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Abstract—The stability of Bernstein’s characterization of
Gaussian distributions is extended to vectors by utilizing char-
acteristic functions. Stability is used to develop a soft doubling
argument that establishes the optimality of Gaussian vectors for
certain communications channels with additive Gaussian noise,
including two-receiver broadcast channels. One novelty is that
the argument does not require the existence of distributions that
achieve capacity.

Index Terms—additive Gaussian noise, Bernstein’s theorem,
random vectors, stability, statistical independence

I. INTRODUCTION

The following characterization of vector Gaussian distribu-
tions builds on the work of Kac and Bernstein and is
a particular case of the main results in [3]]-[3].

Theorem 1. Consider the independenﬂ d-dimensional random
vectors Xy and Xo. If X1 + Xo and X1 — Xy are also
independent, then X1 and Xo are Gaussian and have the same
covariance matrix.

We refer to Theorem [I] as Bernstein’s theorem. The result
has been used to establish the optimality of Gaussian functions
and Gaussian random vectors for several inequalities, includ-
ing inequalities with applications to reliable communications
over channels with additive Gaussian noise (AGN). The fol-
lowing sections review applications of Bernstein’s theorem and
motivate stability theorems.

A. Applications of Bernstein’s Theorem

Lieb [6] used the “O(2) rotation invariance of products of
centered Gaussians” to show that Gaussian functions achieve
equality in the generalized Brascamp-Lieb inequality [7].
Lieb’s method is closely related to Bernstein’s theorem as it
considers products of a function with the vector arguments
(x1 + X2)/v/2 and (x; — X2)/v/2. A particular case of the
generalized Brascamp-Lieb inequality is Young’s inequality
which is met with equality by Gaussian functions. Carlen [8]]
used Lieb’s technique to prove that Gaussian functions achieve
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By “independent,” we mean statistical independence instead of, e.g., linear
independence.

equality in the logarithmic Sobolev inequalities; he refers to
the technique as a “doubling trick™.

More recently, two doubling tricks were used to prove
inequalities related to communications problems [9]: one
based on Bernstein’s theorem and another on the central limit
theorem (CLT); see also [10]-[16]. These doubling tricks help
to characterize the capacity region, or capacity points, of vector
Gaussian broadcast channels [17]-[21], multiaccess channels
with feedback [22]], relay channels [23]], Z-interference chan-
nels [24], [25]], Gray-Wyner networks [26], source coding
problems [27]], [28]], and two-way wiretap channels [29]]. The
proof using Bernstein’s theorem is stronger since it establishes
the uniqueness of the capacity-achieving distribution. How-
ever, the CLT-based proof seems to apply more generally, e.g.,
the CLT was needed to determine the sum-rate capacity for
multiaccess channels with feedback [22].

B. Motivation

A key step in applying Bernstein’s theorem to communi-
cations problems is establishing the existence of distributions
achieving rate tuples on the boundaries of capacity regions.
The primary motivation for this paper was to investigate
the necessity of this step because it has several restrictive
traits. First, in practice, one can only approach rather than
achieve the capacity of noisy channels, so requiring a capacity
supremum to be a maximum seems more of mathematical than
engineering relevance. Second, if a maximizing distribution is
continuous, there is no guarantee that practical (moderate-size
finite) modulation alphabets achieve rates close to capacity.

A third limitation is that the existence proof in re-
quires several technical theorems on the convergence of se-
quences of distributions, including Prokhorov’s theorem [30]],
the converse of the Scheffé-Riesz theorem [32]], Lévy’s
continuity theorem, and a theorem of Godavarti-Hero [33].
As a consequence, proving existence can be tedious, and most
papers [18]], [19], [23]-[28] simplify exposition by referring
to for the approach. Instead, we wish to have an accessible
proof that requires only basic theory and considers individual
distributions rather than sequences.

A second motivation for this paper was to extend the stabil-
ity of Bernstein’s theorem from scalars to vectors. For scalars,
this stability is based on the stability of the Cauchy functional
equation for bi-infinite and finite intervals; treating
vectors requires extensions to multivariate functions [36]]. We
also use stability results for vector differential entropies based
on individual distributions [37]].
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C. Stability of Cramér’s Theorem

Stability for statistical independence has a long history [38].
For example, a theorem of Cramér states that the sum
X = X; + X3 of independent X; and X» is Gaussian if and
only if X; and X5 are Gaussian. A corresponding stability
theorem is due to Sapogov [40], [41]], see also Sec. 3] that
cites [42, p. 100]. To state his result, consider the Gaussian
cumulative distribution function (c.d.f.) with zero mean and
unit variance, namely

1 [T .
f(iv)Z—%/ eV dy,

Similarly, define the Gaussian c.d.f.s F; with means m;
and variances o2, i = 1,2. Let E[X] and Var[X] =
E [(X — E[X])?] denote the expectation and variance of X.

Consider the uniform distance, or Kolmogorov distance

eq. (2.1)], between between the c.d.f.s F' and G:

z €R. (1)

A(F.G) = sup| F(a) - G(z)]|. @)
S
Now if X = X; + Xy is approximately Gaussian, in the sense
that its c.d.f. Fix satisfies d(Fx,F) < e for some e satisfying
0 < e <1, then for i = 1,2 we have

d(Fx,, Fi) < co; /*(—Ine)~1/8 3)

where ¢ is a positive constant independent of ¢, m; ~ E [X|]
and 07 ~ Var[X;]; see [38, Eq. (3.1)] for the precise
definitions. Sapogov later [43] improved the right-hand side
of @) to scale as (— Ine)~'/? rather than (—Ine)~1/® with e,
and this scaling is the best possible in general [44]].

D. Stability of Bernstein’s Theorem

Turning to Bernstein’s theorem, several stability results for
scalars are described in [38] Sec. 4] with different assumptions
on the sums and differences of independent X; and Xs. For
example, consider Thm. 4.4] that uses the uniform metric,
i.e., X1 + Xs and X7 — X5 are said to be e-dependentﬁ if

d(FX1+X27X1*X27FX1+X2FX1*X2) <€ 4)

where the supremum in (@) is over both real arguments of the
c.d.f.s. Now suppose 0 < € < 1 and E [|X;2(F9] < oo for
i = 1,2 and some § satisfying 0 < § < 1. Then [38| Thm. 4.4]
states that (@) implies

d(Fx,,Fi) < c(—Ine)~1/?2 5)

for ¢« = 1,2, where ¢ is independent of €, m; = E[X;], and
0?2 = (Var [X1] + Var [X5])/2; see the text following (3).

The discussion in describes several other stability
metrics, including the Lévy metric that measures the
distance between c.d.f.s F' and G as

di(F,G) =inf{h > 0:F(z —h) — h < G(z)
< F(z+h)+hforall z}. (6)

2This property is called e-independent in Sec. 2] but it seems more nat-
ural to identify independence with O-dependence rather than O-independence.

We instead follow Klebanov-Yanushkyavichyus [43]], (see
also [47]) and consider the uniform metric in the characteristic
function (c.f.) domain. Let j = y/—1 and let

fx(®) =E["Y], fx, x:(t t2) = B [R5 ] (7)

be the c.f.s of X and the pair (X7, X32), respectively. For
example, the c.f. of a Gaussian distribution with mean m and
variance o2 is

D(t) = ™37t e R, ®)
X and X, are said to be e-dependent in the c.f. domain if
d(fx,,x0 fxifx,) <€ )

where the supremum in (9) is over both real arguments of the
c.f.s. The paper [46] develops the following stability theorem.
Let P. be the class of (X7, X5) for which X; and X, are
independent and X; + X» and X; — X5 are e-dependent in
the c.f. domain. Then we have (see [46, Thm. 1])

sup  max d(fx,,P;) < coe

(10)
(X1,X)eP, =12

c1€ S
for Gaussian c.f.s ®;, ¢ = 1,2, where c¢; and co are positive
constants independent of ¢. The bounds (I0) imply that the
scaling proportional to € is generally the best possible.

E. Multivariate Stability

Gabovit [48] established stability for a vector form of the
Darmois-Skitovi¢ theorem [3l], [4] that generalizes Bernstein’s
theorem. However, there are several differences to the models
and metrics of Sec. Consider the d-dimensional random
vectors X and Xo.

o Gabovic¢ defines e-dependence for a vector form of

the Lévy metric (6) rather than a vector form of (9);

o X; and Xy are permitted to be e-dependent (in the Lévy
metric) and not only X; + X5 and X; — X3; we also
treat this case in Sec. below;

o the joint distribution of X, Xy is shown to be near-
Gaussian, whereas for independent X; and X, one may
show that X; and X, are individually near-Gaussian;

o the random vectors must satisfy a special condition “to
prevent the ‘leakage’ of a significant probabilistic mass
to infinity” [48] p. 5]; this restriction seems to prevent
the theory from fully generalizing Bernstein’s theorem;

o the stability in the Lévy metric converges slowly in € and

behaves as
[logloglog(l/e)](d+3)/4 . (11
[1oglog(1/e)}1/8 ,
o there is no claim of an identical covariance matrix for
X and Xo.

Thus, there are several advantages of studying stability in
the c.f. domain. First, we need not a-priori exclude certain ran-
dom vectors, i.e., the stability theory generalizes Theorem [Il
Second, we prove a common covariance matrix for sufficiently
small e. Third, convergence is proportional to € which is the
best possible scaling, see (10) and Theorems [0 and [IQ] below.
Finally, we can relate e-dependence to mutual information; see
Lemma [3] below. It is unclear whether one can improve the
approach in [48]] to give such properties.



FE. Organization

This paper has two main parts. The first part deals with the
stability of Bernstein’s theorem for random vectors. Sec. [l
develops notation and reviews properties of multivariate c.f.s
(Lemmas 2] and (). Sec. [l develops several stability results
for c.f.s and p.d.f.s (Lemmas [@8). Sec. [V] states and proves
our main stability theorems (Theorems BHI2).

The second part of the paper applies the stability theory
to AGN channels. Sec. [V develops “soft” versions (Propo-
sition [13] to Theorem of the “hard” doubling arguments
in for point-to-point channels, product channels, and two-
receiver broadcast channels. Sec. [Vl concludes the paper.

Appendixes[AHB] develop results on the stability of Cauchy’s
functional equation (Lemmas20123) including for multivariate
biadditive functions. Appendices prove Lemmas [ [
and [8] respectively. Appendix [H treats a metric that is more
restrictive than e-dependence (Lemma 26)).

