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Abstract

In this paper, we derive variational formulas for the asymptotic exponents of the concentration and
isoperimetric functions in the product Polish probability space. These formulas are expressed in terms
of relative entropies (which are from information theory) and optimal transport cost functionals (which
are from optimal transport theory). Our results verify an intimate connection among information theory,
optimal transport, and concentration of measure or isoperimetric inequalities. In the concentration
regime, the corresponding variational formula is in fact a dimension-free bound on the exponent of the
concentration function. The proofs in this paper are based on information-theoretic and optimal transport
techniques. Our results generalize Alon, Boppana, and Spencer’s in [4], Gozlan and Léonard’s [14], and
Ahlswede and Zhang’s in [3].

Index terms— Concentration of measure, isoperimetric inequality, optimal transport, information-
theoretic method, exponent

1 Introduction

Concentration of measure in a probability metric space refers to a phenomenon that a slight enlargement of
any measurable set of not small probability will always have large probability. In the language of functional
analysis, it is equivalent to a phenomenon that the value of any Lipschitz function is concentrated around its
medians. The concentration of measure phenomenon was pushed forward in the early 1970s by V. Milman
in the study of the asymptotic geometry of Banach spaces. It was then studied in depth by V. Milman and
many other authors including Gromov, Maurey, Pisier, Schechtman, Talagrand, Ledoux, etc. In particular,
Talagrand [22] studied the concentration of measure in product spaces equipped with product probability
measures, and derived a variety of concentration of measure inequalities for these spaces. In information
theory, concentration of measure is known as the blowing-up lemma [1, 18], which was employed by Gécs,
Ahlswede, and Korner to prove the strong converses of two coding problems in information theory.

It is worth mentioning that Marton is the first to introduce information-theoretic techniques, especially
transportation-entropy inequalities, in the study of the concentration of measure [18], which yields an elegant
and short proof for this phenomenon. By developing a new transportation-entropy inequality, Talagrand
extended her idea to the case of Gaussian measure and Euclidean metric [23]. Since then, such a textbook
beautiful argument became popular and emerged in many books, e.g., [17,21,26]. By replacing the “linear”
transportation-entropy inequality in Marton’s argument with the “nonlinear” version, Gozlan and Léonard
obtained the sharp dimension-free bound on the concentration function [14]. In other words, their bound
corresponds to the asymptotic exponent of the concentration function. Furthermore, Gozlan [13] also used
Marton’s argument to prove the equivalence between the Gaussian bound on the concentration function and
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Talagrand’s transportation-entropy inequality. Dembo [10] provided a new kind of transportation-entropy
inequalities, and used them to recover several results of Talagrand [22].

Ahlswede and Zhang [3] focused on the isoperimetric regime of the concentration problem, in which they
assumed the set to be small enough such that its enlargement is small as well. In fact, in this regime, the
problem turns into an isoperimetric problem where the difference between the enlargement and the original
set is regarded as the “boundary” of the set. They characterized the asymptotic exponents for this problem
by using information-theoretic methods.

In this paper, we investigated the concentration (or isoperimetric) problem in the product Polish space.
Specifically, we minimize the probability of the t-enlargement (or t-neighborhood) A' of a set A under the
condition that the probability of A is given. Here, different from the common setting in concentration of
measure, the probability of A is not necessarily restricted to be around 1/2. The probability of A could be
small or large. We use Marton’s idea to derive a dimension-free bound (expressed in the variational form)
for this problem in the concentration regime, which is exponentially sharp when the probability of A is not
too large (not close to 1) and the probability of A? is close to 1. This bound sharpens Gozlan and Léonard’s
bound [14] especially for the setting in which the probability of A is exponentially small. It also sharpens
the well known Talagrand’s concentration inequality in [22]. Furthermore, based on Ahlswede and Zhang
the inherently typical subset lemma [2,3], we also characterize the asymptotic exponent for the problem in
the isoperimetric regime in which the probabilities of A and A? exponentially vanish.

We now introduce the mathematical formulation. Let X and ) be Polish spaces. Let £(&X) and X(Y)
be respectively the Borel o-algebras on X and ) that are generated by the topologies on X and ). Let
P(X) and P(Y) denote the sets of probability measures (or distributions) on X and ) respectively. Let
Py € P(X) and Py € P(Y). In other words, Px and Px are respectively the distributions of two random
variables X and Y. Let ¢ : X x Y — [0,400) be lower semi-continuous, which is called a cost function.
Denote X™ as the n-fold product space of X. For the product space A x Y" and given ¢, we consider an
additive cost function ¢, on X" x Y™ given by

n

en(z™y") = Zc(xi,yi) for (z™,y") € A" x Y",
i=1

where ¢ given above is independent of n. Obviously, ¢, is lower semi-continuous since ¢ is lower semi-
continuous.
For a set A C X", denote its t-enlargement under c as

Al = U {y" € V" ep(a™,y") < t}.

zn€EA

To address the measurability of A?, we assume that either of the following two conditions holds throughout
this paper.

1. For lower semi-continuous ¢, we restrict A to a closed set.

2. If X and Y are the same Polish space and ¢ = dP, where p > 0 and d is a metric on this Polish space,
then A can be any Borel set.

For the first case, since X™ and Y™ are Polish, for closed A, the set A? is an analytic set and hence, universally
measurable. If we extend PZ"™ to the collection of analytic sets, then PZ"(A?) is well defined. Hence, for this
case, we by default adopt this extension to avoid the measurability problem. For the second case, for any
Borel set A, A" is always Borel (since it is countable intersections of Borel sets e 4{y" € V" : cp(z™,y") <
t+1hk=1,2.).

Define the isoperimetric function as for a € [0,1],¢ > 0,

r™(a,t):= inf  PZ"(AY, (1)
A:PE"(A)>a



where the set A is assumed to satisfy either of two conditions above. We call (a,t) ~— 1 — T'")(a,t) as the
concentration function, which is a generalization of the usual concentration function ¢ — 1 — I‘(")(%, t) in the
theory of concentration of measure. Define the isoperimetric and concentration exponents respectively as’
for a > 0,

n 1 —
E(g )(a,T) = logF(”)(e " nT)
n 1 -
E£ )(a,T) = log (1 — T (emne, m’)) . (2)

In fact,
T (e7n pr) = e By (@r) = 1 _ g=nB" (o),

In this paper, our results involve the optimal transport (OT) cost functional, which is introduced now.
The coupling set of (Px, Py) is defined as

[I(Ps. Po) :— PXYEP(XXJ/): ny(Axy):Px(A),VAEE(X),
(Px, Py) := Pxy (X x B) = Py(B),VB € %()

Distributions in TI(Pyx, Py) are termed couplings of (Px, Py). The OT cost between Px and Py is defined
as?
C(Px,Py) = oyt B~y [e(X, Y)]. (3)

Any Pxy € I(Px, Py) attaining C(Px, Py) is called an OT plan. The minimization problem in (3) is
called the Monge—Kantorovich’s OT problem [26]. The functional (Px, Py) € P(X) x P(Y) — C(Px, Py) €
[0,400) is called the OT (cost) functional. If X and ) are the same Polish space and ¢ = dP, where
p > 1 and d is a metric on this Polish space, then W,(Px, Py) := (C(Px, Py))'/? is the so-called p-th
Wasserstein distance between Px and Py. For the n-dimensional case, W, (Pxn, Pyn) := (C(Pxn, Py«))'/?
with ¢, (2™, y™) = >, dP(z;,y;) is the p-th Wasserstein distance between Pxn and Py for the product
metric d, (2", y") = ca (2", y™)/P where p > 1.

Furthermore, for another distribution Py on a Polish space W, the conditional coupling set of Markov
kernels (or transition probabilities) Pxy and Py is defined as

_ ) Pxyviw € P(X x YW):
H(Pxyw, Pyiw) == { Pxy\w—w € I(Px|w—w, Pyjw=w),Yw e W [’

where P(X x Y|W) denotes the set of Markov kernels from W to X x ). The conditional OT cost between
Markov kernels (or transition probability measures) Px|w and Py |y given Py is defined as

C(P P Py) = i E ~ X, V)], 4

( X|W Y\W| W) meweﬂIglliil\w-,PY\w) (X,Y,W)~Pxy|w Pw [ )l (4)

where Pxy|w Py denotes the joint probability measure induced by Py and Pxy|w. The conditional OT
cost can be alternatively expressed as?

C(Px\w, Pyiw|Pw) = Epy, [C(Px\w, Pyiw)]-

The measurability of w +— C(Px|w—w, Py|w=.w) follows since it is the composition of measurable functions
w = (Px|w=w, Pyiw=w) and (Qx,Qy) = C(Qx,Qy).

IThroughout this paper, the base of log is e. Our results are still true if the bases are chosen to other values, as long as the
bases of the logarithm and exponential are the same.

2The existence of the minimizers are well-known; see, e.g., [26, Theorem 1.3]. Furthermore, when the (joint) distribution of
the random variables involved in an expectation is clear from context, we will omit the subscript “(X,Y) ~ Pxy”.

3In other words, the minimization in (4) can be taken in a pointwise way for each w. For optimal P)({“Q attaining

C(Px|w=w> Py|w=w), the measurability of w P)({“Q (B), B € (X x Y) can be addressed by measurable selection theo-
rems, e.g., |6, Proposition 7.50].



1.1 Dimension-Free Bound on Concentration Exponent

We first provide a dimension-free bound on the concentration exponent E;n). To this end, for two dis-
tributions P, @ defined on the same space, we denote D(Q|P) := flog(%)d@ as the Kullback-Leibler
(KL) divergence or relative entropy of @ from P. Denote the conditional version D(Qx|w || Pxw|Qw) =

D(Qx\wQw || PxjwQw).
Given Px, Py, and ¢, we define

d(a,T) = D(Qy || Py). (5)

inf
QxEP(X),Qy eP(Y):
D(Qx|IPx)<a,C(Qx,Qy)>T

Denote J)(a, 7) as the lower convex envelope of ¢(a, ), which can be also expressed as

v

dor)=  nf o D@ywl|PriQw), ©)

D(Qxw lIPx|Qw)<«,
C(Rx 1w Qy|w|Qw)>T

where W is an auxiliary random variable defined on a Polish space. However, by Carathéodory’s theorem,
the alphabet size of Qu can be restricted to be no larger than 4. In fact, the alphabet size can be further
restricted to be no larger than 3, since it suffices to consider the boundary points of the convex hull of

{(D@Qxjw=wlPx), D(Qy|w=uwll Py), C(Qx|W=uw: Qv iw=w)) } yew -

We now provide a dimension-free bound? for EY’). The proof is provided in Section 2.

Theorem 1 (Dimension-Free Bound). It holds that for a,7 > 0,
By (0,7) 2 (e, 7). (7)

This bound is elegant in the following sense. This is a bound for the concentration exponent, but is
expressed in terms of two fundamental quantities from other fields—“relative entropy” which comes from
information theory (or large deviations theory) and “optimal transport cost” which comes from the theory of
optimal transport. Hence, this shows an intimate connection among concentration of measure, information
theory, and optimal transport. Furthermore, in the following subsection, we will show that this bound is
asymptotically tight under certain conditions.

The first bound like the one in (7) was first derived by Marton [18,19], which was improved by Gozlan
and Léonard [14]. However, their bounds are only valid for the case that ¢ is a metric or the composition of
a metric with a convex function, since the triangle inequality is used as a key step in their proofs. Our proof
relies on the chain rule for OT costs, instead of the triangle inequality, leading to that our bound in (7) is
better than Gozlan and Léonard’s. When their bounds are valid and « is close to zero, e.g., a = % log2 (i.e.,
a= %), our bound and theirs do not differ too much, and as n — oo, they coincide asymptotically. However,
if « is bounded away from zero, our bound is usually asymptotically tight but theirs are not. We next
provide more details above Gozlan and Léonard’s bound. To this end, we first introduce a mild assumption.

