bn} , ` p^{p2q}

˘_{bn}¯ ľ ´` q^{p1q}

˘_{bn} , ` q^{p2q}

˘_{bn}¯

. (161)

Proof. Let us assume that (159) and (160) hold for all α P r1{2, 8s and write p^{pkq} “ pp^{pkq}_1 , . . . , p^{pkq}m q and q^{pkq} “ pq^{pkq}_1 , . . . , q^{pkq}n q for k “ 1, 2, where all the entries are positive. First, let α P Rzt0, 1u. One may easily check that

D_{pα,1´αq}pp^{p1q}, p^{p2q}q “ " D_αpp^{p1q}}p^{p2q}q, α P r1{2, 1q Y p1, 8q, D_{1´α}pp^{p2q}}p^{p1q}q, α P p´8, 0q Y p0, 1{2q.

(162)

Thus, (159) and (160) with α P p0, 1q Y p1, 8q correspond to the conditions (136) in the case d “ 2. Next, let β ą 0. Recalling Remark 16 one easily sees that

D^T_{pβ,´βq}pp^{p1q}, p^{p2q}q “ D^T_{p1,´1q}pp^{p1q}, p^{p2q}q “ max_{1ďiďm} log p^{p1q}_i

p^{p2q}_i

“ D_8pp^{p1q}}p^{p2q}q, (163)

D^T_{p´β,βq}pp^{p1q}, p^{p2q}q “ D^T_{p´1,1q}pp^{p1q}, p^{p2q}q “ max_{1ďiďm} log p^{p2q}_i

p^{p1q}_i

“ D_8pp^{p2q}}p^{p1q}q. (164)

Thus, (159) and (160) with α “ 8 correspond to the conditions (137) in the case d “ 2. Finally, (159) and (160) with α “ 1 clearly correspond to

A_´A_`A_´

´8 `8

0 1^1_2

Figure 3. Here we illustrate the test spectrum of the relative majorization semiring S^2. It corresponds to the set of Rényi divergences as is shown in the proof of Corollary 23, which is here drawn as the twopoint compactification of R. On the right-hand side of the centre point α “ 1{2 (in black), we have the divergences pp^{p1q}, p^{p2q}q ÞÑ D_αpp^{p1q}}p^{p2q}q, and on the left-hand side of the centre point, we have the divergences pp^{p1q}, p^{p2q}q ÞÑ D_αpp^{p2q}}p^{p1q}q. Points α “ 0, 1 (in blue) correspond to the two essential derivations which are simply the Kullback-Leibler divergences with the two different orderings of its arguments, and the points α “ ˘8 (in red) correspond to the divergence D_8 with the two different orderings.

conditions (138) in the case d “ 2. All in all, the matrix divergences have a simple connection to the Rényi divergences, see also Figure 3. Thus, the claim follows from Theorem 19. □

Let us also note that Theorem 22 implies the following result for catalytic asymptotic relative majorization which can be seen as a strengthening of Theorem 20 in [14].

Corollary 24. For a dichotomy pp^{p1q}, p^{p2q}q of probability vectors with common support and another dichotomy pq^{p1q}, q^{p2q}q of probability vectors with common support, both in P^2_n, the following are equivalent:

(i) There is a sequence pq^{p1q}_k q^8_{k“1} of probability vectors in P_n with }q^{p1q}´ q^{p1q}_k }_1 Ñ 0 as k Ñ 8 and a sequence pr^{p1q}_k , r^{p2q}_k q^8_{k“1} of dichotomies of probability vectors such that ´ p^{p1q} b r^{p1q}_k , p^{p2q} b r^{p2q}_k ¯ ľ ´ q^{p1q}_k b r^{p1q}_k , q^{p2q} b r^{p2q}_k ¯ (165)

for all k P N.

(ii) For all α ě 1{2, D_α ` p^{p1q} › ›p^{p2q}˘ ě D_α`q^{p1q} › ›q^{p2q}˘, (166) D_α ` p^{p2q} › ›p^{p1q}˘ ě D_α`q^{p2q} › ›q^{p1q}˘. (167)

The proof follows directly from Theorem 22 and the identification of the divergences D_{pα,1´αq} with the Rényi divergences as seen in the preceding proof. Note that only q^{p1q} is approximated but not q^{p2q}, or in other words we require exact catalytic majorization in the second component of the dichotomies, which can be achieved by Theorem 22. Naturally, we may also do it the other way around instead. Theorem 20 of [14] is the same result but with approximations for both q^{p1q} and q^{p2q}, and it is in this sense that our present result is stronger.

4. Conclusion

In this work we have connected several problems of majorization to the theory of preordered semirings. Using this framework, we have derived new sufficient and generically necessary conditions for large-sample and catalytic matrix majorization, i.e., Blackwell dominance in the finite-outcome setting. In this latter context, we have in particular identified the relevant monotone quantities as matrix α-divergences which can be viewed as a generalization of the one-parameter family of the standard Rényi divergences.

We would like to point out that this theory has some well-known connections not only to problems of classical statistics, but also to resource theories in the context of quantum information processing. All basic quantum devices — quantum states, channels, and observables — can also be described as suitable generalizations of statistical experiments (see, e.g., [18]). Specifically, in the resource theory of entanglement of pure quantum states, where we may say that a pure (vector) state φ of a compound system AB is ‘above’ another pure state ψ if there is a local-operations-and-classical-communication (LOCC) quantum channel Φ such that Φp|φyxφ|q “ |ψyxψ|. It is well-known [22] that this happens if and only if the Schmidt vector of ψ majorizes that of φ. Thus one obtains conditions for catalytic LOCC-ordering for pure states from Theorem 41, as also pointed out in [17]. Similar results also hold for incoherent transformations of pure states [9].

Multiple majorization of quantum states is also a relevant question. This is simply the quantum counterpart of matrix majorization: Given d-tuples pρ_1, . . . , ρ_dq and pσ_1, . . . , σ_dq of quantum states (possibly on different systems), we may ask if there is a quantum channel Λ such that Λpρ_kq “ σ_k for k “ 1, . . . , d. The one-shot conditions for this problem can be obtained, e.g., from [7, 24]. The algebraic machinery consisting of the Vergleichsstellensätze from [12, 13] is applicable also in this quantum case: We can build a quantum majorization semiring of polynomial growth in the same way as we did for matrix majorization. In this way, majorization of quantum statistical experiments in large samples or catalytically can be characterized by inequalities involving the monotone homomorphisms and monotone derivations (jointly forming its test spectrum) on the quantum majorization semiring.

The problem with this approach is, however, that the characterization of the test spectrum of the quantum majorization semiring remains, for now, intractable. For one thing, we cannot similarly decompose the additive maps in the quantum case as we did in Propositions 13 and 14, because the states in the d-tuple typically have different eigenbases. Problems arise already in the relative case d “ 2 [27], where an innumerable family of quantum divergences generalizing the classical Rényi divergences has been defined and we do not yet know which of them are actually relevant for majorization questions. Therefore we cannot give specific and explicit conditions for quantum majorization in large samples or catalytically yet, even in the case d “ 2. Some special cases can be investigated with the methodology presented in the current work, but this will be the topic of future research. Also, using relaxed preorders like a quantum version of submajorization may be fruitful, as then one is sometimes able to narrow things down to a manageable family of sufficient conditions [23, 6].

Appendix A. The majorization and submajorization semirings

In these appendices we concentrate on (simple) majorization of probability vectors and rederive some previously established results on large-sample and catalytic majorization in this mode. We will see that, as in the case of matrix majorization, the new algebraic machinery at our disposal is remarkably powerful in questions on simple majorization as well.

A probability vector p is said to majorize q whenever there exists a bistochastic matrix T such that T p “ q. Here, we view p and q as vectors of the same size n by padding with zeros if necessary, and T being bistochastic means that it is an pn ^ nq-matrix with non-negative entries whose rows and columns all sum up to 1. According to the Hardy-Littlewood-Pólya theorem, p majorizes q if and only if kÿ i“1 p^Ó_i ě kÿ i“1 q^Ó_i (168)

for all k “ 1, . . . , n, where p^Ó “ pp^Ó_i q^n_{i“1} and q^Ó “ pq^Ó_i q^n_{i“1} are the vectors obtained from p and q by listing their entries in non-increasing order. The definition generalizes to vectors p and q having non-negative entries, i.e., we do not have to assume that }p}_1 “ 1 “ }q}_1. Given the importance of majorization and related preorders, our aim in the following subsections is to analyze majorization algebraically in terms of a commutative semiring of nonnegative vectors equipped with the majorization preorder or one of its variants, and to show how when using the general theory of separation theorems introduced in Section 2, we recover some of the classical results on catalytic and large-sample transformations, which were originally proven by more specific methods that do not apply to other cases.

A.1. Majorization Semirings. Let us concentrate on finitely supported vectors with non-negative entries. These form the set V_{ă8} :“

Ť_8

n“1 R^n_` . For every p P V_{ă8}, denote by p^Ó the decreasing rearrangement of p, so that the vectors p^Ó and p have the same components up to permutation. We consider p, q P V_{ă8} as equivalent, and denote this by p « q, if p^Ó and q^Ó coincide modulo padding by zeros. We write V_{ă8}{ « for the set of the «-equivalence classes rps. We abuse notation by writing 1 :“ rp1qs, the equivalence class of the single-element vector with entry 1, and 0 :“ rp0qs. The sum and product of rps, rqs P V_{ă8}{« are defined by

rps ` rqs :“ rp ‘ qs, rps ¨ rqs :“ rp b qs, (169)

where the order of components in the Kronecker product is irrelevant up to «.

