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Shannon information was defined for characterizing the uncertainty information of classical prob-

abilistic distributions.

As an uncertainty measure it is generally believed to be positive. This

holds for any information quantity from two random variables because of the polymatroidal axioms.
However, it is unknown why there is negative information for more than two random variables on
finite dimensional spaces. We first show the negative tripartite Shannon mutual information im-

plies specific Bayesian network representations of its joint distribution.

We then show that the

negative Shannon information is obtained from general tripartite Bayesian networks with quantum
realizations. This provides a device-independent witness of negative Shannon information. We fi-
nally extend the result for general networks. The present result shows new insights in the network
compatibility from non-Shannon information inequalities.

I. INTRODUCTION

For a given discrete Markov process a fundamental
problem is how to characterize the information produced
in such a statistical process. Suppose the statistical out-
comes of a set of possible events {x1,---,xz,} with re-
spectively occurrence frequencies as pi,--- ,p, € [0,1].
Is there a measure of how uncertain is of the outcome
except for its distribution? For any such a quantity de-
notes as H(pi1,p2,- -+ ,Pn), it is reasonable to satisfy the
following axioms: (1) H is continuous function in each
variable p; of the probability. (2) H is an increasing
function of sample number for the uniform distribution.
(3) H is weighted summation of its single values if any
one choice is changed into two. These axioms imply the
unique entropy given by Shannon ﬂ] as

H(p1,pa, -+ ,pn) = — Y _ pilogp; (1)
i=1

This features the average uncertainty of a given statistical
process.

The Shannon entropy shows a remarkable application
for mutual information of two discrete random variables
as

I(X;Y)=H(X)+H(Y) - H(X,Y) (2)

where the mutual information means the uncertainty be-
tween two variables X and Y. It is a measure of the infor-
mation to which knowledge of one variable reduces uncer-
tainty about the other. These entropy functions satisfy
the polymatroidal axioms [3] of H(X),I(X;Y) > 0 for
any finite dimensional variables X and Y. Shannon ac-
tually shows general information inequalities which are
the ”physical laws” for characterizing the fundamental
limits in classical communications and compression @]
However, this intrigues a surprising feature of negative
information for three or more discrete variables beyond
the polymatroidal axioms. Each one in fact presents a
so-called non-Shannon inequality ﬂa] One primitive ex-
ample is from the mutual information contained in three

discrete variables X, Y and Z on finite dimensional spaces
as

I(X:Y:2) = I(X;Y) - I(X;Y|2)
= H(X)+H(Y)+ H(Z)+ H(X,Y,Z)
~H(X,Y)-H(Y,Z)- H(X,Z) (3)

where I[(X;Y|Z) = H(Y,Z) + HX,Z) — H(Z) —
H(X,Y,Z) denotes the mutual information conditional
on the outcome of variable Z. One example is shown
in Figlll The proper local measurements on the net-
work (a) may generate a joint probability distribution
P,y. with the notation of P,,. = $[000] + [011] +
1[101] + 1[110], where [zyz] denotes joint event (X =
x,Y = y,Z = z), and the probability of joint out-
come [zyz] = [000], [011],[101] or [110] is {. This prob-
ability distribution yields to a negative information of
I(X;Y;Z) = —1. Especially, the new correlations are
built for two independent parties Alice and Bob assisted
by the other’s local operations, that is, the mutual in-
formation conditional on the outcome of Z is given by
I(X;Y|Z) = 1 while the mutual information I(X;Y)
is zero. This may imply a simple explanation of the
Shannon negative information from Bayesian networks
ﬂﬂ] This intrigues a natural problem for characterizing
general negative Shannon information.

