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Abstract—The information that two random variables Y, Z Many people have tried to make these ideas precise and
contain about a third random variable X can have aspects of quantify the amount of unique information, shared inforiorat
shared information (contained in both Y’ and Z), of complemen- - complementary information. In particular, neuro-stists

tary information (only available from (Y, Z) together) and of . . .
unique information (contained exclusively in eitherY or Z). have struggeled for a long time to come up with a suitable

Here, we study measuresSI of shared, Ul unique and C/ Mmeasure of synergy; segl [4]. [5]_ and references.therein. A
complementary information introduced by Bertschingeret al. [I] promising conceptual point of view was taken in [2] by
which are motivated from a decision theoretic perspectiveWe Williams and Beer, who developped the framework of the
f'”dt that in m_O?t cast_es the :_”t“'“V?thrut'ﬁ that mc;r_e V?L 'atb';vf partial information latticeto define a decomposition of the
conan more information applies, wi € exception tha mutual information into non-negative parts with a well-defi

and CT information are not monotone in the target variable X. . ¢ tati Thei K ted . f oth
Additionally, we show that it is not possible to extend the biariate ~ "€fPretation. Their work prompted a series ot other paper

information decomposition into 57, U'T and CT to a non-negative {rying to improve these results1[6].1[3].1[7]. We recall the
decomposition on the partial information lattice of Williams and ~ definition of the partial information lattice in Sectiénllll

Beer [2]. Nevertheless, the quantities/I, SI and CI have a In this paper we build on the bivariate information decom-
well-defined interpretation, even in the multivariate seting. position defined in[[1], which is defined as follows: L&tbe
the set of all joint distributions oK', Y and Z, and for fixed
I. INTRODUCTION P € A let Ap be the subset oA\ that consists of all distribu-

tions @ € A that have the same marginal distributions on the

fpairs (X,)Y)and(X,Z),i.e. QX =2,Y =y) = P(X =
z,Y=y)andQ(X =z, Z=2)=P(X =z,Z = z) for all
possible values, y, z. Then we define

Consider three random variablés, Y, Z with finite state
spaces. Suppose that we are interested in the valu¥,o
but we can only observ® or Z. If the tuple (Y, Z) is not
independent ofX, then the values ol or Z or both of -
them contain information about. The information aboufX’ UI(X:Y\Z)= min MIg(X:Y|Z),

. . . . . . QEAP
contained in the tuplg¢Y, Z) can be distributed in different __ .
ways. For example, it may happen thatontains information UIX:Z\Y)= Qngglp MlIg(X : Z]Y),
aboutX, but Z does not, or vice versa. In this case, it would THv v o
suffice to observe only one of the two variablésZ, namely SIX:Y;Z) = élé%, Colq(X;Y; 2),
the one containing t.he i.nformat_ion. It may aIso. happen, that 5?()( Y Z) = MI(X : (Y, Z))
both Y and Z contain different information, so it would be
worthwhile to observe both of the variables. If both and

Z contain the same information aboit, we could chose \yhere )/ denotes the mutual informatiotiiol the coinfor-
to observe eithel” or Z. Finally, it is possible that neither 1 4ti0n (see Section]ll below), and the indéxin M1, or
Y nor Z taken for itself contains any information aboit ¢, indicates that the corresponding information-theoretic

but together they contain information aboit This effect g, antity should be computed with respect to the joint distri
is calledsynergy and it occurs, for example, if all variablesytion Q, as opposed to the “true underlying distributioR”

X,Y, Z are binary, and{' = Y XOR Z. In general, all effects ag shown in[1], these four quantities are non-negative, and
may be present at the same time. That is, the information that

(Y,Z) has aboutX is a combination ofshared information MI(X = (Y, 2)) = SI(NX Y3 Z) + Ul(f: Y\Z2)
SI(X :Y;Z) (information contained both in” and in Z), ) +UIX:Z\Y)+CI(X :Y;2Z),
unique informationUI(X : Y\ Z) andUI(X : Z\Y) T~ —
(information that only one o and Z has) andsynergisticor MI(X:Y) = SE(X Y3 2) + UNI(X YA\ 2),
complementary informatio®’I(X : Y; Z) (information that MI(X:2)=SI(X:Y;Z)+UI(X:Z\Y).

