
APPLICATION OF TSALLIS ENTROPY IN DEFINING A

NEW GENERALIZED STRONG AND WEAK SECRECY

S. Jalayeri , G.R. Mohtashami Borzadaran �,

and M. Khorashadizadeh

Article type: Research Article

(Received: 10 September 2025, Received in revised form 20 March 2026)

(Accepted: 18 May 2026, Published Online: 19 May 2026)

Abstract. In this paper, we explore the diverse applications and distinc-
tive properties of Tsallis entropy by introducing generalized definitions

of strong and weak secrecy. Tsallis entropy suggests that generalized

weak secrecy and strong secrecy are commonly employed in information-
theoretic security challenges. Additionally, we examine the interplay be-

tween Tsallis entropy and the criteria for strong and weak secrecy. The

primary motivation behind this study is to elucidate the concept of “gen-
eralized weak secrecy,” a widely utilized notion. Also, this research delves

into the precise relationship between conditional entropy and the mini-
mum adversarial error probability, illustrating how generalized weak se-

curity can be translated into practical guarantees. For static and mem-

oryless sources, it is demonstrated that the vanishing of the leakage rate
requires the adversarial error probability to reach its upper bound. More-

over, generalized strong security, characterized by the vanishing of the

variational distance, results in the complete operational failure of the ad-
versary. These findings underscore the critical role of Tsallis entropy in

assessing the security of systems.
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1. Introduction and Preliminaries

Information-theoretic security is a crucial concept, and the connection be-
tween conditional Tsallis entropy and security is an important topic to discuss.
The term ”security” refers to being free from danger or feeling safe. It is
often used in compound words like ”security measure”, ”security check”, or
”security guard.” This text explores security from two different perspectives:
strong secrecy and weak secrecy. Let Xn be the n-length encoded sequence of a
message transmitted by the transmitter, and let Yn denote the eavesdropper’s
information. Hence the message is said to be very safe, if

lim
n→∞

I(Xn, Yn) = 0,
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and weakly secure if

lim
n→∞

n−1I(Xn, Yn) = 0,

where I(Xn, Yn) =
∑
x

∑
y
PXnYn ln

PXnYn
PXnPYn

is Shannon mutual information, for

more information which one can refer to [4] and [20]. Strong and weak secrecy
have diverse applications. This topic has been explored in various studies across
different domains such as:

• Multimodal biometric authentication systems [28]:
These systems identify individuals using biological features such as fin-
gerprints, facial recognition, or iris patterns. Strong security in these
systems is essential to prevent forgery and unauthorized access. Ad-
ditionally, using multiple different models can enhance accuracy and
reliability.

• Eavesdropping channels [26]:
In digital communications, eavesdropping channels can gain access to
sensitive information. Strong security in this area requires encryption
and security protocols to prevent intrusion and data theft. Further-
more, examining vulnerabilities in these channels can help improve
security methods.

• Physical layer security in wireless communication systems [14]:

• Physical layer security in instantaneous capacity channels [9]:
In channels such as wireless networks, the presence of physical threats
can easily lead to unauthorized access. Thus, strengthening security at
this layer is crucial for protecting vital information.

• Wired networks [22]:
Security in wired networks also faces challenges, including physical at-
tacks and unauthorized access to equipment. Utilizing security proto-
cols and encryption can help reinforce this security.

Additionally, studies have shown that there is a fundamental tradeoff be-
tween security and privacy in biometric security systems [10]. Moreover, relia-
bility metrics analogous to information-theoretic security have also been con-
sidered in source or channel coding ( [3]; [35]). [11] has also studied the interplay
between Shannon information measures and reliability metrics.

The limitations of Shannon entropy in addressing certain anomalies observed
in the realm of communication physics have sparked considerable interest. Al-
though Shannon entropy enjoys widespread application across various disci-
plines, it often struggles to effectively capture the complexities of nonlinear
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phenomena. A key attribute of Tsallis entropy is its non-additive quality, which
indicates that it cannot be obtained simply by summing the entropies of its
constituent parts. This unique characteristic allows for the exploration and
modeling of novel and varied behaviors within intricate, nonlinear systems.
Therefore, choosing Tsallis entropy as an alternative to Shannon entropy pro-
vides a more robust framework for accurately representing complex phenom-
ena. This strategy not only deepens our comprehension of irregularities and
system behaviors but also guides us toward more nuanced and precise scientific
insights. In light of the significant relationship between strong and weak secu-
rity frameworks and information theory, we propose a definition for generalized
strong and weak secrecy (generalized strong and weak secrecy) rooted in Tsallis
entropy, a well-known generalization.

The necessity of this research is to clarify the concept of weak secrecy, which
is widely used but has not been clearly explained. generalized Weak secrecy
alone is insufficient to show that the adversary’s error probability is maximized,
unless the secret is generated from a stationary and memoryless source. Fur-
thermore, the relation among different reliability criteria with secrecy must
be clarified, such as vanishing equivocation and vanishing error probability.
Vanishing equivocation (equivocation refers to the conditional entropy of the
secret given the adversary’s knowledge, i.e., the ambiguity is directly related
to the secrecy level of the secret.) is shown to be a stronger reliability criterion
than vanishing error probability. It should be noted that the role of equivo-
cation in information security is central and vital, as this metric provides a
measure of the adversary’s uncertainty about the secret and serves as a key
indicator of the system’s success in concealing information. Moreover, the pre-
cise relationships between secrecy metrics such as generalized weak and strong
secrecy and their operational implications, such as maximizing the adversary’s
probability of error and determining the secrecy level of the secrets, are exam-
ined. This framework enables more comprehensive analysis and the design of
more efficient security systems. These results must be used to generalize the
channel coding theorem for discrete memoryless channels by utilizing different
reliability criteria. So, this work explores the interactions between Tsallis en-
tropy and the criteria defining both generalized strong and weak secrecy. [8]
introduced an extension of entropy and [4] proposed the generalization of the
entropy by hypothesizing a non-extensive entropy, (i.e., Tsallis entropy), which
covers Shannon entropy in specific cases. Also, [24] defined the Tsallis entropy
of degree α > 0, α 6= 1