Definition 25. We define three preorders on V_{ă8}{ « as follows. Given two generic elements p “ pp_1, . . . , p_nq P V_{ă8} and q “ pq_1, . . . , q_nq P V_{ă8}, we assume that the vectors p and q have the same length n, which can always be achieved up to « by padding with zeros.

(a) Submajorization preorder: rqs Ĳ rps if, for all k “ 1, . . . , n, kÿ i“1 q^Ó_i ď kÿ i“1 p^Ó_i , (170)

or equivalently if there exists a bistochastic matrix T “ pT_{i,j}q^n_{i,j“1} P M_npR_` q such that q ď T p (entrywise inequality). When equipped with the submajorization order, V_{ă8}{« becomes a preordered semiring (see below). We denote it by S and call it the submajorization semiring. Between individual vectors p and q, we denote from now on p ľ q or q ĺ p when rqs Ĳ rps.

(b) Majorization preorder: rqs Ĳ_1 rps if rqs Ĳ rps and }p}_1 “ }q}_1. When equipped with the majorization order, V_{ă8}{ « becomes a preordered semiring which we call the majorization semiring and denote by S_1. Between individual vectors p and q, we denote from now on p ľ_1 q or q ĺ_1 p when rqs Ĳ_1 rps.

(c) Modified majorization order: rqs Ĳ_{0,1} rps if rqs Ĳ_1 rps and }p}_0 “ }q}_0, where }¨}_0 denotes the size |supp p| of the support of p, i.e., the number of outcomes i such that p_i ą 0. When equipped with the modified majorization order, V_{ă8}{ « becomes a preordered semiring which we call the modified majorization semiring and denote by S_{0,1}. Between individual vectors p and q, we denote from now on p ľ_{0,1} q or q ĺ_{0,1} p when rqs Ĳ_{0,1} rps.

Proposition 26. S, S_1 and S_{0,1} are preordered semirings.

Proof for S. For p, q P V_{ă8}, suppose that q ĺ p is witnessed by a bistochastic matrix T with T p ě q,^6 where we assume without loss of generality that p and q have the same length n. We need to show that this majorization relation is stable under addition and multiplication by any r P V_{ă8}. Let us define the

6Recall that the symbol ě here denotes entry-wise inequality between vectors.

block matrix S :“ T ‘I_m, where m is the size of r and I_m is the pm^mq-identity matrix. Thus Spp ‘ rq “ T p ‘ r ě q ‘ r. (171) Clearly S is bistochastic, and hence rqs ` rrs Ĳ rps ` rrs.

Similarly, by using the map T tensored with the identity matrix I_m, we obtain pT b I_mqpp b rq “ T p b r ě q b r, (172) and therefore the required rps ¨ rrs İ rqs ¨ rrs. □

Proof for S_1 and S_{0,1}. By definition, the preorder on S_1 is the intersection of the preorder on S with the relation of having equal } ¨ }_1. Since the latter map is a homomorphism S Ñ R_` , the relation of having equal } ¨ }_1 is itself a (symmetric) semiring preorder. This implies the claim for S_1 since the intersection of two semiring preorders is again a semiring preorder. The proof for S_{0,1} is analogous. □

Remark 27. For algebraically minded readers, it may help to note that the plain semiring structure (that is, without the preorder) of our majorization semirings is exactly that of the group semiring NrR_{ą0} s, by which we mean the semiring consisting of all formal sums of elements of the group pR_{ą0} , ¨q, where two such formals sums multiply by first applying distributivity and then using multiplication in R_{ą0} in order to get a new formal sum. This semiring coincides with our S, since indeed every element of S can be viewed as a formal sum of positive reals, and these formal sums multiply in the way just described.

This group semiring is characterized by the universal property that the homomorphisms S Ñ T to any other semiring T correspond bijectively to the group homomorphisms R_{ą0} Ñ T^^, where T^^ is the group of units of T . This universal property is what will enable us below to find a simple characterization of the monotone homomorphisms on our majorization semirings.

In order to make use of the separation theorems on our majorization semirings, we need to show that these preordered semirings are all of polynomial growth.

Proposition 28. The preordered semirings S, S_1, and S_{0,1} are of polynomial growth. Moreover, S and S^{op}_1 have power universal elements.

Proof. Let us first consider the submajorization semiring S. The single-entry element rpaqs “: u with any a ą 1 is a power universal. To see this, let p “ pp_1, . . . , p_nq P V_{ă8} and q “ pq_1, . . . , q_nq P V_{ă8} be non-zero. It follows immediately that, for a ą 1, there is k P N such that ℓÿ i“1 q^Ó_i ď a^k ℓÿ i“1 p^Ó_i (173) for all ℓ “ 1, . . . , n, i.e., a^kp ľ q. This means that u is a power universal in S. We could similarly show that also S^{op} has a power universal element given by rpaqs where 0 ă a ă 1.

Let us go on to the majorization semiring S_1. We show that S^{op}_1 has a power universal element so that S^{op}_1 and, hence, S_1 is of polynomial growth. Concretely, we prove that rrs where r “ pt, 1 ´ tq with any t P p0, 1q is a power universal for S^{op}_1 . We may freely assume that t ě 1{2. Let p, q P V_{ă8} be such that }p}_1 “ }q}_1. We need to show that there is k P N such that p ľ_1 r^{bk} b q. Denote the smallest non-zero entry of p by p_{min} and the largest entry of q by q_{max}. It is immediate that for every sufficiently large k P N, the largest entry t^kq_{max} of r^{bk} b q is upper bounded by p_{min}. This implies p ľ_1 r^{bk} b q. More concretely, we may choose any k ě log p_{min} ´ log q_{max} log t

(174)

in order to get the desired p ľ_1 r^{bk} b q.

Let us finally show that the modified majorization semiring S_{0,1} is of polynomial growth. For every s P N, recall that we write

u_s :“ p1{s, . . . , 1{sq (175)

for the uniform distribution on s outcomes. Define t_´ :“ u_2 and t_` :“ p1´ε, εq for every fixed ε P p0, 1{2q. We then show that prt_´s, rt_`sq is a power universal pair for S_{0,1}. Indeed t_´ ĺ_{0,1} t_` is obvious. For the main condition, it is enough to show that for every p, q P V_{ă8} with }p}_1 “ }q}_1 and }p}_0 “ }q}_0, there is k P N such that t^{bk}_´ b p ĺ_{0,1} t^{bk}_` b q. Clearly we may assume that }p}_1 “ 1 “ }q}_1. Let us denote n :“ }p}_0 “ }q}_0 and by p_{min} the smallest non-zero entry of p. Assuming n ě 2, we now define

p̃ :“ ´ 1 ´ p_{min}, p_{min} n ´ 1 , . . . , p_{min} n ´ 1 looooooooomooooooooon

n´1 copies ¯ , (176)

so that p̃ ľ_{0,1} p. We next prove that there is k P N such that t^{bk}_´ b p̃ ĺ_{0,1} t^{bk}_` b u_n. This will imply what we are trying to show because

t^{bk}_´ b p ĺ_{0,1} t^{bk}_´ b p̃ ĺ_{0,1} t^{bk}_` b u_n ĺ_{0,1} t^{bk}_` b q, (177)

where the final inequality follows from the fact that q ľ_{0,1} u_n. Thus, we next show the validity of the middle inequality above for sufficiently large k P N.

The initial partial sums of pt^{bk}_´ b p̃q^Ó increase linearly until the 2^k-th sum, where they reach the value 1 ´ p_{min}. Afterwards the initial sums grow again linearly until finally reaching the value 1. Due to the fact that the graph of initial sums is a concave function reaching the value 1 at the final sum, in order to find k so that t^{bk}_´ b p̃ ĺ_{0,1} t^{bk}_` b u_n, it is enough to guarantee that the 2^k-th initial sum of pt^{bk}_` b u_nq^Ó is at least 1 ´ p_{min}.

We can bound this initial sum as

2^kÿ

i“1 pt^{bk}_` b u_nq^Ó_i ě aÿ j“0 n ^ k j ˙ p1 ´ εq^{k´j}ε^j n “ aÿ j“0 ^ k j ˙ p1 ´ εq^{k´j}ε^j (178)

for every a P r0, ks such that ř_a j“0 n `_k j ˘ ď 2^k. The right-hand side is the cumulative distribution function at a of a binomial random variable with mean εk. Let us now choose δ ą 0 such that ε`2δ ă^1_2 and k with kδ ą 1. Choosing furthermore any a P rkpε ` δq, kpε ` 2δqs, as we increase k the cumulative distribution function in (178) will converge to 1 by the law of large numbers, and in particular at some point exceed 1 ´ p_{min}. It remains thus to check that, for such a choice of a, the condition ř_a j“0 n `_k j ˘ ď 2^k is satisfied for large enough k. To verify this, we use the well-known bound (see, e.g., Section 1.4 in [31]), aÿ j“0 ^ k j ˙ ď exp ` k h_1pε ` 2δq ˘ , (179)

where h_1 : r0, 1s Ñ R,

h_1pxq “ ´x log x ´ p1 ´ xq log p1 ´ xq, (180) 0 log 0 :“ 0, (181)

is the binary entropy and note that, since h_1pε ` 2δq ă 1 by our choice of δ, we evidently have n exp ` k h_1pε ` 2δq ˘ ă exp k for sufficiently large k, completing the proof. □

Remark 29. Whenever r P P_{ă8} is any probability vector with rrs ‰ 1 (i.e., }r}_0 ě 2), then rrs is already a power universal for S^{op}_1 . To see this, denote the smallest non-zero entry of r by r_{min} and t :“ 1 ´ r_{min} P p0, 1q. It follows that r̃ :“ pt, 1´tq majorizes r. Using the beginning of the proof of Proposition 28 for S_1, where it was shown that rr̃s is a power universal, we have for all p, q P V_{ă8} with }p}_1 “ }q}_1 and for a sufficiently large k P N,

r^{bk} b q ĺ_1 r̃^{bk} b q ĺ_1 p, (182)

proving the claim.

