arXiv:1203.0731v1 [cs.IT] 4 Mar 2012

Coordination via a Relay

Farzin Haddadpour, Mohammad Hossein Yassaee, Amin Gdflaiammad Reza Aref
Information Systems and Security Lab (ISSL)
Department of Electrical Engineering, Sharif UniversifyTechnology, Tehran, Iran

Email: {haddadpour,yassaee}@ee.sharif.edu,{aminzadef}@sharif.edu

Abstract

In this paper, we study the problem of coordinating two nogthich can only exchange information via a relay
at limited rates. The nodes are allowed to do a two-roundant&e two-way communication with the relay, after
which they should be able to generate i.i.d. copies of twaloam variables with a given joint distribution within
a vanishing total variation distance. We prove inner andgmobbunds on the coordination capacity region for this
problem. Our inner bound is proved using the technique ofpwustatistics of random binning" that has recently
been developed by Yassaee, et al.

|. INTRODUCTION

Coordination is the problem of producing dependent randarakles over a network|[1]. This problem differs
from traditional coding problems where the goal is to dtte explicit messages. The problem of coordination for
a joint action has applications in distributed control arzing theory([2],[[4]. Two notions of coordination have
been defined in|1], namelgmpirical coordinatiorandstrong coordinationin empirical coordination we want the
empirical joint distribution of the actions to be close te thesired distribution, whereas in the strong coordination
we want the total variation distance between the joint pbdia distribution of the actions, and the i.i.d. copies
of the given distribution to be negligibly small. In other ms, the generated distribution and the i.i.d. distrilbtio
should be statistically indistinguishable. These are tifierdnt notions of coordination. In this paper we study the
strong notion of coordination.

As discussed in 1], nodes in a network can cooperate ariytsgithout any communication if they are provided
with sufficient common randomness. However [1] argues thalblpm becomes nontrivial if the action of some of
the nodes is specified by nature. We believe that this is madrty situation where the problem becomes nontrivial.
Suppose that two nodes of a network want to cooperate with etder while remaining anonymous to each other.
They can obtain anonymity through a proxy (relay) who pelaexchanges messages with the two nodes. Since
the two nodes cannot directly talk to each other, they will lo® able to directly share randomness. However they
may attempt to create common randomness indirectly throlighielay. But the rate of this common randomness
will be bounded from above by the communication rate coimggdetween the nodes and the relay. Furthermore

creating common randomness for later use may not be the alpsirategy if the final goal is coordination. The
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Figure 1. The model for coordination via a relay. In the fiteppsnodesA; and A2 communicate to the relay nodéy (as in the top subfigure).

In the second step the relay communicatesAtoand Az (as in the bottom subfigure).

communication links between the nodes and the relay ardinaited, and hence there may exist more economic
ways of using this resource. Inspired by this discussionpte@ose the following model as an attempt to understand
the use of a relay in cooperation of two nodes whose actiomsa@trspecified by nature.

As shown in Fig[lL, we assume that there are four links betwieemelay @) and the two nodesA; and A,).

The noiseless forward links from the relay to the the first aadond nodes have rat&s, and Ry, respectively.
The backward links have ratd%, and R;,. As can be seen from the figure, the nodes use the backwasdflisk

to communicate to the relay, after which the relay commuerid&ack to the nodes using the forward links. The
goal of the two parties is to generate i.i.d. copiesYpfandY; jointly distributed according to a givep(yi, y2)
within a vanishing total variation distance. We don't assuamy common randomness shared betwéerand Ao
since the two nodes don'’t share any resources beyond powateunication links with the proxy. However, private
randomization is allowed at all the three nodes. Further seddchave added a separate rate limipedblic forward
link from the proxy to all the nodes, where all the bits put aistlink will become available to all the parties.
Adding this link would make our model to resemble the modapmsed by Wyner[|3] where a set of random
bits were being simultaneously transmitted to two partiéswever, we have excluded this from our model for
simplicity.

Since the two nodes are initially communicating at ra&s and Ry, the nodes can use these only to generate
pairwise common randomness between themselves and thg pitoxs one can reinterpret the model as a one-way
communication problem from the relay to the two nodes in thes@nce of pairwise common randomness. This
has been the motivation for namitgy, and Ry, as forward links although they are being used in the secaql st
of the protocol.

