Nonsymmetric Dependence Measures: the Discrete Case

Hui Li*

Following our previous work on copula-based nonswtnim dependence measures, we
introduce similar measures for discrete randomatdes. The measures cover the range
between two extremes: independence and compleendepce, which take minimum
value exactly on independence and take maximunewetactly on complete
dependence. We find that tk@roduct on copulas in the continuous case redices
matrix product of transition matrices in the diserease and we use it to prove the DPI
condition. The measures can also be extended ¢stagpendence between groups of
discrete random variables or conditional dependddonkke the continuous case, one
drawback is that the value of the measures depemdsarginal distributions.

1. Introduction

In two previous papers (Li, 2015a and 2015b), wappsed copula-based nonsymmetric

bivariate and multivariate dependence measureséptire both independence and complete
dependence between random variables. The measaerasrasymmetric in order to accurately
detect complete dependence or functional relatipnsione variable on another variable. This
means that thetpke minimum value exactly on independence and itiaedmum value exactly on
complete dependence of one variable on anothandiuhe opposite wayHere for completeness we

will extend our work to introduce measures of dejgete for discrete random variables. The
continuous case can be made nonparametric or indepeof marginal distributions through
copula, which is no longer true for the discretgecas the value of the dependence measures will
be dependent on the marginal distributions.

In the discrete case, a well-known quantity that dfsen been used as dependence measure is
Shannon’s mutual information (Shannon and Wea\@91 Its limitation in the continuous case
has been discussed in Li (2015a). The issue istthatomes infinity whenever the copula has
singular component, even if there is no functiae#tionship. We will use an example to show
that, in the discrete case, it also has the simstare where the new nonsymmetric dependence
measures give more meaningful results.
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As conditional mutual information is also used ausality detection for time series analysis
(Hlavatkova-Schindler, Palus, Vejmelka and Bhattachar98,/2, we extend the new
dependence measures to the conditional case sedhdye useful in that area.

The structure of the current paper is as follovexti®n 2 presents the bivariate nonsymmetric
dependence measures for discrete random variatalesling both distance and entropy forms.
Again we prove the Data Processing Inequality (D&1the measures with the help of transition
matrix on Markov chain. We then compare the measudéstance form with Shannon’s mutual
information through an example. Section 3 presg@sonsymmetric multivariate dependence
measures between two groups of discrete randorablasi. Section 4 presents a conditional
nonsymmetric dependence measure, which can betaisegdlace conditional mutual

information for causality detection. Section 5 dodes the paper.

2. Bivariate discrete dependence measures

As suggested in Li (2015a, 2015b), a nonsymmetpeddence measure can be constructed
from the distance between conditional cumulatiriiution and unconditional cumulative
distribution.

Let X, Y be discrete random variables with value§dg™,, {yf}7=1 respectively. LeP (i) =

P(X = x;), P(j) = P(Y = y;) be the marginal probabilities aRdi, j) = P(X = x;,Y = y;) be
the joint probability. LeP (j|i) = P(Y = y;|X = x;) = P(X = x,,Y = y;)/P(j) be the
conditional probabilityF (j) = Z§,=1P(j’) andF (jli) = §,=1P(j’|i) be the unconditional and
conditional cumulative probability.

The Shannon’s mutual information is defined as

— , . P(i,j)
which is symmetric ab(X,Y) = I(Y, X).
Let us define our new nonsymmetric measure of digere oY onX as

(X, V)% = 6 L75L[FGID) — F(HI?- P - P()) ()

Obviouslyt(X,Y) = 0 with the equal sign holds if and onlyAfj|i) = F(j) orY is independent
of X. On the other hand,

(X, Y)? = 6 %72, FGl)? - P() - P() — 6 X}, F(H* - P())
< 6% 5 FGID) -PW)-PG) —6X7, F()*- P())
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6271 F()-P()— 6% F()*-P(j)
6271 F() - (1=F()-P() 3)

where we have usdtl< F(jli) < 1 and
L F@lD) - PG = FQ). (4)

The equal sign in Equation (3) holds if and onlf (f|i) = 0orl1foralll <i<m,1<j<n.
SinceF (j|i) is a non-decreasing functionjimndF (n|i) = 1, this means that, at a certain value
of j, F(j|i) jumps from0 to 1 for eachi. SoY is a function ofX. The maximum value of

7(X,Y)? can be viewed as a discrete approximation to dnéirmuous integrab f01 x(1—

x)dx = 1, which is the constant maximum value for the aordus bivariate case (Li, 2015a).
However, in the discrete case, this maximum vakpmedds on the distribution Bf although it

is in a tight rangeo,z) asO<F()-1-F() < i This kind of phenomenon has been noticed
before in Giannerini, Maasoumi, and Dagum (201%)ere the value of the discrete version of
the Bhattacharya-Hellinger-Matusita distance dependthe marginal distribution. In general,

this also happens to concordance measures whiehwvirel+defined range in the continuous
case, but depend on marginal distributions in ikerdte case, see Genest and NeSlehova (2007).