Assumption 1: (Positivity Condition) ¢x (7) is strictly positive for all sufficiently small (equivalently
for all) 7 > 0, where

= inf D Px). 8
ox (1) oveit o e (Qx||Px) (8)

An equivalent statement of Assumption 1 is that given Py, if C'(Px,Qx) is bounded away from zero,
then so is D(Qx||Px). In other words, given Px, convergence in information (i.e., D(Qx||Px) — 0) implies
convergence in optimal transport (i.e., C(Px,Qx) — 0).

4The terminology “dimension-free bound” here indicates that the tuple of the normalized enlargement parameter 7, the
(normalized) exponent of Pﬁfn(A)7 and the (normalized) exponent of 1 — P}@n(A”") verifies the same inequality for all n. This
concept is weaker than that in [13] and reduces to the latter when P;?"(A) is fixed to be around 1/2, ¢ is set to d?, and the
bound on the exponent of 1 — P}@ "(A™7) in the inequality satisfied by the tuple is the quadratic form. Hence, the “dimension-free
bound” here could be satisfied by a much larger class of probability metric spaces, than that in [13].



The function px(7) characterizes the best possible tradeoff between the relative entropy and the OT
cost. Assumption 1 holds if the following “linear”® transportation-entropy inequality holds:

Wy (Px,Qx) < V/7D(Qx||Px),¥Qx 9)

for some constant 7. It is well-known that (9) is valid when v = 2 and d is the Hamming metric or when
v = 2, d is the Euclidean metric, and Px is the standard Gaussian measure. The former is known as
Csiszar—Kullback—Pinsker (CKP) inequality, and the latter is known as Talagrand inequality.
The generalized inverse of ¢x is for a > 0,
Gy(a):=inf{r>0:px(r) > a}
=inf {7 >0: D(Qxw||Px|Qw) > o,VQxw : C(Px,Qxw|Qw) > 7}
=inf {7 >0: C(Px,Qxjw|Qw) < 7.¥Qxw : D(Qy\w||Px|Qw) < o}

= sup C(Px,Qxw|Qw)
Qxw:D(Qx 1wl Px|Qw)<a
= ﬁx(a),
where
Kx (o) = sup C(Px,Qx). (10)

Qx:D(Qx||Px)<a

Assumption 1 can be equivalently stated as Rx(a) — 0 as o — 0.

We now introduce Gozlan and Léonard’s bound. We assume that X and ) are the same Polish space
and Px = Py, the cost function ¢ = dP, and a = % For this case, C'= W/}. Then, by using the triangle
inequality, it can be obtained that

a,T) > inf D P
P(a,7) = oo o (@QviwPy|Qw)

WP (Px,Qx 1w |Qw)<Rx (o),
W2 (Qx\w,Qviw|Qw)>T

> inf D P
- Qx\w,Qyw,Qw: (QYIW” vI@w)

W (Px,Qyw |Qw)> V7~ {/”x (@)
> ox (V1 = {/Rx(a))). (11)
By Theorem 1, the expression in (11) is a lower bound on E;")(Q,T), which is just Gozlan and Léonard’s
bound [14]. Under Assumption 1, as @ — 0, this bound converges to @x (7). Moreover, under the assumption

of the transportation-entropy inequality, it holds that @x (1) < #, which implies that (11) is further lower

bounded by i
<f - ﬂ) , (12)

recovering the Gaussian bound. Refer to [18,19,22,23] for many such bounds. Note that the enlargement
under ¢ = dP is

where 7 = ¢/n7. So, when expressed in 7, the bound in (12) corresponds to 1 — I (e~ nr) >
2 2
exp [—n ({)/—n;ﬁ — \/a) ] . For p = 1, it reduces to exp [—n (nT'y — \/a) }, and for p = 2, it reduces

to exp [—n (¢T_V - \/aﬂ.

5Rigorously speaking, W), is bounded by a linear function of v/D, rather than a linear function of D.




1.2 Improvement of Talagrand’s Concentration Inequality

The lower bound in (12) with v = 2 holds for many pairs of (Px,¢). Talagrand [22] showed that this bound
(in fact, the one with a worse factor) for the Hamming metric and p = 1 is implied by the following inequality
(see [22, p. 86]):

P (A AP (A < e A2 ya x e [0,1].

This kind of inequalities are the so-called Talagrand’s concentration inequalities. We now provide an im-
provement of this inequality which will be shown to be exponentially sharp.
Given Px, Py, and ¢, we define for 7, A > 0,

PA(T) = Qx,Qy:Ci(ng,Qy)>T(1 = ND(Qy || Py) + AD(Qx|| Px)-

Denote ¢ (7) as the lower convex envelope of ¢y (7).

Theorem 2 (Improvement of Talagrand’s Concentration Inequality). It holds that for any T,\ >0, t = nr,
and any A,

P}@n((At)c)lf)\P%n(A)A < 6*7“15)\(7')' (13)
Proof.

~ L log (BEr((A) P (4))

> inf A+ (1= No(a,T) (14)

= inf Aa+ (1 —XN)D P;
20,y o ( )D(Qyw || Py |Qw)
D(Qxw lIPx|Qw)<a,

CQRxw,Qy 1w |Qw)>T

= inf AD(@Q@xiwlPx|Qw) + (1 = A)D(Qyw | Py |Qw)
Qxw,Qy|w,Qw:
CQRx\w,Qyw|Qw)>T

== (5)(7’).
O

From the alternative expression of ¢ (1) in (14) and for each «, choosing A such that ﬁ is a subgradient
of a/ — g?)(o/, 7) at «, we obtain the inequality in (7) from the inequality in (14) (or equivalently, the one in
(13)). Hence, Theorem 2 is in fact equivalent to Theorem 1, and the asymptotic tightness of (7) is equivalent
to the exponential sharpness of (13).

1.3 Asymptotics of Concentration Exponent

We next prove that the bound in Theorem 1 is asymptotically tight under the following assumptions. Denote
the Lévy—Prokhorov metric on P(X) as L(Qy,Qx) = inf{d > 0: Qx(A) < Qx(As) + 0,V closed A C X'}
with As :=J,c {2’ € & : d(x,2") < ¢}, which is compatible with the weak topology.

Assumption 2: We assume that there is a function §(e) : (0,00) — (0, 00) vanishing as € | 0 such that

. ’
Q%:L(égf:%)gc(@x@ﬁ > C(Qx,Qy) —d(e)
holds for all (Qx,Qy). In other words, infQr L(Qx.Qy)<e C(Q%,Qy) = C(Qx,Qy) as € ] 0 uniformly for
all (Qx,Qy).

Obviously, if the optimal transport cost functional (Qx,Qy) — C(Qx,Qy) is uniformly continuous
under the Lévy—Prokhorov metric (which was assumed by the author in [28] in studying the asymptotics
of Strassen’s optimal transport problem), then Assumption 2 holds. The following two examples satisfying
Assumption 2 were provided in [28].



1. (Countable Alphabet and Bounded Cost) & and ) are countable sets and c is bounded (i.e., sup,., c(z,y) <
00).

2. (Wasserstein Distance Induced by a Bounded Metric)® X = ) is a Polish space equipped with a
bounded metric d, i.e., sup, , d(z,y) < co. The cost function is set to ¢ = dP for p > 1, and hence,
C=wr.

D

The following theorem shows that the bound in Theorem 1 is asymptotically tight under Assumption 2. The
proof is provided in Section 3. For a function f : [0,00)* — [0, 00] with k& > 1, denote the effective domain
of f as

domf = {xk €[0,00)% : f(2*) < oo}.

By definition, dom f = domf = domf if f is monotonous in each parameter (given others).
Theorem 3 (Asymptotics of E§")) The following hold.
1. Under Assumption 2, for any («, ) in the interior of dom, it holds that lim,, oo E§") (a,7) = J)(a, 7).

2. Let (ay) be a sequence such that emo(n) < g, <1—¢ oM (and hence «,, = —% loga, — 0). Then,
under Assumption 2, it holds that for any T in the interior of domg,

th,% $(ar, 7) < liminf E§") (o, 7) < limsup EYI)(O[n,T) < o(1),

n—00 n—00

where

o(1) == ¢(0,7) = Qy:cui»gfgy)yD(QY”PY)' (15)

The condition e=°(") < @, < 1—e~°" implies that the sequence (ay) does not approach 0 or 1 too fast,
in the sense that the sequence (a,,) is sandwiched between a sequence that subexponentially approaches zero
and a sequence that subexponentially approaches one.

The most interesting case might be the case that (X, Px) and (), Py) are the same Polish probability
space and the cost function c is set to dP with p > 1 and d denoting a metric on this space. In other words,
C = WJ. We now remove Assumption 2 from Theorem 3 and obtain the following theorem. Furthermore,
to further simplify Statement 2 of Theorem 3, we need Assumption 1. The proof of the following theorem is
provided in Section 4.

Theorem 4 (Asymptotics of Ein) for Wasserstein Distances). Assume that X =Y is a Polish space equipped
with a metric d. Assume Px = Py and ¢ = dP for p > 1. Then, the following hold.

1. For any (a,7) in the interior of domg, it holds that lim, Ein)(aﬂ') = ¢, 7).

2. Let (ay) be a sequence such that e=°™) < a,, <1—e=°" (and hence o, = —Lloga,, — 0). Then, for
any T in the interior of dompx , it holds that

and under Assumption 1,
lim inf E%n)(an, T) > $x (1),

n—oo

where ¢x 1is defined in (8). In particular, under Assumption 1, for any T in the interior of dom@x,

. n v
lim E§ )(an,T) = &x(71).
n—oo
6The second example satisfying Assumption 1 follows by the fact that the Wasserstein distance induced by a bounded metric
d is equivalent to the Lévy—Prokhorov metric in the sense that LPT! < W} < LP + df,.L where dmax = sup, /¢y d(z,z’) is
the diameter of X' [12].




Statement 2 in Theorem 4 is not new; see Proposition 4.6 and Theorem 5.4 in [15]. A consequence of

these results is that given («,) such that o, — 0 as n — oo, liminf, E%n)(anﬂ') > 0 holds for all
0 < 7 < Tmax (i.e., exponential convergence) if and only if Assumption 1 holds.
In fact, for this setting of a = %, Alon, Boppana, and Spencer in [4] provided an alternative expression for

limy, 00 E%n)(an, 7) when X is finite (Assumption 1 is automatically satisfied for this case). The equivalence
between their expression and @x () is proven in Section 1.5.

Example (Hamming Metric): When X = ) and c is the Hamming metric, i.e., c(z,y) = L{zxy}, by
duality of Wasserstein metric, we have

o() =

= inf D Py,
QvillQy —Px|lTv>T Qv Py)

where [|Qy — Px||Tv := sup4 Qy (A) — Px(A) is the total variation (TV) distance. For the case of Px = Py,
such a function was investigated in [5,24]. It was shown in [24] that o(7) > L(7) := minye[o,1—7 D2(pllp+7)
for any Py = Py. Here L is increasing in 7, and L(0) = 0, L(1) = 4o00. Moreover, the lower bound
L(7) is tight when Px = Py is atomless [5]. In other words, atomless distributions Px = Py are the
worst in the sense that their concentration exponents are the smallest among all distributions. For the
case of Px = Py, by using the inequality ¢(7) > L(7), we can obtain a bound on ¢(«,7) as follows:
é(a, 1) > L([t — L™ (a)]") where [z]* := max{z,0}. This bound is also tight for atomless distributions
Px = Py and any o > 0, 0 < 7 < 1. (Note that by definition, ¢(«, 1) = co for all o« > 0.) Moreover, when
71 1, this bound approaches L(1 — L™!(«)) which is finite for all & > 0 and infinite for o = 0. This indicates
a significant difference between the case a = 0 and the case o > 0.