Tα(X) =
1

1− α

(∑
x

P (x)
α − 1

)
,
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and a form of conditional Tsallis entropy was introduced by

Tα(X|Y ) =
∑
y

P (y)
α
Tα(X|y),

where Tα(X|y) = 1
1−α

(∑
x
P (x|y)

α − 1

)
.

The conditional Tsallis entropy was introduced based on the conditional Rényi
entropy. [17] presented conditional entropic uncertainty relations for Tsallis
entropy. Many researchers have studied on Tsallis entropy, such as [2], [31],
[16], [23], [34], [29], [27], [21] and [15].

The parameter directly influences the security of systems. In systems uti-
lizing Tsallis entropy, by adjusting this parameter, we can gain a deeper un-
derstanding of potential risks and vulnerabilities that may pose threats. This
insight enables us to develop more effective security interfaces to safeguard our
information and systems. The impact of α on information security is as follows:
1. In systems with α < 1, sensitivity to rare and unusual information can pose
a security risk. Such information may unexpectedly compromise system secu-
rity. For instance, cyberattacks exploiting uncommon vulnerabilities can be
particularly effective against these systems.
2. When α equals 1, information distribution is conventional, predictable,
and measurable. It typically provides greater security as standard protection
measures like encryption and conventional security protocols can be effectively
employed.
3. In systems with α greater than 1, performance generally improves, and
due to intrinsic organizational logic and structure, they can exhibit greater re-
silience to attacks. It is expected that systems be designed to minimize errors
and weaknesses.
For example, consider a security system with two states: failure and oper-
ational. If the probability of failure is very low (e.g., (p = 0.01)) and the
probability of being operational is (1− p = 0.99):
1. If α > 1, then Tα(0.01, 0.99) = 0.0198 when α = 2. In this case, the system
shows less sensitivity to such changes (errors), meaning that errors may have
a minimal impact on the overall system performance.
2. If α < 1, then Tα(0.01, 0.99) = −0.19 when α = 0.5. The system is sensitive
to sudden and rare changes, which can quickly compromise its capabilities and
make it more vulnerable to attacks.
3. If α = 1, then Tα(0.01, 0.99) ≈ 0.08. In this case, Tsallis entropy converges
to Shannon entropy, a common measure of uncertainty that indicates a bal-
anced sensitivity to all events.

The Tsallis entropy and the conditional Tsallis entropy converge to Shan-
non entropy and conditional Shannon entropy as α approaches 1, respectively.
Hence, taking α → 1+ and evoking L’Hôpital’s rule, for α > 1, ITα (Xn, Yn) →
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I(Xn, Yn), where ITα (Xn, Yn) = Tα(Xn) − Tα(Xn|Yn) is Tsallis mutual infor-
mation for α > 1 defined by [33] and [7]. The role of equivocation in infor-
mation security is central and vital, as this metric provides a measure of the
adversary’s uncertainty about the secret and serves as a key indicator of the
system’s success in concealing information. Moreover, the precise relationships
between secrecy metrics such as weak and strong secrecy and their operational
implications, such as maximizing the adversary’s probability of error and deter-
mining the secrecy level of the secrets, are examined. This framework enables
more comprehensive analysis and the design of more efficient security systems.
In Section 2, we introduce the basics and initial concepts regarding strong and
weak secrecy. Also, in the Section 3, we have considered the connection between
different reliability criteria based on Tsallis entropy and studied connections of
the conditional Tsallis entropy with secrecy.

2. Main results

Consider a common discrete source, from which Sk = (S1, S2, ...., Sk) is
generated to create a message. According to the received information, the
recipient generates an estimate Ŝk = (Ŝ1, Ŝ2, ..., Ŝk). Thus, the average symbol
error probability and the block error probability can be respectively defined
by [36] and [11]

λk =
1

k

k∑
j=1

P (Sj 6= Ŝj),

µk = P (Sk 6= Ŝk).

Also, let S̃k = (S̃1, S̃2, ...S̃k) = F ∗(Ŝk), where

F ∗ = argmin
F∗

P (Sk 6= (Ŝk)),

where, F ∗ is the optimal decoder (MaximumLikelihoodDecoder) that min-
imizes the block error probability. Therefore, for the decoder, the modified
average symbol error probability and modified the block error probability can
be characterized respectively by [11]

λ̃k =
1

k

k∑
j=1

P (Sj 6= S̃j),

µ̃k = P (Sk 6= S̃k).

Let X and Y be two random variables taking values in the same, possibly
countably infinite, alphabet χ = {1, 2, ...} and let f(.) be an arbitrary function,
then

ε = P (X 6= Y ) = 1−
∑
w∈χ

PXY (w,w)
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where ε ≤ 1− PX(1). If Y takes values on χ′ which is not necessarily equal to
χ consider

ε̂ = min
f :χ′→χ

P (X 6= f(Y ))

=
∑
y

PY (y)(1−max
z
PX|Y (z|y))

≤ 1−max
z
PX(z).