Remark 30. We have seen that S has a power universal element, and it is also easy to see that it is zerosumfree. Given that also 0 Ĳ 1 in S, the conditions of Theorem 5 are fulfilled for S. Concerning S_1 and S_{0,1}, we now argue that both satisfy the auxiliary conditions of Theorems 7 and 8. Indeed, denoting the equivalence relation on V_{ă8} generated by Ĳ_1 by „_1, we have p „_1 q if and only if }p}_1 “ }q}_1. This means that S_1{ „_1 » R_` , which clearly has quasi-complements and quasi-inverses in the sense of [13], and

FracpS_1{„_1q b Z – R (183)

is a field and therefore trivially a finite product of fields.

Similarly, we have then p „_{0,1} q if and only if }p}_1 “ }q}_1 and }p}_0 “ }q}_0. Therefore S_{0,1}{„_{0,1} » pR_{ą0} ^ Nq Y tp0, 0qu, (184) which is easily seen to have quasi-complements and quasi-inverses. Moreover, we have FracpS_{0,1}{„_{0,1}q b Z – R ^ Q, (185) which is a product of two fields.

In order to apply the separation theorems, we first concentrate on S_{0,1} and characterize all nondegenerate monotone homomorphisms Φ : S_{0,1} Ñ K where K P tR_` , R^{op}_` , TR_` , TR^{op}_` u, as well as the monotone derivations at the degenerate monotone homomorphisms. We will then deduce the corresponding results for S and S_1 from those of S_{0,1}.

The application of the separation theorems then yields sufficient and generically necessary criteria for large-sample and catalytic majorization between any pair of vectors p, q P V_{ă8}. Then Theorem 5 applied to S will let us conclude large-sample and catalytic majorization if the values of all relevant monotones are strictly ordered. Since } ¨ }_1 : S Ñ R_` is a monotone homomorphism, this in particular requires strict ordering between }p}_1 and }q}_1, and therefore we obtain no conclusion if both p and q are probability vectors. However, this is where S_1 comes to the rescue: applying Theorem 8 to S_1 with } ¨ } “ } ¨ }_1 only requires strict ordering with respect to other monotone homomorphisms, and therefore it still gives sufficient conditions for large-sample and catalytic majorization that are necessary in generic cases. But since } ¨ }_0 is one of the relevant monotone homomorphisms, again this does not apply in the non-generic case }p}_0 “ }q}_0. But this is the case in which we can apply Theorem 7 to S_{0,1} in order to obtain a sufficient and generically necessary criterion for catalytic majorization.

A.2. Monotone homomorphisms and derivations on the modified majorization semiring. We first treat the case of the modified majorization semiring. Among our majorization semirings, this one has the largest number of monotone homomorphims since the preorder ľ_{0,1} is the smallest among the majorization preorders. Throughout the following sections, we abuse notations by treating monotone homomorphisms and derivations on S_{0,1} as well as S_1 and S as functions on V_{ă8} although they are actually defined on V_{ă8}{«; this just means that as functions on V_{ă8} they are constant on each «-equivalence class. This abuse of notation is used to avoid extra brackets indicating the equivalence classes and, thus, to lighten our notation.

The monotone homomorphisms on S_{0,1} will be found among the following functions, defined on any p “ pp_1, . . . , p_nq P V_{ă8} with support I :“ suppppq as

f_αppq “ ÿ iPI p^α_i , α P R, (186) f_8ppq “ max_{iPI} p_i, (187)

f_{´8}ppq “ ´ min_{iPI} p_i

¯_{´1} , (188)

H_1ppq “´ ÿ iPI p_i log p_i, (189)

H^1_0ppq “ ÿ iPI log p_i. (190)

Here, we stipulate that empty sums vanish, max H :“ 0, min H :“ 8, 1{8 :“ 0 and 0 log 0 :“ 0. Note that the map H_1 defined in Equation (189) is the Shannon entropy. Also f_1 “ } ¨ }_1 and f_0 “ } ¨ }_0, where the two ‘norms’ are as before.

Proposition 31. The nondegenerate monotone homomorphisms S_{0,1} Ñ K are exactly the following:

(i) For K “ R_` , the maps f_α for α P p´8, 0q Y r1, 8q. (ii) For K “ R^{op}_` , the maps f_α for α P p0, 1q.

(iii) For K “ TR_` , the maps f_{signpαq8}p¨q^{|α|} for α P p´8, 0q Y p0, 8q. (iv) For K “ TR^{op}_` , there are none.

The only degenerate homomorphisms S_{0,1} Ñ R_` are f_0 “ } ¨ }_0 and f_1 “ } ¨ }_1.

Proof. Given a monotone homomorphism Φ : S_{0,1} Ñ K , we write φ : R_` Ñ K for the restriction of Φ to the set of (equivalence classes of) single-entry vectors, φpxq :“ Φprpxqsq. Thus, φ is multiplicative, i.e., φpxyq “ φpxqφpyq @x, y P R_` , φp1q “ 1, (191) by the multiplicativity of Φ. This almost ensures that φ is a monomial function φpxq “ x^α: by the standard theory of the Cauchy functional equation, to reach this conclusion it is enough to show in addition that φ is bounded in some interval rx, ys for arbitrary 0 ď x ă y [1, Chapter 2, Theorem 8]^7, which we now go on to show. To this end, note that for all t P r0, 1s, ´x ` y 2 , x ` y 2 ¯ ĺ_{0,1} ` tx ` p1 ´ tqy, p1 ´ tqx ` ty ˘ ĺ_{0,1} px, yq, (192)

as witnessed by the bistochastic matrices

T_1 “

^_1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 ˙ , T_2 “ ^ t 1 ´ t 1 ´ t t ˙ . (193)

Thus, by the additivity and monotonicity of Φ we have

case (i): 2φ ´x ` y 2 ¯ ď φ ` tx ` p1 ´ tqy ˘ ` φ ` p1 ´ tqx ` ty ˘ (194)

7Note that this theorem treats the case of the linear form of the Cauchy functional equation. We may transform our problem to this form by considering the function log ˝φ˝exp instead.

ď φpxq ` φpyq, (195)

case (ii): 2φ ´x ` y 2 ¯ ě φ ` tx ` p1 ´ tqy ˘ ` φ ` p1 ´ tqx ` ty ˘ (196)

ě φpxq ` φpyq, (197)

case (iii): φ ´x ` y 2 ¯ ď max sPtt,1´tu φ ` sx ` p1 ´ sqy ˘ (198)

ď maxtφpxq, φpyqu, (199)

case (iv): φ ´x ` y 2 ¯ ě max sPtt,1´tu φ ` sx ` p1 ´ sqy ˘ (200)

ě maxtφpxq, φpyqu, (201)

where the inequalities are with respect to the usual order of numbers. It is now enough to note that in every case, these inequalities imply a t-independent upper bound on φ ` tx ` p1 ´ tqy ˘ based on the assumption that φ only takes nonnegative values. Hence φ is bounded on rx, ys, and therefore there is α P R such that φpxq “ x^α for all x ě 0.

Turning to the main claims, consider any p P V_{ă8} and denote I :“ supp p. We now have

Φppq “ Φ ~ à iPI pp_iq ¸ “ ÿ iPI φpp_iq “ ÿ iPI p^α_i “ f_αppq (202)

in cases (i) and (ii) and

Φppq “ Φ ~ à iPI pp_iq ¸ “ max_{iPI} φpp_iq “ max_{iPI} p^α_i “ # f_8ppq^α if α ě 0, f_{´8}ppq^{´α} if α ď 0

(203)

in cases (iii) and (iv). Therefore Φ is of the desired form in all cases, where the range of values of α that make these maps into nondegenerate monotone homomorphisms remains to be determined.

It is easy to see that the maps f_α are indeed homomorphisms S_{0,1} Ñ R_` for all α P R, and similarly that the maps f_8p¨q^α and f_{´8}p¨q^{´α} are homomorphisms S_{0,1} Ñ TR_` for all α P R. To finish the proof of the main claims, it is therefore enough to show that these maps are nondegenerate and monotone if and only if α satisfies the stated conditions. Let us concentrate on cases (i) and (ii) for now, and consider α P r0, 1s first. To analyze the monotonicity of f_α, let p, q P V_{ă8} be such that p ľ_{0,1} q. Thus, we may assume that there is n P N such that p “ pp_1, . . . , p_nq P R^n_{ą0} , q “ pq_1, . . . , q_nq P R^n_{ą0} and that there is bistochastic T “ pT_{i,j}q^n_{i,j“1} such that q “ T p. Using the fact that the function x ÞÑ x^α is concave for α P r0, 1s, we may evaluate

f_αpqq “ nÿ i“1 ~_n ÿ j“1 T_{i,j}p_j ¸_α ě nÿ i,j“1 T_{i,j}p^α_j “ nÿ j“1 p^α_j “ f_αppq. (204)

Therefore f_α : S_{0,1} Ñ R^{op}_` is a monotone homomorphism for α P r0, 1s. At α “ 0 and α “ 1, we recover the homomorphisms } ¨ }_0 and } ¨ }_1, which are degenerate by definition of ľ_{0,1}. For α P p0, 1q, we can show the nondegeneracy for example by considering p_t “ p1 ´ t, tq for t P p0, 1{2s, so that, whenever 0 ă s ď t, we have p_s ľ_{0,1} p_t. We then have f_αpp_tq “ p1 ´ tq^α ` t^α, which is easily seen to be a strictly increasing function of t for α P p0, 1q.