It is noteworthy that to see wheRy, = 0 andR,, = oo our model reduces to the one considered by Cuffin [4].
If Ry, =0, the first node does not receive any feedback and has to dreaie.d. copies oft|* by itself. Since
Ry, = oo, the first node can serd™ completely to the relay. The relay is receivifyy, bits from the second node
which can be understood as a common randomness shared betwesd A,. Thus, our problem reduces to the

problem of [4]. If Ry, = oo, the problem reduces to a special case of the problem stidif&]. In this case the
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relay is effectively coordinating with the second node lsesthe relay can send its reconstructiof’gfto the first
node using the forward link ¢, of infinite capacity. Thus this would be the problem of getiagaY;* andY3* using
a two-round communication scheme when the two node sharemmon randomness. Whe®),, = R, = oo, the
problem reduces to that of coordinatidly and A, when there are pairwise common randomness shared between
(Ao, A1) and (Ag, A2) but no common randomness shared among the three. Finallg Whe= Ry, = 0 the
problem reduces to a problem that resembles Wyner’s mbilel [3

We prove an inner and an outer bound on our model. We show ltleainher and the outer bound match in
certain special cases, two of which are of special intexst: is whenRk;,, = R;, = oo, i.e. an infinite pairwise
common randomness, the other is whBp = R, = 0, i.e. no pairwise common randomness. We show that
when R, = Ry, = oo, the capacity region is the one wheRg, + Ry, is greater than or equal to the mutual
information betweerY; andY. In the other extreme case baify, andR;, have to be larger than Wyner's common
information. This provides insights on the role mdirwise common randomness.

This paper is organized as follows: in Section II, we introglithe basic notations and definitions used in this

paper. Section Il contains the main results of the papet, Section IV and V includes the proofs.

Il. DEFINITIONS
A. Notation

In this paper, we usgY to denote the uniform distribution over the sétand p(z™) to denote the i.i.d. pmf
[T, p(z;), unless otherwise stated. Also we usg to denote(X; : j € S). The total variation between two
pmf’s p andg on the same alphabét , is denoted byp(z) — ¢(z)||,. When a pmf itself is random, we use capital
letter, e.g.Px.

Remark 1:Similar to [4] in this work we frequently use the conceptrafdompmfs, which we denote by capital
letters (e.g.Px). For any countable set let A* be the probability simplex for distributions oHi. A random pmf
Py is a probability distribution oven?. In other words, if we usé) to denote the sample space, the mapping
w € Q — Px(z;w) is a random variable for alt € & such thatPx (z;w) > 0 and )" Px(z;w) = 1 for all w.
Thus,w — Px(-;w) is a vector of random variables, which we denote®y. We can definitePx y- on product
setX x Y in a similar way. We note that we can continue to use the lawot#l tprobability with random pmfs
(e.9. to write Px (z) = >_, Pxy(z,y) meaning that’x (z;w) = >_, Pxv(z,y;w) for all w) and the conditional

probability pmfs (e.g. to writePy | x (y|z) = %g’)y) meaning thatPy| x (y|a; w) = % for all w).

B. Problem Statement

Consider the problem of strong coordination over a netwaitk @& relay, as depicted in Figulé 1. In this setting,
there are three node$,, Ay, and As. They do not share any common randomness, but private randtom is
allowed. Let)M; be the private randomness at nadg A (n, Ry, , Ry, , Ry,, Rp,) coordination codeconsists of

« Two encoders at nodesy, k = 1,2, that mapM,, to [1 : 2" %],

« Two encoders at the relay nodg, that mapM, x By x By to [1 : 28] for k = 1, 2.
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» Two decoders at noded, k = 1,2, that mapM;, x By, x Fj, to V;!.
Definition 1: A joint distributiong(y:, y2) is said to be in the admissible region of the rate tple, , Ry, , Ry,, Ry, )
if one can find a sequence ¢f, Ry,, Ry, , Ry,, Ry,) coordination codes forn = 1,2,... whose induced joint

distributions have marginal distributiongy?, v%) that satisfy

n

p(ut,vs)= T 4w v2.)