Now, for any given PX , we assume PX(i) ≥ PX(j) if i < j. If 0 < η ≤
1 − PX(1) (This threshold η determines which of the primary probabilities of
the distribution PX (except the maximal probability PX(1)) are bounded in
the auxiliary distribution R.), the following Auxiliary probability distributions
defined by [10]

R(PX , η) = (1− η, q1, q2, ...),(1)

and

Q(PX , η) = (η−1q1, η
−1q2, ...),

so that the probability distribution is

qj =

{
θ if PX(j + 1) > θ

PX(j + 1) if PX(j + 1) ≤ θ ,(2)

where, 0 < θ < PX(1), Q(PX , η) is a distribution and for j ≥ 1

η =
∑
j

qj ,

the key role of is to represent the minimum error probability. Since the Tsal-
lis entropy of R(PX , η) denoted by φTαX (η) = Tα(R(PX , η)) for α > 1 is a
concave, continuous and φTαX (η) is a strictly increasing function in η. Further-
more, φTαX (0) = 0 and φTαX (1 − PX(1)) = Tα(PX). Here, the main goal is to
define a boundary function φTαX (η) that is used to obtain a tight bound on the
conditional Tsallis entropy (equivocation) as a function of the minimum error
probability.
Now, we present a few helpful Lemmas and Theorems. For a given marginal
PX and a given minimal error probability, in particular, we obtain the tightest
upper bound on equivocation (conditional Tsallis entropy; Tα(X|Y )) in terms
of ε = P (X 6= Y ).

Lemma 2.1. ( [31]) The generalized mutual entropy for α > 1 is defined as,

ITα (X,Y ) = Tα(Y )− Tα(Y |X) = Tα(X)− Tα(X|Y ),

where

Tα(X|Y ) = −
∑
x

∑
y

P (x, y)
α
lnαP (x|y) =

1

1− α
∑
y

P (y)
α
∑
x

P (x|y)α − 1.
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Note that lnα(x) = x1−α−1
1−α . Also Tα(X|Y,Z) ≤ Tα(X|Z) and Tα(X|Y ) ≤

Tα(X).

Theorem 2.2. Let X and Y be random variables taking values in the same,
possibly countably infinite, alphabet. If ε = P (X 6= Y ) ≤ 1− PX(1) for α > 1
then

Tα(X|Y ) ≤ hα(ε) + εαTα(Q(PX , ε)),(3)

where
hα(ε) = −εαlnα(ε)− (1− ε)αlnα(1− ε)

.

Proof. According to the Lemma 2.1, for ε and α > 1,

Tα(X|Y ) = Tα(X)− ITα (X,Y )(4)

≤ Tα(X)− min
PX|Y :P (X 6=Y )≤ε

ITα (X,Y ).(5)

Let the integer k and PX(k + 1) < θ < PX(k) are chosen so that

k∑
j=1

PX(j) = (k − 1)θ + 1− ε.(6)

Similar works done by [12] and [6], for θ ≤ Pk, we have

min
PX|Y =P (X 6=Y )≤ε

ITα (X,Y ) =
1

1 − α
[
∑
Pk≥θ

Pαk − 1] −
[

1

1 − α
[(k − 1)θα + (1 − ε)α − 1

]
],

so,

Tα(X) − min
PX|Y =P (X 6=Y )≤ε

ITα (X,Y )
1

1 − α
[
∑
Pk<θ

Pαk + (k − 1)θα + (1 − ε)α − 1]

= Tα(R(PX , ε)).

On the other hand, for α > 1, we have

hα(ε) + εαTα(Q(PX , ε)) =
εα + (1 − ε)α − 1

1 − α
+ εα


(k − 1)( θ

ε
)
α

+
∞∑

j=k+1

(
Pj
ε

)
α
− 1

1 − α


= Tα(R(PX , ε)).

�

Example 2.3. Let X be a binary random variable with distribution PX(1) =
0.6 and PX(2) = 0.4. Also assume ε = P (X 6= Y ) = 0.2. According to the
above theorem, R is a distribution constructed from PX and ε. For ε = 0.2
and θ = 0.2, the distribution R is obtained as {0.8, 0.2}. We now compute the
numerical values of the bound for different values of α: As can be observed, as
α increases from 1.5 to 3, the upper bound on Tα(X|Y ) decreases from 0.425
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α hα(0.2) Tα(Q) εα Upper bound on Tα(X|Y )
1.5 0.390 0.390 0.0894 0.425
2 0.32 0.32 0.04 0.3328
3 0.24 0.24 0.008 0.2419

Table 1. Numerical values of the upper bound in Theorem
2.2 for ε = 0.2 and different α

to 0.242. This demonstrates that for a fixed error probability, a larger α yields
a tighter bound, and consequently Tα converges to zero more rapidly.

Remark 2.4. For ε < 1− PX(1), the upper bound in (2) is sharp when PXY (k, s)
is given by

(7) PXY (k, s) =


0 s = w + 1, ...

PX(k)PX(s)−θ
1−ε−θ s = 1, ..., w; k = w + 1, ..

θPX(s)−θ
1−ε−θ s = 1, .., w; k = 1, .., w; k 6= s,

(1− ε)PX(s)−θ
1−ε−θ s = k = 1, .., w

that defined by

PY (s) =

{
PX(s)−θ
1−ε−θ s = 1, ..., w

0 Otherwise,

and

PX|Y (k|s) =


PX(k) k = w + 1, ...