Similarly, using the convexity of x ÞÑ x^α when α ď 0 or α ě 1, we see that f_α : S_1 Ñ R_` is a monotone homomorphism in these cases.^8 The nondegeneracy proof for α ‰ 0, 1 works similarly. Thus we obtain the claims (i) and (ii).

Let us finally look at cases (iii) and (iv). The map f_8p¨q^α : S_{0,1} Ñ TR_` is a monotone homomorphism for every α ě 0. To see this, take any p, q P V_{ă8} as in (204), and similarly evaluate

f_8pqq^α “ ~ max 1ďiďn nÿ j“1 T_{i,j}p_j ¸_α ď ^ max 1ďiďn p_i ˙_α “ f_8ppq^α, (205)

where we have used the fact that a convex combination can never increase the maximum of the elements which one is convexly combining. We may do exactly the same for f_{´8}p¨q^α with α ě 0. Since for α ą 0 these inequalities are strict in generic cases like the p_t above, f_{˘8}p¨q^α is not monotone as a map to TR^{op}_` unless α “ 0. In particular, we also obtain nondegeneracy as a map S_{0,1} Ñ TR_` for all α ‰ 0. □

Since we have two degenerate homomorphisms of S_{0,1} into R_` , we have to consider monotone derivations at both }¨}_1 and }¨}_0. While the classification of monotone derivations at } ¨ }_1 can be done using existing results on axiomatics for Shannon entropy (see Remark 34), we provide a full proof as it illustrates the utility of semiring-theoretic methods again. As we shall see later, the case of derivations at } ¨ }_0 is much simpler than that at } ¨ }_1.

Before diving into the details of the classification of these derivations, let us present and prove a useful lemma which we will need when characterizing the monotone derivations at } ¨ }_1.

Lemma 32. Fix n P N and let Δ : R^n_` Ñ R be such that p ľ_{0,1} q ùñ Δppq ě Δpqq (206) for all p, q P R^n_` . Suppose that there is a continuous map Λ : R^n_` Ñ R such that Δppq “ Λppq for all p P Q^n_` . Then Δppq “ Λppq for all p P R^n_` with }p}_1 P Q .

Proof. We prove the claim by proving the following: For every p P R^n_` with }p}_1 P Q and ε ą 0, there are q, r P Q^n_` such that q ľ_{0,1} p ľ_{0,1} r and

8Note that, when α ă 0, the assumption on coinciding support sizes (i.e., the possibility of assuming that all the entries of p and q as above are non-zero) is crucial because, otherwise, we end up with ill-defined expressions of the form 0^α.

}q ´ r}_1 ď ε as well as }q ´ p}_1 ď ε. This is enough since applying Δ and Λ to this inequality gives

Λpqq “ Δpqq ě Δppq ě Δprq “ Λprq, (207)

where we have used the ľ_{0,1}-monotonicity of Δ. Since the set of nonnegative vectors of fixed normalization is compact, we know that Λ is uniformly continuous on it. Therefore taking ε Ñ 0 then shows that Δppq “ Λppq. Thus it suffices to prove that there are q and r as above.

To this end, we may freely assume that our given p “ pp_1, . . . , p_m, 0, . . . , 0q P R^n_` is already in non-increasing order with p_m ą 0, since the monotonicity of Δ implies that Δ is invariant under permutations. By restricting to R^m_` we may furthermore assume that m “ n, so that p has full support. By rescaling everything by the rational }p}^{´1}_1 , we may also assume that }p}_1 “ 1. For given ε ą 0 we put δ :“^ε_{4pn´1q} . For every i “ 1, . . . , n ´ 1, we fix a rational number q_i P rp_i, p_i ` δs such that q_1 ě ¨ ¨ ¨ ě q_{n´1}. We then define the rational number q_n :“ 1´ ř_{n´1} i“1 q_i, which by }p}_1 “ 1 satisfies

p_n ´ pn ´ 1qδ ď q_n ď p_n. (208)

For sufficiently small ε this in particular guarantees that q_n ą 0, and therefore q “ pq_1, . . . , q_nq is a probability vector with }q}_0 “ }p}_0. The entries of q are already in non-increasing order as well, and we have ř_k

i“1 q_i ě ř_k

i“1 p_i for all k “ 1, . . . , n ´ 1 by construction. Thus p ĺ_{0,1} q. Moreover,

}q ´ p}_1 “ n´1ÿ i“1 pq_i ´ p_iq ` p_n ´ q_n ď 2pn ´ 1qδ “ ε 2 . (209)

To construct the desired vector r, let us also assume that p is not uniform, since we can just take r “ p in the uniform case. Let then ℓ be the unique index with p_ℓ ą p_{ℓ`1} “ p_n (i.e., the final n ´ ℓ entries in p coincide with the lowest probability p_n). Let us define

δ^1 :“ min " ε 4ℓ , n ´ ℓ n pp_ℓ ´ p_{ℓ`1}q * . (210)

We then fix, for all i “ 1, . . . , ℓ, positive rational numbers r_i such that^{n´ℓ´1}_{n´ℓ} δ^1 ď p_i ´ r_i ď δ^1 and r_1 ě ¨ ¨ ¨ ě r_ℓ. We also let

r_{ℓ`1} “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ r_n “ 1 n ´ ℓ ~ 1´ ℓÿ i“1 r_i ¸ ď p_n` ℓ n ´ ℓ δ^1. (211)

The definition of δ^1 guarantees that

r_ℓ ě p_ℓ ´ δ^1 ě p_{ℓ`1}` ℓ n ´ ℓ δ^1 ě r_{ℓ`1} “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ r_n, (212) so that the whole vector r :“ pr_1, . . . , r_nq is in non-increasing order as well and all its entries are non-zero. We immediately see that ř_k

i“1 p_i ě ř_k

i“1 r_i for all k “ 1, . . . , ℓ. If ℓ “ n ´ 1, this already means that p ľ_{0,1} r. We now show the same in general by proving the remaining inequalities. For j “ 1, . . . , n ´ ℓ ´ 1, ℓ`jÿ i“1 r_i “ ℓÿ i“1 r_i` ℓ`jÿ i“ℓ`1 r_i (213)

ď ℓÿ i“1 p_i ´ ℓ n ´ ℓ ´ 1 n ´ ℓ δ^1` ℓ`jÿ i“ℓ`1 p_i ` j ℓ n ´ ℓ δ^1 (214)

“ ℓ`jÿ i“1 p_i ´ ℓ n ´ ℓ ´ 1 ´ j n ´ ℓ δ^1 ď ℓ`jÿ i“1 p_i, (215)

where we use j ď n ´ ℓ ´ 1 in the final inequality, which is the last case that needs to be considered before the normalization equation ř_n i“1 r_i “ ř_n i“1 p_i.

Thus, p ľ_{0,1} r. Moreover,

}p ´ r}_1 “ ℓÿ i“1 pp_i ´ r_iq` nÿ i“ℓ`1 pr_i ´ p_iq ď 2ℓδ^1 ď ε 2 , (216)

where the final inequality follows from the definition of δ^1.

To sum up, we have q ľ_{0,1} p ľ_{0,1} r and }q ´ r}_1 ď }q ´ p}_1 ` }p ´ r}_1 ă ε 2 `^ε_2 “ ε, and hence the auxiliary result is proven. □

We now go on to study the two types of derivations. The Leibniz rules for derivations Δ_0, Δ_1 : S_{0,1} Ñ R at } ¨ }_1 respectively } ¨ }_0 now read

Δ_1pp b qq “Δ_1ppq}q}_1 ` }p}_1Δ_1pqq, (217) Δ_0pp b qq “Δ_0ppq}q}_0 ` }p}_0Δ_0pqq (218)

for all p, q P V_{ă8}. One may check quite easily that the Shannon entropy H_1 satisfies (217) and the function H^1_0 from (190) satisfies (218). We next show that, up to scaling, these are the only monotone derivations at least on those vectors that have rational 1-norm. However, the scaling is negative to account for the ordering of S_{0,1}.

Proposition 33. On vectors of rational 1-norm, the monotone derivations Δ : S_{0,1} Ñ R are exactly the following:

(i) At } ¨ }_1, the negative multiples of H_1. (ii) At } ¨ }_0, the negative multiples of H^1_0.