1.4 Asymptotics of Isoperimetric Exponent

We next derive the asymptotic expression of Eén)(a, 7). Define

U(a, ) = sup inf D@y w || Py |Qw), (16)
QXWiD(Qx\W”P)(‘QW)Sa QY\XWI]E[C(X,Y)]ST ‘

with the supremum taken over all W defined on finite alphabets. The alphabet size of W can be restricted
to be no larger than 2, which will be proven in Section 1.5 by using the dual expression for 1. Based on 1,
the asymptotic expression of E(()") is characterized in the following theorem.

Theorem 5 (Asymptotics of Eén)). Assume that X is a compact metric space (which hence is Polish) and
Y is an arbitrary Polish space. Assume that ¢ is bounded. Under Assumption 2, for any (o, T) in the interior

of domt), it holds that

lim ¢(a/, 7) < liminf Eén)(a, 7) < limsup E(()n) (a,7) < lim ¥(a, 7). (17)
o' Ta n—o00 300 T
The proof of Theorem 5 is provided in Section 5. By checking our proof, the lower bound in (17) does
not require the compactness of X and the boundness of ¢, but requires Assumption 2. Furthermore, to make
it consistent with the expression of ¢ which is expressed in terms of relative entropies and the OT cost, the
infimization in (16) can be written as the infimization over Qy |y such that C(Qxw, Qyw|Qw) < 7.

A special case of Theorem 5 in which X,) are both finite was proven by Ahlswede and Zhang [3] as a
direct consequence of the inherently typical subset lemma [2]. In fact, the proof of Theorem 5 is also based
on the inherently typical subset lemma, but requires more technical treatments since the space is much more
general.

1.5 Dual Formulas

We now provide dual formulas for ¢ in (16) and variants of ¢ in (5) and ¢ in (15). The main tool used in
deriving dual formulas is the Kantorovich duality for the optimal transport cost and the duality for the I-
projection. In the following, for a measurable function f : X — R, we adopt the notation Px (f) = [ v fdPx.



We define a variant of ¢ as for a, 7 > 0,

,T) = inf D Py).
brlar)i= e DQy|Py)
D(Qx|Px)<a,C(Qx,Qy)>T

Then, ¢>(a,7) < ¢(e, 7) < limyy; ¢>(a, 7). Hence, for all (a, 7) in the interior of domg, ¢ (o, 7) = (av, 7).
We next derive a dual formula for ¢-.

Theorem 6. For all T,a0 > 0,

o,T) = inf sup A7 — log Py (e9) — na — nlog Px (e 7).
¢>(a,7) (fﬁg)ecj’bfixcb(y):k>0)71f7>>0 g Py (e™) — na — nlog Px(en”)
gsc

Moreover, for all (o, 7) in the interior of dome, ¢ (v, 7) = ¢(a, 7).

Define a variant of ¢ as

= = inf D Py).
(1) == ¢>(0,7) ovicito, s (Qv||Py)

As a consequence of Theorem 6, we have a dual formula for .

Corollary 1. For all 7 >0,

T) = inf sup \(17 — P — log Py (eM).
©>(7) (ﬁg)eC;)iXibe(y):xz% ( x (f)) —log Py (™)
gsc

Moreover, for all T in the interior of domp, ¢> (1) = &(7).

When Px = Py, we define a variant of o x as

= inf D Px).
QOX)Z(T) QXiC(IIDI);QX)ZT (QXH X)

For this case, we can write ¢x > as follows.

Proposition 1. When Px = Py and ¢ = d with d being a metric, we have for any 0 < 7 < Tmax,

T) = inf sup A\t — log Px (e™). 18
Px,>(7) v iy S g Px(e) (18)

Moreover, for all T in the interior of dompx, ¢x,>(T) = ¢x(7).

Based on the dual formula in (18), we next show the equivalence between our formula @x (7) and Alon,
Boppana, and Spencer’s in [4]. When (X, Px) and (), Py) are the same finite metric probability space, the
cost function c¢ is set to the metric d on this space, and a is set to % (equivalently, a,, = %1og 2), Alon,

Boppana, and Spencer in [4] proved an alternative expression for lim,, E§") (aun, 7) which is
r(T) :=sup A\t — Lg(N).
A>0
Here G = (X, d, Px) denotes the metric probability space we consider, and Lg(\) denotes the maximum of
log Px () over all 1-Lipschitz functions” f : X — R with Px(f) = 0.
Theorem 7. For a finite metric probability space G = (X,d, Px) and all 7 > 0, ¢x (1) = r(7).
We now provide a dual formula for .

Theorem 8. For all 7,a > 0,
Y(a,7) = sup sup inf sup na + nlog PX(e%f“’) — A7 — log Py (e 29%),
FutguSeVwe{0,1} 320120 we{0,1}
where (fuw, gw) € Cu(X) X Cb(Y),Yw. Moreover, the alphabet size of W in the definition of ¢ (in (16)) can
be restricted to be no larger than 2.
7Call f: X — R 1-Lipschitz if | f(z) — f(2')| < d(z, ') for all z,2’ € X.




1.6 Connection to Strassen’s Optimal Transport

We have characterized or bounded the concentration and isoperimetric exponents. Our results extend Alon,
Boppana, and Spencer’s in [4], Gozlan and Léonard’s [14], and Ahlswede and Zhang’s in [3]. Furthermore,
the concentration or isoperimetric function is closely related to Strassen’s optimal transport problem, in
which we aim at characterizing

G\"(Py, Py) = min P{ca(X™,Y™) > t}

Pxnyn€ll(P",PE™)
for ¢ > 0. By Strassen’s duality,

G (Px,Py) = sup PZ"(A) - PE"(AY) (19)
closed ACX

= sup a—I'™ (a,t).
a€l0,1]

Therefore, if '™ (a,t) is characterized, then so is ng) (Px,Py). In fact, the asymptotic exponents of

G,En)(PX, Py) were already characterized by the author in [28]. Moreover, it has been shown in [28] that it
suffices to restrict A in the supremum in (19) to be “exchangeable” (or “permutation-invariant”). In other
words, A could be specified by a set B of empirical measures in the way that a sequence z" is in A if
and only if its empirical measure is in B. Hence, the supremum in (19) can be written as an optimization
over empirical measures. From this point, we observe that if a — I‘(”)(a,t) is convex, then the set A in
the definition of T("(a,t) (see (1)) can be also restricted to be “exchangeable”. We conjecture that this
conclusion holds not only for this special case, but also for any other cases. If this is true, then central limit
theorems can be applied to derive the limit of I‘(")(a, t,) with a fixed and ¢,, set to a sequence approaching
C(Px, Py) in the order of 1/4/n, just like central limit results in derived in [28].

1.7 Notations and Organization

Throughout this paper, for a topological space Z, we use X(Z) to denote the Borel o-algebra on Z generated
by the topology of Z. Hence (Z,%(Z)) forms a measurable space. For this measurable space, we denote
the set of probability measures on (Z,%(Z2)) as P(Z). If we equip P(Z) with the weak topology, then the
resultant space is a Polish space as well. For brevity, we denote it as (P(Z), %(P(2))).

As mentioned at the beginning of the introduction, X and ) are Polish spaces, and Py and Py are
two probability measures defined respectively on A and ). We also use Qx,Rx to denote another two
probability measures on X. The probability measures Px,Qx,Rx can be thought as the push-forward
measures (or the distributions) induced jointly by the same measurable function X (random variable) from
an underlying measurable space to X and by different probability measures P, Q, R defined on the underlying
measurable space. Without loss of generality, we assume that X is the identity map, and P, Q, R are the
same as Px,Qx,Rx. So, Px,Qx,Rx could be independently specified to arbitrary probability measures.
We say that all probability measures induced by the underlying measure P, together with the corresponding
measurable spaces, constitute the P-system. So, Px is in fact the distribution of the random variable X in
the P-system, where the letter “P” in the notation Px refers to the system and the subscript “X” refers to
the random variable. When emphasizing the random variables, we write X ~ Px to indicate that X follows
the distribution Px in the P-system. For a random variable (a measurable function) f from X’ to another
measurable space Z, the distribution Py(x) of f in different systems is clearly different, e.g., it is Px o f -1
in the P-system, but it is Qx o f~! in the Q-system.

We use Px ® Py to denote the product of Px and Py, and Pf?" (resp. P)@") to denote the n-fold
product of Px (resp. Py). For a probability measure Px and a regular conditional distribution (transition
probability or Markov kernel) Py |x from & to ), we denote PxPy|x as the joint probability measure
induced by Px and Py|x. We denote Py or Py o Py|x as the marginal distribution on Y of the joint
distribution Px Py |x. Moreover, we can pick up probability measures or transition probabilities from different
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probability systems to constitute a joint probability measure, e.g., PxQy|x. For a distribution Py on
X and a measurable subset A C X, Px(-|A) denotes the conditional probability measure given A. For
brevity, we write Px(x) := Px({z}),z € X. In particular, if X ~ Py is discrete, the restriction of Px
to the set of singletons corresponds to the probability mass function of X in the P-system. We denote
2" = (z1,T2, -+ ,T,) € X™ as a sequence in X™. Given z", denote 2¥ = (z;, 211, -+ ,T%) as a subsequence
of 2" for 1 <i < k < n, and z* := 2. For a probability measure Px» on X™, we use Py, |x#-1 to denote the
regular conditional distribution of X} given X*~! induced by Px~. For a measurable function f : X — R,
sometimes we adopt the notation Px(f) = [, f dPx.

Given n > 1, the empirical measure (also known as type for the finite alphabet case in information
theory [9,11]) for a sequence z" € X" is

1 n
Lyn i=— O,
where §, is Dirac mass at the point z € X. For a pair of sequences (z",y™) € X™ x V", the empirical
Joint measure Lign yn and empirical conditional measure Lyn|,» are defined similarly. Obviously, empirical
measures (or empirical joint measures) for n-length sequences are discrete distributions whose probability
masses are multiples of 1/n.

We use Bs(z) == {2 € Z :d(z,2') < 6} and Bsj(2) := {2/ € Z :d(z,2") < 6} to respectively denote
an open ball and a closed ball. We use A, A°, and A° := Z\A to respectively denote the closure, interior,
and complement of the set A C Z. Denote the sublevel set of the relative entropy (or the divergence “ball”)
as Dg(Px) := {Q@x : D(Qx||Px) < €} for € > 0. The Lévy-Prokhorov metric, the TV distance, and the
relative entropy admit the following relation: For any Qx, Px,

V2D(@Qx|Px) > |Qx — Px|Tv > L(@Qx, Px), (20)

which implies for € > 0,
D s5(Px) € Bq(Px).
The first inequality in (20) is known as Pinsker’s inequality, and the second inequality follows by definition
[12].
For (X,Y) ~ Qxv, the mutual information between X and Y is denoted as Io(X;Y) = D(Qxv||@x @
Qy ). Denote the conditional mutual information as

Io(X;YW) = Eqy [D(Qxywl@xw @ Qviw)]-

For discrete random variables (X,Y) ~ Qxy, the (Shannon) entropy
Hg(X) ==Y Qx(x)log Qx(x),

and the conditional (Shannon) entropy

Hqo(X]Y) = — Z Qxv(z,y)log Qxy (z]y).