In Hilbert space formulation of Bayesian network in
Figlli(a), each bipartite edge is replaced by an entangle-
ment é, ), as shown in Figll{b). Under the proper
postulates of quantum state representation, quantum
measurement, Born rule and tensor decomposition of
compose systems, the quantum probability is given by
p(.I,y,Z) = Tr((ME ® My ® Mz)pl ® p2)7 Where {ME}a
{M,}, and {M.} denotes respective quantum measure-
ments of Alice, Bob and Matchmaker, and Tr(-) denotes
the trace operation of matrix. This quantum probability
shows not only the similar features of classical statis-
tics of I(X;Y;Z) < 0, but also the quantumness of
entanglement ﬂg, ], i.e., two independent parties Al-
ice and Bob can build quantum entanglement assisted
by the other’s local operations and classical communica-
tion ﬂﬂ, ﬂ] This provides a simple physical model for
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FIG. 1: (Color online) Schematic network configuration com-
patible with negative Shannon mutual information. (a) A
classical semantic example. Alice and Bob who have not
shared any relationship make friends assisted by Match-
maker who is familiar with both. (b) A quantum realiza-
tion of Bayesian network in (a). There are two entangled
states E] p1 and p2 which are shared by three parties, where
pL = p2 = %(|OO) + |11)) on two-dimensional Hilbert space
‘H spanned by the orthogonal basis {|0),|1)}. Under local
quantum measurements with positive-operator-value matri-
ces {M, = |z)(x|,x € {0,1}},{M, = |y){yl.y € {0,1}} and
{M. = |z)(z|,z € {0,1}}, three parties can generate a joint
distribution Pyy. = 1[000] + $[011] + [101] + $[110]. This
follows I(X;Y) = 0 and I(X;Y|Z) = 1. This means Alice
and Bob who are initially independent of each other (e.g.,
I(X;Y) = 0) can build new correlations conditional on local
measurements of Matchmaker (e.g., I(X;Y|Z) = 0).

verifying Bayesian network and the new quantumness of
entanglement assisted by other party from its statistical
distribution.

Our motivation in this work is to investigate a gen-
eral problem of the Bayesian network compatibility of
the negative Shannon mutual information. For a given
tripartite joint probability distribution with negative mu-
tual information on finite sample spaces, we firstly clas-
sify all the compatible Bayesian networks. We show there
are intrinsic network configurations for these distribu-
tions, that is, chain network consisting of two edges or
triangle network consisting of three edges. This implies a

device-independent verification of negative Shannon mu-
tual information using quantum networks. The feature of
negative Shannon mutual information is generic for any
tripartite quantum entangled network or general multi-
partite networks.

II. RESULT

A. Negative Shannon mutual information in
Bayesian network model

We first introduce some notations of Bayesian net-
works [7]. A graph G consists of a vertex (or node) set
V, and an edge (or link) set E. The vertices in a given
graph are corresponding to measurable variables, and the
edges denote certain relationships that hold in pairs of
variables. A bi-directed edge denotes the existence of
unobserved common causes. These edges will be marked
as curved arcs with two arrowheads, as shown in Fig[l
If all edges are directed, we then have a directed graph.

Directed graph may include directed cycles. One ex-
ample is given by X - Y — 7 — X with XY, Z € V,
which represents mutual causation or feedback processes.
The self-loops (e.g., X — X)) are not allowed in what fol-
lows. A graph that contains no directed cycle is called
acyclic. A graph that is both directed and acyclic is called
a directed acyclic graph (DAG). A family in a graph is a
set of nodes containing a node and all its parents, where
the parents of one node mean all nodes which are con-
nected to it.

Denote a probability distribution as P, = f)zpz[x]
with random variable X on a finite sample space X,
where [z] denotes the event of X = x and p, denotes
the probability of the outcome x. The notation ¥ does
not mean the summation but a notation of union of all
possible events of a given probability distribution. Sim-
ilar notations will be used for multivariate joint distri-
butions P,,...;, on finite sample space x]_;4&;. Con-
sider the task of specifying an arbitrary joint distribution
Piiw,, = Yayoz,Dayoan [T1 7+ Xy for n random vari-
ables, X;,---,X,, on finite sample spaces Xy, -+, &),
respectively, and [zy---x,] denotes the joint event of

X1 = 21, ---,X, = x,. The basic Bayes rule allows
us decompose P, ...q,, into
pwl"'iﬂn = szﬂml,'“ sTj—1 (4)
J
where p; |4, ... «,_, denotes the probability of outcome z;

conditional on the outcomes of predecessors z1,- -+, x;_1.
Suppose that each z; is dependent of a small subset
pa(z;) of its predecessors. We have the following defi-
nition.