θ k = 1, ..., w; k 6= s,

(1− ε) k = s = 1, ..., w

where θ depends on ε and PX through (2).

Example 2.5. Suppose PX = {0.5, 0.4, 0.05, 0.05} and ε = 0.3, then using (6)
and (7) via θ = 0.2 leads to

PXY =


0.42 0.08 0 0
0.12 0.28 0 0
0.03 0, 02 0 0
0.03 0.02 0 0

 ,
so, we have P [X 6= Y ] = 0.08+0.12+0.03+0.03+0.02+0.02 = ε which shows
that equality can be attained in Inequality (2).

The next result generalizes Theorem 2.2 upper bounding Tα(X|Y ) in terms
of ε̂ = min

f
P (X 6= f(Y )). The following Theorem establishes a precise mathe-

matical framework connecting equivocation to the adversary’s minimum error
probability. This connection is crucial because it allows the weak security met-
ric to translate into practical security guarantees. Specifically, since φTαX (.) is
strictly increasing, the lemma ensures that if the adversary’s error probability
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is small, the equivocation must also be small. This implies that controlling the
conditional entropy directly and mathematically bounds the adversary’s error
probability (the operational metric).

Theorem 2.6. Let X and Y be random variables taking the same values,
possibly countably infinite, alphabet. For α > 1 then

Tα(X|Y ) ≤ φTαX (min
f
P (X 6= f(Y ))(8)

≤ φTαX (P (X 6= Y )).(9)

Proof. Let f∗ = argmin
f∗

P (X 6= f∗(Y )) and Z = f∗(Y ). Then ε = P (X 6=

Z) ≤ 1− PX(1) and

Tα(X|Y ) = Tα(X|Y, Z)(10)

≤ Tα(X|Z)(11)

≤ Tα(R(PX , ε̂)),(12)

where Tα(R(PX , ε̂)) = hα(ε̂) + ε̂αTα(Q(PX , ε̂) and (12) proves similar to the
above Theorem. The second inequality follows φTαX (η), which is a strictly
increasing function in η. �

Example 2.7. Assume our source has four symbols with the following prob-
abilities (probabilities must be in descending order): PX(1) = 0.5, PX(2) =
0.3, PX(3) = 0.1, PX(4) = 0.1. Suppose the adversary has gained informa-
tion such that their minimum guessing error probability for the secret is ε = 0.4.
According to references, to calculate the function Φx(0.4), we must construct a
new probability distribution named R(PX , ε).

We need to find θ such that
∑

min(θ, PX(i + 1)) = ε. If we take θ = 0.2,
then:

q1 = min(0.2, 0.3) = 0.2, ; q2 = min(0.2, 0.1) = 0.1, ; q3 = min(0.2, 0.1) = 0.1

, where the sum of qi equals 0.4. The distribution R is defined as {1 −
ε, q1, q2, q3} = {0.6, 0.2, 0.1, 0.1}. The goal is to compute the Tsallis entropy
with α = 2 for this distribution, which provides an upper bound on the condi-
tional entropy T2(X|Y ) in terms of Tsallis entropy.
Calculating the Tsallis entropy for distribution R:∑
p2i = 0.62 + 0.22 + 0.12 + 0.12 = 0.36 + 0.04 + 0.01 + 0.01 = 0.42,

T2(R) = 1− 0.42 = 0.58.
For comparison, the Tsallis entropy of the original source:∑
p2i = 0.52 + 0.32 + 0.12 + 0.12 = 0.25 + 0.09 + 0.01 + 0.01 = 0.36,

T2(X) = 1− 0.36 = 0.64.
If the adversary’s error probability is 0.4, their maximum uncertainty (condi-
tional entropy) in terms of Tsallis entropy cannot exceed 0.58. This bound is
meaningful because it is lower than the Tsallis entropy of the source (0.64).
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These calculations show that, for any amount of information leakage, we can
precisely determine the physical limitations the adversary faces in guessing the
secret.

Example 2.8. (Investigating the effect of block length n and parameter α on
the upper bound of conditional Tsallis entropy) Let the source X have four
symbols with distribution PX = {0.5, 0.3, 0.1, 0.1}. In a practical scenario with
block length n, the minimum error probability εn = e−n/100 decreases exponen-
tially with n. For each pair (n, α), the upper bound on Tα(X|Yn) is obtained
through the auxiliary distribution R(PX , εn), which is constructed according to
the method in Example 2.7. The numerical results are reported in the following
table.

n εn α = 1.5 α = 2 α = 3
100 e−1 ≈ 0.3679 0.710 0.520 0.330
200 e−2 ≈ 0.1353 0.452 0.298 0.164
400 e−4 ≈ 0.0183 0.121 0.058 0.021

For a fixed α, increasing n (decreasing εn) significantly reduces the bound Tα.
Also, for a fixed n, increasing α makes the bound smaller; for example, at
n = 200, we have:

T1.5 ≈ 0.452, T2 ≈ 0.298, T3 ≈ 0.164,

which indicates that the larger the α, the faster the conditional Tsallis entropy
converges to zero.
Following [6], PX∗ is majorized by PX if for all k,

k∑
j=1

PX∗(j) ≤
k∑
j=1

PX(j).

Theorem 2.9. If PX∗ is majorized by PX , then for any α > 1 and 0 < η ≤
1− PX(1), we have:

φTαX∗(η) ≥ φTαX (η).

Proof. Since PX∗ majorized by PX , the result follows from Lemma 4 in [11].
As shown by [13], for α > 1, the function φXTα(η) is concave. Therefore,
according to [6], the proof is completed. �

The following theorem shows the relation between the block equivocation
1
kTα(Sk | Ŝk) and the average symbol error probability λ̃k.