Proof. For (i), it is well-known that H_1 is monotone under majorization in the sense that if p ľ_{0,1} q (or even just p ľ_1 q) then H_1ppq ď H_1pqq. So suppose that Δ_1 : S_{0,1} Ñ R is any monotone derivation at } ¨ }_1. Let δ_1 be the singleentry restriction of Δ_1, i.e., δ_1pxq :“ Δ_1 ` rpxqs ˘ for all x P R_` . The Leibniz rule for δ_1 takes the form δ_1pxyq “ δ_1pxqy ` xδ_1pyq @x, y ě 0. (219) It is easy to see that for all x, y ą 0 and m, n P N, ´ m m ` n x` n m ` n y, . . . , m m ` n x` n m ` n y looooooooooooooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

m`n copies ¯ ĺ_{0,1} px, . . . , x looomooon

m copies , y, . . . , y loomoon

n copies

q. (220)

Applying Δ_1 to this inequality and using monotonicity and additivity, we find that δ_1 ` tx ` p1 ´ tqy ˘ ď tδ_1pxq ` p1 ´ tqδ_1pyq (221) for all t P r0, 1s X Q and x, y ą 0. We next show that δ_1p^1_2 q ď 0. Since

0 “ δ_1p1q “ δ_1 ^ 2¨ 1 2 ˙ “ 2δ_1 ^ 1 2 ˙ ` 1 2 δ_1p2q, (222)

we have δ_1p2q “ ´4δ_1p^1_2 q. Using this and (221) gives

0 “ δ_1p1q “ δ_1 ^ 2 3 ¨ 1 2 ` 1 3 ¨ 2 ˙ ď 2 3 δ_1 ^ 1 2 ˙ ` 1 3 δ_1p2q (223) “ ^ 2 3 ´ 4 3 ˙ δ_1 ^ 1 2 ˙ “´ 2 3 δ_1 ^ 1 2 ˙ . (224)

Thus, δ_1p^1_2 q ď 0. But then by δ_1p1q “ 0 and (221) again, we have δ_1pxq ď 0 for all rational x P r^1_2 , 1s, and the Leibniz rule extends this inequality to all rational x P r0, 1s.

Let us now consider ηpxq :“^{δ1pxq}_x for x ą 0. The above Leibniz rule for δ_1 shows that this function satisfies the multiplicative-to-additive version of the Cauchy functional equation, ηpxyq “ ηpxq ` ηpyq @x, y ą 0. (225) We will now argue that ηpxq “ c log x for all x P Q_{ą0} and some fixed c ě 0. Since ηpxq ď 0 for rational x P p0, 1s, the functional equation implies that η is monotonically non-decreasing on rational arguments. We can now proceed as in the standard solution to the Cauchy functional equation [1, p. 14]: suppose that there are x, y P Q_{ą0} such that the points plog x, ηpxqq, plog y, ηpyqq (226) are linearly independent in R^2 . Then they span all of R^2 , and in particular we can find coefficients ℓ_x, ℓ_y P Z such that ℓ_x log x ` ℓ_y log y ě 0, ℓ_xηpxq ` ℓ_yηpyq ă 0. (227)

This means that the positive rational z :“ x^{ℓx} y^{ℓy} satisfies z ě 1 and ηpzq ă 0, which contradicts ηp1q “ 0 and the monotonicity of η. Therefore the points (226) are linearly dependent, or equivalently ηpxq log x “ ηpyq log y

@x, y ą 0. (228)

Fixing e.g. y :“ 2 shows that we have ηpxq “ c log x with c “^{ηp2q}_{log 2} ě 0. But then it follows that δ_1pxq “ cx log x @x P Q_` . (229) By additivity of Δ_1, we therefore have for all p P V_{ă8} with rational entries,

Δ_1ppq “ ÿ i δ_1pp_iq “ c ÿ i p_i log p_i, (230)

or equivalently Δ_1ppq “ ´cH_1ppq for all p P Q^n_` , n P N. Noting that H_1 is continuous and Δ_1 is monotone, Lemma 32 implies that Δ_1 coincides with ´cH_1 on all p P V_{ă8} with }p}_1 P Q .

For (ii), we first show that H^1_0 : S^{op}_{0,1} Ñ R is indeed monotone (i.e., negative multiples of H^1_0 are monotone). To this end, let p, q P V_{ă8} be such that p ľ_{0,1} q. Thus there are n P N such that p “ pp_1, . . . , p_nq P R^n_{ą0} and q “ pq_1, . . . , q_nq P R^n_{ą0} and a bistochastic matrix T “ pT_{i,j}q^n_{i,j“1} such that T p “ q, and we freely assume that p and q have full support. We may evaluate

H^1_0ppq “ nÿ j“1 log p_j “ nÿ i,j“1 T_{i,j} log p_j (231)

ď nÿ i“1 log nÿ j“1 T_{i,j}p_j “ nÿ i“1 log q_i “ H^1_0pqq, (232)

where, in the second equality, we have used the fact that the columns of T sum to 1 and, in the inequality we have used the fact that the rows of T sum to 1 together with the concavity of the logarithm. Thus H^1_0 is indeed monotone.

Let now Δ_0 : S_{0,1} Ñ R be any monotone derivation at } ¨ }_0, and let δ_0 be the single-entry restriction of Δ_0. In particular, it follows that δ_0p0q “ 0 and δ_0pxyq “ δ_0pxq ` δ_0pyq for all x, y ą 0. Let us define the function k : p0, 1q Ñ R by kpxq “ Δ_0px, 1 ´ xq “ δ_0pxq ` δ_0p1 ´ xq “ δ_0px ´ x^2q. (233) For every t P r0, 1s, let us consider p_t “ p1´t, tq P V_{ă8}. Using the monotonicity of Δ_0 and the fact that p_s ľ_{0,1} p_t for all s, t P p0,^1_2 s with s ď t, we see that k is non-increasing on p0,^1_2 s. Thus, δ_0 is non-increasing on p0,^1_4 s. But then x ÞÑ δ_0p2^xq is an additive function R Ñ R which is monotone on a nontrivial interval, and therefore of the form x ÞÑ ´cx for some constant c P R. From this we see that δ_0pxq “ ´c log x for x ą 0. Hence Δ_0 “ ´cH^1_0, and the monotonicity of Δ_0 implies c ě 0. □

Remark 34. Let us outline how to obtain the above classification of monotone derivations at }¨}_1 using a known characterization of Shannon entropy. Suppose that Δ_1 is a monotone derivation at } ¨ }_1 with Δ_1p^1_2 ,^1_2 q “ ´1. This derivation has the following three properties:

‚ When viewed as a function on V_{ă8}, as we usually do, Δ_1 is permutation invariant, i.e., the order in which the entries of the argument vector appear does not matter. This is simply because, within our framework, Δ_1 is formally a function on the set V_{ă8}{ « of equivalence classes of differently ordered nonnegative vectors.

‚ The function h : r0, 1s Ñ R with hpxq “ ´Δ_1px, 1 ´ xq is measurable.

This follows from the fact that, as a real function, h is non-decreasing on the interval p0,^1_2 s and non-increasing on r^1_2 , 1q. This, in turn, follows from the monotonicity of Δ_1 under the preorder ľ_{0,1} and the fact that

p1 ´ x, xq ľ_{0,1} p1 ´ y, yq (234)

whenever 0 ă x ď y ď^1_2 , and the order reverses when^1_2 ď x ď y ă 1. Moreover, hp^1_2 q “ 1 by the assumed normalization.

‚ For every p “ pp_1, . . . , p_nq P V_{ă8} and t P r0, 1s, we have

Δ_1 ` tp_1, p1 ´ tqp_1, p_2, . . . , p_n ˘ “ p_1hptq ` Δppq. (235)

This follows from the Leibniz rule of Δ_1 together with additivity. According to [20], this means that ´Δ_1 coincides on P_{ă8} with the Shannon entropy H_1. This is all that we need for our applications. However, using the same technique as in the end of the proof of Proposition 33(i), we may prove that ´Δ_1 coincides with H_1 on all p P V_8 with }p}_1 P Q.

Remark 35. Theorem 7 is formulated with the monotone derivations Δ normalized such that Δpu_`q “ Δpu_´q ` 1, where pu_´, u_`q is a chosen power universal pair. But of course this normalization is arbitrary, and in applying Theorem 7 to probability vectors in S_{0,1}, we may as well normalize them such that the relevant monotone derivations are exactly ´H_1 and ´H^1_0.

A.3. Monotone homomorphisms and derivations on the majorization semiring. Moving on to the majorization semiring S_1, we will now derive a simple characterization of the monotone homomorphisms Φ : S_1 Ñ K , where K P tR_` , R^{op}_` , TR_` , TR^{op}_` u, in terms of the maps (186) and (187).

Proposition 36. The nondegenerate monotone homomorphisms S_1 Ñ K are exactly the following:

(i) For K “ R_` , the maps f_α for α P p1, 8q. (ii) For K “ R^{op}_` , the maps f_α for α P r0, 1q. (iii) For K “ TR_` , the maps f_8p¨q^α for α P p0, 8q. (iv) For K “ TR^{op}_` , there is none.

The only degenerate homomorphism S_1 Ñ R_` is f_1 “ } ¨ }_1.

Proof. Since the majorization preorder Ĳ_1 is an extension of the modified order Ĳ_{0,1} which we have already treated in Proposition 31, we already know that the monotone homomorphisms in each case are among those considered there. Also nondegeneracy is trivially preserved, and the degenerate homomorphism f_0 “ } ¨ }_0 is now nondegenerate monotone with values in R_` .

So to prove the claim in case (ii), it is enough to prove that the f_α for α P r0, 1q are still monotone. But this follows by the same inequality (204) as before, which still applies since the assumption that all probabilities are nonzero was not used there.