Definition 1. (Markovian Parents) [7] Let V =
{X1, -+, X} be an ordered set of measurable variables,
and let P, ... ;, be the joint probability distribution on



these variables. A set of variables PA; is said to be
Markovian parents of X; if PA; is a minimal set of pre-
decessors of X; that renders X; independent of all its
other predecessors, that is,

pxj\paj :pxj\zl,---,zj,l (5)

and such that no proper subset of PA; satisfies ().

Definition 1 implies for each X; there is a set PA; of
preceding variables for determining its probability. This
can be represented by DAG, where PA; denotes all the
parent nodes toward the node X ﬂﬂ] Definition 1 pro-
vides a simple recursive algorithm for constructing such
a DAG for a given Pyy..op, = D20 . o Dryoa, [T T
as follows.

Algorithm 1

(i) Starting with the pair (X7, X5), we draw an arrow
from X; to X5 if and only if the two variables are
dependent.

(ii) For X3, we draw an arrow from either X; or Xs to
X3 if X3 is dependent of X7 or Xo;

(iii) For j > 3, one can select any minimal set PA;
of X;’s possible predecessors. And then, draw an
arrow from each member in PA; to Xj.

This follows an iterative algorithm to get a DAG of
Bayesian network compatible with the given distribution
Py, ..z,. It has been shown that PA; is unique for a
given distribution Py,.... . From the Reichenbach’s
common cause principle |, it allows a Markovian
decomposition as

Parean = | [ Pasipatar) (6)
J

.
(7,

The Markovian dependence is represented by the directed
acyclic graph (DAG) of Bayesian networks [1].

The DAG shows probabilistic and statistical impor-
tance for data mining and efficient inferences. A basic
problem in statistics theory is to explore the related DAG
for a given statistical distribution. The most common
way to explore possible DAGs from observations is based
on the Markov decomposition in Eq.(6) and the faith-
fulness assumption ﬂj, @]

Definition 2 [7] (Markov Compatibility) If a prob-
ability function P,,...,, admits the factorization of (@)
relative to DAG G, then G and P,,...,, are compatible.

In classical realization of Bayesian networks, each edge
is represented by one measurable variable on proper mea-
surable space, and each outcome depends on all the re-
lated variables ﬂﬂ] The joint distribution is a multivari-
ate function of all outcomes. This allows us to decompose
P,, ..., with one measurable variable A [10] as:

n

Dovrn, = / pa1N) - plaaNuNdA  (7)
Q
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FIG. 2: (Color online) Schematic Markov compatibility of
negative Shannon mutual information. (a) Classical chain
network consisting of two latent variables A and 7. (b) Quan-
tum chain network consisting of two bipartite states p1 and p2
on Hilbert space H. (c) Classical triangle network consisting
of three latent variables A, v and 7. (d) Classical tripartite
network consisting of one latent variable \.

where (£, u(\)) denotes the measurable space of unob-
servable latent variable A, and p(X) denotes the probabil-
ity of A, and p(x,|\) denotes the characteristic function
of outcome z,, conditional on the variable A. This kind of
Bayesian networks with latent variables shows non-trivial
constraints on its correlations HE, ]

For a joint distribution of two random variables X and
Y on finite sample spaces X x Y, Eq.(D) is used for fea-
turing the common uncertainty of both variables @] The
nonnegative of H and I from the polymatroidal axioms
ﬂa] is useful for solving the Markov compatibility with
single latent variable in Eq.(d). Instead, the entropy
function in Eq.([3) shows the tripartite mutual uncer-
tainty only for Markov chains ﬂﬂ], that is,