II. PRELIMINARIES
A. Basic Notation

The p-norm for d-dimensional vectors is written as

d 1/p
1]l = (Z Ixil”>
i=1

and we write ||x||cc = maxi<;<q |2;|. We usually consider

12)

the 1-norm that we write as ||x|| = ||x||1. We have the bounds
Ixll2 < [Ix]| < Vd x|z (13)
[1X[loo < 1]l < d[x]]co- (14)
For complex-valued functions on R? we write
1/p
i1, = ([ 1ror ) (15)
Rd

The ¢, distance of f from g is || f — gl|p. The volume of a
ball of radius 7 in d dimensions with respect to the p-norm is

d
Vp,d(r):/ gt = CLATLUD) 0 )
el <r

I'(1+d/p)
where I' is the gamma function. For example, if p = 1, then
d

2
Vi,a(r) = Erd = Valr) < 27,

For a square matrix Q, we write det Q for the determinant
of Q, and Q' < Q if Q — Q' is positive semi-definite. The
d x d identity matrix is written as I;. The vector with zero
entries except for a 1 in entry ¢ is written as e;.

We write sets with calligraphic letters such as &. Set
complements and direct products are written as £¢ and &1 X &,
respectively.

The distribution, c.d.f., mean, and covariance matrix of X
are written as Px, Fx, mx = E[X], and

QX =E [(X — mx)(X — mx)T}

respectively, where t”' is the transpose of t. The distribution
Px is absolutely continuous (a.c.) with respect to the Lebesgue
measure if and only if a p.d.f. exists that we write as px.

a7

(18)

The notation h(p), h(X), I(X;Y), and D(p||q) refers to the
differential entropy of the p.d.f. p, the differential entropy of
X, the mutual information of X and Y, and the informational
divergence of the p.d.f.s p and g, respectively. We often discard
subscripts on probability distributions and other functions for
notational convenience.

B. Multivariate Characteristic Functions

The characteristic function (c.f.) of the d-dimensional real-
valued X evaluated at t € R? is

fx(t) =E [ejtTX] .

If the p.d.f. px exists then (px, fx) can be interpreted as a
Fourier transform pair. We will also consider

gx(t) = In fx(t) (20)

and gx is sometimes called the second c.f. of X. If these
functions have derivatives of all orders, then one may use a
multivariate version of Taylor’s theorem to write fx(t) as an
expansion of the moments of X, and one can write gx(t) as
an expansion of the cumulants of X.

The c.f. of the pair X, Xo evaluated at tq,ts is

T T
thXz (t17t2) =E |:6Jt1 Xitts Xo

19)

21

and similarly gx, x,(t1,t2) = In fx, x,(t1,t2). Note that
X and X5 need not have the same dimension.

C. Properties of Characteristic Functions

Four basic properties of c.f.s are as follows; see p. 55I:
x(0) = 1 [fx(®)] < 13 fx(=t) = fx(t)* where a* is
the complex conjugate of x; fx is uniformly continuous and
therefore non-vanishing in a region around t = 0. We thus
also have: |gx(0)] = 0; Re{gx(t)} < 0; gx(—t) = gx(t)*;
Re{gx(t)} > —oc for a region around t = 0.

Another property is the following upper bound on |fx (t)]
for a region around t = 0.

Lemma 2 (See [49, p. 114, Theorem 2.7.1]). Let fx be the c.f.
of a non-degenerate distribution in R j.e., the distribution is
not concentrated on a hyperplane of dimension smaller than
d. Then there exist positive constants ¢,’T" such that

[fx ()] <1 —ct]|* for [It]| < T. (22)
Proof. See Theorem 2.7.1]. Note that uses the 2-

norm. However, since ¢, T' are generic, the bound (I3) permits
using the 1-norm. O

We next state two properties of pairs of random vectors and
define two versions of e-dependence. The first property is that
X and X are statistically independent if and only if fx, x,
factors as fx, fx,. Second, the following lemma relates the
c.f.s of pairs of random vectors and their mutual information.

Lemma 3. Suppose X1, Xo have dimensions di,ds and joint
p.d.f. px, x,. Then for all t; € R and ty € R% we have

| fx1.x, (b1, t2) — fx, (t1) fx, (t2)]
< HthXz — PX,PX, H

S \/ 2I(X1, XQ)

(23)



where the mutual information is measured in nats.

Proof. One may write
|fX1-,X2 (tlth) - fxl (tl)fX2 (t2)|

T T
/d » elti X1 itz X2 [p(xl, Xa) — p(xl)p(xQ)} dxqdxo
Rd1+d2

< / Ip(x1, %2) — p(3e1)p(x2)| dxydxs
Rd1+da

< \/2D(px1,x2 llpx,px.)

where the final step is Pinsker’s inequality [50} p. 44] and the
informational divergence is measured in nats. O

Definition 1. Let ¢ and T be non-negative constants. The
random vectors X1 and Xy are (¢, T)-dependent if

sup |fX17X2 (tlth) - fxl (tl)fxz(t2)| <e (29

e[| <T [t <T

Similarly, X; and Xo are e-dependent if they are (¢,T)-
dependent for all non-negative T'.

The e-dependence of Definition [I] can be interpreted as
(e, 00)-dependence. Also, X; and X, are 0-dependent (or
(0, 00)-dependent) if and only if they are independent.

D. Gaussian Vectors

We write X ~ AN (mx, Qx) if X is Gaussian with mean
mx and covariance matrix Qx, i.e., the p.d.f of X is

1
 det (27Qx) /2

—3(x-mx)"Qx' (x—mx)

¢x(x) e (25)

where we assumed that Qx is invertible. More generally, the
Gaussian c.f. is

Dy (t) = et (Imx-3Qx¢) (26)
and we have |®x (t)| = 1 if and only if t lies in the null space
of Qx. Otherwise, |®x (c - t)]| strictly decreases from 1 to 0
as ¢ increases from ¢ = 0 to ¢ = oo. Furthermore, we have

x (2t) = Px (t)* | x (t)* 27)
so that for the integer k > 0 we have |®x (2% -t)| = [@x (£)|4"
which decreases rapidly with k if t # 0.

Finally, a common approach to smooth an X, e.g., having
a degenerate distribution or having Dirac-delta components, is
to add a non-degenerate Gaussian Z with small covariances.
The distribution of Y = X + Z is then a.c. with respect to the
Lebesgue measure, since

py(y) = /R aly —x) Px(dx) (28)

serves as a p.d.f. of Yf

3Some authors prefer to write dPx (x) or dPx instead of Px (dx) in C8).
Also, the vector Z need not be Gaussian, but it should be non-degenerate and
have a p.d.f.

ITI. STABILITY LEMMAS

This section states several stability lemmas. The first is a
local stability of Cauchy’s functional equation that we use to
prove Theorem Bt see (G8) and (83) below. The second is a
multivariate version of a theorem from [46] that we use to
prove Theorem [0} see (O8) below.

Lemma 4 (See [36, Theorem 1]). Let g : [-T,T)" — C,
T > 0, be a continuoudl function satisfying

lg(x+y) —g(x) —g(y) <0

for all x,y € [T, T)" such that x +y € [-T,T)", 6 > 0.
Then there is a continuous and linear function G : R — C
such that

(29)

lg(x) — G(x)| < (4d—1)8, Vxe[-T,T)".  (30)

Moreover, if @9) is valid for all T > 0 (or T = cc) then G
is unique.

Proof. See Lemma 23] in Appendix [Al O

In the following, to simplify notation we write f; and g; for
fx, and gx,, respectively, and similarly for m; and Q,;. We
generally consider d-dimensional vectors.

Lemma 5 (See [46, Eq. (7)]). Suppose X1 and Xg are
independent and X1+ Xq and X1 — Xy are (e, T)-dependent.
Then for ||t|| < T and i = 1,2 we have

1:(28) = Fi01fiOF + 7 (0) 31)
where rii-) (t)‘ < be.
Proof. For general (perhaps dependent) X, X2 we have
IX1+%0, X1 -Xo (b1, 62) = fx, x5 (b1 +t2, 81 —t2)  (32)

Ixo4%. (61) fx, —x, (t2) = fx,, %, (1, t1) fx, x, (b2, —t2)
(33)

and hence for independent X1, X, according to (24) we have

it +t2) fa(t1 — t2)

= fi(t1) f1(t2) fa(t1) fa(—t2) + re(ty, t2) (34)

where

|T‘E(t1,t2)| S € and HtlH S T, 1= 1,2. (35)

For the remaining steps of the proof, see Appendix O

We next state a result from on the existence and conti-
nuity of differential entropy in the 1-norm. Given a,, m,v > 0,
define (c, v,m)—AC? to be the class of d-dimensional vectors
whose distributions are a.c. with respect to the Lebesgue
measure, and for which the corresponding p.d.f. py satisfies

ess sup py (y) <m and E[|Y[$] < v. (36)

yEeR?

Lemma 6 (See Theorem 1]). Let p and q be the p.d.f.s of
two random vectors in (o, v, m) — AC®. Then the differential

“It suffices that the projections of g onto each coordinate have at least one
continuous point, see Lemma 23]



entropies h(p) and h(q) exist. Moreover, if the {; distance
satisfies ||p — q|| < m then

Ih(p) = @) < llp =gl - (1 —caloglp—qll) (37
where
d 20v e
o= 1og7’ + |log(me)] —|—1og§
d
+dlog [2T' (L+ a7 ') + = +1 (38)
d
co=—+2. (39)
o

Finally, we develop two lemmas that convert a pointwise
bound in the c.f. domain to bounds in the p.d.f. domain.

Lemma 7. Consider Y = X + Z where Z ~ N(0,Qz)
is non-degenerate and independent of X. Let Az min be the
smallest eigenvalue of Qgz. Suppose € < 1 — e *zmin/2 gpd
|fy (t) — ®(t)| < e for all t € R and for some Gaussian c.f.
® with Fourier transform ¢. Then for all y € R? we have

lpy (y) — o(y)| < Bi(e) (40)
where By(e) — 0 as ¢ — 0 and Bi(e) =0 if e = 0.
Proof. See Appendix O

Lemma 8. Consider Y, and Y with finite second moments
and respective p.d.f.s p and q. Suppose we have

Ip(y) — q(y)| < Bi(e)

for all y € R? where By(e¢) — 0 as € — 0 and By(e) = 0 if
€ = 0. Then we have

(41)

lp —qll < Ba(e) (42)

where Ba(€) — 0 as € — 0 and Bz(e) = 0 if € = 0. Moreover,
if the fourth moments of Y are also bounded then

E[Y, Y]] 2E[Y, Y]] + Bs(e) Ly (43)
where Bs(e) — 0 as € — 0 and Bs(e) =0 if e = 0.
Proof. See Appendix [El O

IV. STABILITY THEOREMS

This section proves stability theorems for d-dimensional
random vectors. Theorem [9] considers local stability for a
finite interval around t = 0. Theorem [10] extends Bernstein’s
Theorem to include local stability by generalizing the scalar
theory in [46] to vectors. Theorem [[1] gives two stability
results: one for differential entropy and one for correlation
matrices. We emphasize that these theorems have a common
covariance matrix Q, which is not the case in [46], and
is important to develop further results for product channels in
Sec. [V=BJ and for broadcast channels in Sec. [V-Cl

5The fourth moments arise because we applied the Cauchy-Schwarz in-
equality in step (a) of below. Instead, using Holder’s inequality, one
can weaken the requirement and permit the 2 4+ é moments to be bounded
for any § > 0, see the final paragraph of Appendix [El

Theorem 9. Suppose X1 and X, are independent random
vectors, and X1 + Xo and X; — Xg are (e,T)-dependent.
Also, suppose there is a constant p > 0 such that

[fi®)| =p for |[t]| <T andi=1,2. (44)
Then for 0 < € < p*/[360d%(d + 1)] and ||t|| < T//2 we have
[fi(t) —

where for some mean vectors m;, i = 1,2, and for some
common covariance matrix Q we have the Gaussian c.f.s

Di(t)| < Cle) - [@i(t)], =12 (45

B;(t) = et (Ri=3Qt) 1 9 (46)
and the error term is
B 720d2(d +1)
Pt
Proof. See Sec. [V-Al O

C(e) €. 47)

Theorem 10. Suppose X1 and Xg are independent random
vectors, and X1 + Xo and X1 — Xy are e-dependent. Then
for all € below some positive threshold, for all t € R?, and
for i =1,2 we have

| fi(t)

for the Gaussian c.f.s @8), and for a constant C independent
of € and t. In particular, if ¢ = 0, then Xy and Xo are
Gaussian with the same covariance matrix.