The same applies in case (i), where in addition we need to show that f_α with α P p´8, 0q is now no longer monotone. To this end, consider the following two-outcome vectors and their images under f_α,rp^{12} ,^{12} qs ĺ^1 rp1 ´ ε, εqs ĺ^1 1

2^{1`|α|} ă p1 ´ εq^{´|α|} ` ε^{´|α|}ą 1

f_α f_α f_α (236)

where the inequalities in the second row hold for all sufficiently small ε ą 0. Thus, the case (i) corresponds exactly to the functions f_α with α P p1, 8q.

The claim in case (iii) immediately follows from Proposition 31(iii). In case (iv), the map f_8 and its positive powers are still monotone by (205), since there we did not use the assumption that all probabilities are nonzero. The map f_{´8} and its positive powers are no longer monotone, as one can see by applying it to the same vectors as in (236). □

Since the map f_0 “ } ¨ }_0 is no longer degenerate on S_1, we only need to consider monotone derivations at } ¨ }_1. Because the Shannon entropy H_1 is still monotone, Proposition 33 immediately implies the following.

Proposition 37. On vectors of rational 1-norm, the monotone derivations Δ : S_1 Ñ R at } ¨ }_1 are exactly the negative multiples of H_1.

In the application of Theorem 8 to normalized probability vectors in S_1, we can thus restrict to Shannon entropy H_1 itself as the only relevant derivation.

A.4. Monotone homomorphisms on the submajorization semiring. We will now derive a simple characterization of the monotone homomorphisms φ : S Ñ K for K P tR_` , TR_` u. We formulate the classification still in terms of the functions f_α from (186) and (187). It turns out that α P r´8, 1q is no longer relevant now.

Proposition 38. The monotone homomorphisms S Ñ K are exactly the following:

(i) For K “ R_` , the maps f_α for α P p1, 8q.

(ii) For K “ TR_` , the maps f_8p¨q^α for α P p0, 8q.

Proof. Since the submajorization preorder Ĳ is an extension of the majorization preorder Ĳ_1, the monotone homomorphisms in each case are a subset of those of Proposition 36, and it so happens that they are all still monotone. In case (i), the monotonicity proof for α P r1, 8q works essentially as before, with the minor difference that the first step consists of using q ď T p rather than substituting q “ T p. Similarly in case (ii). □

Appendix B. Applications to majorization problems of probability vectors

In this section, we apply the separation theorems of Theorems 5, 7 and 8 to our majorization semirings in order to rederive results on large-sample and catalytic majorization. While these have been known before, our main original point here is that these results all follow from the same overarching framework. Before proceeding to these questions, let us make a useful observation.

Remark 39. Suppose that p and q are finite probability vectors such that p majorizes q in large samples, i.e., there is n P N such that p^{bn} ľ_1 q^{bn}. Then p also catalytically majorizes q, i.e., there is a finite probability vector r such that p b r ľ_1 q b r. To see this, we apply a well-known trick [10]:^9 Define

r :“ nà j“1 ` p^{bpn´jq} b q^{bpj´1q} ˘ , s :“ n´1à j“1 ` p^{bpn´jq} b q^{bj} ˘ . (237)

Then it is easy to see that p b r “ p^{bn} ‘ s and r b q “ s ‘ q^{bn}, so that

p b r “ p^{bn} ‘ s ľ_1 q^{bn} ‘ s “ q b r. (238)

This proves the claims since one can normalize r without affecting the validity of the inequality.

B.1. Asymptotic large-sample and catalytic majorization. For a given finite probability vector p P P_{ă8}, define the sets of probability vectors majorized by p catalytically and in large samples as follows:

T_{ă8}ppq :“ tq P P_{ă8} | q b r ĺ_1 p b r for some r P P_{ă8}u, (239)

M_{ă8}ppq :“ tq P P_{ă8} | q^{bn} ĺ_1 p^{bn} for some n P N_{ą0} u. (240)

Subsequently, we will denote the closures of these sets in P_{ă8} with respect to the total variation distance by T_{ă8}ppq and M_{ă8}ppq.

We present a new proof for a result due to Aubrun and Nechita [2] which characterizes the conditions for asymptotic catalytic or large-sample majorization in terms of the Rényi entropies H_α, α ě 1, defined for p “ pp_1, . . . , p_nq P

9See also Lemma 5.4 in [11] for the general formulation of this statement.

P_{ă8} through

H_αppq “ log }p}_0 ´ D_αpp}u_{supp p}q (241)

“

$ ’ ’ & ’ ’ %

1 1´α log ř_n i“1 p^α_i if α P p0, 1q Y p1, 8q,

log }p}_0 if α “ 0, ´ ř iPsupp p pi log pi if α “ 1,

´ log max_{1ďiďn} p_i if α “ 8.

(242)

Note, however, that we only need H_α with α ě 1 below.

Theorem 40 (Theorem 1 in [2]). For every pair of finite probability vectors p, q P P_{ă8}, the following are all equivalent:

(i) q P M_{ă8}ppq. (ii) q P T_{ă8}ppq.

(iii) H_αppq ď H_αpqq for all α ě 1.

Let us note that item (iii) is equivalent to f_αppq ě f_αpqq for all α ě 1, which in [2] was formulated as }p}_α ě }q}_α with }¨}_p being the usual ℓ^p-norm for finite probability vectors. Our new proof for this theorem uses the same techniques as developed in [2], with the crucial difference being that the authors in [2] use Cramér’s large deviation theorem for the key step in the proof of implication (iii) ùñ (i), while for us this step directly follows from Theorem 5 applied to S together with our preceding identification of the monotone homomorphisms S Ñ R_` and S Ñ TR_` from Proposition 38. Since our new techniques add nothing new to the proofs of the implications (i) ùñ (ii), which essentially uses Remark 39, and (ii) ùñ (iii), we concentrate on (iii) ùñ (i) only.

Proof. (iii) ùñ (i): Assuming item (iii), we know that f_αppq ě f_αpqq for all α P r1, 8s. Since Theorem 5 requires strict inequalities in order to conclude ordering in large samples, the idea is to lower bound q by some q^1_ε within a given error range ε in order to create strict inequalities f_αppq ą f_αpq^1_εq. After this, the lower bound q^1_ε will be completed to a normalized vector while ensuring that it is still majorized by p in large samples.

So let ε P p0, q_{min}}q}_0q be given, where q_{min} “ f_{´8}pqq^{´1} is the smallest non-zero entry of q. We define q^1_ε P V_{ă8} by subtracting^ε_{}q}0} from all nonzero entries of q. This is a subnormalized vector with }q ´ q^1_ε}_1 “ ε. Since trivially f_αpq^1_εq ă f_αpqq for all α P r1, 8s, the assumption (iii) implies the strict inequalities f_αpq^1_εq ă f_αppq for all α P r1, 8s. Theorem 5 applied to S together with Proposition 38 now implies that there is n_ε P N such that p^{bnε} majorizes pq^1_εq^{bnε} .

We now complete q^1_ε to the normalized vector

q_ε :“ q^1_ε ‘ ´ ε m , . . . , ε m loooomoooon

m copies ¯ , (243)

i.e., we append m additional entries of value^ε_m to q^1_ε, where m is assumed large enough to ensure that p^{bnε} still majorizes q^{bnε}_ε . One way to do so is to require ε m ď mintpq^1_εq_{min}, p^{nε}_{min}u. (244)

Let us show that this does the trick. We claim that, whenever k ě 1, kÿ i“1 pq^{bnε}_ε q^Ó_i ď kÿ i“1 pp^{bnε} q^Ó_i . (245)

Indeed, m has been chosen so that the }q}^{nε}_0 largest entries of q^{bnε}_ε are exactly the entries of pq^1_εq^{bnε} , so when 1 ď k ď }q}^{nε}_0 , the inequality (245) follows from the fact that p^{bnε} majorizes pq^1_εq^{bnε} . If }q}^{nε}_0 ă k ď }p}^{nε}_0 , then the inequality follows inductively since the choice of m guarantees that pq^{bnε}_ε q^Ó_k ď ε m ď pp^{bnε} q^Ó_k. Finally if k ą }p}^{nε}_0 , then (245) holds trivially since the righthand side equals 1. In conclusion, p^{bnε} majorizes q^{bnε}_ε , and thus q_ε P M_{ă8}pyq. But q_ε has been constructed such that }q ´ q_ε}_1 ď ε. Since ε was arbitrary, we conclude q P M_{ă8}ppq, which shows that property (i) holds. □

B.2. Exact catalytic majorization. We now move on to the problem of characterizing exact catalytic majorization for finite probability distributions. Let us recall the Rényi divergences D_αp¨}¨q, α ě 0, of (158). Note that, whenever 0 ă α ă 1 and supp p X supp q ‰ H, we have

D_αpp}qq “ α 1 ´ α

D_{1´α}pq}pq. (246)

Using these maps, we give a slight reformulation of the main result of [17]:

Theorem 41. Suppose that p, q P P_{ă8} and denote by u :“ u_{supp p Y supp q} the uniform distribution on the union of the supports of p and q. If, for all α P r^1_2 , 8q, D_αpp}uq ą D_αpq}uq, (247) D_αpu}pq ą D_αpu}qq, (248) then there is r P P_{ă8} such that p b r majorizes q b r. Conversely, if such r exists, then the above inequalities hold at least non-strictly.

Note that the left-hand side of the inequalities in (248) may attain the value 8, in which case these conditions hold if the right-hand side is finite. Let us remark that we may order the vectors p and q in Theorem 41 so that one of their supports is contained in the other, e.g., by choosing p “ p^Ó and q “ q^Ó. In this way, u is the uniform distribution on the larger one of supp p and supp q. If the inequalities hold, then this is always supp q, since }p}_0 ą }q}_0 would imply D_αpu}pq ă 8 “ D_αpu}qq, a violation of (248). If one makes a less apt choice of ordering in which the supports are not contained, then this will make both sides of (248) infinite, and the theorem does not apply.