I(X;Y;2)>0 (8)

if {X,Y, Z} (under any order) consists of a Markov chain

| (see proofs in Appendix A). This inspires a gener-
alized unordered Markov condition of I(X;Y;Z) > 0.
The joint probability distribution can be generated from
one single latent variable as Eq.(@). Remarkably, there
are joint distributions implying negative Shannon mu-
tual information, that is, I(X;Y;Z) < 0. One example
is shown in Fig[2(a). The coarse-grained single-variable
model () does not imply any intrinsic feature of this
case. Instead, we prove new Markov compatibilities for
these distributions using Bayesian networks ﬂj]

Case one. From the definition in Eq.(B]) the first sce-
narios satisfies the following constrains:

I(X;Y) = 0,I(X;Y|Z) > 0. (9)

Different from the Markov conditional independence of



p(x,ylz) = p(z|z)p(y|z) [T], the present condition in
Eq.([@) implies a conditional dependence, that is, two in-
dependent random variables X and Y on X x ) can
build new correlations conditional on the outcome of
variable Z. It can be mathematically formulated as
p(z,y) = p(z)p(y) and p(z,y|z) # p(z|z)p(y|z). The so-
called anti-Markov condition provides a primitive expla-
nation of nonnegative Shannon mutual information with
I(X;Y;Z) <.

Especially, consider the example shown in Fig[2(a).
Combined with classical Birkhoff transformation |
(e.g., a doubly stochastic matrix (a;;) which satisfies each
column or each row consists of a probability distribution,
e, >>;a;; = > ;a;; = 1 and a;; > 0), the joint dis-
tribution Py, = +[000] + $[011] + $[101] + 1[110] can
be obtained from the following joint distribution of four
variables as

1 1

Pryzizy = Z[OOOO] + 1

%[1010] + Yn111 (1o

101
[0101] + ;

where the outcomes of the variable Z are classically
encoded as: F : z129 — 2z = 21 @ zo. Different
from the joint distribution P,,., the new distribution
in Eq.(I0) allows the following Markovian decomposi-
tion of Pryzizo = Prz Pyz,, where P, and P,., are
joint distributions of two variables given by P,,, =
P,., = 3[00] + 3[11]. This means both the variables
X and Y are independent. Moreover, it is easy to get
H(X)=HY)=1,HX,)Y) = HX,Y,Z) = 2 and
H(X,Z) = H(Y,Z) = 1. This implies the distribution
Ppyzy 2, satisfies the inequality ().

Now, we continue the proof. Combining with Eq.()
the distribution P, . allows a classical chain network de-
composition as shown in Fig[2(a). This can be repre-
sented by

Payz = / ([ N)p(yly)p(z|A, )
Q100
X pu(A)p(y)dAdy (11)

where (€, 1()\)) denotes the measurable space of the la-
tent variable A, and p(\) denotes the probability of A,
and similar definitions for the latent variable . This
example can be extended for general probability distri-
bution satisfying the condition in Eq.([@). Interestingly, a
further analysis shows the rigidity of this Bayesian net-
work compatibility with any joint distribution satisfying
the condition in Eq.(@) (see Appendix B).

Result 1. Any joint distribution satisfying the condi-
tion in Eq.([@) is compatible with a chain Bayesian net-
work.

In Hilbert space formulation, a finite-dimensional pure
state is represented by a normalized vector |¢) in Hilbert
space Ha [d]. An ensemble of pure states |¢;) with a
mixing probability p; is represented by a density matrix
p = >, Di|®i){¢i| on Hilbert space H 4. Here, p is posi-
tive semidefinite matrix with unit trace. The multipartite
quantum system is defined on the tensor of local states,

i.e., the tensor of Hilbert space as ®]_;Ha,. Any mea-
surement acting on H 4 consists of an ensemble {M,,} of
projection operators or generalized positive semidefinite
operators satisfying Zx M, = 1 4, with the identity op-
erator 1 4,. After all the local measurements on a given
state p on Hilbert space ®]' ;H4,, from Born rule, the
quantum joint probability is given by

Pazyozn, = Tr[(M:El ®--® Mwn)p] (12)

for the joint outcome x1,--- , xy,.