In fact, for discrete random variables, Io(X;Y) = Hgo(X) — Ho(X|Y).

We use f(n) = 0,(1) to denote that f(n) — 0 as n — +oo. We denote inf ) := 400, supl) := —oc0,
and [k] :={1,2,...,k}. Denote g as the lower convex envelope of a function g, and § as the upper concave
envelope of g.

Throughout this paper, we use the following convention.

Convention 1. When we write an optimization problem with probability measures as the variables, we
by default require that those probability measures satisfy that all the relative entropies and integrals in
constraint functions and the objective function exist and also are finite. If there is no such a distribution,
by default, the value of the optimization problem is set to oo if the optimization is an infimization, and set
to —oo if the optimization is a supremization.

11



This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2-5, we respectively prove Theorems 1-5. The proofs for
dual formulas are given in Section 6.

2 Proof of Theorem 1

Let A C X be a measurable subset. Denote ¢ = n7. Denote Qx» = P{"(-|A) and Qy« = PZ"(-|(A*)°). For
two sets A, B, denote ¢, (A, B) = infynca ynep cn(z™,y™). We first claim that

C(Qxn,Qyn) > T.

We now prove it. If ¢, (A, (A")) is attained by some pair (z*",3*"), then
C(Qxn,Qyn) > cn(A, (A")%) = ez, y™) > 7.

We next consider the case that ¢, (A, (A?)¢) is not attained. Denote the optimal coupling that attains the
infimum in the definition of C(Qxn,Qy=) as @ xn»y~ (the existence of this coupling is well known). Therefore,

C(an,Qyn) = EQCH(Xn, Yn)

By definition, ¢, (z™,y"™) > 7 for all 2™ € A,y™ € B. Since any probability measure on a Polish space is
tight, we have that for any ¢ > 0, there exists a compact set F' such that Qxny«(F) > 1 —e. By the
lower semi-continuity of ¢ and compactness of F', we have that inf ,n ,n)cp cn (2", y") is attained, and hence,
inf(gn ynyep cn(z™,y") > 7, ie., there is some d > 0 such that ¢, (z",y") > 74 for all (2™,y") € F. This
further implies that C(Qxn,Qyn) > (1 — €)(7 + 6) + e > 7. Hence, the claim above is true.

Furthermore, by definition of @ xn»,Qy~, we then have

1 n 1 n
gD(QXnHPS? ) = —glong? (A)

1 n 1 n C
gD(QYnHP;? ) = —Elong? ((A%)°).

Therefore,

1
EM(a,r)=-1log | 1- inf PE™(AY)
n A:P?"(A)Ze*"a
. 1 on
> inf —D(Qy=||Py™). (21)
Qxn,Qyn: 2 D(Qxn||PF")<a, T
C(Qxn,Qyn)>T
Note that this lower bound depends on the dimension n. We next single-letterize this bound, i.e., make
it independent of n. To this end, we need the chain rule for relative entropies and the chain rule for OT
costs. For relative entropies, we have the chain rule:

I
[M]=

D(Qx~[IPZ"™) D(Qx, x5 |1 Px|@xx-1) (22)

=
I

1

[
M=

D(Qy~ | Py™) D(Qy, v+ [Py |Qys-1).

=
I
—

For OT costs, we have a similar chain rule.

Lemma 1 (“Chain Rule” for OT Costs). For any probability measures Qxn,Qyn on two Polish spaces,

O(QX") QY") < Z C(kalxk—l ) QYMY’C*I |QX’€*1 ) kafl)a
k=1
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where

C(Qx, xk—1, Qyyyr—11Qxk-1,Qyr-1)

= sup C(QXklxk—l,kalyk—l|ka—lyk—l).
Qxk—1yk—1€I(Q yk—1,Qyk—1)

Proof. We need the following “chain rule” for coupling sets, which is well-known in OT theory; see the proof
in, e.g., [29, Lemma 9].

Lemma 2 (“Chain Rule” for Coupling Sets). For any regular conditional distributions (Px, xi-1w, Py,|yi-1w),1 €
[n] and any Qx,v, xi-—1yi-1w € I(Px, xi-1w, Py,|yi-1w),% € [n], we have

n n n
HQXI.Y”Xi—lYi—lW S H(HPX”Xi—lW,HP}/i'Yi—lW).

i=1 i=1 i=1

By the lemma above, we have

C(Qxn,Qyn)
= inf Ec(Xk, Y
QX"Y"GH(QXanY"); ( . k)
n—1
< inf [Z Ec(Xk, Yi) + inf Ec(X,,Y,) (23)
anflynfle k=1 anyn‘xnflyn—le
H(an717Qyn—1) H(an‘xn—thn‘ynfl)

n—1

inf [ Ee(Xy, Y
Qxn-1yn-1€ ; ( § k)
M(Qxn-1,Qyn-1) "7

+ sup inf Ee(Xn, Yy)
Qxn—-1yn—1€ QXnYn\anlyn—le
H(anfl 1Qynf1) H(an‘xnfl ’QYn\Ynfl)

IN

n—1
— inf [Z Ee(Xk, Yk)} +C(@Qx, | xn1,Qy, |yr—1|Qxn-1,Qyn-1)

anflynfle 1
H(an,1 7Qyn—1) -

< Z C(Qxy x5 Qyyyr—11Qxr—1, Qyr-1), (24)
k=1
where in (23), Lemma 2 is applied. O

We continue the proof of Theorem 1. From (22), we know that for any @ x» such that L D(Qx[|P¥") < «,
there must exist nonnegative numbers («y) such that

D(Qx, x+1||Px|Q@xr-1) < ay,

and %2221 ar = «a. Similarly, from (24), we know that for (Qxn,Qy~) such that %C(QXTL,QYTL) > T,
there must exist nonnegative numbers (73) such that

C(Qx, x+1: Qyyyr—11Qxr—1, Qyr—1) > 7

= 7. These lead to that for some sequence of nonnegative pairs ((ay, 7)) such that
§ ket Ok = @, % w_1 Tk =T, we have

EM (a,m) >

SN

n
> bnln, iy Qxr1, Qyia),
k=1
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where

Pk (ak, T, Qxr-1, Qyr-1) 1= inf D(QYk|Y’C*1||PY|QY’C*1)'

QXk‘kalxgyk‘yk—l;
D(QXk‘kal I1Px|Q k1)<,
C(ka‘xk—l 7ka‘yk71 |Qxk—-1,Qyk—1)>Tk

We now simplify the expression of ¢x (o, Tk, @ xr-1, Qyr-1). Note that
C(Qx, x+1, Qyyyr— |Qxr—1,Qyr—1) > Ty

if and only if there exists a coupling @ xx—1yx—1 of (Qxr—1,Qyr-1) such that

C(Qx, xk—1, Qyyyr—1|Qxk-1yr-1) > T

Therefore,

b (ks Ty @ xn—1, Qyr—1)
= inf D(QYk\Y’C*1HPY|QY’C*1)
Qx, 1xk—-1:Qy yk—1,Qxk—1yk—1EM(Qxr-1,Qyr—1):
k| A
D(Qy, | xk—1I1Px]Qxk—1)<ay,
C(ka‘xkfleYk‘yk—lIQkalyk—1)>Tk
inf D(ka‘Xk—lyk—l||PY|ka—lyk—l) (25)
Qx, | xk—1:Qy, |yk—1:Qxk—1yk-1:
D(Qx, | xt—1yk-1[1Px|Qxk—1yk-1)<ak,
C(ka‘xkflykfl7ka‘Xk71yk71IQkalyk71)>Tk
Z inf D(ka‘xk—lyk—l||PY|QXk—1Yk—1) (26)
QXk‘Xk—lykfl7ka‘Xk71yk717QXk—lyk71:
D@y, | xt—1yk-1[1Px|Qxk—1yk-1)<ak,
CQx, |xk—1yk—1:Qy, | xk—1yk—11Qxk-1yE-1)>Tk

Y

where
e in (25), we denote
Qxy|xr—1yr—1 = Qx, | x—1, Qy, | xr-1yk-—1 = Qy, |yr-1, (27)
and at the same time, we relax the coupling Q ys—1yr-1 of (Qxr-1,Qyr-1) to any joint distribution,

e in (26) we optimize over (Qx,|x+-1y#s-1,Qy,|xr-1ys-1) directly, instead over (Qx, xx-1,Qy,|yr-1).
(In other words, we remove the constraints given in (27) from the optimization in (26).)

Recall the expression of ¢(a,7) in (6). If we substitute W «+ (X*~1 Y% 1) X « XY « Y; into (26),
then we obtain the expression in (6). In other words, (26) is further lower bounded by ¢(ay, 7). Therefore,

E%n)(aﬂ') > %Zg?)(ozk,ﬂg) > d(a, 7).

k=1

3 Proof of Theorem 3

Statement 1 (Case a > 0): From the dimension-free bound in Theorem 1, liminf,, E§") (a,7) > d(a, 7).
We next prove limsup,, , . Ein)(aﬂ') < plo, 7).

We assume that W is finite, and without loss of generality, we assume W = [[W]] = {1,2,---,|[W]|}. Let
€ > 0. Let (QW, Qxw Qy|W) be an optimal pair attaining quﬁ(a —¢,7+¢€) + e That is,

D(@QxwlPx|Qw) <a—¢
CQxyw,Qvw|Qw) > 7 +¢
D(Qyw ||Py|Qw) < dla—e1+€) +e
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Without loss of generality, we assume supp(Qw) = [m].

For each n, let Q ") he an emplrlcal measure of an n-length sequence such that supp(Q( )) C [m] and

Q(" —>QWasn—>oo LetQXW _QWQXH/V? YW _QWQY|W Let w™ (17 71727 727"'7m7"'

be an n-length sequence, where 7 appears n; := nQW () times. Hence, the empirical measure of w™ is Q(Vg).

Denote Ay := Bo)(Qxjw=w) for w € [m], and A := {Rxjw : Rxjw=w € Aw,Vw € [m]} for e > 0.
Denote A as the set of sequences x™ such that the empirical conditional measure Lynj,» € A. In other
words,

A={z": Lgnjyn € A} = H {z" : Lgnw € Ay}
w=1

For each w, A, is closed. Since the empirical measure map ¢ is continuous under the weak topology,
{z" : Lyne € Ay} is closed in XY™ . Therefore, A is closed in X™.

Similarly, denote B, := Boj(Qy|w=w) for w € [m], and B := {Ryw : Ry|w—u € Buw,Vw € [m]} for
€ > 0. Denote B = {y" : Lyn,» € B}. So, B is closed in V™.

By Sanov’s theorem,

lim sup —— log P®" (A) = Z Qw (w) limsup —— 1og P®"w {z" : Lynw € Ay}
Ny

n—roo n—r oo
w

< ZQW(W) pinf, D(Rx||Px)
<ZQW D(Qx\w=wllPx)

= D(QX\WHPX|QW)

< a-—e.

Hence, — 1 log PY" (A) < « for all sufficiently large n. Similarly,

1 ¥
——log PZ" (B) < ¢(a — €, 7 +€) + 2¢ (28)
n

for all sufficiently large n.
Observe that®

By := {(RY\W:w)wGW € P(y)m : C(QX|W7RY|W|QW) >T+ 6}

is open in P(Y)™ equipped with the product topology. Since Qyw € Bo, By contains the product of
Fyy,w € [m] for some open sets Fy, € P(Y) such that Qy|w—., € Fu. So By, C Fy, Vw, for sufficiently small
¢/, which means in this case, B C By. Then, we obtain that

Equ RxeAVtr}}f%yeBW C(Rx,Ry) = RX‘WEA?IEY‘WEB C(Rxyw, Ry \w|Qw)
> inf C(Q)ﬂw, RY|W|QW) - 5(6/) (29)
Ry weB
>7+e—4d(€), (30)

where 0(¢’) is positive and vanishes as € | 0, (29) follows by Assumption 2, and (30) follows from B C By.