Proof. See Sec. [V-B O

— ®;(t)] < Ce (48)

Theorem 11. Consider the random vectors Y1 = X1 + 21
and Yo = Xo + Zo where X1,Xo,Z1,Zs are mutually
independent, Y1,Yo have finite second moments, and the
noise vectors Z; ~ N(0,Qgz,), i = 1,2, are non-degenerate.
Suppose Y1+ Yo and Y1 — Y2 are e-dependent. Then for all
€ below some positive threshold and for i = 1,2 we have

Ih(Yi) = h(Yy,:)| < Ble) (49)

where the Y 4 ; are Gaussian with the same covariance matrix,

and thus h(Y41) = h(Yy2), and

E[Y,, Y] 2E[Y:Y!] + B(e) 14 (50)
where B(e) = 0 as e — 0 and B(e) =0 if e = 0.
Proof. See Sec. [V-Q O

A. Proof of Theorem

We modify the proof steps of [43], [46] who attribute their
approach to [51]-[53]. Several steps require considerations
particular to multivariate distributions, e.g., Lemma [2| and
properties of covariance matrices such as their null spaces,
symmetry, and positive semi-definite ordering.

Consider again (34)-(33) and define the functions

g3(t) = —g1(t) — g2(t)
94(t) = —g1(t) — g2(—t).

(51
(52)



Taking logarithms in (34), we have (see Eq. (8)])

g1(ts +t2) + g2ty — t2) + g3(t1) + ga(t2) = Re(t1,t2)
(53)

for ||t;]| < T, i =1,2, where

re(ti,t2)
f1(t1)f1(t2)f2(t1)f2(—t2)>' G

Re(tl,tg) =In (1 +
We may bound
3
|Re(t1,t2)] < 2_]946 (55)
which follows from |z|/2 < |In(1+ z)| < 3|z|/2 for complex

z with |z] < 1/2 [54, p. 165].
Next, define

gip(x) = gi(x +t) — gi(x) — gi(t), =123 (56)
and observe that (33) is the same as
Gh6 (62) + g5 ¢, (—t2) = Re(t1, t2). (57)

Also, substituting t; <+ t; + t in (33), and subtracting (33)
from the resulting expression, we have (see [45, Eq. (10)])

91461 +t2) + gh (b1 — t2) + gh ¢ (61) = R (£, 61, t2)
(58)
for |[t1|| < T, ||t2]| < T, ||t1 + t|| < T, where
3
IRW (t,t1,t)] < e (59)

By replacing t; < t,ts < to — t; in (37) and t < t; in
(58) we have the respective

92,4 (t1 — t2) = —g) ((t2 — t1) + Re(t,t2 —t1) (60
954(t1) = —g14(2t1) + BRIV (b, 81, t1) 1)
where the following inequalities should be satisfied:
[t <T/2, |l T, |t <T,
[t+t]| < T, [t —taf| T\ (62)
Now substitute (60) and (&1)) in (38) to obtain
g1 (b1 +t2) — g ¢(t2 — t1) + Re(t,t2 — t1)
— g1+ (261) + RV (6,61, 61) = R (6,t1,t2).  (63)

Then substituting x := to — t1, and y := 2t; gives (see [43]
Eq. (1))

91X +Y) = g14(x) — g1 4(y)

=R (t,y/2,x+y/2) — Re(t,x) — R (t,y/2,y/2)

=R (t,x,y) (64)
where
RO (6, %,y)| < ¢ (65)
€ b 9 — 2p4
for
It <T/2, [x||<T, [yl <2T, (66)
It +y/2 <T, |x+y/2|<T. (67)

Now apply Lemma M to (&4) to obtain (see Eq. (22)])

15(4d — 1
lg.6(x) — x| < 22U 1)

37 (68)

for ||t|| < T/2,||x|| < T/2 and where ¢y € C¢ depends on t.
Moreover, the relation (37) implies

15(4d—1)+3 _ 30d
T
|g5,6(%) — g x| < g Sy (69
Inserting (36) into (@8) and (@9 gives
gi(x +t) = 9:(x) — gi(t) —e{x = RE) (t,%)  (70)
gi(x +t) — g:(x) — gi(t) —cft = RE),(6,%)  (71)

fori = 1,2 and ||t|| < T/2, ||x|| < T/2, where [I) follows
because g 4(x) is symmetric with respect to x and t, and
where for i = 1,2 we have

30d

‘R“) (t,x)‘ < % ‘R“)
P

€,1,1

(72)

30d

4 E,i,2(t7x)‘ < FE-
We emphasize that the vectors c; and c, in (ZQ)-(ZI) do
not depend on ¢, which is important to establish a common
covariance matrix for X; and X5 in what follows.

We continue to work with g1 (t) since the same steps follow
for go(t). Equations (ZQ)-(ZI) suggest that the symmetric
function

g1(t,x) 1= g1 4(x) = 1(x +t) —g1(x) —gu(t)  (73)
has an “almost” symmetric bilinear form, namely
d o
a1 (t,x) = ; ;tk Xy gl(ek,Neg) =—t'Qx (74)
== Qe

where Q7 = Q. More precisely, note that || Tey/2| = T/2
and we have (discarding the dependence of the errors on t,x
where convenient)

d
- (a) 3 2tk T
aie.x) @ RO, cf (Z T 5‘”“)

k=1
d
(b) (3 2t
2R+ T

d
= RY), +cte <Z wwz)] (75)
k=1

=1

where step (a) follows by (1) and step (b) follows by using

O)-(71D) to write
Te -
CE (Tk) = C%ek/Qx + Rggl)k(x) (76)

for R%), (x) := R} (Ter/2,x) — RY ,(Tey/2,%). Ob-
serve that

(77)



Repeating the same steps for gi(x,t) and averaging, we get
the symmetric bilinear formid (see Eq. 24)])

d d
N 1
b= B+ 35t (G ot )

k=1 =1
= = Qe

=RW - tTQx (78)

80d ¢ and thus
p

IN

where [[¢]] < 7/2 gives [S2)_, 2R, |

90d
‘RE“)(t,x)‘ <re (79)

Let Q R, Q 7 be the real and imaginary parts of Q Note that
g1(—t,—x)* = g1 (t,x) so taking complex-conjugates in (Z8)
gives

~tTQx + R (t,x) = —(t"Qx)" + R (—t, —x)". (80)
We thus have

—jtQux = % (RO(~t,—x)" = RO(t,x)) (D)
and therefore (78) is
g1(x+t) = g1(x) — g1(t)
= —tTQpx + % (R§4>(—t, —x)* + RW (t,x)) (82)

where Qp, is symmetric. Now write the solution of (82) in the
form
~ 1 +~
g1(t) =tTm; — 5tTQRt +g(t) (83)

where m; € C? and g(t) is some function[] Inserting (83)
into (82) gives

lg(x + t) — g(x) — g(t)| < *;ﬂ e (84)
Again applying Lemma [4] we obtain
g1(6) =tTm; — %tTQ rt + RO(t) (85)
where m; € C% and
[RO()| < % e. (86)

Let my r, My ; be the real and imaginary parts of m;. Since
g1(—t)* = g1(t) we have
N 1
tTmy g = 5 (RES)(—t)* - R£5)(t)) .

Combining (83) and 1), we obtain (see [43, Eq. (32)])

87)

T~ 1~
g1(t) = jt" i ;- 57 Qrt + RO(t) (88)

%One may alternatively prove the symmetry and bilinearity by using the
stability of quadratic functional equations, see Appendix [Bl In particular, one
can apply Lemma 23] to (64) and obtain an expression like (Z8) directly.

"The subscript of 1 emphasizes that this vector is specific to g1 (t) while
for go (t) one may choose a vector msy other than mj. On the other hand, the
matrix Qg is common to g1 (t) and g2(t) since c¢ and cx are independent

of i in (Z0)-(Z1).

where ||t|] < T/2 and

360d>
ph

[RO@®)| < = (89)

Next, although Q Rr 1S symmetric, it might not be a covari-
ance matrix, i.e., it might not be positive semi-definite. To
address this issue, note that | f1(t)| < 1 implies Re{g1(t)} <0
and therefore (88)-(89) give

~ 720d?
tTQrt > 2Re{ RO (t)} > — e (90)
We use d||t]|3/]|t]|> > 1 to bound
~ d 720d?
in t* ——€ly |t >0 91
Iel=7/2 <QR T d> - oD
= QR
and thus have Q r = 0. We now rewrite (88) as
_ 1 1A
gi(t) =jt" i — tTQut+ BRO(E)  (92)
where we use ||t]|2 < ||t]] < T/2 to bound
360d2(d + 1
’Rg) (t)’ < ﬁ €. (93)

P
We thus have
360d%(d + 1 N 1~
% €> ‘gl(t) —t7 (Jml,l - §QRt>‘

< lin f1(t) I @ ()

® f1(t) )

>In(l+ 94
( Py (t) o9

where (a) follows by choosing ®1(t) to be the Gaussian c.f.

@6) with i =1, m; = my,; and Q = Qg; (b) follows since

|Inz| > In(1 + |z — 1|) for any complex value z[ We obtain

a similar result for g(t) and thus have

,;(t) (360d2p(il +1) E) .

fi(t) —
D, (t)
for i = 1,2, ||t|| < T/2, and the Gaussian c.f.s (46).
To obtain (43)), observe that for 0 < x < 1 we have 14+2 <
e’ <1+ 2x. Thus, if

-1

< exp

95)

p4

< £
€= 36042(d + 1)
then we obtain C(e) as in ({7).