For special case of two particles A and B, a state p
on Hilbert space H4 ® Hp is entangled if it cannot be
decomposed into

p= Zpipfi) ® Py (13)
where {p;} is a probability distribution, pf;) and pg) are
states of respective particle A and B. Similar definitions
may be extended for multiple particles @]

Instead of classical chain network in Figla), for any
joint distribution Py, satisfying the condition (@) it
is compatible with quantum networks consisting of two
generalized Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen (EPR) states [4]:
[61)a5 = =5(100) + [11)) and [go)src: = 25 (100) +]11)),
as shown in Fig2(b). A simple local measurement strat-
egy implies a quantum joint distribution

1 1 1 1
P,,. = —[0000] + —[0101] + —[1010] + —[1111] (14)

4 4 4 4
where Alice and Bob performs respective projection mea-
surements {M,,z € {0,1}} and {M,,y € {0,1}} while
the other performs local measurement {M, = |z)(z|,z €
{00,---,11}}. This provides a possible experimental ver-
ification of any negative Shannon information satisfying
Eq.@). As a directive result, any joint distribution in
Eq.([) generated from local measurements on the quan-
tum chain network in Fig[A(b) with any bipartite states
p1 and pg is compatible with the classical distribution in

Eq.([[D), that is,
S.=8, (15)

where S, consists of all classical probability distribu-
tions in Eq. () with respect to any two measur-
able variables A and 7, or equivalently represented by
Se = {PYLII(X;Y) = 0,I(X;Y|Z) > 0}; S, consists
of all the quantum probability distributions in Eq.(I4)
derived from any two quantum states p; and ps, that is,
S, = {PII(X:Y) = 0,I(X;Y|Z) > 0}. The equal-
ity (I3) means that there is no quantum nonlocality be-
yond classical networks for quantum chain network if
each party has only one set of local measurements. This
means that for a tripartite chain network its classical re-
alization with two independent variables can simulate all
quantum correlations from any realization of two inde-
pendent entangled states with one measurement setting



per party. This is different from previous results with
more than one measurement settings on chain networks
ﬂﬁ, ] It is also different from the triangle network con-
sisting of three variables with one measurement setting
m] This may inspire another interesting problem for
what the network ingredients may inspire the quantum
nonlocality for a general network.

Case two. For dependent random variables X and Y
on respective finite sample spaces X and ), it suggests
the second scenarios for I(X;Y;2Z) <0 as

I(X;Y)>0,I(X;Y|Z) > 0. (16)
One example is shown as
1 1 1 1
Pry. = 5[000] + 5[011] + §[102] + §[113]
1 1 1 1
+§[220] + 5[231] + 5[322] + §[333] (17)

which has I(X;Y) = 1 and I(X;Y|Z) = 2. Here, the
conditional mutual information I(X;Y|Z) is defined in
Eq.@). By using the binary representation of i, g : i —
1112, we may construct a compatible network model ﬂﬂ] by
two steps. One is to split P,,. into two joint distributions
of Ppyy, = 3[00] + 2[11] and Py,y,. in Eq.(0) by using
local classical transformation g, that is,

- Pwlwzylyzz = Pﬂﬂlyl X PIzyQZ

1

1 1 1
= 5[00000] + £[00011] + £[01002] + £[01013]

8 8 8
-1

g
N Pmyz

under the inverse mapping g ! of g for # and y, where the
joint distribution P,,,, satisfies I(X7;Xs) = I(X;Y),
and the joint distribution P,,,,. satisfies I(X2;Y3) =0
and I(X2;Y2|Z) = 2. Note that the joint distribution
Py, can be generated by one latent variable A3 from
Eq.(@ while P,,,,. is compatible with the chain net-
work using Result 1. This fact implies a new compatible
network consisting of three latent variables, as shown in
FiglP(c).