8This is because Ry \w — C’(QX‘W,RY‘W\QW) is the weighted sum of lower semi-continuous functions Ry |y —, +
CQx|\w=wsRy|w=w)- S0, C(Qx|w,Ry|w|Qw) is lower semi-continuous as well in P(Y)™ equipped with the product
topology. Hence, its strict superlevel sets are open.
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Using these equations, we obtain that for Lynj,n € A, Lynjuyn € B,

1
_c’ﬂ(xn7yn) = ]ELmn Y7 w™ C(X7 Y)
n sy,

2 C(LG|’u)” 5 Lyn‘wn |Lwn)

> inf C(R R Lon
2 pewerk en (Rxw, Ry |w|Luwn)

= EWNL inf C RX Ry
“" Rx€Aw,Ry €Bw ( ’ )

— EWNQW O(Rx,Ry)

inf
Rx€Aw,Ry € Bw
>7+e—06(¢).
So, if we let € > 0 be fixed and € > 0 be sufficiently small such that € > §(¢’), then for sufficiently large n,

1 n o ,mn
we have ~c,(z",y") > 7. Hence,

lim sup Ein) (a,7) < dpla— e, 7+ ¢€) +e.

n—r00

Since ¢? is convex, it is continuous on (0, +00)2. We hence have that for all o, 7 > 0,

lim sup E%n) (a,7) < po, 7).

n—oo

Statement 2 (Case a;,, — 0): The lower bound follows by the dimension-free bound in Theorem 1. We
next prove the upper bound. For this case, we set @ = 0 in the proof above, and re-choose (QW, Qy|W) as
an optimal pair attaining @(7 + €) + . That is,

C(Px,Qyw|Qw) > 7 +e
D(Qyw | Pr|Qw) < &(T +¢€) + e

On one hand, we choose A := B.j(Px) for ¢ > 0, and then have

lim sup —% log (1 - P%"(A)) > inf D(Qx||Px)

n— 00 Qx€EAc

> inf D P
T QxL(Qx,Px)>¢€/2 (@xIIFx)
2 6’2/8,

where the last inequality follows since

D(Qx||Px) > L(Qx, Px)*/2.

Hence, for fixed ¢ > 0, P{" (A) — 1 as n — +00 exponentially fast.
On the other hand, we remain the choices of B,, and B. Similarly to (28), we obtain

1
—=log PZ" (B) < @(T +¢€) + 2¢
n

for all sufficiently large n.
Similarly to the above, it can be shown that %cn(:v", y™) > 7 for sufficiently large n. We hence have that
for all 7 > 0,

lim sup E%n)(an, T) < @(7).

n—roo
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4 Proof of Theorem 4

Statement 1 (Case @ > 0): From the dimension-free bound in Theorem 1, liminf, _, E§") (a,7) > d(a, 7).
We next prove limsup, .. E\™ (a,7) < ¢(a, 7).
Let s > 0, and ds = min{d, s}. Then, d, is a bounded metric on X'. This is just the second example

given below Assumption 2 which satisfies Assumption 2. So, by Theorem 3, when we set ¢ = d?, we have
lim sup,,_, EY? (a,7) < ¢s(a,7), where EY? (a, 7) is the quantity E§ )(a,T) given in (2) but defined for
¢ = dP, and similarly, (55(04, 7) is the (5(04, 7) defined for ¢ = dP. Explicitly,

Gs(a, ) = Qx\wyér)l/f\lwawi D(Qyw||Py|Qw) (31)

D(Qxw || Px|Qw)<«,
Cs(Qx 1w Qv |w|Qw)>T

where Cy(Qxw, Qyw|Qw) is the OT cost for ¢ = d¥.
Observe that for the same A,

= J iy ey Zd (i, y:) <t}

Tz EeA
U{y eyt Zd xzuyz <t}_ At

zneA

V)

So, B\ (a,7) < EE?(O&,T). Hence, limsup, ... E\™ (a,7) < ¢s(a, 7). Taking limit as s — oo, we obtain
limsup,,_, EY’) (a,7) < limg_y00 ds(c, 7). To prove Statement 1, it suffices to show that lim,_, e ¢s(cr, 7) =
é(, 7) for a,7 > 0. On one hand, (55(04,7:) > $(a, 1) since Cs(Qxyw Qyw|Qw) < C(Qxw Qyw|Qw ).
So, it suffices to prove limg o ¢s(c, 7) < ¢(e, 7) for a, 7 > 0.

Let € > 0. Let (QW, Qx\w Qy|W) be an optimal pair attaining g?)(oz, 7) + €. That is,

D(Qxwl|Px|Qw) < a
CQx\w, Qviw|Qw) > 7

D(Qy\wllPy|Qw) < do,7) + ¢

Lemma 3. Given (Qx,Qy),
Slir{}o Cs(Qx,Qy) = C(Qx,Qy).

PTOOf. ObViOuSly7 CS(Q)(, Qy) < O(Qx, Qy) Hence, 1im5‘>00 OS(Q)(, Qy) < C(Qx, Qy)
By Kantorovich duality [27, Theorem 5.10] (also given in Lemma 5),

C(Qx,Qy) = sup / J dQx + / g dQy

(£,9)€CL(X)xCp(¥): f+g<c

where C,(X) denotes the collection of bounded continuous functions f : X — R. Given € > 0, let (f*,g*) €
Cy(X) x Cp(Y) be such that

ff+g <c
/ J* dQx + / ¢ dQy > C(Qx, Qy) — e
X y

Then, by the boundness, f* + g* < ¢, for all sufficiently large s. By Kantorovich duality again,

Cu(Qx. Qy) = sup / fdQx + / g dQy. (32)
V):f+g<ecs J X y

(f,9)€ECH(X)XCy
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For sufficiently large s, (f*, g*) is a feasible solution to (32). Hence,

Cu(Qx. Qy) Z/Xf* dQX+/yg* dQy > C(Qx.Qy) — <

Since € > 0 is arbitrary, lim,_~ Cs(Qx,Qy) > C(Qx,Qy), completing the proof. O

Since by definition, the conditional OT cost is the weighted sum of the unconditional version, given
(Qw, Qxyw, Qyw), we immediately have

Jim Cs(Q@xw Qviw |Qw) = C(Qxw, Qviw|Qw) > 7.

So, for sufficiently large s, Cs(Qx|w,Qy|w|Qw) > 7 which means that (QW,QX|W,QY‘W) is a feasible
solution to the infimization in (31) with « substituted by a — e. Therefore,

lim gy(,7) < D(Qyiw| Py|Qw) < dla,7) +e.

Letting € | 0, we obtain limy_, bs (a,7) < J)(a, 7). This completes the proof.

Statement 2 (Case a;, — 0): The proof for the upper bound is similar to the above for Statement 1, and
hence is omitted here.

We next prove liminf,,_, E%n)(an, 7) > ¢x (7). From the dimension-free bound in 3, we have for fixed

7, B (o, 7) > ¢(au, 7). Under the condition D(Qxwl||Px|Qw) < an, we have

C(QxwPx|Qw) < Rx(an).

Recall that kx is given in (10). By Assumption 2, Rx(a) — 0 as a — 0. By the triangle inequality (since
for this case, C'/?(-,.) is a Wasserstein metric), we then have that for (Qxw, Qyw, Qw) satisfying the
constraints in (6),

CYP(Px, Qyw|Qw) > CY?(Qx 1w, Qy 1w |Qw) — CYP(Qxw, Px|Qw)
> 7P — fx(an)VP.

We finally obtain y
P(an, 7) = Gx (77 — Rx (o) /P)P).

Letting n — oo, liminf,, . (;;(an, 7) > $x(7) for 7 > 0. Hence, liminf,, E%n)(anﬂ') > @x (7).

5 Proof of Theorem 5

5.1 Upper Bound
5.1.1 Finite X

We first consider that X is a finite metric space. For this case, we extend Ahlswede, Yang, and Zhang’s
method [2, 3] to the case in which ) is an arbitrary Polish space (but X is still a finite metric space). We
divide the proof into four steps.

Step 1: Inherently Typical Subset Lemma

In our proof, we utilize the inherently typical subset lemma in [2,3]. We now introduce this lemma. Let
A be any subset of X™. For any 0 <i <n — 1, define

A; = {xl € X': 2% is a prefix of some element of A} ,

which is the projection of A to the space X? of the first i components.

18



Definition 1. A C X™ is called m-inherently typical if there exist a set W, with [W,,| < (m +1)I*l and n
mappings ¢; : A; = Wi, @ € [0: n — 1] such that the following hold:
(i) There exists a distribution (empirical measure) @ xw such that for any 2" € A,

Lynyn = QXW

where w" is a sequence defined by w; = ¢;(z*~!) for all 1 < i < n. Such a sequence is called a sequence
associated with ™ through (¢;).

(i)

log®m

1
Ho(X|W) - < log 4] < Ho(X|W). (33)

For an m-inherently typical set A, let Qx~» be the uniform distribution on A. We now give another
interpretation of the m-inherently typical set in the language of sufficient statistics. Let W; = ¢;(X*71).
First, observe that

1
~log|A| = Ho(X")

X|Xz 1

o(Xi| X1 W)

m H'M: HM:

(XK|XK L Wik, K)
where K is a random time index uniformly distributed over [n] which is independent of X™. Moreover,

QXK,WK = E(X",W")"’anyw" [QXK;WK‘X”)W”]
= E(X",W")"’anyw" [LX"an]
=Qxw. 39

Hence, the inequalities in (33) can be rewritten as

1 2
0 < Io(Xg; XK1 K|Wi) < —2- 2

The first inequality holds trivially since mutual information is nonnegative. For sufficiently large m, the
bound % is sufficiently small. Hence, Io(Xk; X5~ K|Wk) is close to zero. In this case, Xy and
(XE-1 K) are approximately conditionally independent given Wy . In other words, Wy is an approximate
sufficient statistic for “underlying parameter” X g; refer to [7, Section 2.9] for sufficient statistics and [16] for
approximate versions.

As for m-inherent typical sets, one of the most important results is the inherently typical subset lemma,

which concerns the existence of inherent typical sets. Such a lemma was proven by Ahlswede, Yang, and
Zhang [2,3].

Lemma 4 (Inherently Typical Subset Lemma). For anym > 2'81% n satisfying ((m + 1)¥**n(n 4 1)) /n <
1, and any A C X™, there exists an m-inherently typical subset A C A such that

1 A
OS—log:—~|§|X|(m+1)
n

Al

‘Xllog(n +1)
—

Step 2: Multi-letter Bound
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For any A C X", denote Ag, := AN {2" : Lyn = @x} for empirical measure Qx. Since A =J,, Agx
and the number of distinct types is no more than (n + 1)‘X |, by the pigeonhole principle, we have

P (Aqy) 2 PR (A)(n+1)~1¥]

for some empirical measure Q.
By the lemma above, given m >
subset A C Ag, such that

2161 |2, for all sufficiently large n, there exists an m-inherently typical

Al > |Agy] - (n+1)7"

where b = | X'|(m+1)!*l. Observe that for any B C {2" : Lyn = Qx}, we have P{"(B) = | Ble™ X« @x (@) log Px (),
Hence,
PYM(A) > P (Agx)(n+1)7" > PE"(A)(n+1)7"

where b’:b+|X|:|X|(1+(m+1)|/”5\)_ i
Let Qxn be the uniform distribution on A. Then, (34) and (37) still hold, and moreover,

n 1 ni A 1 n
D(Qx+IPF") =~ log P{"(4) < ——log PF"(4) + on(1).