The benefit of the new measure comparing with tiaakl measures such as mutual information
is that it characterizes both independence and B@engependence of a functional relationship
as will be discussed in an example later in thé@ecTraditional measures can take maximum
value even when there is no functional relationship

Next we introduce the entropy form of the dependeneasure following Rényi (1961) and Li
(2015a):

Re(X,Y) =L log (ZZ}’L (%';)) - P(>D) -P(j)) for0 < a < 2 (5)

We have

1 mn FUID (FON"%  peiy. pei
Re(X,¥) = 225 log (2172, 0 (2D p(0) - P(1)

1 mn FGID . FO)  pey. pea) & _
> log (S0, 500 2 - P() - P()) =0 (6)

where we have used Jensen’s inequality and thanfoly

mn F(lD) - . N
Zi,j FO) P@)-P(G) =1 (7)



The lower bound holds whet(j|i) = F(j), orX, Y are independent. Meanwhile, @
F(jli) <1, F(l)* < F(jli) whenl < a < 2 andF(j|i)* = F(j|i) when0 < a < 1. So we
have

Re(X,V) < 5 log (72, 782 P(D) - P()) = 5 l0g(Zjs F()™4 - P())  (8)

The upper bound holds whétfj|i) = 0 or 1 for all i, j. AsF(j|i) is non-decreasing ify this
meansF (j|i) jumps from O to 1 at certajnfor eachi. This only happens wheai(j|i) = 1 for
exactly onej for eachi, or Y is a function ofX. Again, the value of the upper bound is a

discrete approximation of the continuous cgcl_slelog (f01 vl—“dv) = —%, see Li (2015a),
Equation (A3). Whem > 2, the measure may not be bounded.

Another entropy form follows Tsallis (1988) and(RD15a),

A (X,V) =1 (zmrn (FU'”)“ PG - P() — 1) for0 < a < 2 (9)

a- LI=L\ F(j)

In the limita - 1, R,(X,Y) andA,(X,Y) both reduce to

_ vmn FQGlD) FGID  pr . prs
R(X: Y) = Zi,j:l F(J)_ IOg_F(]) P(l) P(]) (10)

which has lower bound 0 and upper bouA®?7_, logF(j) - P(j). The upper bound is a discrete

approximation to the integral f01 logx-dx = 1.

Let Z be another discrete random variable with valudg;ig,_,. If X andZ are independent
conditional ony, then we have (i, k|j) = P(i|j) - P(k|j) and

P(i, k) = X7 P(i, k) - P() = X7-1 PClj) - P(k[) - P() = Xj=; P(i,)) - P(k[))
such that, if both sides are divided Bg),
P(k|i) = X7y P(klj) - P(j|i) (11)

This is the discrete form of theproduct for copulas as described in (Li, 2015a) d&ions (14)
and (29). If we identifyP(j|i) as the transition matridy, from X toY, then Equation (11)
becomes matrix multiplication,

Myz; = Myy - My, (12)
Equation (11) also implies

F(kli) = Xjoq F(kl) - P(ID (13)



The transition matrix is also called singly sto¢lamatrix. The set of all singly stochastic
matrix forms a Markov algebra as discussed in Day$tguyen and Olsen (1992), whose work
also motivated the research on nonsymmetric depered@easures for the continuous case.

A general nonsymmetric dependence measure is dbthe
1(X,Y) = 3 o (FGlD) = F()) - P@) - P() (14)
whereg is a convex function and is not explicitly depemdeni.
PROPOSITION 2.1 IX, Y, Z form a Markov chain, then
1(X,2) <1(Y,Z) (15)
Proof:
©(X,2) = X0, (F(kli) = F(k)) - P(i) - P(k)
= 37k 0 (7o FL) - PGID = F(O)) - P(D) - PCK)
St @(Z1-y (FUelj) = F(UO) - P(ID)) - P(0) - P(k)
< 37t (S 0 (FOKID — F(O) - PGID) - PG - P(RO)
= I _ @(Fkl) = F(K)) - P() - P(k)
=1(Y,2) (16)

where we used the property tidt, P(j|i) = 1 irrespective of and Jensen’s inequality. &s
Y, X also form a Markov chain, we havéZ, X) < t(Y, X).The equal sign in Equation (16)
holds whenF (k|j) — F (k) is constant relative to the distributi®fj|i) onj for anyk,i. [

This is the discrete form of the Data Processimgjlrality for nonsymmetric dependence
measure, compare Li (2015a). It means kit less dependent ghthan onY asY is closer to
Z on the Markov chain. Data Processing Inequalityn@wn to be an important property of
Shannon’s mutual information (Cover and Thomas11,98hich formalizes the idea that
information is generally lost when transmitted tigh a noisy channel.