can only be retrieved when considerifigand Z togetherﬁ. Moreover, it was argued ir[1] thaﬁ(X . Y;Z) can be

Lt is oft 4 that these three ¢ i ; i considered as a measure of shared informatioh{,X : Y; Z)
is often assumed that these three types of informationesegything . . — )
there is, but one may ask, of course, whether there are futjipes of as a measure of complementary information, EH(QX : Y\

information. Z)andUI(X : Z\Y) as measures of unique information.

— min MIg(X:(Y,Z
Juin MlIg(X : (Y, 2)),
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This interpretion can be justified by the following resulhish  relation betweenSA*Y((X, X"):Y;Z) and ﬁ(X :Y;Z). In

is a translation of some of the results bf [1]: particular,g*? does not satisfy the following inequality, which
Theorem 1. LetSI(X : Y 2), UI(X : Y\Z), UI(X : z\y) Was calledeft monotonicityn [7]:
andCI(X :Y;Z) be non-negative functions ah satisfying SI(X,X"):Y;2)>SI(X :Y;2).
an information decomposition of the foi), and assume that pence, enlarging may transform shared information into
the following holds: unique information. Finally, in Sectioh IVAC we show that
1) Forany P € A, the mapsQ — Ulo(X : Y\ Z) and  there is no monotonic relation betweél (X : (Y,Y"); Z)
Q—Ulp(X : Z\Y) are constant oM\ p. andCI(X :Y; Z), since the addition of” may turn comple-
2) For any P € A there exists) € Ap with CIo(X :  mentary information into shared information. Moreovegrth
Y;Z)=0. . . is no monotonic relation betweefI((X,X’) : Y;Z) and
ThenSI = SI,UI =UI andCI = CI on A. CI(X :Y;Z) either. Therefore, enlarging may transform

Condition 1) says that the amount of unique Imcorma“oﬁomplementary information into unique information. We in-
depends only on the marginal distributions of the paisy) terprete our results in the concluding Secfioh V.
and (X, Z) fOfmaliZing the idea that Unique information can I1. MUTUAL INFORMATION AND COINFORMATION
be extracted from¥” and Z alone independent of their joint
distribution. Condition 2) states that the presence orradesef
synergistic information cannot be decided from the maigina MI(X:Y)=H(X)+HY)-H(X,Y),
distributions alone. Se&l[1] for a discussion of these pit@e  \where H(X) = — S p(X = z)logp(X = z) denotes the

In the present paper we ask how these results can ®leannon entropy. Seé¢l[8] for an interpretation and further
extended to the case of more variables. The first questionpi®perties ofM I. The mutual information satisfies the chain
how the general structure of the decomposition should lookle
like. As stated above, a conceptional answer to this questio MI(X:(Y,2)) = MI(X : Y) + MI(X : Z|Y).
is given by the PI lattice of Williams and Beer. However,
as we will show in Sectiofi ll, the bivariate decomp05|t|0|:|-h'S identity can be derived from the entropy chain rule
into the functionsST, U and C1 cannot be extended to this H(X,)Y)=H(Y)+ H(X|Y).
framework. The problem is tha] satisfies the equality

The mutual information is defined by

T Here, the conditional entropy and conditional mutual infor
(identity axion) SI(Y,Z):Y;2)=MI(Y : Z), mation are defined as follows: For any valyeof Y with
which was introduced in [3]. Theoref 2 states that no noptY = y) > 0, let H(X[Y = y) and MI(X : Z|Y = y)
negative information decomposition according to the P{ labe the entropy and mutual information of random variables
tice can satisfy the identity axiom. Therefore, if there is @istributed according to the conditional distributiopsX =
multivariate decomposition of/I(X : (Yi,...,Y;)) that z|Y =y) andp(X ==,Z = z|Y =y). Then

generalizes the information decomposition irfié, U1 and H(X|Y) = Zp H(X|Y =)
C1 in a consistent way, then it cannot be a partial information
decomposition.