(96)

B. Proof of Theorem

Consider first € = 0. If we follow the steps of Sec. [V-Al in
(@) we may set R.(t1,t2) = 0 and can therefore follow all
the remaining steps as if p > 0 even if | f1(t)| = 0 for some
t. In other words, we can discard the constraint (@4) and set
T = oo in Theorem [9] to recover Theorem [l

Consider next € > 0 for which we study two cases. First,
if |fi(t)] > p > 0 for all t then we can choose T = oo

8The series expansion of exp(z’) gives | exp(z’) —1| < exp|2’| — 1. Now
choose 2z’ = In z, rearrange, and take logarithms.



in Theorem [9] and obtain [@8) because |®;(t)] < 1 in (@3).
The more difficult case is if we cannot find a p for which
|fi(t)] > p > 0 for all t. The following proof is based on a
recursive argument similar to the one in [46]. One novelty is
applying Lemma [2] to deal with random vectors.

To begin, suppose that the distributions of X,;, i = 1,2,
are concentrated on two hyperplanes S; + m; C R?, where
S; is a linear subspace of R?. Let t be in the subspace Si-
orthogonal to S;. We then have fi(t) = et mi and (@3)
gives et Q2 > 1 — ((c). Suppose next that t ¢ S5 so
that |fo(t)| < 1 and @3) gives et QU2 < |fo(t)] + C(e).
However, for sufficiently small ¢, this is a contradiction. We
may thus assume that Sf - 82L and hence S C &.
Repeating the argument for t € S3- we find that S; C Sy
and hence S; = Ss.

Next, if S; has dimension d’ with d’ < d, then we may study
the d’-dimensional distributions on this hyperplaneﬁ. That is,
we may as well choose ®;(t) so that |®;(t)| = [fi(t)] = 1
for t € Si- by selecting Q such that t7Qt = 0 if t € Sit.

So suppose the distributions of X,;, ¢ = 1,2, are concen-
trated on the same hyperplane of dimension at least one. Since
fi(0) = 1 and f; is continuous, we may choose 7" > 0
sufficiently small such that the bounds of @22) and {@4) are
valid. For example, we will be interested in |[t|| = T/4 for
which there are positive ¢, p such that

cT?

p<Ife)l <1- S

Moreover, for sufficiently small ¢ we have C(e) < ¢T?/32
and @) gives |®;(t)| <1—cT?/32.

Define 7. ;(t) := f;(t) — ®;(t) and consider the following
steps based on Eq. (13)]:

7)

(@)
res(2t)] <

FRUI2 = @210i[2| + 5e
(fi = @) - (fil fil? + | fi? @i + f7 ®F)
+(fi = ®i)" - @}
< (il + 1£iP1] + [fil ]93] + @3] - res(t)] + 5e
< (|fil +1®al)? [res(6)] + e
< 2] + e (6)])° [rei(t)] + 5e
where step (a) follows from (27) and Lemma[§ with T = oo,
and where we have written f; = fi(t) and ®; = ®(t) for
notational convenience.

Under the conditions of Theorem [ and using |®;(t)| < 1,
we proved that

[rei(t)] < C(e),

+ 5e

(98)

[[t]l € [0,T/2] (99)

for i = 1,2. Recall also that |®;(¢’t)| is non-increasing in
¢’ >0 for any t. Now consider ||t|| = 7'/4 and define

to:= argmax |D;(t)] (100)

t:teS, ||t]|=T/4

For example, if d’ = 0 then the distribution is a single point mass which
is a Gaussian distribution with zero variance. As a more interesting example,
if d > 2 and the distribution is two distinct point masses, then the distribution
is concentrated on a line, and we have d’ = 1.

and note that |®;(t)| < 1 — ¢T?/32 < 1. Further define
Co(€) := C(e) so that using (98) we have

res(t)l < Cile), Itll € [T/2,T] (101)
where
Ch(€) == (2|®i(to)| + Co(e))’ Co(e) + 5e. (102)
By induction, we have
[rei(8)] < Ci(e), [It]| € 22T, 2571 ) (103)

for £ > 1 where
_ 3
Ci(€) == (2|2;(2° "t0)| + Cr—1(€))” Cr1(€) + 5e. (104)

Note that since Cp(e) = C(1)e, the error term Cy(e) is a
polynomial in e with constant coefficient zero and all other
coefficients positive.

Next, since |®;(2"7'ty)| is non-increasing with &, if
Cr(e) < Ck-1(e) then by induction Cy(e) < Ci_1(e) for
all ¢ > £ More generally, if Ci(€) < C;(e) for any k > i
then by induction C¢(€) < Ciyr(e) for £ > 0. We use these
bounds to complete the proof.

Recall that [®;(to)| < 1 and |®;(2%1to)| = |®,(to)]
(see @7)). Thus, for any = > 0 there is a smallest positive k
such that 2|®;(2*~'t)| < x, and this k is independent of [
For 2z < 2743 ~ 0.7937, we can therefore determine & and
also a sufficiently small e such that

4k71

(2]1®;(2% o) + Cr_1(€))® < =. (105)

N =

Now, if C(€) < Cj_1(¢) then we have the desired result (48]
with

(106)

But if C(e) > Ci—1(€) then (104) and (I03) give the bound
Cr—_1(€) < 10e < Cy(€). We thus again have (106).

C. Proof of Theorem L]

The fourth moments of Y, ; are bounded if the second
moments of Y, ; are bounded [55| p. 148]. Thus, Theorem [10]
Lemma [7] and Lemma [§] with Y, = Y, give (30) with
B(e) = B3(Ce).

To prove (@9), we apply Lemma [6] with (see (28))

ess sup py, (y) < ¢z,(0) = det (27Qz,) "> (107)
yeRd
ess sup ¢;(y) < det (27Qz,)”"/? + By (Ce) (108)
yERd
and o = 2 for which (30) gives
E[Yyil3] <E[[Y:)3] + Bs(Ce) d. (109)

0For example, for d = 1 we have Cp(e) = 1440¢/p*. Thus, if the cubic
term satisfies (2|®;(to)|+ Co(€))® < (1435/1440)p* then C1(e) < Co(e)
and also Cy(e) < Cy(e) for all £ > 0.

"This argument does not work if | f; (to)| = 1 because then ¢ — 0 requires
|®i(to)] — 1.



The random vectors with p.d.f.s py, and ¢; are thus in the
class (2,v,m)—.AC? of Lemmal@ where for sufficiently small
€ we may choose

m = det (27TQZ1.)_1/2 +1, v= max E [||Y1H§} + 1.

Lemmas [8] and [6] now give

|h(py,) — k()]
<lpy, — ¢il - (c1 — c2log |lpy, — ¢ill)

S B2(6) (Cl — C2 log BQ(E)) = B4(6) (110)
where
d dume me? d
1 = 5 ’10g ] —i—logT—i—l, cy = 5—1—2 (111)

and where we choose Bz (e) large enough to be valid for both
i =1,2. We thus have By(e) — 0 as ¢ — 0 and By(e) = 0 if
e = 0. Finally, we may choose B(e) = max(B3(Ce), By(e)).

D. Discussion

1) Extending Existing Results: Theorems [0 and [T0] include
Bernstein’s Theorem as a special case, and they extend its
stability from scalars to vectors. Note that treats d = 1 but
does not prove a common variance for X; and Xo. Moreover,
the scaling of Theorems [9] and [10] is proportional to € which
is the best possible in general; see [46] and (10).

2) Common Covariance Matrix: We could have chosen
different covariance matrices Q; for ¢ = 1,2 in the proof and
statement of Theorem Ol The bound (37) then ensures that
Q) is close to Q2. In contrast, choosing Q; = Q2 requires
reducing e to maintain the same approximation precision. One
advantage of the former approach is that one can treat each
covariance matrix separately, e.g., one can select the Q; so
that t7Q,t = 0 if t € S;* without requiring S; = So.

3) Potential Pitfalls: The proof of Theorem had two
potential problematic cases permitted by perturbing Cauchy’s
functional equation:

e |fi(t)] =1 but ®; in Theorem ] has tTQt > 0;

e |fi(t)] < 1 but ®; in Theorem [0 has t7Qt = 0.

These two cases could have invalidated Theorem [10] because,
in either case, f; is not stable with respect to the chosen ®,.
Fortunately, however, Lemma [2] lets one resolve both cases.
The first case must correspond to a degenerate distribution
for which one can choose Q to have zero eigenvalues in the
subspace orthogonal to the non-degenerate hyperplane. The
second case can be avoided becauseALemma lets one choose
a sufficiently small ¢ for which t7Qt > 0.

4) §-Dependent X1 and Xs: Theorems generalize to
X, and X5 that are §-dependent for § > 0 by replacing € with
€+ 44. We state this formally as an extension of Theorem [I0l

Theorem 12. Suppose X, and Xy are §-dependent random
vectors, and X1 + Xo and X1 — Xy are e-dependent. Then
for all € + 45 below some positive threshold, for all t € R,
and for i = 1,2 we have

|£i(t) — @i(t)] < C(e + 40) (112)

for the Gaussian c.f.s @8), and for a constant C independent
of € + 4 and t. In particular, if 6 = 0 then we recover
Theorem and if e = § = 0 then X1 and X4y are Gaussian
with the same covariance matrix.

Proof. Consider the proof of Theorem [9] and assume that X
and X5 are (0,27)-dependent. For the three c.f.s on the right
hand sides of (32) and (33) we have

[fx, %, (b1 + t2,t1 — t2)

—fx, (b1 4 t2) fx, (b1 — t2)[ <6 (113)
|fX1,X2(t17t1) - fxl (tl)fx2(t1)| < o (114)
|fx,,%, (b2, —t2) — fx, (t2) fx,(—t2)| <6 (115)

for all ||t1]] < T, [|t2|| < T. Similar to (34) and (B3), by
combining (32), (B3) with (T13)-(I13) we have

Ji(ts +t2) f2(t1 — t2)
= f1(t1) f1(t2) f2(t1) f2(—t2) + 7 5(t1, t2)

where

|T67§(t1,t2)| < €+45 and ||t1|| < T, = 1,2.

(116)

(117)

The remaining steps follow by replacing € < € 4+ 46 in the
proofs of Theorems [9] and O

V. SOFT DOUBLING FOR AGN CHANNELS

This section shows how to combine the stability of Bern-
stein’s theorem with the doubling argument in to obtain
a soft doubling argument that does not require the existence
of maximizers. We consider point-to-point channels, product
channels, and broadcast channels with AGN that have appli-
cations to cellular wireless networks [56]].

A. Point-to-Point Channels
An AGN channel has output

Y=X+7Z (118)

where X,Y,Z € R? and Z ~ N(0,Qz) is independent of
X. Consider the optimization problem:

V(Q) = sup I(X;Y). (119)

X: E[XXT]<Q
We use Theorem [[1] and a soft doubling argument to prove
the following known result.

Proposition 13. For the AGN channel (I18) we have

1 det (Qx + Qz)

I(X;Y) < Zlog 1t Qz (120)

-2
with equality if X is Gaussian.

Proof. Equality holds in (120) if X is Gaussian, so it remains
to prove the inequality. Note that we may assume E [X] =0
because I(X;Y) does not depend on translation of X.