PROPOSITION 2.2. If is a bijective transformation oty thent(f(X),Y) = 7(X,Y).

Proof: Asf is bijective,X, f(X), Y form a Markov chain. So(X,Y) < t(f(X),Y). On the other
hand,f (X), X, Y also form a Markov chain, which leadstgf (X),Y) < 7(X,Y). O



If £ is a permutation on values ¥f then the dependence measure will not change hwhay
not be true fol'. It is easy to see that Equation (2) is invariamder permutation oi

Another issue with the discrete nonsymmetric depeod measure is that it depends on the order
of the discrete values &fin the calculation of cumulative conditional probay, which can be
arbitrary. Thus it is not invariant under permwiasi onj. The default order we choose is by the
real values of the random variable, which is cdesiswith the continuous case. However, the
difference between different orderings becomesdssfie number of elements increases and the
distribution is smoother.

Next we discuss an example that shows the problgmShannon’s mutual information where
the new dependence measure actually proves useful.
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LetY be a random variable taking values{ﬁ,ﬁ, ,42;1, 1} — {Z'E'Z' 1} with equal

probabilityﬁ forn > 1. LetX = cos(2nY) andZ = sin(2rY) such that? + Z2 = 1 is

always true. We take out the 4 poi(%s%,%, 1} in Y to avoid degeneracy i or Z. Using the

fact thatX andZ are each uniformly distributed wittn — 2 values, andX, Z) is uniformly
distributed ondn — 4 value pairs, it is easy to calculate the symmetitual information for
each pair of random variables:

1

4log2 i = log,(2n — 2) a7

- 1
I(XIY) :I(YrZ) = ?’214471_
2n—2 4n—4

1
1(X,2) = Tt ——log, —=*—= log,(2n - 2) = 1 (18)

2n-2 2n-2

In the limitn - o, I(X,Y) = 1(Y,Z) = I(X,Z) = . So, althouglX is not a function of or
vice versa/ (X, Z) is only 1 bit less thai(X,Y) orI(Y,Z), and becomes large for largeThat
extra bit is the extra information needed to cEdgvenZ or vice versa. If we convert the
mutual information into the information coefficient correlation (Linfoot, 1957) defined as

I.(X,Y) =V1 — e 2/(XY) then all three pairs give the value 1 wher .

We note that the discrete version of the symm@&inattacharya-Hellinger-Matusita distance

2
s, =23 (1- F22D) Ly =1 -3, PO PG PGH  (19)

also has the same issue, although it has manyatiesproperties (Granger, Maasoumi and

Racine, 2004). It is related to the symmetric \mrgf the Tsallis entropy with = %

Specifically, we have



S,(Y) = 5,(¥,2) =1 - ?2;4J O S S (20)

4n—-4 2n-2 4n-4 2n-2
—1_vy4n-4 [+ _t 1 _ . 1
SP(X'Z) =1 =1 \/4-71—4- 2n-2 2n-2 1 n-1 (21)

In the limitn — o0, S,(X,Y) = 5,(Y,Z) = S,(X,Z) = 1, although there is no functional
relationship betweeH, Z andY is not a function ok or Z. In the continuous case, this issue still
persists.

For our new nonsymmetric dependence measure defirfeguation (2), we order the values of
the random variableX, Y andZ by their real values for calculating cumulativetdbution. For
the dependence afor Z onY, as they are functions &f it is straight forward to use the upper
bound in Equation (3),

j ) 1 _ (2n-1)(2n-3) (22)

2n-27 2n-2 (2n-2)2

(Y, X)?=1(Y,2)? = 62?”12271 ~(1-

For the dependence BfonX or Z, given any value of or Z, there are two possible valuesYof
each with% probability. Conditional on the values &f or Z, the cumulative distribution df

jumps from 0 tc% and then to 1.