=1

=0.

lim
n— 00

1
Definition 2: Given a joint distributiong(y, y2), the coordination rate region is the closure of the set d rat

tuples(Ry, , Ry, , Ry,, Ry,) that admit the channel(y:, y2).

IIl. MAIN RESULTS

Theorem 1 (Inner bound)The following region forms an inner bound to the coordinatiate region fog(y1, y2):

Rin is the set of all non-negative rate tupléBy, , Ry, , Ry,, Ry, ), for which there exist®(u, v, w,y1,y2) € Tin

such that
Ry, + Ry, + Ry, + Ry, > I Ya; VUW) + I(U; VIW) + I(W; Y1Ya),
Ry, + Ry, > I(Y1Y2; VW),
Ryo + Ryo > I(Y1Yo; UW),
Ry, + Rp 21U VIW) + I(W; Y1Y2), 1)
where

ﬂn == {p(ua v, w, Y1, y2) :(}/17 }/2) ~ q(ylva)?
Yo - UW — VW — Y3 }.

Theorem 2 (Outer bound)Take a desired distributiog(y:,y2). Then the coordination rate region is contained
in the regionR,,: Which is the closure of the set of all non-negative rate ®IpRys, , Ry, , Ry,, Ry, ), for which

there exist(u, v, y1,y2) € Tour SUch that
Ry, + Ry, > I(Y1Y2; V),
Ry, + Ry, > I(Y1Y2;U), 2
Ry, + Ry, > max{I(U;Y1),1(V;Y3)},
where
Tour = {p(u,v,y1,92) :(Y1,Y2) ~ a(y1,y2),
Yo-U-",
Yo -V - Y7,
U] < Vi) x [Pa] +1,

VI < Dr] > [Ief + 1}

February 9, 2022 DRAFT



Corollary 1: The inner bound and the outer bound match wign= R;, = oo, both reducing taRky, + Ry, >
I(Y1;Y3). This corresponds to the case of infinite pairwise commodaamess and has not been considered (to
best of our knowledge) in the previous works. WhBp = oo, the inner and outer bound reduce Ry, + Ry,
being greater than or equal to Wyner's common informatidre ner and outer bound also match whep =0
and Ry, = oo. To see this lel” = Y; and W = cont. in the inner bound. On the other hand the optimal choice
for V in the outer bound i$” = Y;. Thus both regions reduce to the following region that megcthe one given
in [4].

Ry, + Ry, > I(Y1Y2;U),

Ry, > I(U; Yh).
Another extreme case is whe®, = Ry, = 0. Here we take/ = V = cont. in the inner bound. It is easy to
see that both the inner and outer bound reduc& to and Ry, being greater than or equal to Wyner's common
information. Comparing this case with Wyner's model, we #ed an optimal strategy is to send the same message
to both A; and A, (which is expected whe®,, = R;, = 0). The inner and outer bound also match when

= (A, B), Y2 = (A, C) for mutually independent random variabde B and C.

IV. ACHIEVABILITY

We apply the techniques df][9] to prove the achievability led theorem. We begin by a providing a summary

of the lemmas we need. In the following subsection we protideproof.

A. Review of probability approximation via random binnirg [

Let (X[1.77,Y) be a DMCS distributed according to a joint pm¢, .,y on a countably infinite sQ‘[z 1 Xix Y.
A distributed random binning consists of a set of random rivegg3; : X — [1: 277, i € [1 : T, in which B;
maps each sequence &f* uniformly and independently td : 2"%:]. We denote the random variab®(X[) by

B;. A random distributed binning induces the followirgndom pmfon the setX} ;; x Y™ x 1,1 275,

P(xﬁ;T]vyn7b[1:T]) x[l T H 1{Bt .Tt = bt}

Theorem 3 ([9]): If for eachS C [1 : T, the following constraint holds

> R < H(Xs|Y), ©)
teS

then asn goes to infinity, we have

E | P(y", b)) — HPH nre) (D1)

t=1
We now consider another region for which we can approxmaipm:lfled pmf. This region is the Slepian-Wolf

— 0. 4)

region for reconstructing(ﬁ:T] in the presence ofBy.7,Y™) at the decoder. As in the achievability proof of the

[7, Theorem 15.4.1], we can define a decoder with respectydieed distributed binning. We denote the decoder
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by the random conditional meSW(j:ﬁ:T”y",b[l:T]) (note that since the decoder is a function, this pmf takes
only two values, 0 and 1). Now we write the Slepian-Wolf thearin the following equivalent form. Segl [9] for
details.