Even without a consistent multivariate information decom- and MI(X:Z]Y) = Zp =y)MI(X : Z]Y =y).

position the functionsSZ, UI and CT can be used in the

context of several variables by partitioning the variablesr ~ Chain rules are very |mportant in information theory, and

example, the quantity they also p_Iay an impor.tanF role in the_ .pro_ofs in_ this paper.
— Therefore, it would be nice if the quantities in an inforroati
UIX =Y\ (21,5 Zn)) decomposition would satisfy a chain rule. Unfortunately, a

should quantify the amount of information that orfiyknows  discussed in[7], this is not the case in any of the infornmatio

aboutX, but that none of theZ; has, and that also none of thedecompositions proposed so far.

combinations of theZ; has. In Sectiof IV we investigate what The chain rule and non-negativity imply that/7(X :

happens if we enlarge one of the arguments of the functiofis 7)) > MI(X : Y). This expresses the fact that “more

SI, UI andC1I. In particular, we ask whether the functionwariables contain more information.”

increase or decrease in this case. The coinformation of three random variables is defined as

As shown in Sectiob TV-A[J T behaves quite reasonable in Col(X;Y:Z) = MI(X :Y) — MI(X : Y|2).

this setting:ﬁ/l satisfies q ( ) hat th .
~— / ~— ExpandingCol (X;Y; Z) one sees that the coinformation is
UNI(X Y\ (2,77) < UNI(X Y\ Z), symmetric in its three arguments. Moreover, the coinforomat
UIX: (Y, Y)\2)>UI(X:Y\ Z), satisfies the chain rule
UI(X,X'):Y\Z)>UI(X :Y \ Z). Col(X;(Y,Y"); Z) = Col(X;Y;Z) + Col(X;Y'; Z|Y).
Moreover, in Section IV-B we show théT[(X :(Y,Y');Z) > However, since the coinformation is not non-negative, in
SI(X :Y;Z). On the other hand, there is no monotonigeneral, it does not increase if one of the variables is gatar



From (1) one can deduce In(X : 123)

Col(X;Y;Z)=SI(X:Y;2)—CI(X :Y;Z). W
This expresses the wellknown fact that a positive coinferma
tion is a sign of redundancy, while a negative coinformation i >< >< l
indicates synergy. In(X :12;13) W%)

IIl. THE PARTIAL INFORMATION LATTICE AND THE

In(X :1 In(X : 2 In(X :3 I~(X :12;13;23
IDENTITY AXIOM n(X:1) In(X:2)  In(X:3) A ( )

NN s 7
1 3;12)

In this section we briefly recall the ideas behind the partial

information (PI) lattice by Williams and Beer. For detaile w In(X: 1;23) In(X:2:13)  In(X
refer to [2]. The PI lattice is a framework to define infor- i % >< l
mation decompositions of arbitrarily many random varigble — In(X : 1;2) In(X:1;3)  In(X:2:3)
Unfortunately, as we will show in Theorelmh 2, a non-negative \ i /
decomposition of the mutual information according to the PI In(X :1;2;3)

lattice is not possible with the identity axiom.

Considem+1 variablesX, Y1, ..., Y,. We wantto study in frig 1. The PI lattice for three variables. For brevity, thetss4; are
which way the information thaty,...,Y, containaboutX abbreviated by the indices of their elements; thafis;, Y>} is abbreviated
is distributed over the different combinations of thie For by 12, and so on.
each subsed C {Yi,...,Y,}, the amount of information

contained inA is equal to the mutual informatiol/ 7(X : A) . . .
L . hould measure the amount of information that is shared by

(where A is interpreted as a random vector). Different subse?é? A, but that is not contained i