2n-2 4n-4 A4n—4

2 2 1) 2 1 _ =\ 2 1
(X, 7)? = 7(Z,Y) —6; ;F(]h) T — 6;FU) —

~ 6 2n-2 . . 1 2 . . an-4 ] 2 1
T~ @n-2)@n-4) ; (Ql_l) (E) t@n-i-1)-1 >_6 ]Z <4n 4) 4n — 4
_ 6 2 (Zn 2)(2n—-1) B (4n—-3)(Bn—-7)
“@n-2)(4n-4) <(2n 2 (2) 2 . ) (4n — 4)2
1 (@2n-1)(2n-3)
T4 (2n-2)? (23)

For the dependence &fonZ or Z on X, again the conditional cumulative distribution josn
from O to% and then to 1, which is also mirror symmetric @ tonditioned variable.

2n—-22n-2 2n-2

(X, 2) = 7(Z,X) = 6 Z Z FO1? g7~ Z F(Y 5




n-1 2 2n-2 2

=(2n‘%2)2-22((2i—1)'@) +("—")'12>_6;<2nj—2) 2n1—2

_ 6L nr=1) ) (@n-1)(@n-3)
“n-22° <(" 2 (2) T2 1) (2n - 2)?

_ 1 nmn-2)
T4 (n-1)2 (24)

In the limitn - o, (Y, X) = ©(Y,Z) = 1, which represent complete dependence or functional
relationshipz(X,Y) =1(Z,Y) =t(X,Z2) =1(Z,X) = % which corresponds to half dependence

ofYonX,Y onZ,Z onX orX onZ. Comparing to mutual information, we notice tha hew
dependence measure better describes the depend&tmnship between pairs fro) Y, Z. We
remark that, i is uniformly distributed of0,1], the continuous version of the nonsymmetric
dependence measure defined in Li (2015a) givesahee result as the abowe- co limit.

3. Multivariate discrete dependence measures

In Li (2015b), nonsymmetric multivariate dependenesasures were constructed for continuous
random variables. In the discrete case, we cand&Bne measures that characterize the
dependence of one group of discrete random vasaiyieanother group of discrete random
variables.

For this purpose, we need the cumulative distrivufi(j, - j.|i; -+ iy) of one group conditional
on the other and the two marginal distributionsefach groupP (i, ---iz) andP(j; -+ j.). The
measure similar to Equation (2) is defined as

T(X, Y)Z = 6221“.md’n1mne[F(j1 "‘je|i1 id) - FU1 "‘je)]z 'P(i1 id) ' P(j1 ]e) (25)

i1 je=1
whereX andY are now vectors of random variables in each groubp a

Jj1Jje R B
Z' g P i1 igji-J
e U120

P(iyig)

F(j1"‘je|i1"‘id) = (26)

If P(iy--ig) = 0, thenF(j; -+ j.liy - iy) is set to 0. Againg(X,Y) = 0 meansX andY are
independent

F(jy - jeliy - ig) = F(ji " Je) (27)

For the upper bound,



(X, Y)? =
6 Z:Tll:;‘:nje:leF(h "‘je|i1 id)z ' P(i1 id) ' P(j1 ]e) - 2711]:‘3:1 F(j1 "‘je)z ' P(j1 ]e)

MM ny e -
<6 Z F(j1"‘je|i1"‘id)'P(i1"‘id)'P(j1"‘je)— Z F(j1"‘je)2'P(j1"‘je)
iyrig 1 fe=1 JiJe=1
= 6% " [FUyje) = F(yje)?] - PUy -+ je) (28)

where we have usddl< F(j; -+ j |i; -+ ig) <1 and
Zzlll:ile(h "‘je|i1 id) ' P(i1 id) = F(j1 ]e) (29)

The equal sign holds whet{j, - j.|i; --- ig) € {0,1}. Thus, for eachiin j;, -, je,

F(jliy-ig) = F(my---j---m,li; -+ iy) € {0,1} is non-decreasing in It jumps tol for a
specific value of for eachi; --- iy, which implies that eaclj is a function oX. So the vectoy
will be function of the vectok. The upper bound in Equation (28) is a discrefg@pmation of
the continuous bound expressed in terms of the &eddtribution function in Li (2015b),

Equation (48). It depends on the cumulative distidn ofY, but is bounded in the regi@n, z)
as0 < F(jy - jo) = F(i~jo)* < 3

The entropy form of the dependence measure sitoilgguation (5) is

1 M1 Ne F(j ...'e|' a . . . .
Ra(X,Y) = = log (Zytmams T (FLet0) o p(iy i) - P(jy ) (30)

Its lower bound is 0, which corresponds to indepeée ofX andY. Its upper bound is
—log (X} FGy - je)' ™% - PGy o))
which holds wherY is a function ofX.