If P{™(A) > e ™, we have
D(Qx»||PE") < a+ o0,(1). (35)

Denote t = n7. Let Qyn»x» be a conditional distribution such that given each z", Qyn|xn_z» is
concentrated on the cost ball Bi(2") := {y" : cn(2",y") < t}. Then, we have that Qy» := Qxn 0 Qyn|xn
is concentrated on A’, which implies that —1 log P2"(A") < 1Dg(Qy+||PE") < 2D(Qy+||Pg"). Here

Dy(Q||P) := —log P{% > 0} is the Rényi divergence of order 0, which is no greater than the relative
entropy D(Q||P) [25]. Since Qyn|xn is arbitrary, we have

1 1
——log Py"(A") < inf —D(Qy || PE™).
n 8 Y ( )_Qyn‘xntcn({g",yn)gt a.s. 1 (QY H Y )

Taking supremum of the RHS over all Q x» satisfying (34), (37), and (35), we have

n . 1 n
E(() )(04,7') < (e, 7) = sup inf ED(QynHP}@ ). (36)

Qxn Qxw A D(Qxn [PEM Saton (), @rlxni
Qxnwn{(z" w™):Lyn wn=Qxw }=1, cn (XY™ <t as.

Io (X XK1 KWk )=0m(1)

where W; = ¢;(X*~1). The condition @ xnwn{(2™, w"™) : Lyn wn = Qxw} = 1 implies Qx, . wyx = Qxw-
Step 3: Single-letterizing the Cost Constraint

We next make a special choice of Qyn|x». Let 6 > 0 and let Qy|xw be a conditional distribution such
that

Hi= ]EQXWQY\XWC(X’ Y)<71-4.

Then, for all (z",w™) with type Qxw with w; = ¢;(z*!) and for Y ~ Q%TX w ([, w™), it holds that

Eep (2™, Y") = ZEc(xk,Yk)
k=1

I
NE

U(Ikawk)

~
Il
—

n]EQXW/J’(X7 W) = np,



where (1(z,w) = EqQy | x wy—(o.m) (¥, Y). Hence, by Chebyshev’s inequality, the probability

en = QY™ ¢ {2"}'} = Q{en(a",Y") > n7}
E [(ca(a", Y™) = np)?]
n* (7 — p)?
_ o B [(cn, Yi) — plw, wi))?]
n? (T — p)?
_ Eqyyw Var(ce(X,Y)| X, W)
a n(r — p)?
Var(c(X,Y))
= Tatr -y
B [o(x, V)’
L

Recall that Q denotes the underlying probability measure that induces Q%TXW. Since E [c(X , Y)ﬂ is

bounded, the last line (and also ¢,) vanishes as n — oc.
However, such a product distribution Q%?XW does not satisfy the constraint ¢, (X", Y™) < t a.s. So,

we cannot substitute it into (36) directly. We next construct a conditional version of @ and then

Rn
Y|X,W
substitute this conditional version into (36).

Denote Qyn|x»wn as a distribution given by

Qv (xn W)= (amwm) = (H QY(XW)-(xk,wk)) (="}
k=1
for all 2" and w; = ¢;(x'~1). Denote
Qyn (X7 Wn)=(an wn) = <H Qy|(x,w)_(zk,wk)> C1({="}1)%).
k=1

We can rewrite Q%rxw as a mixture:

Q;ei’lanW(Lrn? wn) - (1 - En)QY71‘(X717Wn):(zn1wn) + EnQY”\(X”,W”):(z”,w”)'

For the same input distribution @ x~, the output distributions of channels Q%T’XW, Qyn| xn,wn, and Qyn| Xn W

are respectively denoted as Qyn, Qyn, and Qyn, which satisfy
Qvr = (1 - €)Qyn + €aQyn.
Denote J ~ Q; := Bern(e,), and Qyn|j=1 = Qy=, Qyn|j—0 = Qy~. Then,
Qyn = Qr(1)Qynjj=1 + Q(0)Qyn|j=0-
Observe that

D(QynsIPE"1Qs) = (1 = n) D(Qy+ [|PY") + €n D(Qy+ || PE™)
> (1 =€) D(Qyn || PE™).
On the other hand,
D(Qy~[IPE"Qs) = D(Qy [ P¥™) + D(Qupy+ |Q51Qyn),
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and
D(Q sy Qs1Qyn) = Ig(J;Y"™) < Hgo(J) < log2.

Hence,

D(Qy+||[PY") + log 2
1—e€, '

D(Qy+||PF"™) <

By choosing Qyn|xn» in (36) such that Qyn|xn_zn = QAynl(XnyWn):(znﬁwn) for all 2™ where w; = ¢; ('),
we then have

. 1. 4
M (o, 7) < sup o inf ED(QYn HP}@”)
n, 2 D(Qxn ||PE™)<aton (1), YIXw:
ox QXWQ}K(’?V);JQ;;W{*Q on(1) EQxw @y | xw (X, Y)<r =4

Io (X XK1 K|Wi)=0m(1)
D(Qy~ | PY")

< sup Qinf a j + on(1).
", 1 D(Qxn | PE™)<a+ton(1), Yixw: nil—én
9x QXWQz(K(yg,f(:”Q;(W))_a on(1) ]EwaQy\XWC(X,Y)STfJ

Io (X X571 KWk )=0.m(1)
Step 4: Single-letterizing Divergences
We next complete the single-letterization. By standard information-theoretic techniques, we obtain that

n

1 " 1
ED(QY"”P)@ )= " ZD QYk|Y’C*1”PY|QY’C*1)
k=1

IN

p (

1 n

n Z D(Qyy | xr—ryr—1 | Py [Qxr-1yr-1)
k=1

1 n

-~ (

=" D@y e[ Pr|Qxe)
k=1

+ ZD(QYk\kalkalHQYk|X’€*1|QXk*1Yk*1)

k=1

n
1

n

n

1 _ _
D(QY;C|X’“*1HPY|QX"*1>+EZIQ(YIC;YIC 1|Xk 1)
k=1

[
SRS
(]

el
Il
—

1 n
=~ D(@uipxe1|[Py|Qxir) (37)
k=1
= D(Qyy | xx 1| Py|Qxx-1k)

(
(Qvi | xx 1 kWi Qv Wi | Qx x—1 kWi ) + D(Qyewie | Py |Qwv )
o(Yie; X571 K|Wie) + D(Qyiejwie | Py Qi)
Qv wi 1Py |Qwie) + om (1) (38)
(Qyw | Py|Qw) + om (1),

[
S ogS ©

where

e (37) follows since under the distribution @y Q%rxwv Wk is a function of X*~!, and moreover, Y},

and Y*~! are conditionally independent given (X*~! W) for each k;

e (38) follows since under the distribution Qx ® Q xnywn Q%"ZXW with Qg = Unif[n], (K, X%~1) and Yx
are conditionally independent given (Xk, Wx), and hence,

Io(Yie; XKV K|Wi) < Ig(Xg; XE7H K |[Wg) = o (1);
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e in the last line, Qy|w is induced by the distribution QxwQy|xw, and the last line follows since
Qy,jw is induced by the distribution Qx,w,Qy|xw, and hence, Qy,jw = Qyw. (Recall that
Qxxwi = Qxw.)

Similarly, we have

1 n
—D(Qx~||PY") =
n

3|*—‘

Z D(Qx, xr—1[|Px|Qxnr-1)
k=1

= D(Qx,xx—1xl|Px|Qxx-1k)
= Io(Xi; XX K|W) + D(Qxw || Px|Qw)
> D(QxwllPx|Qw).

Hence,

: s i D(Qy | PrQw) + 0n(1) + 0,(1)

L—e Qy|xw:
(QX\WHPX|QW)<0¢+OTL(1)]EQC(X Y)<r—46

_ id}m(a +on(1),7 = 8) + om(1) + 0n(1),

7771 (Of, T) S

where 1, is defined similarly as ¢ but with W restricted to concentrate on the alphabet W,, satisfying
Letting n — oo and 6 | 0, we obtain

limsup B (o, 7) < limsup (o, 7) + om(1). (39)

n—o0 o' Lo, 7' T

We next prove that 1, is upper semicontinuous. Define

9(1,Qxw) = inf D(Qyw | Py|Qw).

QvixwiEoxway xw (X, Y)<7

It is easy to see that g(7, Qxw) is convex in (7, Qxw ). Since given m, @ xw is defined on a finite alphabet,
Qxw is in a probability simplex (which is relatively compact). Hence, g(7,Qxw) is upper semicontinuous
n (7,Qxw). By definition,

1/}m (O[, 7-) = sup g(Ta QXW)
Qxw:D(Qx wIPx|Qw)<la

Let (ax,T) be a sequence converging (a,7) as k — oo. For each k, let Qg?%/v attain (or approximately
attain) ¢, (ax, 7). Hence, passing to a subsequence, we can obtain a convergent sequence ( glc?/v)’ which is

assumed to converge to Q%;. Hence,

* * . k k .
D(Qxw I Px|Qiv) = lim D(Q)y |IPx|Qy)) < lim ax = a

Moreover,
g(m, Q% w) > hmsupg(m, QXW) = lim sup ¥, (g, Tx)-
k— k— 00
Therefore,
Ym(a,7) = sup 9(1,Qxw)
Qxw:D(Qx wlPx|Qw)<l«a
2 g(Tv Q;(W)
> lim sup ¥, (g, 7%)-
k—o0
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Hence, 1, is upper semicontinuous.
By (39) and the upper semicontinuity of 1,,, and letting m — oo, we obtain

lim sup E(()") (o, 7) < lim Y (c, 7) = YP(a, 7).

n—00 m—>o0

5.1.2 Compact X

We next consider compact X'. We first introduce a result implied by Assumption 2. By choosing Qx, Q’y, Qy
as Dirac measures d,, d,/,d, in Assumption 2 and by the fact that L(d,,0,) = d(z,2") when d(z,z’') <1,
there exists a function d(€) : (0,00) — (0,00) vanishing as € | 0 such that

. /

Lt clal) 2 elang) = 30 (10)
holds for all (z,y). In other words, inf,/.q(, 2y<c c(@',y) — c(x,y) as € | 0 uniformly for all (x,y). Note that
without Assumption 2, Equation (40) is still true if ¢ = d.

Since X is compact, for any r > 0, it can be covered by a finite number of open balls { B, (901)}f:1 Denote
E; := By(z;)\ Ul " B.(x i),% € [k], which are measurable. Hence, {Ei}le forms a partition of X, and E; is
a subset of B,.(x;). For each i, we choose a point z; € E;. Consider Z := {21, 22, -+ , 21} as a sample space,
and define a probability mass function Pz on Z given by Pz(z;) = Px(E;),Vi € [k]. In other words, Z ~ Py
is a quantized version of X ~ Pyx in the sense that Z = z; if X € F; for some 1.