Theorem 2.10. There exists a random variable S such that Tα(S) < ∞and
PS is majorized by PSi for all i. Then for α > 1, we have

1

k
Tα(Sk | Ŝk) ≤ φTαX (λ̃k).
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Proof. Note that

1

k
Tα(Sk|Ŝk) =

1

k

k∑
j=1

Tα(Sj |Sj−1, Ŝk)(13)

≤ 1

k

k∑
j=1

Tα(Sj |Ŝk)(14)

≤ 1

k

k∑
j=1

φTαSj (min
f
P [Sj 6= f(Ŝk)])(15)

≤ φTαSj (
1

k

k∑
j=1

min
f
P [Sj 6= f(Ŝk)])(16)

≤ φTαS (λ̃k),(17)

where (13), (14) and (15) follows from [24] and (Theorem 2.2) respectively.
Inequality (16) implies from the concavity of φTαX for α > 1, and (17) follows
from Theorem 2 as PS is majorized by PSi . �

Example 2.11. Assume that the data source S (The block length (k) is 1000
bits.) is a stationary and memoryless source with uniform distribution Ps =

{0.5, 0.5}. Based on the above lemma, the relation 1
kT2(Sk|Ŝk) ≤ ΦS(λ̃k) holds.

Suppose the system is in a weak security state and the information leakage rate
1
k I

T
2 (Sk, Ŝk) is very small and equal to 0.05. Now, according to the definition

of mutual information, the block equivocation is calculated as follows:

1

k
IT2 (Sk, Ŝk) = T2(S)− 1

k
T2(Sk|Ŝk).

Therefore,

0.05 = 0.5− 1

k
T2(Sk|Ŝk)⇒ 1

k
T2(Sk|Ŝk) = 0.45.

Since the function φT2

S (λ) is exactly equal to the Tsallis entropy function T2(λ)
with error probability λ, we have

0.45 ≤ T2(λ̃k).

We need to find a value for the average symbol error probability λ̃k such that
its entropy is at least 0.45. By solving the inverse of the entropy function, λ̃k
must be at least 0.342.

The above calculations prove that if the information leakage rate of your
system is 0.05 bits per symbol, then in a block of 1000 bits, the adversary will,
on average, guess at least 342 bits incorrectly. This example shows how, as
we move towards perfect security by reducing the leakage from 0.05 to 0, the
adversary’s error probability approaches its theoretical upper bound of 0.5 (500
errors in 1000 bits).
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Example 2.12. (Investigating the effect of block length k and parameter α in
a binary source) Consider a stationary and memoryless source with uniform
binary distribution PS = {0.5, 0.5} and block length k. Assume the system is
in a weak security state, and the Tsallis mutual information rate decreases as
follows:

1

k
ITα (Sk, Ŝk) = 0.1 e−k/500.

From the definition of Tsallis mutual information, we have

1

k
ITα (Sk, Ŝk) = Tα(S)− 1

k
Tα(Sk|Ŝk),

where Tα(S) for the uniform binary distribution is given by

Tα(S) =
1− 21−α

α− 1
, α 6= 1.

Specifically, T1.5(S) = 1−2−0.5

0.5 = 2(1−2−0.5) ≈ 0.5858, T2(S) = 0.5, T3(S) =
1−2−2

2 = 0.375. Therefore,

1

k
Tα(Sk|Ŝk) = Tα(S)− 0.1e−k/500.

According to the above theorem, the upper bound for this quantity is given by
φTαS (λ̃k). For a uniform binary source, φTαS (λ̃k) = Tα(λ̃k), hence

Tα(λ̃k) ≥ Tα(S)− 0.1e−k/500.

The following table presents the numerical values of 1
kTα for several k and α:

k 1
k I

T
α

1
kT1.5

1
kT2

1
kT3

500 0.1e−1 ≈ 0.0368 0.5858− 0.0368 = 0.5490 0.5− 0.0368 = 0.4632 0.375− 0.0368 = 0.3382
1000 0.1e−2 ≈ 0.0135 0.5858− 0.0135 = 0.5723 0.5− 0.0135 = 0.4865 0.375− 0.0135 = 0.3615
2000 0.1e−4 ≈ 0.0018 0.5858− 0.0018 = 0.5840 0.5− 0.0018 = 0.4982 0.375− 0.0018 = 0.3732

As k increases, the normalized conditional entropy approaches Tα(S) (infor-
mation leakage decreases). For a fixed k, increasing α reduces the value of
1
kTα, indicating faster convergence.

The provided bounds depend on the block length n and decrease as n increases
(i.e., as the error probability decreases). The parameter α has an inverse ef-
fect on the bounds: the larger the α, the smaller the bound and the faster the
convergence of Tα to zero.