Lemma 1:If for eachS C [1 : T, the following constraint holds

> R > H(Xs|Xs:,Y), (5)
tes

then asn goes to infinity, we have

E [ P(afiayo ™ i) Pl v Ui = i}, > 0

Definition 3: For any random pmf®yx andQx on X, we sayPyx ~ Qx if E |IPx —Qx||; < e. Similarly we
usepx ~ ¢, for two (non-random) pmfs to denote the total variation ¢a@ist ||px — gx||; < e.

Lemma 2:We have

1) |lpxpyix — axpyix ||, = lpx — axlly
Ipx — axll; < ||lpxpyix — axavix|,

. 2
2) If pxpy|x ~ qxqy|x, then there exists € &' such thapy|x—, = qy| X =z-

€ 5 e+6
3) If Px = Qx and Px Py x =~ PxQy|x, thenPx Py |x =~ QxQy|x-

B. Proof of Theorem 1

The proof is divided into three parts. In the first part we adiuice two protocols each of which induces a pmf
on a certain set of r.v.'s. The first protocol has the desired. iproperty onY;” andY,*, but leads to no concrete
coding algorithm. However the second protocol is suitabtecbnstruction of a code, with one exception: the second
protocol is assisted with an extra common randomness tres dot really exist in the model. In the second part
we find conditions onRy, , Ry, , Ry, , Ry, implying that these two induced distributions are almosgniital. In the
third part of the proof, we eliminate the extra common randess given to the second protocol without disturbing
the pmf induced on the desired random variabl8 éndY;") significantly. This makes the second protocol useful
for code construction.

Part (1) of the proof:We define two protocols each of which induces a joint distidsouon random variables
that are defined during the protocol.

Protocol A. Let (W™, U™, V", Y", Yy") be i.i.d. and distributed according {&(w, v, u,y1,y2) such that the
marginal pmf of(Y7, Ys) satisfiesp(y1,y2) = q(y1,y2). Consider the following random binning:

« To each sequence™, assign a random bin indey € [1 : 2"R0].

« To each pair{w™, v™), assign three random bin indices € [1 : 2"R1], by € [1:2"%] and fy € [1: 2"Rn].

« To each pair(w™,u"), assign three random bin indicgs € [1 : 27R2], by € [1: 27F2] and f, € [1: 27R5],

« We use a Slepian-Wolf decoder to recovg, v from (go, g1, b1, f1), and another Slepian-Wolf decoder to

recoverwy, 4™ from (go, g2, b2, f2). The rate constraints for the success of these decoderdaviinposed

later, although these decoders can be conceived even whemithno guarantee of success.
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The randorB pmf induced by the random binning, denoted By can be expressed as follows:
P(golw™)P(g1b1 frlw"v")P(g2ba folw"u")p(w"™, v", u™) x
PV (@, 0" (g0, g1, br, [1) PP (@5, 4" |90, g2, b2, f2) X
Py [w™u")p(ys [w"v™).
Protocol B.In this protocol we assume that the nodes have access totifaecexnmon randomnes$é&:y, G1, G2)

where Gy, G1, G2 are mutually independent random variables distributedoumiy over the setd1 : 2"R0], [1:
2"15”] and|[1: 2”32], respectively. Now, we use the following protocol:

« At the first stage, the nodéd; chooses an indek € [1 : 2"%1] uniformly at random and sends it to the node
Ayp. Also the noded, independently chooses an indix < [1 : 27f:] uniformly at random and sends it to
the nodeA.

« In the second stage, knowirgo, g1, g2, b1, b2), the nodeA, generates sequences™,v™, u™) according to
the conditional pmfP(w™, v™, u™|go, g1, g2, b1, b2) Of the protocol A. Then it sends the bin indicagw™, v™)
and fo(w™, u™) to the nodesd; and As, respectively.

« Atthe final stage, the nodé,, knowing(go, g1, b1, f1) uses the Slepian-Wolf decodBf" (w7, 4" go, g1, b1, f1)
to obtain an estimate dfw™,v™). Then, it generates a sequengeaccording topy »ywny~ (yf |07, 9™). The
node A, proceeds in a similar way.