Remark 42. The sufficient conditions given in Theorem 41 are actually also essentially necessary. Indeed for p^Ó ‰ q^Ó, catalytic majorization already implies strict inequality in (247) and (248) thanks to the strict joint convexity of the Rényi divergences [17]. However, in this work, we concentrate on the sufficiency proof and discuss the converse implication merely to indicate that the sufficient conditions are very close to necessary.

Before proving Theorem 41, we restate the claim in an equivalent way where the connection to the functions f_α, H_1, and H^1_0 is transparent:

Theorem 43. Suppose that p, q P P_{ă8} are finite probability vectors. Suppose that the following hold:

(i) f_αppq ă f_αpqq for all α P p0, 1q, (ii) H_1ppq ă H_1pqq, (iii) f_αppq ą f_αpqq for all α P p1, 8q, and that either of the following holds:

(iv) }p}_0 ă }q}_0, or (v) }p}_0 “ }q}_0 and H^1_0ppq ă H^1_0pqq and f_αppq ą f_αpqq for all α P p´8, 0q.

Then there is a finite probability vector r such that p b r majorizes q b r. Conversely, if such r exists, then the strict inequalities above hold non-strictly.

Let us clarify how the forward direction of this statement is equivalent to Theorem 41. Let p, q, and u be as in Theorem 41, and let us assume without loss of generality that supp p Ď supp q. If }p}_0 “ }q}_0, then there are no infinities in the inequalities in (247) and (248), and

D_αpp}uq “ 1 α ´ 1 log f_αppq ` log }p}_0, (249)

D_αpu}pq “ 1 α ´ 1 log f_{1´α}ppq` α 1 ´ α log }p}_0 (250)

for all α ‰ 1, and

D_1pp}uq “ log }p}_0 ´ H_1ppq, (251)

D_1pu}pq “ ´ log }p}_0´ 1 }p}_0

H^1_0ppq, (252)

and likewise for q. Taking into account the sign of α ´ 1, we obtain the equivalence of Theorem 43 with Theorem 41 in the case }p}_0 “ }q}_0, since for example the inequality D_1pu}pq ą D_1pu}qq turns into H^1_0ppq ă H^1_0pqq.

If }p}_0 ă }q}_0, then the inequalities (248) are automatically satisfied as the left-hand side is infinite whereas the right-hand side is finite. Thus only the inequalities (247) are relevant, and we arrive at items (i)–(iii) of Theorem 43. Finally, as alluded to above, }p}_0 ą }q}_0 is excluded by the assumptions of both theorems.

We now prove Theorem 43.

Proof. Let us consider the case }p}_0 ă }q}_0 first. Since we have a strict inequality for } ¨ }_0, the relevant semiring is S_1. Recall from Proposition 36 that the set of nondegenerate monotone homomorphisms is now constituted by f_α : S_1 Ñ R_` for α P p1, 8q and f_α : S_1 Ñ R^{op}_` for α P r0, 1q as well as f_8 : S_1 Ñ TR_` , and the only relevant derivation at the degenerate homomorphism } ¨ }_1 is ´H_1 by Proposition 37. Recalling that

f_8prq “ }r}_8 “ lim_{αÑ8} }r}_α “ lim_{αÑ8} f_αprq^{1{α} (253)

for all r P V_{ă8}, where } ¨ }_α for α P r1, 8s are the usual α-norms, it follows that f_8ppq ě f_8pqq. So if f_8ppq ą f_8pqq, then the claim immediately follows by applying Theorem 7 to S_1 and using Propositions 36 and 37. Thus consider the subcase f_8ppq “ f_8pqq. We may freely also assume that p “ p^Ó “ pp_1, . . . , p_nq and q “ q^Ó “ pq_1, . . . , q_nq as well as p ‰ q. We also write I :“ t1, . . . , nu as the disjoint union I “ I_{max} Y I_0 where I_{max} “ t1, . . . , mu is the longest initial sequence with p_i “ q_i for i P I_{max}, so that p_{m`1} ‰ q_{m`1}. Let us use the notations

p^1 :“ pp_iq_{iPI0} , (254) q^1 :“ pq_iq_{iPI0} , (255) p^2 “ q^2 :“ pp_iq_{iPImax} “ pq_iq_{iPImax} . (256)

We now have, for all α P r0, 1q,

f_αpp^1q ` f_αpp^2q “ f_αppq ă f_αpqq “ f_αpq^1q ` f_αpq^2q “ f_αpq^1q ` f_αpp^2q, (257)

where we have used the additivity of f_α. Therefore f_αpp^1q ă f_αpq^1q for all α P r0, 1q. Similarly, we obtain H_1pp^1q ă H_1pq^1q and f_αpp^1q ą f_αpq^1q for all α ą 1. Using the limit in (253), we conclude f_8pp^1q ě f_8pq^1q, i.e., p_{m`1} ě q_{m`1}. As these entries do not coincide, we must have p_{m`1} ą q_{m`1}, or equivalently f_8pp^1q ą f_8pq^1q. Thus, Theorem 7 can be applied to p^1, q^1 P S_1, and therefore there is r P V_{ă8}zt0u such that p^1 b r ľ_1 q^1 b r. Clearly, by renormalizing, we may assume that }r}_1 “ 1. Putting things together, we have

p b r “ pp^1 b rq ‘ pp^2 b rq “ pp^1 b rq ‘ pq^2 b rq (258) ľ_1 pq^1 b rq ‘ pq^2 b rq “ q b r, (259)

as was to be shown.

It remains to consider the case }p}_0 “ }q}_0, which works similarly. Now the relevant semiring is S_{0,1}, since } ¨ }_0 is degenerate. In addition to the monotone homomorphisms on S_1, by Proposition 31 we now also need the f_α : S_{0,1} Ñ R_` for α P p´8, 0q as well as f_{´8}, and the only relevant monotone derivation at the now degenerate } ¨ }_0 is ´H^1_0 by Proposition 33. Using the fact that for all r “ pr_1, . . . , r_nq P V_{ă8} with r̃ :“ p1{r_iq_{iPsupp r} we have

f_{´8}prq “ }r̃}_8 “ lim_{αÑ´8} }r̃}_{´α} “ lim_{αÑ´8} f_αpr̃q^{´1{α}, (260)

it follows that f_{´8}ppq ě f_{´8}pqq in addition to f_8ppq ě f_8pqq from (253). If f_{˘8}ppq ą f_{˘8}pqq, the claim follows by another application of Theorem 7. In general, we may again assume that p “ p^Ó and q “ q^Ó and write the common support I “ t1, . . . , nu of these vectors as a disjoint union I “ I_{max} Y I_0 Y I_{min}, where I_{max} “ t1, . . . , ℓu is the longest initial part of I and I_{min} “ tℓ ` m` 1, . . . , nu is the longest final part of I on which p_i “ q_i for all i P I_{max} Y I_{min}. In particular, we have p_{ℓ`1} ‰ q_{ℓ`1} and p_{ℓ`m} ‰ q_{ℓ`m}. Let us now denote

p^1 :“ pp_iq_{iPI0} , (261) q^1 :“ pq_iq_{iPI0} , (262) p^2 “ q^2 :“ pp_iq_{iPImaxYImin} “ pq_iq_{iPImaxYImin} . (263)

Similarly as in the first case, p^1 and q^1 satisfy the same inequalities (i)–(iii) and (iv). Moreover, using again the limits in (253) and (260), we have f_{˘8}pp^1q ě f_{˘8}pq^1q, or equivalently p_{ℓ`1} ě q_{ℓ`1} and p_{ℓ`m} ď q_{ℓ`m}. Since we do not have equalities in these inequalities, we conclude that they hold strictly, or equivalently f_{˘8}pp^1q ą f_{˘8}pq^1q. Theorem 7 applied to S_{0,1} now gives us r P V_{ă8} such that p^1 b r ľ_{0,1} q^1 b r. Normalizing r and proceeding as in the first case proves the claim. □

B.3. Exact large-sample majorization. We now turn our attention to exact majorization in large samples. The following result first appeared in [16].

Theorem 44 (Proposition 3.7 in [16]). Let p, q P P_{ă8}. If, for all α P r0, 8s,

H_αppq ă H_αpqq, (264)

then p^{bn} majorizes q^{bn} for all sufficiently large n P N. Conversely, if this is the case for all n P N, then the above inequalities hold non-strictly.

In [16], the above condition for large-sample transformation was stated in the form min αPr0,8s H_αpqq H_αppq ą 1. (265)

But since the family of maps tH_αu_{αPp0,8s} forms a compact topological space in the weakest topology which makes the evaluation maps continuous^{10}, the existence of the above minimum is already implied by the strict inequalities in (264). Using the fact that

H_αprq “ 1 1 ´ α log f_αprq (266)

for all r P P_{ă8} and α P p0, 1q Y p1, 8q, we may also formulate Theorem 44 as follows:

Theorem 45. Let p, q P P_{ă8} be finite probability vectors. If

f_αppq ă f_αpqq @α P r0, 1q, (267) f_αppq ą f_αpqq @α P p1, 8s, (268) H_1ppq ă H_1pqq, (269)

then p^{bn} majorizes q^{bn} for all sufficiently large n P N. Conversely, if this is the case for all n P N, then the above inequalities hold non-strictly.