For a vector i" := (i1,i2,...,in) € [k|", denote E;» =[]}, E;,. Consequently, {E;» :i" € [k|"} forms
a partition of X™. Similarly, for X" P®", we denote Z" as a random vector where Z; is the quantized
version of X;,i € [n]. Obviously, Z" ~ P®"

For any measurable set A C X", denote Z := {i" € [k]* : E;n N A # 0}. Denote A := Uin ez Ein which
is a superset of A, i.e., A C A. On the other hand, for each i" € 7 and any 7 > 0, the t-enlargement of Fjn
with £ := n7 satisfies that

Efn ={y" :co(a™,y™) <t, 32" € Ein}
C{y" :cnla™, y™) < t,d(xs,2;) <7 Vi€ [n],32" € A, 2" € X"} (41)
={y": inf ca(x™, y™) < 33" € A}

zn:d(zq,8:)<r,Vi€[n]

= n <

{y ; 1151f1)<r c(wi,y;) < t,33" € A}
g{y"Z c(&i, ) <n(7+6(r)), 32" € A} (42)
_An<f+6<r>>

where
e (41) follows from the fact that 3z™ € E;n implies d(x;, 3;) < r,Vi € [n] for some " € A, 2™ € X";
e in (42) d(r) is a positive function of r which vanishes as r | 0, and (42) follows by (40).

Hence,
At — U Eztn C An(H6(r)
ineT

If we choose 7 = 7 — §(r), then A"" C A"". Combining this with A C A implies
P (A) < PR"(A),
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which further imply that
inf  P2"(A"T)>  inf  PZ"(A"T)

A:PZ"(A)>a AP (A)>a
= inf PE"((| | Em)™)
IQ[’C]”:PE‘?"(UWEI Ein)>a Y Z—nLGJI
= inf PZ"(B"),

BCzm:PE™(B)>a
where B" = {y" : ¢, (2", y") < n7,32" € B}. Therefore,
E§”(a,7|Px) < E{" (e, 7|Py),

where E ( ‘|Px) is the exponent E( ") defined for distribution pair (Px,Py), and E(()")(-, ‘|Pz) is the

exponent Eé ") defined for (Pz, Py).
Denote (-, -|Px) as the function ¢ defined for (Px, Py), and 9(-,-|Pz) as the one defined for (Pz, Py ).
Since Z is a finite metric space (with discrete metric), by the result proven in Section 5.1.1, we have

limsup E\" (v, 7| Pz) < (v, 7| Py).

n—roo

Therefore,

limsup E{" (v, 7| Px ) < (v, #|Pz) = ¥(a, 7 — 6(r)| Py). (43)

n—oo

We next show that (o, 7" 4+ §(r)|Pz) < (o', 7'|Px) for any o/ > 0,7" > 0. For any Q zw, we define a
mixture distribution @ x|y such that for each w,

k
Qxiw=w =Y _ Qzjw (zilw)Px (| E),
=1

which implies

d?g;‘(w ZQZWV Zl|w) ZQZ|W Zz|w) : () V. (44)

Py(z)’

For such Qx w,
D(Qxw | Px|Qw) = D(Qzjw | Pz|Qw). (45)

Note that for such a construction, Z ~ Q7 can be seen as a quantized version of X ~ Qx.
By (40), we have that ¢(X,Y) > ¢(Z,Y) — §(r) a.s. where Z is the quantized version of (and also a
function of) X. We hence have that for Q x| constructed above,

C , = min E c(X,Y
(QX\W QY|W|QW) Qv iw € (Qx w Qv w) QWQXY\W[ ( )]

> min E c(Z,Y)] —6(r
2 e el o) Qw Qxy w [¢(Z,Y)] = 6(r)
> min EQWQZY\W[C(Z7 Y)] - 5(T)

Qzy \wel(Qz 1w ,Qy |w)

= C(Qziw, Qyiw|Qw) — d(r).

Therefore,

D(Qywl|Py|Qw)

D(Qy\wl| Py |Qw).

inf
Qy w:C(Qx w,Qyw|Qw)<T!

2 inf
Qv w:C(Qzw, Qv w|Qw)IT/+4(r)
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Taking supremum over Qzw such that D(Qzyw | Pz|Qw) < o/, we obtain

sup inf D(Q Py|Qw) > (o, 7 +(r)| Py
Qzw:D(Qzw |Pz|Qw)<a’ @viw:C(Qx|w Qv w|Qw) <7’ ( Y‘WH | ) ( ( )| )

where Qx| at the LHS above is induced by Q7w as shown in (44). By (45), the LHS above is in turn
upper bounded by 1 (a’, 7’| Px) (by replacing the supremum above with the supremum over Q xw such that

D(Qxw||Px|Qw) < o). Hence,
b(a', 7"+ 8(r)|Pz) < (o, 7' |Px).

For 7 > 26(r) (when 7 > 0 and r is sufficiently small), substituting o/ < «, 7" <= 7 —24(r) into the above

inequality, we have
Y(a, 7= 6(r)|Pz) < (o, 7 —26(r)|Px). (46)

Combining (43) and (46) and letting r | 0, we have

lim sup ES" (v, 7| Px ) < hern (o, 7| Px).

n—oo

5.2 Lower Bound

The proof for the lower bound is similar to that for Statement 1 of Theorem 3 given in Section 3.
Let € > 0. Let Qwx be such that [supp(Qw)| < oo and D(Qxw||Px|Qw) < a —e. Without loss

of generality, we assume supp(Qw) = [m]. For each n, let Qg}) be an empirical measure of an n-length
sequence (i.e., n-type) such that supp(Q(W")) C [m] and Q%’;) — Qw as n — oo. Let Qg?‘)/v = Q%;)QXWV.
Let w™ = (1,---,1,2,---,2,--- ,m,--- ,m) be an n-length sequence, where i appears n; := nQ(Wn) (i) times.

Hence, the empirical measure of w™ is Q(W"). Let ¢ > 0. Denote A, := B )(Qxw=w) for w € [m], and
A= {Rx\w : Rx|w=w € Aw,Yw € [m]}. Denote

A={2": Lgnjyn € A} = H {z"* : Lgnw € Ay}
w=1

As shown in Section 3, A is closed in A", and —% log P¥" (A) < « for all sufficiently large n.
Denote t = n7. Observe that

Al = {y" 132", Lgnjwn € A, cp(2”,y™) < t}
= {yn : EI:L'”, LI"l’u)” S A, ELz”,yn,w” C(X, Y) S T}
C {yn : H:I:na Lm"|w" € Au C(Lm"|w"7Ly"|w"|Lwn) < T}

C {yn tJRxw € A, O(RX|WaLy"\w"|Q$/7I;)) < 7'} :
Hence, we have
At g {yn . Lynlwn (S B},

where
B ={Ryw : O(RX|WaRY\W|Q$;)) <7,3Rxw € A}. (47)

We next compute the exponent of PZ™ (A?) by using Sanov’s theorem. To this end, we first convert
the probability PZ™ (A!) to a probability of the (random) empirical measure Lyny» with (Y™, W™) ~
P)@" ® Q%". Define

B .= {(w",yn) . Lyn|w" e B,Lwn _ (n)}
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Note that for distinct w™, @™ with the same empirical measure Q(Wn), there is a permutation o such that

w" =o(w™). Moreover, the set {(@",y") : Lyn

|on € B} is the resultant set by permuting each elements in

{(w™,y") : Lyn|yn € B} via 0. On the other hand, the distribution P§" @ Q}}"" is permutation-invariant (or

exchangeable). Hence, we have

PE" @ QM (0", y") : Lynjgn € B} = PE" @ Q5P {(w",y™) : Lynjyn € B}.

Moreover, the events in the probability at the LHS and RHS are mutually exclusive. Hence, for any w™ with

empirical measure Q(Wn) ;
1

®n ®n no,ny. —

Furthermore, given w™, the LHS above is Q{?{,"(w")P}@" {y”  Lynjwn € B}. Hence,
1
[{wr : Lun = QY - QR (wr)
1
= PE" @ Q5 (B).
Q%’ﬂ{wn Lpn = g;)} Y w

Note that W is finite. By the finite alphabet version of Sanov’s theorem [7],

PE™ {y" : Lynjyn € B} = PE" @ QW (B)

1
lim ——log Q" {w" : Lun = QM =o.

n—oo

Hence,
1 1
liminf —— log PZ"(B,n) = liminf — = log PE" @ Q47 (B) =: E.
n

n—ro0 n n—oo
We next estimate E. For sufficiently large n, Q(Wn) belongs to B.1(Qw). So,
B g {(wn7yn) : Ly"\w" S B,Lwn S BE/] (Qw)}
By Sanov’s theorem,

E> inf _ D(Rywl| Py ®Qw),
Rwy€B’

where B" := {Rwy : Rw € Bo)(Qw), Qy|w € B}. To simplify this lower bound, denoting
B = {Ryw : C(Qxw, Ry\w|Qw) < 7+ 2¢},
we claim that for sufficiently small ¢’, it holds that
B' C B':={Rwy : Rw € Bj(Qw), Ry\w € B},

and B’ is closed. We next prove this claim.
By Assumption 2, for any Ry |y, it holds that given ¢ > 0, for sufficiently small ¢,

inf AC(RXIWuRY\W|Q§;)) > C(Qxw Ry Q) — €.

RX‘WG

PE" @ QR (B).

(48)

(49)

Note that the minimization in the conditional optimal transport can be taken in a pointwise way for
each condition W = w. Combining this with the condition that ¢ is bounded, we have that Ry +—

C(Rxw, Ry |w|Rw) is continuous. So, given €” > 0, for sufficiently large n,
C(Qxiw: RywlQ) > C(Quxiw, Ryjw|Qw) = ¢
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This implies that given ¢”, for sufficiently small ¢/, B C B. (Recall B is defined in (47).) Hence, B’ C B'.

We next prove that for sufficiently small e, B’ is closed. Let (jo)y) be an arbitrary sequence drawn from

B’, which converges to R}y (under the weak topology). Obviously, Rgi) — Ry, = Qw and Rg?w:w —

Ry |y —,, for each w. By the lower semi-continuity of Ry — C(Rx, Ry), we have that

hknigo}f C(QX|W:wa R&\)W:w) > C(QXIW:UH R;\W:w)
Hence,

hkrgi;lf C(Qxw R&\)W|QW) > C(Qxyw, Ry yw|Qw).

On the other hand, by the f:hoice of (}%g,];)y), C(Qxw, R&\)W|QW) < 7+2¢". Hence, C(Qx|w R;‘Wle) <
T+ 2¢”. That is, Ry € B’. Hence, B’ is closed. This completes the proof of the claim above.
By (49) and (48),

E> inf D(Ryw| Py ®Qw)

Rwy€B’

= inf _D(Ryw||Py|Rw) + D(Rw [|Qw)
Rwy:RWeBE/](Qw),Ry‘WGB

Letting ¢ | 0 and by the continuity of Ry € P([m]) — D(Rw ||Qw ), we obtain

E > B :=lim inf D(Ryw || Py |Qw
€10 Rw €B./(Qw), Ry |w:C(Qx|w , Ry|w |[Qw ) <T+2¢” ( ! H | )

Let (R(Mlj),Rgf‘)W) be such that

C(QX|W7 R§/1'€|)W|QW) <7+ 26”7

1
D(REIIPy|Quw) < B+ —.

Since Rg,’f,) is in the probability simplex, by passing to a subsequence, we assume Rg,’f,) — Qw . Since sublevel
sets of the relative entropy Ry — D(Ry||Py) are compact, by the fact that for each w, D(Ry |w—||Py) is

finite, passing to a subsequence, we have Rg?w:w — R;Iwzw. By the lower semi-continuity of the relative

entropy and the optimal transport cost functional, we have
liminf D(R{), [Py |Qw) = D(Byyuwl|Pr|Qw),
lim inf C(Qxjw, By 1Qw) = C(Qxw, By oy [Qw)-

Hence, R;‘,IW satisfies that

C(Qxw, By wl|Qw) < 7+ 2¢”
D(Ry \w | Py|Qw) < B.