Now consider Y; = X; + Z; and Y3 = X5 + Zo, where
X1,X9 ~ Px and Zy,Zs ~ Pz are mutually independent.
Further, define the vectors

1
Xy = =X+ Xa), Xoi= (X1 - Xa). (12

1
V2 V2



Note that E [X XT] < Q and E [X_XT| < Q. Also, define

1 1
(Y1 -Y3)

Y+ = E(Yl +Y2), Y_ = ﬁ (122)
1 1
ZJr = E(Zl + ZQ), Z_ = E(Zl - ZQ) (123)

sothat Yy =X, +Z; and Y_ = X_ +Z_ where the noise
vectors Z,Z_ ~ Pz are independent.
Now suppose € > 0 and

I(X;Y) = V(Qx) —e. (124)

We then have

2V(Qx) = I(X1; Y1) + I(X2; Yo) + 2¢
(X1X2; YlYQ) + 26

I
I(X+X_, Y+Y_) + 26

A

2 I(X5Y4) + I(X3Y )

<V(Qx) <V(Qx)
<2V (Qx) — (YY) +2¢

—I(Y4+;Y_) + 2

(125)
where step (a) follows by

Py +x+) ply—[x-)

and (123) give

|fr, v (t1,t2) — fy (1) fy_(t2)]
2I(Y ;Y ) <2v/e

so Y, and Y_ are (2./€)-dependent.
For sufficiently small ¢, Theorem [11] gives

Py, y-|x4,x) =

for all x4,x_,y+,y—. Lemma

(126)

10X:Y) = h(Ys)
<h(Yg1)— %1ogdet(2ﬂ' Qz) + B (2Ve)

det
:llog%+3(2\/g)

2 det Qz

h(Z)

(127)

where for some mean vector my ; we have

T T
Qv,, =E[Y,1Y ] —mgimg,

<E[Y:1Y{]+ B (2ve) 14
w Qx +Qz + B (2Ve) I

and step (a) follows by E [X] = 0. Moreover, the € in (124)
can be chosen as close to zero as desired because V(Qx) is
a supremum. Finally, observe that if I(X;Y) < .J + € for all
e >0 then I(X;Y) < J. g

(128)

Note that the proof of the inequality (120) does not require
the existence of a maximizer. Also, a maximizer may not be
unique. Proving existence and uniqueness is interesting but not
crucial for the communications problem.

B. Product Channels

The proof of Proposition [13| uses an AGN product channel
with two outputs Y; = X + Z; and Y2 = Xy + Zs where
Z, and Zs have the same covariance matrix. More generally,
suppose the covariance matrices are different, i.e., consider the
AGN product channel

Y =X, +7Z4 (129)
Yo =Xs +Zo (130)

where Z; ~ N(0,Qz,) and Zo ~ N(0,Qgz,) are non-
degenerate and independent, and (X, X2) is independent of
(Z1,Z5). Since the noise is non-degenerate, this channel is

equivalent to the AGN product channel considered in [17
Sec. L.A], namely.

Yii =G X +Z;
Yoo = GoXy + Zoo

where Gi = Q_1/2, = Q;;/Q, the noise vectors
Z11,Z55 ~ N(0O, Id) are 1ndependent, and (X;,Xs5) is in-
dependent of (Z11,Z22).

We need a statement similar to Proposition Prop. 2]
which states that Y, Yoo are independent if and only if
X1, Xy are independent. This is important because X, Xy are
required to be independent to apply Bernstein’s theorem. So
the question is whether a similar result holds for e-dependence.

Unfortunately, this does not seem to work. Observe that

(131)
(132)

fex(t) = fx(GTt) and therefore
|fY117Y22 (tlatQ) - fYn (tl)szz (t2)|
= |fx..x, (GTt1,GLt2) — fx, (G t1) fx, (G3t2)|
' |(I)Z11 (t11)| : |(I)Z22 (t2)| (133)

where @z, (t) = e~ 2t < 1 for i = 1,2. Thus, if X, X,
are e-dependent then Y1, Yoo are e-dependent. However, the
converse statement, namely that if Y11, Yoo are e-dependent
then X, X, are e-dependent, is not valid in general

We therefore take a different approach. Consider the noise
Z, ~ N(0,Qgz,) and Z), ~ N(0,Qgz,) and suppose
X1,X9,Z1,Z5,7},Z} are mutually independent. Define the
physically degraded channels

=X, +7
=X2+22

?1=Y1+Z/2
?2=Y2+Z/1

(134)
(135)

where 21 :=Z1+7Z} and Zg := Zo+Z/ are independent and
have the same covariance matrix Q12 = Qz, +Qz,. Observe
that Y1, Y5 are independent.

Next, consider X, X_ as in (I21) and define

Y1)+ :X++Z1, Y27_ =X_+7Z (136)
Yii+ = GiXy +Z11, Yoo =GoX_ +7Z9 (137)
_ 1 ~ _ _ 1 ~ _

Y+ - E(Yl + YQ), Y7 - E(YI - YQ) (138)

12We replace the G11, G2 in Sec. LA] with G1, Ga.

13The robust e-dependence in Appendix [F] does apply in both directions:
Lemma states that Y11, Yoo are robustly e-dependent if and only if
X1, X2 are robustly e-dependent.



We have
@) e
I(Y11,4:Y22 ) = I(Y1,+:Y2 ) > I(Y4;Y_) (139)
where step (a) follows because Y114+ = G1Y;4+ and

Yoo, = GoYy  forinvertible G1, G2, and step (b) follows
because Y+, Y_ are degraded versions of Y ,Y> _. Note
that one cannot write the distributions of Y11 4+ and Yoo _
as the distributions of the respective %(Yu + Yy) and

1
W(Y”
This is why we introduced ?1,?2 for which we can write
the forms (I38).

We now use the e-dependence of Yi; 4, Yoo _ to show
that X, Xy are approximately Gaussian without considering
X, X_ directly. We refine the proof of Theorem 0] to obtain
modified versions of Theorems[I0] and [[T] for the general AGN
product channel of interest.

Theorem 14. Consider the AGN product channel (I31)-({I32)
and suppose 1(Y11,+; Y22 ) < €. Then for all € below some
positive threshold, for all t € R?, and for i = 1,2 we have

|fx, (t) — ®i(t)] < CV2e

for the Gaussian c.f.s @8), and for a constant C independent
of € and t.

— Yy) since Gy and Gy are different in general.

(140)

Proof. The bound gives I(Y,;Y_) < € and Lemma[3
implies that Y and Y_ are \/Z-dependeni. We now apply
the steps of the proof of Theorem [9] with Y, Y replacing
X1, X2. Moreover, observe that g3 (t) = gx, (t) — 1tTQiat
so that (88) becomes

o 1
= jtTm, ; — 51; (t).

(141)

gx, (t) T (QR - le) t+ R%

Following the same steps starting with (O0), we may write

©2) as

T A 1A 7
gx, (8) = jt s — ST Qrt + RUL(6) (142)
where Q r = 0 s a covariance matrix that is perturbed version
of Q r— Q12 rather than Q r. Continuing as for the proofs of

Theorems [0] and [T0] we obtain (I40). O

Observe that the X;, X5 in Theorem [14] do not necessar-
ily have densities. However, the following result shows that
once the X1, Xy are characterized as approximately Gaussian
with the same covariance matrix Q, then the Y11, Yoo are
approximately Gaussian with covariance matrices based on Q.
Moreover, both Y1; and Yo, have densities.

Corollary 15. Under the conditions of Theorem we have

Fr.(t) — ®i(t)] < CV2¢ (143)

for all t € Rd for Gaussian c.f.s D, (t (t) with covariance
matrices G; QG + 14, @ =1,2, and for the C in (I40).
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Proof. Using (140), we have

‘ini (t) - (Gth) (I)Z“. (t)’
= |fx, (GT't) — @ (GIt)[- [0z, (t)]  (144)
D ¥
< CV2e =1
where for some mean vectors m; we have (see (46))
D, (GiTt) Dy (t) = et Giimi—3QGTY) | —3t]* (145)
The covariance matrix of (I43) is GiQGiT +1,. O

Theorem 16. Consider the AGN product channel (I31)-
({132) and suppose X1,Xsy have finite second moments and
I(Y11.+;Y22.—) < e Then for all € below some positive
threshold and for i = 1,2 and ¢’ = V/2¢ we have

\h(Yii) = h(Yg:)| < B () (146)
where Y g ; ~ N(mi, GiQG;fF + Id) and
E[Y,:Y.,] SE[Y:Y})]+B() 1 (147)

where B(e') — 0 as € — 0 and B(¢') =0 if ¢ = 0.

Proof. Use the same steps as for the proof of Theorem [1] in
Sec. [V=C but for ([43). For example, Lemmas [7] and [§] give

(@D with B(¢') = Bs(C¢').
O
C. Broadcast Channels
The two-receiver AGN broadcast channel has
Y, =G X+7Z; (148)
Yo =G X +7Zo (149)

where Gi, Gy are invertible, and Zy,Zy ~ N(0,1;) are
independent. Note that the input X is common to both sub-
channels and Z, Z- have the same covariance matrix. Define
the expressions (see [17]])

sx(X) = I(X;Y1) — M(X;Y32) (150)

sA(X[V) == I(X;Y1|V) = M(X;Y2|V) (151)

S (X) := sup sx(X[V) (152)
p(v|x): V-X-Y Y

Q) = sup Sx(X) (153)

X:E[XXT]<Q

where Sy (X) is the upper concave envelope of s)(X) as a
function of p(x). We will need the following results concern-
ing s(X) and sy (X|V).

Lemma 17. If A > 1 then

1. det(Qf + Q%)
X) < — - 7 e
sx(X) 2 log det Q} (154)
where Q) = (GEGy) ™! for k =1,2.



Proof. Let Z, = G, 'Z; so that Q}, = (G} Gy)~! is the
covariance matrix of Zj, for k = 1,2. We have
sx(X) < I(X; X+ Z) — I(X; X + ZY)
1 det Q)
= [h(X+Z}) — (X + Z3)] — = log
MOX+2) — h(X + Z0)] - 5 log g0
1 det Q)
< WX+ Z)+Z)) — (X + Z5)] —= log
< [MX+Z) + Zy) (+2)]2 dot Q)
=I(X+Z+Z,,Z))
1 det Q]
< I(Z) +7Z); 7)) - 5 log 4 tQ} (155)
and evaluating (I33) gives (I34). O

Lemma 18. For every pair (V,X) there is a pair (V',X’)
with s\(X'|V') = sx\(X|V) and E [X'(X)T] = E [XXT],
and where V' has alphabet of cardinality d(d +1)/2 + 1.