The other entropy form similar to Equation (9) is

1 cemgnyne (FUr—jeliz—ig)\* . . , ,
Ba(X,¥) = = (hmars T (FE0) o p iy i) - PG je) = 1) (31)

In the limit@ — 1, they both reduce to

cmgnyne F(iJeliq i F(jijelig-i ) ) i .
RQX,Y) = Epr s Ty B et log He et piy i) Py o) (32)

Let Z be another group of discrete random variableX.dhdZ are independent conditional on
Y, then we have® (iy -+ ig, ky - kgljy -+ jeo) = Py igljy = je) - P(ky -+ kgljs -+ jo) @nd,
similar to Equation (10), we have



P(ley -+ kegliy - iq) = X770 P(ky - kgliy - je) - PGy Jeliy -+ i) (33)

This is the discrete form of the generalizeproduct for copula as described in (Li, 2015by an
is also a generalized tensor product for the ttmmsmatrix of multi-dimensional Markov chain.
Summing ovek, --- kg, we have

F(k1 kgl id) = 2711];6:1 F(k1 kgl "‘je) Py Jeliy -+ ia) (34)
Similar to Equation (14), the general form of degemce measure is
t(X,Y) = XA T @(F Gy Jeliy -+ ia) = FGiy = je)) * PGy -+ ig) PGy -+ je)
(35)
for a convex functiorp.
PROPOSITION 3.1 IX, Y, Z form a Markov chain, then
1(X,Z) < (Y, Z) (36)

The proof is similar to that of Proposition 2.1 lwihe help of Jensen’s inequality and the
transition matrix in Equation (34). So the DPI cihiah still holds for the multivariate case.

PROPOSITION 3.2. If is a bijective transformation a%, thent(f (X),Y) = 7(X,Y).

This follows naturally aX, f(X), Z form a Markov chain, which is actually the suféint
condition onf as it needs not to be bijective. Note that theeddpnce measure is invariant
under permutations on elements of the vektoout is not invariant under permutations on
elements of the vectdf.

4. Conditional nonsymmetric dependence measure

Conditional mutual information has also been usedéusality detection in dynamic systems
and time series analysis, see for example Rkora-Schindler, Palus, Vejmelka and
Bhattacharya (2007). As previous discussion redealausality often implies complete
dependence and mutual information is not a goodsureaof complete dependence. Therefore
we will introduce a conditional nonsymmetric depemnce measure which can be used in
causality detection to determine true complete depece.

Let X, Y, Z be discrete random variables. We define the coomadit measure as

(X, Y|2)2 = YL t(X,Y|Z = z,) - P(k)
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mn [FGli k) — FilIIZ - P(IK) - PR - PR

o1 (FGli k2 - PGl - P(ilk) = F(iIR)® - P(ilk))] - P(k)
< Yhe1
= Zk:l

Thent(X,Y|Z) = 0 if F(j|i,k) — F(jlk) = 0 for all i, j, k, which means thaX,Y are
independent conditional af, or X, Z,Y form a Markov chain. On the other han(X, Y|Z)

takes maximum value whef(j|i, k) € {0,1} for all i, j, k, which implies tha¥ is a function of

X andZ, according to discussion after Equation (28). Nb& the maximum value depends on
the conditional distributiod (j| k), which makes it hard to judge when it reaches detap
dependence in real dataAfj|k) is continuous for alk, then the maximum value will be the
constant 1. So a rough estimate of conditional detemlependence would be if the measure is
close to 1.

[6X
[6X
l6 72 (FGili k) - P(ilk) - P(ilk) = F(jlk)? - P(j1K))] - P (k)
[6X

m(F(jIk) = F(jlk)?) - P(1R)] - P(k) (37)

We remark that, in the continuous case, if the ¢@whl distributions are also continuous, the
conditional dependence measures can be again raonetic or independent of the marginal
distributions.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce nonsymmetric bivared multivariate dependence measures for
discrete random variables. The measures are abtevgy the two extremes of independence and
complete dependence, while previous measures datetty divergence from independence and
are unable to determine complete dependence. Wheneasures are nonsymmetric as complete
dependence is also nonsymmetric. We use transiatnx on Markov chain to prove the DPI
condition on the measures. Unlike the continuose ¢hi, 2015a and 2015b), where the
measures are defined through copula and thus apmaremetric, the discrete case depends on
the marginal distributions and the upper boundsats@ not constant. This might complicate the
application of the nonsymmetric dependence measuoires| situations. Finally we present a
conditional nonsymmetric dependence measure, whahbe used in causality detection.
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