The random pmf induced by the protocol, denotedfyfactors as

pU(g[o:2])PU(b1)pU(b2)P(wn7Un, u”, f[1:2]|g[0:2]b[1;2])><
PIW (@}, 9" go, g1, b1, f1) PV (0%, 4" g0, g2, ba, f2) X
p(yr|oy, 0" )p(ys [y, a") (6)

Part (2) of the proof: Sufficient conditions that make theuiced pmfs approximately the samio find the
constraints that imply that the pnd? is close to the pmf? in total variation distance, we start with and make
it close to P in a few steps. The first step is to observe that (g1,b1) and (g2, b2) are the bin indices ofs",
(w™,v™) and (w™, u™), respectively. Substituting = 3, X; = W, Xo = WV, X5 = WU andY = () in Theorem
B, implies that if

Ry < H(W),
Ro+ Ry + Ry, < HWV), -
7
Ro + Ry + Ry, < HWU),

Ro+Ri+ Ry + Ry, + Ry, < HWVU),

1The pmf is random because we are doing a random binning assigrin the protocol.
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(m

then there existsg") — 0 such thatP(gjo.2], b1, b2) A pY (g0:2))PY (b1)pY (b2) = P(g[():g],bl, b2). This implies

e

» no,n ,n ~n n o~n osny 2, no.on ,n An n AN AT
P(g[0:2]7b17b27w U U ,U)l,’Un,’LUQ,U ) ~ P(g[0:2]7b17b27w U, U ,’LUl,’Un,U)Q,U ) (8)

The next step is to see that for the Slepian-Wolf decoderbefitst protocol to work well, Lemmia 1 requires

imposing the following constraints:
Ry + Ry, + Ry, > H(V|W),

Ro + Rl + Ry, + Ry, > H(WV), ©
R2 + sz + sz 2 H(U|W)’

Ro + Ry + Ry, + Ry, > H(WU),

then for some vanishing sequem:(iﬁ), we have

n ,n n o ,~Ano % AT AT
P(g[O:Q]abhb?aw , UV ,u awlavn7w27u )

(n)
€1 no,n ,n An n o5 no,an n o an n
~ P(g[0:2], b1, b2, w™, 0", u" ) H{w] = w", 0" = 0", by = w", 4" = u"}.

Using equation[(8) we have

» no.mn o, n ,An n AN AN
P(g[0:2]7b17b27w , UV, U ,U)l,’Un,’LU2,’LL )

(n), _(n)
€ te no.n .n Am n o5 nooAn noan n
~ P(g[0:2]ab1;b2;w Ui )l{wl =W, =00y =W, U =U }

The third part of Lemma&l2 implies that

P(g[0:2]abla bsznvvn’ un’ uA)?a U%,wg,ﬂn)p(y?hi)l U )p(y3|w2 U

(n) | (m) R
o P(gi0:27, b1, ba, w™, 0", u"){] = w",v" = 0",y = w", 4" = u"}p(yy |0y, 0" )p(yy [wy, a")

= P(g[0:2]7 blv b27wna vn, un)l{ﬁ)? = wnvan = vn’ ﬁ)g = wnv,&n = un}p(yﬁw?, v")p(yg|wg,u")
Thus,

P(g[O:Q]ablv b27wn7vn7 una uA)?a v%vwgvﬂna y?a yg)

(n), _(n)
€ te n.n ., n ,n , n An n o5 noAn nosn n
~ P(g[0:2]7blab25w Ui 7y17y2)1{w1 =w LU =0,Wy =W, U =U }

Using the second item in part 1 of Lemina 2 we conclude that

P n o,n Eg’n),tégn)P n n
(90:2, 91, 95) = (910:21, U1 ¥2)-

In particular, the marginal pmf aft;*, Y3*) of the RHS of this expression is equalig@?, y5) which is the desired
pmf.