Proof. The result follows by the support lemma in
Lemma 15.4] that we rephrase with our notation (see also
pp. 2099-2100]). Let P(R?) be the family of distributions on
R? and consider the following D = d(d+1)/2+ 1 real-valued
continuous functions on P(R%):

fre(Px) = BE[XpX(],
S)\(Px) = S)\(X)

1<k<d 1<l<Fk (156)

(157)

where Px € P(R?) and where we have abused notation by
writing s (Px ) with argument Px rather than X. Then for any
probability distribution Py on the Borel o-algebra of P(R9)
there are D distributions Px;y, ¢ = 1,..., D, in P(RY) and
a random variable V' with alphabet {1, ..., D} such that

E XX/ = /7> - fre(P) Py (dP)

= ZPV/ ) fue(Px(i)) (158)
for1<k<d, 1</¢<kand
S(X[V) = / s\(P) Py(dP)
P(R?)
— ZPV/ ) 3 (Pxi))- (159)

The right-hand side of (I39) is s, (X’|V’) where the distribu-
tion of X’ conditioned on the event {V' =i} is Px(;). [

We now re-prove a key result from [37]], which states that a
Gaussian X is optimal for the problem (I33)) and one does not
require V. This theorem was also re-proved in Thm. 1]
through a series of propositions. Our proof follows similar
steps, but we do not require the existence of a maximizer,
and we replace the independence result Prop. 2] with
Theorems [14] and

Theorem 19 (See [57, Thm. 8]). If A > 1 then we have
WA (Q) = sx(Xy) for some X, N./\/(O Q) with Q < Q.
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Proof. We may again assume E [X] = 0. Consider a product
AGN broadcast channel with sub-channels ¢ = 1,2 for which
the channel outputs are

Y =G X; +Zy;
Yo, = GoX; + Zy;

(160)
(161)

where X;,Xy ~ N(0,Qx) and Zi1,Z13,Z21,Z0y ~
N(0,1;) are mutually independent. Define (see (I23) and

p. 20917)

sA(X[V) =7 (Q) —¢ (162)
(Vi,X;) ~Pyx, i=1,2 (163)
Via = (V1,Vy) (164)

where (V1,X;) and (V3, X3) are independent. Also consider

the X, X_ in (I21) and define
1
Yt = —(Yr + Yia), Yi = —(Yi —Y
ket \/5( k1 k2) k \/—( k1 — Yi2)
(165)
1
Zos = —(Zir + Zro),  Zn = —(Zp1 — Z
ket \/5( k1 k2) k \/—( k1 — Zi2)
(166)
for £k = 1,2 so that
Yir =G Xy +Zpy, Yio =GpX_ +Zj_ (167)

and the noise vectors Zyy,Zq_,Zoy,Zo_ ~ N(0,1;) are
mutually independent. As a final definition, consider the
expression

SA(Xg,Xm|V)

= I(lexm;YlfaY1m|V) - AI(vaxm;Y227Y2m|V)

(168)

for (¢(,m) = (1,2) and (¢,m) = (+,—). We study cases
where given V we have the Markov chain

(Ylmu Y2m)
We can thus expand (I68) as (see [17, p. 2090])

(Y10, Yo) — X — X, — (169)

IX;; Y1V, Yor) + I(X; Y|V, Yig)
— M(X;; Y%V, Yo,) — M(X; Yo, [V, Y1)

— (A =1)I(Y1e; Yo|V). (170)

With the above definitions, we have

2V>\(Q) = S>\(X1|V1) + SA(X2|V2) + 2e
= S>\(X1,X2|V12) + 2e
= S)\(X+, X,|V12) + 2¢

@ SA (X4 Vi2, Yo )+ sx(X_|Vi2, Y1)

— (/\ — 1)I(Y1+;Y2_|V12) + 2e
< Sh(Xy) + Sh(X- DI(Y14;Y2-|Via) + 2¢
~——

) —(A —
<(Q) <W(Q)
(©]

< 2Va(Q) — (A= DI(Y14; Y2 |[Vi2) 4 2¢ (171)



where step (a) follows from (I70) and step (b) follows by
E[X;XT] = Q and E[X_X”] =< Q. We thus have
I(YlJr; Y2,|V12) S 2€.

Lemma [I§] states that V can have a finite alphabet with
d(d 4+ 1)/2 + 1 letters. We are now faced with the prob-
lem that 7(Y14+;Y2-|Vi2) is the expectation of I(vis) :=
I(Y14;Y2_|Via = vi2) with respect to P(vi2), and some
I(v12) could be large. We wish to bound the probability of
large I(v12), so define the event £ := {I(V12) > v - €}. The
Markov inequality gives

2
T y(A-1)

where the second step follows by (IZI). We can choose ~, ¢
so that v is large, € is very small and v - € is small, e.g., we
choose v = 1/+/e.

Next, if I(v12) is small then X; and Xy are approximately
Gaussian conditioned on Vi = vi5. However, we wish to
find a significant subset of such v, for which the covariance
matrices of X5, Xy are the same, and for this we require the
subset to have the form & x S. Consider the following set of
high-probability letters:

where v is sufficiently large so that S has at least one letter.
The pairs vi2 = (v1,ve) in S X S thus have high probability:

E[I(Vi2)]
v-e

Pr[€] < (172)

2

S={v:P(v)> SO-D

3 (173)

Pr[Vi; € Sx 8 =Pr[Ves)
>1-2) P(v)

veSe

(@)
>1—dd+1) (174)

y(A=1)

where step (a) follows because there are at most d(d + 1)/2
letters in S¢. Moreover, for all vis € S X S we have

>

VipiI(vig)2-e

P(vi2) > 5 P(viy)

(175)

where (a) follows by (I72). We thus have I(viz) < 7 - € so
that 7(vy2) is small, as desired.

So suppose viz € S X S. By Theorem [I4] the c.f.s of X,
(conditioned on V; = vq) and X5 (conditioned on Vy = vy)
are close to two Gaussian c.f.s with the same covariance matrix
Q. Moreover, sing\e vy and vo are arbitrary in S, we can
choose the same Q for all vi2 € § x &, but in general we
must decrease +/¢ for the same approximation precision We

l4F0rmzﬂly, this follows in two steps. First, fix e and apply Theorem [0 with
the same Q for a fixed v1 € S and for any vo € S. In a second step, apply
Theorem [0] with the same Q for each fixed vo € S and any v; € S. This
second step requires reducing e for the same approximation precision, for the
same reason that the approximation (&9) is weaker than (&8).
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abuse notation by continuing to use the same /€. The bound
(146) of Theorem [16] gives

1 —~
A(Y11|Viz = Vi) < 5 logdet (G1QG1T T Id)

d
t3 log(2me) 4+ B(€') (176)
1 ~ 7
A(Y21[Viz = viz) > 5 log det (G2QG2 + Id)
d
+ B log(2me) — B(€) (177)

where we now must choose ¢ = 2¢1/4,
By (IZ7) with E [X] = 0 we have
GkQGz + 14+ fflkl’/flg
<E [Yk1Y£1|V12 = V12] + B(E’)Id
=GE [XiX]|Via = vi2] G{ + (1 + B()) Iy (178)
for k = 1, 2. The bounds (TZ6)-(T77) give
SA(X1|V12 = V12)
=h(Y11|Vi2 = vi2) — A(Y21|Viz = vi2)
—(d/2)(1 = X\)log(2me)

<sa(Xy) + B(e)(1+N) (179)
where X, ~ ./\/(r?l, Q) and thus
1 ST
$7(X,) 1= 5 log det (GlQGl + Id)
A AT
~ £ log det (GQQGQ + Id) . (180)
Moreover, we can re-write (I73) as
~ -1
Q 2 E[XiX|Vi2 = viz| + B(¢') (GLGy,) (181)

Taking an expectation w.r.t. Vg
constraint E [X1X1T} =< Q we have

vio and applying the

Q=< E[X,X]] + B(<) (GFGy) '

1

= Q+B(¢) (GLGy) . (182)
Combining the above results, we have
s (X1]V1) @ sx(X1|Vi2)
(b)
< Y P(viz)sa(Xa|Viz = via)
Vi2€ESXS
1, det(Qi +Q))
P . Zlog — %1 T =2/
+ D P)gle—gg Q,
vlge(SxS)C
(¢)
< sa(Xy) + B()(1+))
2 1. det(Q) +Qp)
dd+1)y | —— = ————= (183
+d(d+1) S0-1) 2 et Q] (183)

where step (a) follows because (X1, V7) and Vo are inde-
pendent; step (b) follows by Lemma [[7} and step (c) follows

by (I74) and [I79). Since (182)-(I83) are valid for any ¢ > 0,

we find that

Q) < (184)

=t

ax sx(Xy)
=Q

O



which is the desired result. O

Theorem can be used to show that Gaussian signaling
is optimal for two-receiver broadcast channels with dedicated
(also called private) messages for each receiver; see
Sec. IV.A] and Sec. III.A]. Moreover, the method de-
scribed above extends to two-receiver broadcast channels with
a common message since the proof of Theorem 2 in again
relies on bounding a term of the form 7(Y14;Y2_|Vi2).

We remark that Sec. II.B] and Theorem treat the
case A > 1 while Thm. 8] includes A = 1. However, as
pointed out in Remark 9], the case A = 1 can be treated
by showing that a capacity function is convex and bounded
while the case A < 1 can be treated by reversing the roles of
Yl and YQ.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The stability of Bernstein’s characterization of Gaussian
distributions was extended to vectors. Refined stability results
were derived for vectors with AGN. The theory was used
to develop a soft doubling argument that establishes the
optimality of Gaussian vectors for point-to-point and product
channels with AGN, and for a classic extremal inequality.

We conclude with a few remarks.

o It seems that soft doubling can replace hard doubling
in general. However, whether soft doubling can pro-
vide new inequalities and capacity theorems that hard
doubling cannot remains to be seen. For example, if a
communications model has a strict cost constraint such
as E [||X[|?] < P, then one can turn to stability (as in
Theorems [Tl 14l rather than, e.g., relaxing the
constraint to E [||X||?] < P, proving the existence of
a maximizer (if possible) and applying Theorem [Il In
this sense, stability is more flexible than requiring the
existence of maximizing distributions, just as suprema
are more flexible than maxima.

Soft doubling provides capacity bounds for non-Gaussian
distributions, such as those for finite modulation alpha-
bets. For example, a non-Gaussian X will require €
in (I26) to be lower bounded by a positive number.
However, the constants C/(¢) and C' in Theorems[9and [0}
will be large in general, so the new capacity bound will
hardly improve the bound with Gaussian X.

One disadvantage of soft doubling is that one must
work with inequalities and perturbations, which leads
to additional proof steps. For example, in Sec. [V-A] the
bound (123) with ¢ = 0 shows that the best X is
Gaussian, while a few more steps are needed for € > 0.
Similarly, in Sec.[V=B] we needed to develop a new device
to transfer e-dependence of the channel output vectors to
the input vectors, and in Sec. [V-C] we needed to treat
conditioning more carefully than for e = 0.

The above remarks point out that hard and soft doubling each
have their advantages and disadvantages, and which one to use
to prove capacity theorems is a matter of preference. Finally,
future work includes proving stability for generalizations of
Bernstein’s theorem such as in [3]—[3].
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APPENDIX A
PROOF OF LEMMA [4]

This appendix reviews results from [34]—[36]] on the stability
of Cauchy’s functional equation. For a non-negative 6, the
complex-valued function g is called #-additive in £ C R? if

lg(x+y) —g(x) —g(y) <0

for all x,y € &€ such that x +y € £. The function g is called
additive in £ if it is 0-additive in &.