Theorem 2.13. For X defined on an arbitrary, possible infinite alphabet with
finite entropy, for α > 1, f the minimum error probability min

f
P (X 6= f(Yn))→

0, tends to zero, then

Tα(X|Yn)→ 0,
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Proof. We now proceed to obtain the tightest lower bound on error probability
for a fixed PX . Let

φTαX (ε̂) = Tα(R(PX , ε̂)),

where R is defined in (1). Since entropy is Schur-concave ( [13] ) and R(PX , ε̂)
is majorized by R(PX , δ) if ε̂ > δ,φTαX (ε̂) is a strictly increasing function. It can

be verified that φTαX (ε̂) is continuous and hence, φTαX
−1

(.) exists. By Theorem
2.2 and φTαX (ε̂) = Tα(R(PX , ε̂)), we have

φTα
−1

X (Tα(X|Yn)) ≤ min
f
P (X 6= f(Yn)).(18)

Furthermore, for any givenPX , and 0 ≤ τ ≤ Tα(X) <∞,

min
PY |X:Tα(X|Y )=τ

min
f
P (X 6= f(Yn)) = φX

Tα−1

(τ).(19)

Although an analytical expression for φTαX
−1

is unknown, it can be readily

found numerically. Note that both φTα
−1

X (w) and d
dwφ

Tα−1

X (w) are equal to 0
when w = 0. As an application of (18), consider a random process {Xn}∞n=−∞,
taking values on a finite or countably infinite alphabet. Consider the minimum
prediction error

ε̂n = min
f
p(Xn 6= f(Xn−1)),

where Xn−1 = (X1, ..., Xn−1). Then the predictability of the process of [22] is
defined as

Π = lim
n→∞

ε̂n.

It easily follows from the continuity of φ that the entropy rate lim
n→∞

Tα(Xn|Xn−1
1 )

and the predictability satisfy

lim
n→∞

Tα(Xn|Xn−1
1 ) ≤ φTαX (Π),(20)

when the process is stationary, where X stands for the distribution of Xn. Ac-
cording to (19), for any PX , there exists a process with a first-order distribution
PX , whose predictability and entropy rate satisfy (20) with equality �

3. Connections of conditional entropy with secrecy

Note that in a cryptosystem, the amount of resources utilized to generate a
secret Xn is represented by n, and the adversary somehow knows Yn. Now,
n can be considered as the number of observations, the number of channels
used, storage size, etc. This definition allows secrets to be produced from ei-
ther serial or non-serial sources. If a secret is created from a serial source,
then the source output is indicated by Sn = (S1, S2, ...., Sn), and the adversary

produces an estimate Ŝn = (Ŝ1, Ŝ2, ..., Ŝn). We show that generalized strong
security is significantly stronger than the zero-variation-distance criterion; in
other words, vanishing variation distance (the discriminability criterion) alone
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suffices to guarantee the minimum adversary error probability. Then the rela-
tionship between generalized weak security and the maximum adversary error
probability is specified.

3.1. Generalized strong secrecy. ITα (Xn, Yn) quantifies the amount of in-
formation shared or leaked about the secret, strictly constraining this quantity to
zero yields an absolute leakage bound. So, we define generalized strong secrecy
as follow

lim
n→∞

ITα (Xn, Yn) = 0,(21)

which can more over be represented in terms of the Kullback-Leibler divergence.
By three important relations from q-deformed algebra expressed in [32], we have

DT
α (PXY ||PX × PY ) = −

∑
x

∑
y

PXY Lnα
PXPY
PXY

= −
∑
x

∑
y

PXY (LnαPY + P 1−α
Y Lnα

1

PY |X
)

= −
∑
y

PY LnαPY +
∑
x

∑
y

(PY PX)1−αPαXY LnαPY |X

≤ −
∑
y

PαY LnαPY +
∑
x

∑
y

PαXY LnαPY |X

= Tα(Y )− Tα(Y |X)

= ITα (X,Y ).

The inequality is satisfied because PαY ≤ PY for any y and α > 1, and Lnα(t) ≤
0 for any 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 and α > 1, then

ITα (X,Y ) ≥ DT
α (PXY ||PX × PY ).

By our definition (21), if generalized strong secrecy is satisfied, then

DT
α (PXY ||PX × PY )→ 0,(22)

this means that Xn and Yn can be expressed as asymptotically independent in
Kullback-Leibler divergence.

At that point, it is natural to regard vanishing other divergence measures,
e.g., the variation distance. Let V (P ;Q) =

∑
x,y
|PXn,Yn(x, y)− PXn(x)PYn(y)|

be the total variation distance, then for any α ∈ (0; 1],

ln
∑
x∈χ

PαXQ
1−α
X ≤

∑
x∈χ

PαXQ
1−α
X − 1,

and

1

1− α
l
∑
x∈χ

PαXQ
1−α
X ≤ 1

ln 2(1− α)

(∑
x∈χ

PαXQ
1−α
X − 1

)
,
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therefore Dα(P ||Q) ≤ 1
ln 2D

T
α (P ||Q), and α

2 V
2(P,Q) ≤ Dα(P ||Q) then,

α ln 2

2
V 2(P,Q) ≤ DT

α (P ||Q),

equality occurres whenever
∑
x∈χ

PαXQ
1−α
X = 1. According to the above inequality

V (PXn,Yn , PXnPYn)→ 0.

ρTα(Xn, Yn) indicates a kind of correlation between X and Y. [7] defined a para-
metrically extended correlation coefficient in terms of Tsallis mutual informa-
tion such that

ρTα(Xn, Yn) =
ITα (Xn, Yn)

Tα(Xn, Yn)
,

for Tα(Xn) > 0, Tα(Yn) > 0 and α > 1. Hence, if generalized strong secrecy
is satisfied and also Tα(Xn, Yn) > 0, then ρTα(Xn, Yn) → 0. So, Xn and Yn
can be expressed as asymptotically independent in a parametrically extended
correlation coefficient. In the following, [7] defined an entropic distance between
X and Y by

d̃α(Xn, Yn) = 1− ρTα(Xn, Yn),

for Tα(Xn) > 0, Tα(Yn) > 0 and α > 1. Hence, if generalized strong secrecy

is satisfied, then d̃α(Xn, Yn) → 1. Therefore, Xn and Yn can be expressed as
asymptotically independent at an entropic distance.