Part (3) of the proof:in the protocol we assumed that the nodes have access to e@maxtandomnes&|o.)
which is not present in the model. Nevertheless, we can asghat the nodes agree on an instapgg, of

Go:2)- In this case, the induced pnﬁ(y{l,yg) changes to the conditional pn{?(y?,yng[o;g]). But if Go.g) is
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independent of Y7*, Y5"), then the conditional pmﬁ(y{’,ygﬂg[o;g]) is also close to the desired distribution. To
obtain the independence, we again use Thedrem 3. Submwiitlit= 3, X; = W, X5 = WV, X3 = WU and
Y = Y1Y5 in TheoreniB, asserts that if

Ry < H(W|Y1Y3),

Ro + R1 < H(WV|Y1Y2)a
o (10)
Ro + Ry < HWU|Y1Y2),

Ro+ Ri+ Ry < HWVU|[Y1Y,),

)

then P(y7', ¥%, g0:2)) A pY (gj0:2))p(y7, y%), for some vanishing sequeneg”). Using triangular inequality for
. e n .

total variation, we haveP(y7, u3, gjo2)) =~ P (gp0:2)P(y7, y), wheree™ = 2 ¢l Thus, there exists a

fixed binning with the corresponding pmafsuch that if we replacé with p in (@ and denote the resulting pmf

with p, thenp(y', v, gjo:2)) ‘~ pU(g[m] Yp(yl, y%). Now, the second part of Lemn& 2 shows that there exists an

() ) L
instanceygjo.; such thatp(y?, y51gj0:2)) Qz p(y7l, y%). Finally, eliminating(Ro, R1, R2) from (@), (9) and[(ID) by
using Fourier-Motzkin elimination results in the rate @yi(d).

V. CONVERSE

Let @ denote a uniform random variable ovfgr : n] and independent of all previously defined random
variables. We choose single-letter auxiliary random \#deis as follows:U = (FQ,BQ,Yl(;g_l,Q) andV =
(Fl,Bl,Yl%fl,Q). Using the fact that/(By; B1) = 0 that comes from the model (becaude and A, are

creating these random variables at the beginning) we have:
n(Ry, + Ry,) > H(F,) + H(F)
> I(Fy; F1 By | B2) + I(Bag; Fy | By)
= I(F3Bo; F1 By)
> I(F>B2; YY)

I(FyBa; YV | 3/1(:}1)_1)

NE

>

=]
Il
—

[I(F2B2Y1(:1) ;Y1) — I(Yl(jz)q; Yq(l))]

g—1"q

I
NE

e
Il
-

I(FBoY,Y) ;YD) — ngi(e) (12)

WE

>

=]
Il
—

= nI(FBaY,_1: YV |Q) — nga(e),
> nl(FaBaY,g 1, QYY) — ngile) — nga(e) (12)

= nI(U; V) — ngi(e) — nga(e), (13)
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10

whereg;(€) stands for functions that converge to zeroceamnverges to zero. Equatioris{11) ahd] (12) hold, due to

Lemma 20 and Lemma 21 dfl[5]. In the same way one can show that
n(Rp, + Rp,) 2 nl(Vi Zg)) = g1(e) = gale). (14)
Next in a similar fashion we have
n(Ryf, + Rp,) > H(F1B1)
> I(F1By; Y5'Y(")

n

I(FiBy; YY) | 5/1(;2)71}/1(31)71)

I
g

=]
Il
=

[I(FlBlyl(;lq)—lyl(:Qq)—1§ Y:;(l)yq(z))

I
M=

g=1
- I(le(lq)flyvl@q)fh YII(l)YVq@)]
> STUHEBYS YY) — gs(e))
qg=1
> nl(V: Y Py V) - - 15
>nl(V;Y, Y, ") — ngs(e) — nga(e). (15)

A similar statement can be proved fofRy, + Ry, ).

In summary, we have proved that for everyany achievable rate tuple must belong to the/dgt . defined as the
set of all tuples(Ry,, Ry,, Ry, , Rp,) such that there exisig(u, v, y1,y2) € Tout,e for which (Ry,, Ry,, Ry, , Rp,)
satisfies the inequalitieE ([13)._{14) andl(15) wh€sg . is the set ofp(u, v, y1,y2) satisfying the Markov relations

as in the definition off,,; and

Ip(y1,92) — q(y1, y2)ll, <e

The proof continues by showing thatRout,c = Rout- NOte that the cardinality bounds can be proved using the

standard Fenchel extension of the Caratheodory thearenT#§ completes the proof for the converse.
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