This is the version of the theorem we will now prove. Note that the derivation H^1_0 is not directly involved in these conditions; instead, the relevant quantity at α “ 0 is H_0, i.e., essentially } ¨ }_0.

Proof. Let us assume the inequalities in (267), (268), and (269); in particular }p}_0 ă }q}_0. Thus the relevant preordered semiring is S_1 where by Proposition 36 the set of nondegenerate monotone homomorphisms φ : S_1 Ñ K P tR_` , R^{op}_` , TR_` , TR^{op}_` u consists of f_α for α P r0, 1q Y p1, 8s and the only relevant monotone derivation at the degenerate } ¨ }_1 is ´H_1. Since }q}_0 ą }p}_0, we know that rqs ‰ 1, and therefore q is power universal in S^{op}_1 by Remark 29. This is why we have to consider S^{op}_1 so that we can apply Theorem 8.

Moving to S^{op}_1 from S_1, we may still characterize the monotone homomorphisms of S^{op}_1 into K P tR_` , R^{op}_` , TR_` , TR^{op}_` u and relevant derivations similarly as in Propositions 36 and 37 with the exception that R_` and TR_` switch places respectively with R^{op}_` and TR^{op}_` and the sign of the derivation changes. This means that the nondegenerate monotone homomorphisms Φ : S^{op}_1 Ñ K is given by Φ “ f_α with α P r0, 1q when K “ R_` , by Φ “ f_α with α P p1, 8q when K “ R^{op}_` , and by Φ “ f_8 when K “ TR^{op}_` and there are none when K “ TR^{op}_` . The relevant monotone derivation at the only degenerate homomorphism f_1 : S^{op}_1 Ñ R_` is H_1 (with positive sign now). Applying item (a) of Theorem 8 to S^{op}_1 , we obtain the claim.

The converse part is straightforward based on the fact that the H_α are additive under b and monotone under majorization. □

10This can be seen as an instance of another general fact about preordered semirings [13, Proposition 8.5].

Let us note that, when p, q P P_{ă8} satisfy H_αppq ă H_αpqq, according to Remark 39 and part (b) of Theorem 8, p b r majorizes q b r where r has the form (237) with some sufficiently large n P N.

However, using our results on matrix majorization, namely Theorem 19, together with Theorem 44 we obtain an extension to Theorem 44 characterizing large-sample simple majorization. As in Theorem 41, we assume that, if the left-hand side of the inequalities in (270) or (271) is infinite and the right-hand side is finite, the inequality holds.

Corollary 46. Consider probability vectors p, q P P_{ă8}. Denote by u the uniform distribution on supp p Y supp q. Whenever

D_αpp}uq ą D_αpq}uq, (270) D_αpu}pq ą D_αpu}qq (271)

for all α P r^1_2 , 8s, then, for sufficiently large n P N, p^{bn} majorizes q^{bn}.

Proof. We may again assume that p “ p^Ó and q “ q^Ó. As we observed in the discussion just after Theorem 41, we now see that, if conditions (270) and (271) hold, then supp p Ď supp q, so we may assume that u is the uniform distribution on supp q. Similarly as in our discussion just after Theorem 43, we now see that the conditions in the claim split into two depending on the sizes of the supports of p and q:

f_αppq ă f_αpqq for all α P p0, 1q, (272) H_1ppq ă H_1pqq, and (273) f_αppq ą f_αpqq for all α P p1, 8s (274)

and, additionally, either }p}_0 ă }q}_0 or }p}_0 “ }q}_0 and H^1_0ppq ă H^1_0pqq and f_αppq ą f_αpqq for all α P r´8, 0q.

If }p}_0 ă }q}_0, the claim follows now directly from Theorem 44. Let us concentrate, hence, on the case }p}_0 “ }q}_0. Now the uniform distribution u shares the same support with p and q. Recalling the definition of the matrix majorization semiring S^2, we now see that rpp, uqs, rpq, uqs P S^2. According to Corollary 23, the conditions in (270) and (271) imply that, for n P N sufficiently large, pp^{bn}, u^{bn}q majorizes pq^{bn}, u^{bn}q and, because u^{bn} is the uniform distribution sharing the same support with p^{bn} and q^{bn}, this means that p^{bn} majorizes q^{bn}. □

Note that the difference between the conditions appearing in Theorem 41 and Corollary 46 is that the conditions at the endpoint α “ 8 are included in Corollary 46 whereas in Theorem 41 they are not included. This is in line with the fact that large-sample majorization implies catalytic majorization.

Acknowledgment

T. F. would like to thank Omer Tamuz and Luciano Pomatto for insightful discussions. E. H. and M. T. are supported by the National Research Foundation, Singapore and A*STAR under its CQT Bridging Grant. M. T. is also supported by NUS startup grants (R-263-000-E32-133 and R-263-000- E32-731).

References

[1] J. Aczel and J. Dhombres. Functional Equations in Several Variables.

Cambridge University Press (1989).

[2] G. Aubrun and I. Nechita. “Catalytic Majorization and ℓ_p Norms”.

Communications in Mathematical Physics 278(1): 133–144 (2007).

[3] D. Blackwell. “Comparison of experiments”. In Proceedings of the Second Berkeley Symposium on Mathematical Statistics and Probability, 1950, pages 93–102, (1951).

[4] D. Blackwell. “Equivalent Comparisons of Experiments”. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics 24: 265–272, (1953).

[5] F. G. S. L. Brandao, M. Horodecki, N. H. Y. Ng, J. Oppenheim, and S. Wehner. “The Second Laws of Quantum Thermodynamics”. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences USA 112(11): 3275–3279 (2014).

[6] G. Bunth and P. Vrana. “Asymptotic relative submajorization of multiple-state boxes”.

Letters in Mathematical Physics 111(4): 1–23 (2021).

[7] A. Chefles. “The Quantum Blackwell Theorem and Minimum Error State Discrimination”, (2009). DOI: 10.48550/arXiv.0907.0866.

[8] G. Dahl. “Matrix majorization”. Linear Algebra and its Applications 288: 53–73 (1999).

[9] S. Du, Z. Bai, and Y. Guo. “Conditions for coherence transformations under incoherent operations”. Phys. Rev. A 91: 052120 (2015).

[10] R. Duan, Y. Feng, X. Li, and M. Ying. “Multiple-copy entanglement transformation and entanglement catalysis”. Phys. Rev. A 71: 042319 (2005).

[11] T. Fritz. “Resource convertibility and ordered commutative monoids”.

Mathematical Structures in Computer Science 27(6): 850–938 (2017). [12] T. Fritz. “Abstract Vergleichsstellensätze for preordered semifields and semirings I”, (2020). DOI: 10.48550/arXiv.2112.05949.

[13] T. Fritz. “Abstract Vergleichsstellensätze for preordered semifields and semirings II”, (2021). DOI: 10.48550/arXiv.2112.05949.

[14] G. Gour and M. Tomamichel. “Entropy and Relative Entropy From Information- Theoretic Principles”. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 67(10): 6313–6327 (2021).

[15] H. Heyer. Comparison of Finite Experiments. Springer New York (1982). [16] A. K. Jensen. “Asymptotic Majorization of Finite Probability Distributions”.

IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 65(12): 8131–8139 (2019). [17] M. Klimesh. “Inequalities that Collectively Completely Characterize the Catalytic Majorization Relation”, (2007).

[18] Y. Kuramochi. “Minimal sufficient statistical experiments on von Neumann algebras”.

Journal of Mathematical Physics 58(6): 062203 (2017).

[19] C. Leang and D. Johnson. “On the asymptotics of M-hypothesis Bayesian detection”.

IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 43(1): 280–282 (1997).

[20] P. M. Lee. “On the Axioms of Information Theory”. Ann. Math. Statist. 35: 415–418 (1964).

[21] X. Mu, L. Pomatto, P. Strack, and O. Tamuz. “From Blackwell Dominance in Large Samples to Rényi Divergences and Back Again”. Econometrica 89(1): 475–506 (2020).

[22] M. A. Nielsen. “Conditions for a Class of Entanglement Transformations”.

Phys. Rev. Lett. 83: 436–439 (1999).

[23] C. Perry, P. Vrana, and A. H. Werner. “The Semiring of Dichotomies and Asymptotic Relative Submajorization”. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory 68(1): 311–321 (2022).

[24] E. Shmaya. “Comparison of information structures and completely positive maps”.

Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General 38(44): 9717 (2005). [25] C. Stein. “Notes on a Seminar on Theoretical Statistics. I. Comparison of Experiments”, (1951).

[26] H. Strasser. Mathematical Theory of Statistics: Statistical Experiments and Asymptotic Decision Theory. De Gruyter (1985).

[27] M. Tomamichel. Quantum Information Processing with Finite Resources — Mathematical Foundations. volume 5 of SpringerBriefs in Mathematical Physics, Springer International Publishing (2016).

[28] E. Torgersen. “Majorization and Approximate Majorization for Families of Measures, Applications to Local Comparison of Experiments and the Theory of Majorization of Vectors in R^n (Schur Convexity)”. In T. Caliński and W. Klonecki, editors, Linear Statistical Inference, pages 259–310, New York, NY(1985).

[29] E. Torgersen. Comparison of Statistical Experiments. Cambridge University Press (1991).

[30] S. Turgut. “Catalytic transformations for bipartite pure states”.

Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical 40(40): 12185 (2007). [31] J. van Lint. Introduction to Coding Theory. Springer (1999).