Also, [7] defined another correlation coefficient in terms of Tsallis mutual
information by

ρ̂Tα(Xn, Yn) =
ITα (Xn, Yn)

max {Tα(Xn), Tα(Yn)}
,

for Tα(Xn) > 0, Tα(Yn) > 0 and α > 1. Hence, if generalized strong secrecy is
satisfied then ρ̂Tα(Xn, Yn) → 0. Thus, Xn and Yn can be expressed as asymp-
totically independent. In the following, [7] defined an entropic distance between
X and Y by

d̂(Xn, Yn) = 1− ρ̂Tα(Xn, Yn),

for Tα(Xn) > 0, Tα(Yn) > 0 and α > 1. Hence, if generalized strong secrecy is

satisfied, then d̂α(Xn, Yn)→ 1. So, Xn and Yn can be expressed as asymptoti-
cally independent at an entropic distance.
To relate the criterion of indistinguishability (vanishing change distance) and
information leakage, it can be stated that strong security (vanishing mutual
information) requires the disappearance of change distance. This leads to com-
plete operational failure for the adversary.
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Lemma 3.1. Consider a system with a serial source then the followings are
equivalent

1. lim
n→∞

V (PSn,Ŝn , PSnPŜn) = 0

2. V (PSm,Ŝm , PSmPŜm) = 0,∀m

3. ITα (Sm, Ŝm) = 0,∀m
4. lim

n→∞
ITα (Sn, Ŝn) = 0

Proof. From the Theorem 2 of [11], for all n > m where fix m, (1) follows (2).
If (2) is true, then for all b and c such that PSmŜm(b, c) > 0,

PSm,Ŝm(b, c) = PSm(b)PŜm(c).

Therefore, ITα (Sm, Ŝm) = 0 and (2) implies (3). By taking m→∞ (3) follows
(4). Eventually, (4) implies (1) due to Pinsker’s inequality. �

When a system with a serial source is needed to satisfy strong secrecy, it is
proportionate to requiring Sm and Ŝm are independent for all finite m.

3.2. Generalized weak secrecy. We define generalized Weak secrecy for α >
1 as follow

lim
n→∞

n−1ITα (Xn, Yn) = 0.(23)

The leakage rate is achieved when the mutual information rate ITα (Xn, Yn) be-
tween the secret Xn and the adversary’s knowledge Y n tends to zero. Here,
note that a serial source is stationary with a positive entropy rate. Then the
weak secrecy is equivalent to

lim
k→∞

k−1ITα (Sk, Sk) = 0.(24)

For a general secrecy system, weak secrecy in (24) is compared with secure
criteria

lim
n→∞

Tα(Xn|Yn)

Tα(Xn)
= 1,(25)

The following theorem compares the criterion of perfect privacy lim
n→∞

Tα(Xn|Yn)
Tα(Xn)

with weak security and determines the conditions under which they are equiva-

lent. It should be noted that if lim
n→∞

Tα(Xn|Yn)
Tα(Xn)

= 1 , then the adversary has not

gained any meaningful information about the secret.

Theorem 3.2. Assume Xn and Yn are defined on the same alphabet, then

1. if lim
n→∞

Tα(Xn|Yn)
Tα(Xn)

= 1 implies lim
n→∞

1
nI

T
α (Xn, Yn) = 0.

2. if Tα(Xn)
n > 0 lim

n→∞
Tα(Xn|Yn)
Tα(Xn)

= 1 if and only if

lim
n→∞

1

n
ITα (Xn, Yn) = 0.
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Proof. 1) If lim
n→∞

Tα(Xn|Yn)
Tα(Xn)

= 1, then lim
n→∞

Tα(Xn|Yn)−Tα(Xn)
Tα(Xn)

= 0. So,

lim
n→∞

ITα (Xn, Yn)

Tα(Xn)
= 0.

2) The proof of the ”if” part is obvious from Section 1 of the theorem. On the
other hand since Tα(Xn) ≤ lnn ≤ n− 1 ≤ n then,

ITα (Xn, Yn)

Tα(Xn)
≥ ITα (Xn, Yn)

n
≥ 0.

Also, for the second part, we indicate,
If lim
n→∞

1
nI

T
α (Xn, Yn) = 0 then 1

n lim
n→∞

Tα(Xn|Yn) = 1
n limTα(Xn)

n→∞
.

Hence n−1Tα(Xn) > 0, so lim
n→∞

Tα(Xn|Yn)
Tα(Xn)

= 1. �

This maximum probability of error (λ̃max) means that the adversary has the
minimal possible advantage in guessing the message. Strong security always en-
sures that the adversary reaches the maximum probability of error. By contrast,
weak security alone is not sufficient to guarantee the maximum error probability
unless the secret source is stationary and memoryless. The following theorem
shows that weak secrecy, under the assumption that the secret source is sta-
tionary and memoryless, guarantees the adversary’s maximum probability of
error.

Theorem 3.3. Let (the maximum average symbol error probability) λ̃max =
1 −max

s
PS(s) > 0, if (25) is satisfied For any discrete stationary memoryless

source with distribution PS , then

lim
k→∞

λ̃k = λ̃max.

Proof. If lim
k→∞

1
k I

T
α (Sk, Ŝk) = 0, then

lim
k→∞

1

k
Tα(Sk|Ŝk) = lim

1

k
Tα(Sk)

k→∞

= Tα(S).