In general, for a given distribution P, . satisfying the
condition in Eq.(Td), suppose there is classical transfor-
mation ¢ : © — xx9 such that

P,

g(z)g(y)z = Pﬂﬂlyl X szyzzv (19)

= Pﬂhwzywzz

where the joint distribution P,,,,. satisfies the condition
in Eq. (@). Under this assumption, we can obtain the
following result.

Result 2. For any joint distribution on finite sample
spaces satisfying the condition in Eq.(If), there is a com-
patible triangle network if the decomposition in Eq.(I9)
holds.

A recent result shows triangle quantum network shows
nonlocal correlations beyond all classical realizations un-
der local measurement assumptions @], that is, by per-
forming one set of local measurements on a triangle quan-
tum network consisting of three entangled states there

1 1 1 1
+3[10100] + S[10111] + 2[11102] + 2 [11113]

are quantum tripartite joint probability P,,. which can-
not be generated from any classical triangle network con-
sisting of three measurable variables and local measure-
ments. Interestingly, all of their quantum distributions
satisfy the condition in Eq.([@). This implies the in-
equivalence of quantum and classical realizations of tri-
angle network in Fig2(c). Thus the decomposition in
Eq.([[@) provides a sufficient condition to verify triangle
network, and may be evaluated by using numeric meth-
ods [21].

The other is a tripartite network consisting of one la-
tent variable as shown in Figl2(d). One example is the
distribution P,,. = £[001]43[010]4 3[100], which cannot
be generated from all networks in Fig2{a)-(c) [2224).

This yields to a further problem to distinguish different
configurations of triangle networks. Here, we present an
informational method as (see proofs in Appendix C):

I(X:Y:Z) < min{H(X|Y,2),HY|X,Z),H(Z|X,Y)}
(20)

(X:Y:7) > g(H(X) +H(Y) + H(Z))
CH(X,Y) - H(X,Z) - H(Y,Z)  (21)

which hold for the network in Figlc). Instead, for the
network in Figlld) it follows

I(X;Y;Z) < 4H(X.,Y,Z)~ H(X.Y)

(18)

—H(X,Z)-H(Y,Z) (22)
and
I(XY52) > S(H(X)+ H(Y) + H(2))
—-H(X,Y)-H(X,Z)—-H(Y,Z)(23)
Example 1. Consider a Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger

(GHZ)-type distribution:
Py, = al000] + (1 — a)[111] (24)

where a € [0, 1]. This distribution can be generated by lo-
cal projection measurements under the computation ba-
sis {|0), [1)} on a GHZ state [25]: \/a|000)+ /T — a|111).
It is easy to prove that I(X;Y;Z) > 0 for a > 0. More-
over, we show that this distribution is generated from a
triangle network in Figl2(d) by violating the inequality
€1 for a > 0.

Ezxample 2. Consider a mixture of GHZ-type distribu-
tion and W-type distribution as

Pmyz = quhz + (1 - p)Pw (25)

where Py, = 2[000] + 3[111], P, = 2[001] + £[010] +
£[100], and p € [0,1]. Here, the W-type distribution
P, can be generated by local projection measurements
under the computation basis {|0), 1)} on a W state [22]:
%(|001> +]010) + [100)). It follows from I(X;Y;Z) <0
for p < 0.814 assisted by numeric evaluations. Moreover,
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FIG. 3: (Color online) (a) Triangle network consisting of three
latent variables A, and 7. (b) Second-order inflation of tri-
angle network. Here, the network consisting of A\i,y1 and n:
denotes the first-order inflation while A2, 2 and 72 consist of
the second-order.

the distribution is generated from a triangle network in
Fig2(d) by violating the inequality 0) or II) for p >
0.836.