Therefore, E > g(7 + 2¢”,Q xw), where

g(t, Qxw) = f D(Qy\wl|Py|Qw)

in
Qv w:C(Qx\w,Qy \w|Qw)<t

Qv xw:E[e(X,Y)]<t (QY|W Py |Qw)
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Since Qxw is arbitrary distribution on X x W satisfying D(Q xw || Px|Qw) < a — ¢, taking supremum
over all such distributions, we obtain

lim inf E(()n) (o, 7) > sup g(T+ 26", Qxw)
nreo Qxw:D(QxwlIPx|Qw)<la—e
= pw(a —e, 7+ 2€").

where 1y is defined similarly as ¢ in (16) but with the alphabet W fixed. Letting ¢ | 0 and ¢’ | 0, we
obtain

lim inf E(()n) (o, 7) > lim lim Yy (o — €, 7 + 2€”)

n—o00 el0 €7]0

= sup Ywl(a—e,1+26").

e, e’ >0
Note that given W,

sup Yw(a — €, 7 + 2€”)

€’’>0

= sup sup g(7 4+ 2¢”, Qxw)
Qxw:D(Qx w I Px|Qw)<la—ece’>0

= sup lim inf D(Qv\w| Py |Qw
QXWD(QX\WHPX|QW)S0‘75 €10 QY\XW:]E[C(va)]STJFE ( ! H | )

= sup inf D(Qyw || Py|Qw) (50)
Qxw:D(@QxwlIPx|Qw)<a—e Qvixw E[(X,Y)]<7 |

= wW(O‘ — €, T)u

where (50) follows since given Qxw, 7 — ianY‘XW:]E[C(ny)]STD(QY‘WHPy|QW) is convex, and hence,
continuous on (0, 400). Hence,

lim inf Eén)(a, T)> sup supyPy(a—eT)
n—oo finite W €>0

=sup sup Pw(a—e7)
€>0 finite W

= lelfgw(a — 7).

6 Proofs of Dual Formulas

It is well known that the OT cost admits the following duality.
Lemma 5 (Kantorovich Duality). [27, Theorem 5.10] It holds that

CQx,Qy) = sup Qx(f) +Qv(9),

(f,9)€CH (X)X Cu(¥): f+g<c
where Cy(X) denotes the collection of bounded continuous functions f : X — R.

We also need the following duality for the I-projection, which is well-known if the space is Polish since
both sides in (51) correspond to the large deviation exponent.

Lemma 6 (Duality for the I-Projection). Let f : X — R be a measurable bounded above function. Then, it
holds that for any real T,

inf  D(Q||P) = sup At — log P(e™), 51
ot @lIP) sup g P(e’) (51)
and for any real o > 0,
sup  Q(f) = inf o+ nlog P(eM/M7). (52)
Q:D(Q[P)<a >0

The supy>q in (51) can be replaced by sup,~.g.
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This lemma is a direct consequence of the following lemma. The following lemma can be easily verified
by definition.

Lemma 7. [8] For a measurable bounded above function f and X > 0, define a probability measure Q) with
density

dQ)\ 6)‘f

dP  P(eM)’

then

D(Q[IP) = D(Qx[|P) = D(QII@x) + M (Q(f) — @x(/))
= AMQM) = Qx(f)-

The function f in Lemmas 6 and 7 can be assumed to be unbounded, but P(e*/) should be finite for
Lemma 7, P(e*) should be finite for A > 0 such that Qx(f) = 7 for (51) in Lemma 6, and P(e(*/"f) should
be finite for 7 > 0 such that D(Q/,[|P) = « for (52) in Lemma 6,

The conditional version of Lemma 6 is as follows.

Lemma 8. Let W be a finite set and f : X x W — R be a measurable bounded above function. Let Py be
a probability measure on W. Then, for any real T, it holds that

inf D Pxw|Pw) = sup A\t — Py (log P eM)),
QP ey ()27 (Qxw | Pxjw|Pw) ,\z% w (log Pxw (e™))

and for any real o > 0, it holds that

sup PwQxw(f) = inf na+ nPw (log PX\W(e(l/")f)),
Qxw:DQx 1wl Pxjw|Qw )<« n>0

Based on the duality lemmas above, we prove Theorem 6.

Proof of Theorem 6. By the definition of ¢> and by the Kantorovich duality,

,T) = inf D P
(;52(04 T) QX7QY71fI,1.q:f+9§C7 (QYH Y)
Qx(+Qvy(g)>T,
D(Qx|Px)<a

= inf inf D Py). 53
Qx,f,9:f+9<¢c, Qy:Qx (f)+Qv (9)>7 (QY” Y) ( )
D(Qx|Px)<a

By Lemma 6,

,7)= inf inf sup A7 — — log Py (eM). 54
¢>(a, ) o oen @ <o S (7 = Qx(f)) —log Py(e™) (54)

The objective function in (54) is linear in A and also linear in @ x, and moreover, {@Qx : D(Qx||Px) < a} is
compact. So, by the minimax theorem, the second infimization and the supremization can be swapped [30,
Theorem 2.10.2]. Hence, the inf-sup part in (53) is equal to

su inf N7 — — log Py (eM9).
)\>IO)QX3D(QX”PX)§OZ ( QX(f)) & Y( )

which by Lemma 6, can be rewritten as

sup A(7 — inf (na + nlog Px (e/M7))) — log Py (e9).
A>0 n>0

Substituting this into (54) completes the proof. O
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Proof of Proposition 1. By the Kantorovich—Rubinstein formula [27, (5.11)],

T) = inf D P
¢X2( ) Qx,1-Lip f:Px (f)=0,Qx(f)>T (@xl|Px)

= inf f D Px) + M7 —
\-Lip fP ()= Oglxsgp (@x|[|Px) + AMr — Qx(f))

= f tD Px)+ AT —
vain £ 103 B DI £ = Q)

= inf sup A7 — log Px (e™).
1-Lip f:Px(f)=0 )\218 . X( )

O

Proof of Theorem 7. It is easy to see that ¢x >(7) = ¢x (7). If we swap the inf and sup in (18), then we
will obtain (7). However, this is infeasible in general.

Obviously, from (18), ¢x.>(7) > r(7), and by definition, r(7) is convex. So, taking the lower convex
envelope, we obtain ¢@x >(7) > (7). It remains to prove ¢x >(7) < (7). We next do this.

By [4, Theorem 3.10], given any 7 > 0, there is a A\* such that r(7) = A*7 — Lg(\*). Because the function
A = AT — Lg(A) has a maximum at \*, its right derivative at \* is at most 0, and its left derivative is at
least 0. In other words, we have LL(\*) < 7 < LL(A\*). Because LL,(\*) > 7, there must be a function
g : X — R such that Ly(A\*) = Lg(\*) and L/ (/\*) > 7. Because L, (\*) < 7, there must be a function
h: X — R such that Ly(A\*) = Lg(A*) and L] ()\*) < 7. Hence for any € > 0, there are positive integer n
and nonnegative integer k such that |7 — 7| <e, where

7i=pLy(\") + (1 = p) Ly (A7)

and p = %
Let X" ~ PY". Denote f : X" — R by

k n
F@m) =Y gl@)+ > hx).
=1 i=k+1

Since g, h are 1-Lipschitz, so is f (on the product space). Then, for any A > 0,
Li(A) = kLg(A) + (n = k) Ln(A).-
Then,
r(1) = A*1 — Lg(\")

< N7 — (pLg(A*) + P)Lnp(N")) + e

(1-
=sup AT = (pLg(A) + (1 = p)La(N)) + A€ (55)

=sup A\t — —Lf()\) + \'e
A>0

1
> inf sup A\ — —L F(A) + A%
1-Lip f:PE™(f)=0 x>0

on(nT) + A€ (56)
>(7)+ N, (57)

“€<:|»—l

>
where

e (55) follows since the objective function in it is strictly convex in A and its derivative is zero at A*;
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e o, in (56) given by

Qxn€P(X™):C(PE",Qxn)>1

is the n-dimensional extension of ¢ x >, and (56) follows by Proposition 1 for the n-dimensional version
Pn;
e (57) follows the single-letterization argument same to that used for (21).

Lastly, letting ¢ — 0, we have 7 — 7. By the continuity of $x > and (57), we have r(7) > @x >(7).

Proof of Theorem 8. We first give a dual formula for

O(1,Qxw) == D(Qyw || Py|Qw)-

inf
Qyiw:C(Qx|w,Qv w|Qw)<T
Observe that

o(r, = inf D P;
(7, Qxw) Qv iw:C(Qx\w,Qviw|Qw)<T (QY|W” v|Qw)
= inf sup D(Qyw||Py|Qw) + MC(Qxw, Qviw|Qw) — T)
Qyviw A>0

= sup Qif‘fw D(Qy\wllPy|Qw) + AMEq,, [C(Qx 1w (-IW), Qyiw (:[W))] = 7)

=sup inf Eqy [D(Qyw(-|W)[|Py) +/\(fiug Qxiw(fIW)+Qviw(glW) —7)]  (58)

A>0 Qviw

=s inf s D —w|| P
Epzw:QW(w)[leﬁvzw S (Qyjw—wlPy)

+MQxjw=w(f) + Qviw=w(g) — 7)] (59)

=su w)| su inf D —w|l P
AZ%%QW( )[f+g§ Qv (QY|W_ | Py)

+AMQxw=uw(f) + Qyiw=w(g) — 7)] (60)

=sup  sup  Eqy [MQxjw(fw) —7) —log Py(e )], (61)
A0 futguw<e,Yw

where

e (58) follows by the Kantorovich duality, in (59) infg,.,, is taken in a pointwise way;

e the inf and sup are swapped in (60) which follows by the general minimax theorem [20, Theorem
5.2.2] by identifying that 1) the optimal value of the sup-inf in (60) is finite (since upper bounded by
MC(Qx\w=w,Py) — 7)), and 2) by choosing f, g as zero functions, the objective subfunction turns to
be Qyw=w = D(Qy|w=ul||Py) — A7 whose sublevels are compact under the weak topology;

e (61) follows by Lemma 7 (and the supremum over f, g is moved outside of the expectation).
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Substituting this dual formula for € to v, we obtain

Y(a,7) = sup 0(, Qxw)

Qxw:D(Qx w|Px|Qw)<«a

= sup sup sup Egw [)\(QX|W(fW) —7) —log Py(ef)‘gw)]
A>0 futgw<c,Vw Qxw:D(Qx w | Px|Qw)<a

= sup sup sup
AZ0 fu+gw<c,Ywe{0,1} Qx w,p€[0,1]:D(Qx|w || Px [Bern(p)) <o

EWNBern(p) [A(QX|W(fW) - T) - log Py (eiAgw)] (62)

= sup sup sup inf na+
AZ0 fu+guw <c,Ywe{0,1} pef0,1] 120

NEw ~Bern(p) l0g Px (e(l/n)(A(fw —7)—log Py (e 7 W ))) (63)

= sup sup inf naa +1n max log PX(e(l/ﬂ)(/\(fw—T)—log PY(edg‘”))) (64)
A>0 fo+gw<cYwe{0,1} 1>0 we{0,1}

= sup sup inf max na + nlog pX(e(A/n)fw) M —log Py(e’Agw)7
Fuwtgw<eYwe{0,1} A>01>0we{0,1}

where in (62), by Carathéodory’s theorem, the alphabet size of Q can be restricted to be no larger than

2, (63) follows by Lemma 8, and (64) follows by the minimax theorem. O
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