Together with φTαS (λ̃k) ≥ k−1Tα(Sk|Ŝk) from Theorem 2.9, lim
k→∞

φTαS (λ̃k) ≥
Tα(S). Since φTαS (.) is continuous, and we know φTαS (λmax) = Tα(S). So,

lim
k→∞

1

k
ITα (Sk, Ŝk) = 0⇒ lim

k→∞
λ̃k = λ̃max.

�

The above theorem shows that for a static and memoryless source, weak se-
curity (vanishing information leakage rate) leads to a practical outcome. It is
proved that weak security requires the average probability of adversarial sym-
bolic error to reach its maximum value (λmax). This result transforms weak
security into a strong, stringent barrier where the adversary faces the highest
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possible error in detecting information.
The following theorems consider different reliability criteria for source or chan-
nel coding. First, in the following theorem, the connection between vanishing
error probability and vanishing normalized equivocation is summarized.

Theorem 3.4. For any general discrete source, if there exists S such that
Tα(S) < ∞ and PS is majorized by PSi for all i, then the followings are
satisfied:

1. lim
k→∞

µk = 0

2. lim
k→∞

λk = 0

3. lim
k→∞

1

k

k∑
j=1

Tα(Sj |Ŝk) = 0

4. lim
k→∞

1

k
Tα(Sk|Ŝk) = 0

Proof. Equation (1) implies (2) which results from the Theorem 5 of [11]. Since

0 < λ̃k ≤ λk (2) implies lim
k→∞

λ̃k = 0 and hence lim
k→∞

φTαS (λ̃k) = 0. Together

with Theorem 2 (2) implies (3). Since

1

k
Tα(Sk|Ŝk) =

1

k

k∑
j=1

Tα(Sj |Sj−1, Ŝk) ≤1

k

k∑
j=1

Tα(Sj |Ŝk),

(3) implies (4). �

Theorem 3.5. For any general discrete source, if there exists S such that
Tα(S) <∞ and PS is majorized by PSi for all i, then the following are satisfied

1. lim
k→∞

µ̃k = 0

2. lim
k→∞

λ̃k = 0

3. lim
k→∞

1

k
Tα(Sk|Ŝk) = 0

Proof. Equation (1) implies (2) which results from Theorem 6 of [11]. By
Theorem 2 (2) implies (3). �

Example 3.6. Let

Ŝk =

{
Sk with probability 1

2

S̄k with probability 1
2 ,

where S̄i = 1−Si. Let Sk be generated by a stationary memoryless source with
distribution PS = {0.5; 0.5} for example α = 2. Then 1

kTα(Sk|Ŝk) = 3
8k → 0

but Tα(Si|Ŝi) = 3
8 for all i and λk = µk = 1

2 .
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So, this example demonstrates that the implications stated in Theorem 3.4
do not hold in the reverse direction.
The following example, based on Theorem 3.3, considers a cryptographic key
distribution system and shows how Tsallis criteria (mutual information and
conditional entropy) relate to adversarial reliability measures (probability of
error).

Example 3.7. A security entity (such as a digital identity provider) generates
long binary cryptographic keys Sk from a stationary, memoryless source with
a probability distribution PS = {0.5, 0.5}. The adversary observes the side in-

formation Ŝk and uses the maximum-likelihood decoding method to guess the
key. Tα(S) = 1

2 and λ̃max = 1−max( 1
2 ,

1
2 ) = 1

2 determine the maximum uncer-
tainty that the system can impose on the adversary in the best case. According
to Theorem 3.3, lim

k→∞
k−1ITα (Sk, Sk) = 0 requires limk→∞ λ̃k = λ̃max. If weak

secrecy is satisfied, the normalized ambiguity tends to the source’s entropy rate,

lim
k→∞

1

k
Tα(Sk|Ŝk) = Tα(S) =

1

2
.

Thus, the calculations show that if the system can maintain weak secrecy, it
guarantees that the adversary, in the best case, will have at most a %50 symbol
error rate (average symbol error rate). This is the maximal security reliability
that can be achieved for a uniformly random source.

4. Conclusion

Secrecy is a fundamental concept in information theory, with strong and weak
secrecy finding numerous applications in areas such as wiretap channels, wire-
line networks, and bidirectional broadcast channels. In this paper, we aim to
define generalized forms of strong and weak secrecy, which are extensively uti-
lized in information-theoretic security challenges. The primary motivation for
this study is to assess system security based on Tsallis entropy within the con-
text of information-theoretic security problems. Through the establishment of
precise mathematical bounds, this work establishes a direct connection between
equivocation (uncertainty) and operational reliability. Specifically, it demon-
strates that in stationary memoryless systems, the attainment of weak secrecy
suffices to guarantee that the adversary’s symbol and block error probabilities
reach their upper bounds. Furthermore, it emphasizes that strong secrecy results
in a vanishing variational distance, thereby effectively eliminating any potential
guessing advantage for the adversary.

In future work, it is essential to identify the conditions under which Tsallis-
based secrecy is more advantageous in specific areas (distributions, channel
models, and -values). Furthermore, we propose that the insights derived from
this study, along with a comprehensive investigation of information-theoretic
security and generalized coding theorems, can guide the development of robust
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communication and security systems. Future research could enhance Tsallis-
based security measures by combining hyper MV-algebras and statistical me-
chanics to reduce parameter dependence and establish precise security bounds
(For further study, refer to [1] and [5]). Additionally, we will connect Tsallis-
based security definitions to practical measures, such as adversary advantage
and information leakage bounds, to enhance understanding and application.
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