Ay,...,Ax C{Y1,...,Y,} may share information, i.e. they 12 k> ktl:

may carry redundant information. What we are looking fo&eﬁgggofoer tgﬁt tgir[ﬁ:hea)\(if{i a funztld;&(é](at: ﬁle;ééﬁ;rﬁkt)he
is a functionIn(X : Aj;...;Ag) to quantify this shared y Lyees £

information. Williams and Beer propose that this functioﬁlmount of information contained if(X : Ay;...; A¢) that

should satisfv the following axioms: IS not contained in any of those ternds(X : Bi;...;B))
X Ry 9 N q ) fwhere the antichaif By, ..., B;} < {A1,...,Ax}. Then, if
o In(X : Ay;...; Ay) is symmetric under permutations o any information can be classified according to where, e.g. in
Ar, . Ag (symmetry) \hich subset, it is available for the first time, e.g. it canno

o In(X:Ay)=MI(X : A). (self-redundancy) pe gptained from any smaller subset, the following identity
o In(X : Ay Ag; Agg1) < In(X ¢ Ag;. oo Ag), with should hold:

equality if A; C Apy; for somei < k. (monotonicity)
Any function In(X : Ay;...; Ag) that satisfies these axioms

is determined from its values on thantichains that is, on _ _ _ _
the families {A;,..., A} with A; € A; for all i # j. As shown in[2], this relation definegy(X : Ay;...; Ay)

In(X : Ay Ag) :ZI@(X:Al;...;Ak).
{B1,....Bi} 2{A1,..., Ai}

The antichains of subsets 17, ...,Y,} form a lattice with uniquely using the Mobius inversion on the PI lattice. In
respect to the partial order general, however, the Mdbius inversion does not yield a non
negative function. The property thdp is non-negative is
{A, .. A} 2{By,..., Bi} called local positivity in [7]. Using an idea from the same
< for eachB, there isA; with 4; C B;. paper we now show that local positivity contradicts the tidgn

: o . . ... axiom mentioned in the introduction.
This lattice is called theartial information (PI) latticein this

context. According to the Williams-Beer-axiom§,(X : -) is Theorem 2. There are no functiondn, I that satisfy the
a monotone function on this lattice. The PI lattice foe= 3  Williams-Beer-axioms, local positivity and the identitsiam.
is depicted in Figl11.

Let Ay,..., Ag, Ag1 C {Y1,...,Y,}. The idea behind
the monotonicity axiom is, of course, not only that th

Proof: Suppose to the contrary that such functions do
exist. Consider the case= 3, whereY, Y, are independent
%niformly distributed binary random variables, and where

amount of redundant information i, ..., Ag, Ar+1 is less Y; — Y1 XOR Ys. Moreover, letX — (Yi,Ys,Ys). By the
than the amount of redundant information iy,..., A; identity propertyl.m({Yz‘ Y;} S’Yi'Y') = MI’(Y;: Y'j = 0bit
(when measured in bits), but that, in fact, the redundanﬁyr any i # j. Obsérvje tha’t Jany pair of tI'J1e variables
in Ay,..., A, Ak really is a part of the redundancy in

{Y1,Y>,Y3} determines the third random variable. Therefore,

Ay, ..., Ag. Similarly, in the case thaﬂklg Ak“., not only X is just a relabeling of the state spas, Y;} for anyi # j,
should the two amounts of redundant information agree, bé[ﬁd we obtainl~ (X : Y;;Y;) = In({Y;, Y} Ty Y;) — 0 bit
n Ly Ly) — 1wy Lgy - Leydy) — .

they should really refer tthe same informatianTherefore, in By monotonicity,n(X : Y3; Ya; Y3) — 0 bit, and Sl (X : -)

general, the difference and Ip(X : -) vanish on the lower two levels of the PI
IN(X Ay Ag) — In(X 2 Ay .o A Akg) lattice (Fig.[1). On the next level, ifi,j,k} = {1,2,3},



then by identity I~(X : Y;;{Y;Y%}) = In({Y¥;,Y;,Y%x} : B. The shared information
Vi dYiYa}) = MI(Y; : {Y;,Yi}) = 1bit, and so |emma 4. ST(X : (Y,Y"); Z) > SI(X : Y 2).
Io(X : Y;;{Y;,Ys}) = 1Dbit. On the other hand/~(X :