The following Lemmas prove the existence of a linear
function that is #-additive in various sets £. Lemma [20] is a
classic result of Hyers for £ = R that answered a question of
Ulam. Lemmas [21] and R2] use “tiling” to apply Hyers’ result
toE =Rt :={ze€eR:z2>0}and & =[-T,T), T > 0.
Finally, Lemma 23] extends Lemma[22] to multiple dimensions
and is slightly more general than Lemma 4

Lemma 20 (See [34]). If g is 0-additive in R then the limit

(185)

G(z) = li_)m 27"g(2"x) (186)

exists for each x € R and G is the unique additive function
in R such that

lg(z) — G(z)| <6, VYazeR. (187)

Moreover, if g is continuous in at least one point, then G is
continuous and linear in R

Lemma 21 (See [33]). If g is 0-additive in RT then there is
an additive function G in R such that

lg(z) — G(z)| <0,

Moreover, if g is continuous in at least one point in R*\ {0}
then G is continuous and linear in R.

VazeRT. (188)

Proof. Define the function g : R — C such that g(z) = g(z)
for x > 0, and g(z) = —g(—=x) for x < 0. If = and y have
the same sign, then we have

19(z +y) — g(z) — g(y)| < 6.

It remains to check the case x > 0 and y < 0, so the left-hand
side of (189) is one of

l9(z +y) — g(x) + g(=y)l,

| —g(=z—y) —g(z) + g(—y)l,
Now define y = —y, 2 = ¢ + y, and Z = —z and write the
two expressions in (T90) as

l9(7+2)—g(@) —g(2)] <0,
lg(z +2) — g(z) —g(2)| < 0,

where the inequalities follow because g is #-additive in R™T.
Thus, g is #-additive in R and by Lemma 23] there is a unique
additive function G with G(z) = lim,_,c 27"g(2"z) such
that

(189)

r4+y>0

cry<o. 10

7,220

2 230 (191)

VaeR. (192)

)

I5From [34] Theorem 2], if g is continuous in at least one point, then G
is continuous in R. Moreover, if G is additive and continuous in R, then G
is linear in R.

9(z) = G(x)| <0,



Moreover, if ¢ is continuous in at least one point in R\ {0},
then ¢ is continuous in at least one point. From Lemma
G is continuous and linear in R. O

Lemma 22 (See [33]). If g is 0-additive in [—T,T) then there
is an additive function G in R such that

lg(x) — G(z)| <30, Yael-T,T).

Moreover, if g is continuous in at least one point in (=T, T),
then G is continuous and linear in R.

(193)

Proof. Write z € R in the form
0<r7r, <T.Now define g: R — C as

koL + ry, ky € Z,

g(x) == —kyg(-T) + g(rz), VaxeR. (194)
First, notice that if z € [0,T) then
9(z) = g(2)| =lg(ra) — g(x)| =0 (195)
and if z € [-T,0) then
9(z) = g()| = 19(=T) + g(r) —g(x)| <6 (196)
where the inequality follows because © = —7 + r, and g is
f-additive. Hence we have
§(z) —g(@)| <0, Yaxe[-T,T).  (197)

Now consider y = k,T + 1y, ky, € Z, 0 < r, < T, and
suppose we have 0 <7, + 7, <T. We may then write

19(z +y) —g(z) — gW)| = lg(re +1y) — g(rz) — g(ry)]
<4. (198)
Next, if T < r; + 1y, < 2T then
19(z +y) — g(z) — g(y)]
=9(re +1y) — g(rz) — g(ry)|
=[g(re +1y) = g(re +1y) + g(re +1y) — g(ra) — g(ry)|
<260 (199)

where the inequality follows by (I97) and because g is 6-
additive. Thus, from (I98) and (199), g is 20-additive in R.
Applying Lemma there is a unique additive function G
with G(x) = lim,,_,0 27"§(2"x) such that

|g(x) — (200)

Combining (197) and 200) gives the inequality (193). From
Lemma[20Q)] if ¢ is continuous in at least one point in (=7, 7T),
then g is also, and hence G is continuous and linear in R. [

Lemma 23 (See [36)). If g is 6-additive in [~T,T)"
there is an additive function G : R* — C such that

G(x)| < (4d - 1),

G(z)| <20, YzeR.

then

lg(x) — vxe[-T,T)". (01

Moreover; if the projections of g onto each coordinate have at
least one continuous point, then G is continuous and linear

in R4,

Proof. Define the functions g;, e =1,...,d, as

gi(z) = g(xe;), e[-T,7T) (202)
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and observe that these functions are #-additive in [T, 7).
Lemma 22] ensures that there are additive functions G; : R —
C such that

for i = .,d. Now define G : R? — C as G(x) :=
Z nes ( ;) and bound
d
|G(x Z = gi(i)|
<Zgz i ) —9(x)
(a)
< 3d0+ (d—1)0 (204)

where step (a) follows by applying the following steps d — 1

times:
‘(Z gz Zq ) - g )

d—1
S (Zg (I’L)) _g(Ilv"'v'rdflvO)
1=1
+1g9(@1, ..., wa-1,0) + ga(za) — 9(x)|
(b) d—1
< g(I’L) _g(Ila"'v'rdflvO) +0 (205)
1=1

and step (b) follows because ¢ is #-additive in [—T,T).
Considering Lemma 22] the functions G; are continuous and
linear in R if the functions g; are continuous in at least one
point in [T, T). In other words, if the projection of g onto
each coordinate has at least one continuous point, then G is
continuous and linear in R?. |

APPENDIX B
STABILITY OF QUADRATIC FUNCTIONAL EQUATIONS

For ¢ > 0, the complex-valued function g is called 6-
biadditive in £ x £ C R x RY if

—g(x2,y)] <0
_g(xay2)| S 0

for all x1,x2,y € £ and x,y1,y2 € € such that x; +x2 € £
and y; +y2 € £. The function g is called biadditive in £ x £
if it is O-biadditive in £ x &. Finally, ¢g is symmetric in & if
g(x,y) = g(y,x) for all x,y € £.

Lemma 24 (See [38], Theorem 3.3]). Let g be 6-
biadditive in [-T,T) x [=T,T). Then there exists a function
G which is biadditive in [-T,T) x [-T,T) and such that

lg(x1 +x2,y)
lg(x,y1 +¥y2)

(206)
(207)

—g(x1,y)
—Q(X,}’1)

lg(z,y) — G(z,y)| <60, =x,yc[-T,T). (208)

Moreover; if g is symmetric in [—T,T) x [=T,T), then G is
symmetric in [-T,T) x [-T,T), and if g(x,y) is continuous
in at least one point with respect to (w.rt.) both arguments,
then G(z,y) is continuous and bilinear in [-T,T) x [-T,T).



Proof. Using similar steps as in the proof of LemmaR2] write
z € Rin the formz =k, T+ r,, k. € Z,0<r, <T.Fora
fixed y € [-T,T), define the function

gy(x) kzgy(=T) + gy(rz),

where g, (x) := g(x,y) is #-additive in [T, T'). By the proof
of Lemma [22] there is a unique additive function G, R=>C
such that

|9y(x) — Gy ()] < 30,

VreR

(209)

VeeR, ye[-T,T) (210)

where

Gy (z) = lim 27"g,(2"z).

n—oo

@211)

Also, if g, (x) is continuous in at least one point z € [T, T")
then G (z) is continuous and linear in = € R.

Next, we prove that G, () is ¢-additive in [T, T") w.r.t y.
Defining G*(z,y) := G (z) and z,, = 2"z we have

|G* (2, y1 + y2) — G*(z,y1) — G* (7, y2)|

= | Bim 27" (Gy0145(270) — 30, (2"0) — Gx (2"2))|

< | Hm 27k, (gy14a (=T) = 941 (=T) = gy (=T)
| 1 27 (91 (o) = 90s () = 90s(r,))|
=0
(U«) x
< |Z Gt (1) = 90 (=T) = 93 (=T)
. "y,
| im (gy1+y2<—T>—gm(—T)—gyz(—T))\

=0
212)

where step (a) follows because 2~ "k, =a/T —2"r,, /T.
Thus, since g,(x) is additive w.r.t. y in [=7,7T) we have

G* (2, y1 +y2) — G*(2,41) — G"(z,y2)| < 0
for all 2, 1,92 € [=T,T) such that yy +y € [T, T).
Define the function G(x,y) = k,G*(z,-T) + G*(z, 1)
where y € R is written as y = b,/ T +ry, ky, € Z,0 <r, <T.
By the proof of Lemma 22] for each = € [-T,T) there is a
unique additive function G(z,y) = lim,_o 27 "G(z,2"y)
such that

|G*($,y)—G(I,y)| §395 T E [_TvT)v yGR

Combining 21I0) and @214) we have (208).
To address symmetry, define g, (z) := G(z,y) — G(y, z). If

g is symmetric in [~T,T) x [=T,T) then by (2Z08) we have
9y (@) = [[G(2,y) — g(=,y)] — [Gy,2) — g(y,2)]|
<lg(z,y) = Gz, 9)| + 19(y, ) = G(y, 2)|
<120, ze[-T,7).