(V1,2 }; (W1, Y3} {Ve, Y3)) < MI(X : {Y1,Ys,Y3}) = Proof: Let P’ be the joint distribution ofX,Y,Y”’, Z,
2bit by monotonicity, and so and letP be the(X,Y, Z)-marginals ofP’. For anyQ € Ap

define a probability distributiod)’ by

Ig(X : {Y1,Ya}; {11, Y3}; {Y2, Y3}) Q2P (2yw) - if Pz, y) >0
/ / xT. ) ) )
= In(X : {Y3,Y2}; {1, Y3 }: (Y2, Ya}) Qeyy,z) =g, Y olse
“_Zja(X Y Y, Yi}) Then @ € Ap/, andY’ and Z are conditionally inde-
(3.5 k}={1,2,3} pendent givenX and Y with respect toQ’. Observe that
< 2bit —3bit = —1bit. Coly (X,Y, Z) = Colo(X,Y, Z) and
This contradiction concludes the proof. u Colg (X,Y', Z|Y)

= MIg(Y',Z|Y) — MIg/(Y', Z|X,Y)
— =MlIgy(Y',Z|Y) > 0.
__In this section we study what happens to the functibis Hence, the chain rule of the coinformation implies that

IV. UI, SI AND CI IN THE MULTIVARIATE SETTING

SI andCI when one of their arguments is enlarged. Colg (X, (Y,Y"),Z) > Colg(X,Y, Z). The statement fol-
lows by maximizing@ € Ap. ]
A. The unique information Should there be a relation betwe&h((X, X’) : Y; Z) and
Lemmi& 1) [f]vI(X % \/(\,Z’ 7)) < [/]\/I(X LY\ 2). SI(X :Y; Z)? In [1] the inequality
2) UI(X : (Y,Y")\ 2) > UL(X : Y \ Z). SI((X,X'):Y:2) > SI(X :Y;2)
3) UI((X,X"):Y\Z)=UI(X : Y\ 2). is called left monotonicity As observed in[[7], none of the

Proof: First we prove 1). LetP be the joint distribution measures of shared information proposed so far satisfies lef

of X,Y, Z, and letP’ be the joint distribution ofX,Y, Z, Z'. mgn/otonicity_. . ) ) )
By definition, P is a marginal ofP’. Let Q € Ap, and let SI also violates left monotonicity. Basically, the identity
' ' ’ axiom makes it difficult to satisfy left monotonicity. Codsi

, , Q(z,y,2z)P'(z,2,2") two independent binary random variabl&Y and letZ =
Q(z,y,2,2) = Pz, z2) X ANDY. Even thoughX andY are independent, one can
= Q(z,y,2)P'(¢|z, 2) argue that they share information abdutFor example, ifX
andY are both zero, then boti andY can deduce that =
if P(z,z)>0andQ’(z,y,z,2") =0 else. ThenQ’ € Ap.. . And indeed, in this exampl&I(Z : X;Y) ~ 0.311 bit [7],
Moreover,Q is the (X, Y, Z)-marginal ofQ’, andZ’ is inde- and also other proposed information decompositions yield a
pendent oft” given X and Z with respect toQ)’. Therefore, non-zero shared informatiohl[3]. Therefore,

Mlg (X :Y|Z,Z') SI(Z:X;Y)>0=MI(X:Y)
=Mlg(X,2":Y|Z) = Mlg(2":Y|Z) = SI((X,Y): X;Y) = SI((Z,X,Y): X;Y).
<Mlg(X,Z':Y|Z) As observed in[[7], a chain rule for the shared information
=MIg/(X:Y|Z)+ MIg(Z':Y|X,Z) of the form
= MIg/(X :Y|Z) = MIg(X : Y|Z). SI((X,X"):Y;Z) = SI(X : Y: Z) + SI(X':Y; Z|X)

The statement follows by taking the minimum ov@re Ap. would_ imply left monotonicity. Therefore§I does not satisfy
Statements 2. and 3. can be proved together. Consider fi/€hain rule.

random VariablesX, X/, Y, Y/, Z W|th jOint distribution P/, C. The Comp|ementary information

and letP be the (X, Y, Z)-marginal OfP,/' Let Q" € Apr, Should there be a relation betwe€td (X : (Y,Y’); Z) and

and letQ be the (X, Y, Z)-marginal ofQ". Then@ € Ap. CI(X :Y;Z)? Since"more random variables contain more

Moreover, information,” it is easy to find examples whereore random
MIo((X,X"): (Y,Y")|Z) > MIg/(X : Y|Z) variables contain more_complementary informatiotijat is

CI(X : (Y, Y');Z) > CI(X :Y;Z). For example, let”,
= Mlq(X :Y|Z). Y and Z be independent uniformly distributed binary random
Taking the minimum forQ’ € Ap/ implies variables and{ = Y’ XOR Z. In this examplé” and Z know
nothing aboutX, butY’ and Z together determin&’, and so

UI(X, X'): (Y, Y)\ 2) > UI(X : Y\ 2). ~ -
1bit=CI(X :Y";2)=CI(X : (Y,Y'); Z)

Statements 2. and 3. follow by setting eith€f or Y’ to a . ~
constant random variable. ] >0bit=CI(X :Y;2).



On the other hand, there are examples WhéAfHX : other, but wheneveX is a function ofY and Z they imply
(Y,Y'"); Z) < CI(X :Y; Z). The reason is that further infor-the strong inequalitys/(X : Y;Z) < MI(Y : Z).
mation may transform synergistic information into redumda In Section[Ill we have shown that the identity axiom
information. For example, i =Y XOR Z, then contradicts a non-negative decomposition according to the
. s . s Pl lattice forn > 3. Therefore, if we want to extend the
Lbit = CI(X: V5 2) > Obit = CI(X: OLZ); 2) bivariate information decomposition int7, ST and CT to
Neither is there a simple relation betwe€h ((X, X’) : more variables, then this multivariate information decosip
Y;Z)andCI(X : Y;Z). The argument is similar as for thetion must have a form that is different from the PI lattice.
shared information. In fact, for any paiiy, Z) of random In particular, it is an open question which terms such an
variables, the identity axiom implie€I((Y,Z) : Y;Z) = information decomposition should have.
0bit [1]. Consider again the case that = Y XOR Z. As Even if the structure of such a decomposition is presently
random variables, the tripleX, Y, Z) is equivalent to the pair unknown, we can interprete the bivariate quantitiés, ST

(Y, Z). Therefore, and CI in this context. For example, the quantity 7(X :
. —~ . Ylv--ka)—Zf:lUI(X5Yz‘\Yl,---,EA,YHl,---,Yk)
1bit = CI(X : Y3 Z) > 0bit has the natural interpretation &e union of all information

= (Aﬁ((Y, 7):Y;7Z) = 6‘}(()@ Y, Z):Y; 7). that is either synergistic or shared for some combination of
variables.” Hence we conjecture that this difference should be

So the left monotonicity for the synergy is violated again as .
non-negative.

a consequence of the identity axiom. As above, this implies_l_he coniecture would follow from the inequalit
that CI does not satisfy a chain rule of the form ) q y

CI(X,X):Y;2)=CI(X :Y;Z)+ CI(X": YV; Z|X). UIX:Y\ZW)+UI(X:Z\Y,W)
V. CONCLUSIONS SUIX (Y, Z2)\W).

We have seen thdfI behaves according to our intuition ifThis inequality states that the unique information corgdin

one of its arguments is replaced by a “larger random variablé! @ pair of variables is larger than the sum of the unique
Moreover, S increases, if one of its right arguments is erjnformations of the single variables. The difference bemwe

larged. On the other hand, there is no monotone relatiortor e right hand side and the left hand side should be due
left argument inST, and forCT there is no monotone relationt® Synergistic effects. Proving (or disproving) the conjee

at all. In these last cases, information is transformed meso @1d this inequality would be a large step towards a better

way. For example, if the inequalitg'7(X : (V,Y");z) < understanding of the functiofi/.
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