213)

(214)

(215)

Since the function g, () is additive and bounded in [T, T),
it is linear in [T, T'), i.e., we can write g, (v) := a(y) -z for
some function a(y); see [60], [61]. But since g, (y) = 0 for
all y € [-T,T), we have a(y) = 0 and G(x,y) is symmetric
in [~-T,T) x [~T,T).
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As stated above, if g(w, y) is continuous in at least one point
w.r.t. x, then G*(z,y) (and hence G(z,y)) is continuous and
linear in z € R. Now let §, € > 0, consider a Az with |Az| <
8, and define y, = 2"y. Using the definition of G(z,v), for
x,x + Az € [-T,T) we have

|Gz + Az, y) - G(z,y)]

= nlgx;o 2" (G(x + Az, y,) — é(x,yn)) ’
= lim 27" {kyn (G*(x+ Az, -T) - G*(x,-T))
n—00

< € by continuity of G*(z,y) in =
+ G o+ Aayny,) = Gy, )] ’

(b)
< e

(a)
< | lim 27"k, €
n—oo

(216)

where step (a) follows by the continuity of G*(z,y) in x and
step (b) follows because 2~ "k,, = y/T — 2~ "r,, /T. This
establishes the continuity of G(x,y) for x € [-T,T). Next,
from @I1), if g(=,y) is continuous in at least one point w.r.t.
y then G*(z,y) is continuous in at least one point w.r.t. y.
Thus, by Lemma 22 G(z,y) is continuous and linear w.r.t y.
Summarizing, the continuity of g(z,y) in at least one point
w.r.t. both arguments ensures the continuity and bilinearity of
G(z,y). O

Lemma 25. Suppose g is symmetric and 0-biadditive in
[—T,T)" x [=T,T)". Then there is a symmetric, biadditive
function G in [T, T)" x [=T,T)* such that

lg(x,y) — G(x,y)| < (7d* —1)6 (217)

forallx,y € [T, T)d. Moreover, if the projections of g(x,y)
onto each coordinate are continuous in at least one point (for
both arguments), then G(x,y) is continuous and bilinear in
[—T,T)* x [-T,T)"

Proof. Define the complex-valued functions

gl](xay) = g(‘reiuyej)7 l,]: 17"'7d' (218)

Note that g;; is not necessarily symmetric but it is ¢-biadditive
in [-T,T)x[-T,T). By Lemma[24] there is a (perhaps non-
symmetric) biadditive function G;; such that

|9 (x,y) — Gij(x,y)| <60, Va,yec[-T,T). (219
Define the symmetric, biadditive function
4
G(x,y) = Z B) (Gij (i, y5) + Gjilys, i) (220)
ij=1



and consider

|G(X,y) _g(xuy)l
41
<1y 5 [Gis(@i,y5) + G (Y5, 24)] = 945 (i, )
ij=1
d
+ Zgij(fl?i,yj) —9(x,y)
ij=1
< Z |GZJ xlvyj gij(xi,yj”
1,]= 1
+ Z _]z y]uxz gji(yjuxz'”
1,j= 1
+ Z (Zgz] Ti,Yj ) —g(x,yjej)
=1
d
+11 D gxyiei) | —a(xy)
j=1

(b)
< 3d%0 +3d*0 +d(d—1)0 + (d — 1)0 (221)

where step (a) follows by g;;(x,y) = gji(y,z) and step
(b) follows from (203) and 219). Finally, by Lemma 24 if
the projection of g(x,y) onto each coordinate is continuous
in at least one point (for both arguments), then G(x,y) is
continuous and bilinear. O

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF LEMMA[3]

Take t; = to =t and t; to =t in (34) to obtain the

respective
h1(2t) = A L2(6)] +re(t, t) (222)
F2(2t) = [ f1(6)* f2(4) + re(t, ) (223)
where
[re(t,t)] <€, |re(t,—t)] <e. (224)
By taking absolute values in (222)-(223), we have
|f1(2t) — re(t, t)] = [f2(2t) — re(t, —t)]. (225)
and therefore
1/128)] = [f2(26)]] < 2e. (226)
Next for ¢ = 1,2 we expand
|fi(t)? (Ifl( W = 1f28)1%)]
= [LOF - [1A®I - 1£OI]- (A®] + L0 @27
1 < 2e <2

where we used (226) with 2t replaced with t. The expression

@27 implies

FORVAGIE
FA?If1(0) = fa(t)?

(228)

= f1)*|f2(8)]* + r (t)
| (229)

F28) + P ()
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where |r£i) (t)| < 4e. By combining (228)-(229) and (222)-

, we have
£i2t) = L2 £0P + 7P (b)
i.)(t)| < e, for i =1,2.

(230)
where |7’§

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF LEMMA[7]

The lemma is clearly true if € = 0, so suppose € > 0. Let
®z(t) = exp(—tTQz t/2) where Qz is invertible. We have
Sy (t) = fx(t)Pz(t) and

(a) (b)

[(t)| < [fy(t)]+e < [Pz(t) +e€
where step (a) follows by assumption and step (b) follows
by |fx(t)| < 1. Consider |®(t)| = exp(—t7Qt/2) and let
Amin and Az min be the smallest eigenvalues of Q and Qgz,
respectively. We then have Az nin > 0 and

_tTQt

min Tz

Itl-=1 |1t]|3
—21In (e’tTQZ t/2 4 e)

(231)

min —

(@)

min
= Jello=1 1t113
— _2 ln (e_AZ,min/2 + 6)
= Az, (232)

where step (a) follows by 231). We require Az . > 0 for this
bound to be useful, i.e., we require

—AZ,min/2

e<l—e (233)

Observe that Az ¢ — Az min as € — 0. Using (232) we have

[fy(t) = ()] < [fr(t)] +[D(t)]

S €_>‘Z,min”t|‘§/2 —+ 8_)‘min”t|‘§/2

I3 Az, /2,

< 2 (234)

For any 77 > 0 define

Ty = Ti/Az.c,

t

=t vV )\Z,e

(235)

and consider

@2m)? p(y) — 8(y)|

(a)

< / edt +
ltl<T:

d

/R () - p(e) |
2~ ”tH2>‘Z /2 dt

P A E:

(®)
d
< 2T +2 g e &

>

Z,e

:2T1de+2 [max |Z|>T1/d}

[ (1-20 (11/a)) |
Y o o)

a2
) (T /)2 2

= 2T 4+ 2

©
< 2Tt +4

@
< 2Tte + 4d

(236)

N
dﬂ\



where step (a) follows by the assumption and ([234); step
(b) follows by (I4) and (I7D; step (c) follows by Bernoulli’s
inequality; and step (d) follows from the Chernoff bound for
the Q-function. We may choose T so that

e_(Tl/d)2/2 =€ or Tl =dv—21Ine.
The pointwise bound (236) thus becomes
oy)] < 2(dv/—2Tne)%e + 4d(2m)%/ %€
- (2m)d (—21n (e Azmin/2 4 e))d/2
:= By (€)

(237)

Ip(y) —

(238)

and we have Bi(e) — 0 as ¢ — 0.

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF LEMMA 8]

The lemma is clearly true if € = 0, so suppose € > 0. We
first prove (@2). Consider the bound

Ip(y) —a(y)| < p(y) +a(y) (239)
and for any T > 0 use (@) to write
Pr(Y,| > T =1 [ atydy
Iy <Te
<PV, >+ [ By
IylI<Te
(240)
We also have
B, > | 13 dy
llylI>Te =~
> lyll*/d
T3
> FPr[IIYpII > Ty (241)

and therefore

lp—qll

(@
: /Hy|<T2 Bule)dy + /|y”>T2 (p(y) +a(y)) dy
24E 1Y)

T3

where (a) follows by @T) and (239) and (b) follows by (240)-
241). We may choose T» so that By(e) = TQ_(d+3) and
4 2dE[|[Y,]?]
_gll < — L 227 LR
lp—qll < T23 + T22
and we have Ba(e) — 0 as e — 0.
We next prove (@3). Let x € R and consider the expression

x" (E [YQY:}F] -k [YPY;F]) X
= /Rd (ay) — p(y)) x"y|* dy.

We split the integral in (244) into two integrals over the regions
lyll <T% and |ly| > T%. For the first region, we have

/| [0 p) TPy < 2T B0 I
vi=T (245)

(b)
< ATYB, (e) + (242)

:= Bs(e) (243)

(244)

Iyl to write [x"y|* < [[x|3]ly[l3 < [|x||3 5. We also have

/ (a(y) —p(y)) Ix"y|* dy
Iy lI>Ts

<E[x"Y, - 1(1Y,] > T)]

& JEIRTY, 1\ Pr (Y, > 1)

! dE[[|Y,]?]

where step (a) follows by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
and step (b) follows by [@40)-@4d). Observe that the first
expectation in (248)) is the fourth moment of a projection of
Y, onto a unit vector, which is bounded by assumption. For
Bi(e) = T;(dJr?’) as above we thus have

where we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and [|yl|l2 <

T
X v

(b)
S ”X”% HXH2 q

+ 2T2dBl (6)

(246)

x"E[Y, Y, ] x <x" (E[Y,Y,] + Bs(e) 1) x

4
dE[[|Y,[?] 2
Y PN (1| Ml A LN ARl
H 7 T

(248)

(247)

where

and Bs(e) — 0 as e — 0.

We remark that the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality is a partic-
ular case (with r = s = 2) of Holder’s inequality which states
that E[| XY < E[X["]Y"E[|Y|*]"/* where r,s > 1 and
1/r+1/s=1.1If one chooses r = 1+4/2and s = (2+0)/9
in step (a) of (24€), then one can weaken the requirement of
the existence of a fourth moment and permit the r = 2 4 ¢
moments of Y, to be bounded for any ¢ > 0.

APPENDIX F
ROBUST e-DEPENDENCE

The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives

%, 0 (b1, 12)17 < [ fx, (61) - [ fx, (b2) ]

so the joint c.f. fx, x, is a.c. with respect to the product c.f.
X, [x,- One can now strengthen Definition [Tl as follows, in
analogy to how weak typicality can be strengthened to robust

typicality [62, Ch. 3.3], [63] Ch. 2.4].

Definition 2. The random vectors X1 and Xs are robustly
e-dependent if

| fx1, x5 (b1, t2) — fx, (81) fx, (t2)]

(249)

< e |fx, (b)) - | fx, (t2)] (250)
forall t1,t2, 1 =1,2.
Observe that Definition 2] implies
t,t
log L1 s (E1, o)) <log(l+e¢€) <elog(e) (251)

[fx, (81)] - [fx, (b2)]

18



so a log ratio (or log difference) must be small and not only
an additive difference. For example, if (230) is valid then one
may replace the bound in (33) with

Ire(t1,t2)] < e |fi(t)] - [fi(t2)] - [f2(t1)] - [ fa(—t2)].
(252)

Inserting 232) in (34) and using |In(1+ 2)| < 3]z|/2 we may
rewrite (33) as

|Re(t1,t2)] < 3¢/2 (253)

so the p effectively becomes one. We can thus choose 7' = oo,
thereby avoiding to split the analysis into restricted (||t|| < T,
Theorem [9) and unrestricted (Theorem domains. Robust
e-dependence also gives a stronger bound than (48)), namely

[fi(t) — @i(t)] < C(e) - [@4(t))] (254)

for all t where C(e) is as in @7) with p = 1.

Note that small mutual information does not necessarily
imply robust e-dependence with small €, which is why we use
the weaker e-dependence; see Lemma[3l However, Definition 2]
might be of independent interest. For example, the bound (234)
gives a simple pointwise bound in the probability domain (cf.
Lemma [7):

i) = 50| = | gz [ e (0) — (0]
< o L, 150 — 00 at

1
< W/Rdae)@i(tn dt

(255)

C(e) det (2#@) s

where Q is the covariance matrix of the Gaussian c.f. ;.
Also, we have the following lemma for the Gaussian product

channel (I31)-({132).

Lemma 26. Y11, Yoo are robustly e-dependent if and only if
X1, Xy are robustly e-dependent.

Proof. The result follows by (I33) that we re-state here for
convenience. Recall that fax(t) = fx(GTt) and therefore

Fyo(t) = fx, (Gt e 3187 =12
2
fY117Y22 (t17 t2) = fxl,x2 (G{th thQ) e~ lItll
so that

|fY11,Y22 (tl ) t2) - fY11 (tl)szz (t2)|

(256)

=[x x: (G161, G5 t2) — fx, (GTt1) fx, (G3t2)|
et (257)
The lemma now follows by the identity @37). O
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