Example 3. Consider a generalized W-type distribu-

tion [22]:
Py, = a[001] + b[010] + (1 — a — b)[100],  (26)

where a,b > 0 and 0 < a+ b < 1. We show that this
distribution implies a negative Shannon mutual informa-
tion of I(X;Y;Z) < 0 for any a,b (Appendix D). Unfor-
tunately, this distribution cannot be verified by using the
inequalities (20) and 2I)). Instead, we verify any one of
the following distributions (Appendix E)

Pyy. = a[001] + b[010] + ¢[100] + d[011], (27)
Pyy. = a[001] + b[011] + ¢[100] + d[110],  (28)

and its permutations using the second-order inflation
method m], as shown in Figl3 where a,b,c,d > 0 and
a+b+c+d= 1. Here, the triangle network consisting of
X1, Y1, 7, and Ay, 1,11 is the first-order inflation of the
initial network consisting of X, Y, Z and variables A, vy, .
Moreover, the triangle network consisting of X, Y5, Zo
and Ag, 2,72 is the second-order inflation of the initial
network.

B. Generic negative Shannon mutual information

Results 1 and 2 show specific network decompositions
can be arisen from of negative Shannon mutual informa-
tion. Our consideration here is for exploring its converse
problem, that is, what information can be learned from
a given tripartite network configuration? In general, for

a given tripartite Bayesian network A/ (consisting of one,
two, or three independent measurable variables), define
the minimal tripartite mutual information as
Lin (X3Y5 Z) = min{I(X; Y Z)} (29)
w2

where the minimum is over all the possible distributions
Py, generated from A. Informally, any one in a tripar-
tite Bayesian network can locally generate additional in-
formation for others than its absence. This shows generic
negative Shannon mutual information for tripartite net-
works (Appendix F).

Result 3. Any distribution from tripartite Bayesian
networks satisfies

Lnin(X;Y;2) <0 (30)

Result 3 intrigues an interesting indicator of any tri-
partite network by defining the tripartite information in-
creasing as

A = max{I(X;Y|Z) - I(X;Y)}

This can be used to characterize how much information
can be built by local operations and classical communica-
tion (LOCC) of one party. It is of a fundamental rule of
management science. One example is the organizational
theory HE], where the indicator A can be used to char-
acterize the increasing information by group behaviors
associated with the network relationship. This may be
extended and applied for general organizational theory
beyond the scope of this paper.

C. Negative Shannon mutual information from
general networks

Results 1-3 shows the negative Shannon mutual infor-
mation of three variables imply the compatible Bayesian
networks. A natural problem is to explore general net-
works. Our method here is from so-called multipar-
tite independent networks ﬂﬂ], that is, there are some
nodes which have not shared any entanglement. Es-
pecially, consider an n + m-partite quantum network
N, consisting of generalized EPR states [§]: |¢1) =
cos 0;/00) + sin 0;|11) with 6; € (0,5),i=1,--- ,N. Our
goal here is to consider the multipartite independent net-
work ﬂﬂ] Especially, assume that there are n number of
nodes Aq,---, A, in N, with n > 2 such that each pair
of them has not shared any entanglement, as shown in
Figld

Denote X; € &; and Y; € ); as the respective out-
comes of A; and B; under local projection measure-
ments, ¢ = 1,--- ,n;j = 1,---,m. Our main result
here is to prove that any general n-independent quan-
tum network A, (with n > 3) shows different features
beyond N3, that is, the chain network in Fig2(b). Spe-
cially, we show that both negative and positive mu-
tual information can be generated from N,, with n >



FIG. 4: (Color online) Schematic n-independent quantum
networks. Here, each pair of the nodes Aq,--- ,A, has not
shared any entanglement. While each node A; may share
some entanglement with the node B;.

3. Here, by using Eq.(@]) iteratively and the equality
H(Xqy, -, Xj| X)) = H(Xq, -+, X5, X)) —H(Xj41)
the mutual information of multivariate is defined as

I(Xy;- 5 X V) = I( X500 5 X)) —

I(Xq;- -5 X, |Y(B2)

where I(Xy;- 5 X5) denotes the mu-
tual information of variables X, , X
and can be defined by I(Xy;---;X,) =
Zodd i<n Zl§j1<~~~<ji§n H(le" o ’ij’) -
Zeven s<n Elgél<»~<€i§n H(Xflv T ’Xfi)’ and
I(Xy;--; X,|Y) denotes the mutual informa-
tion of Xji,---,X, conditional on the outcomes of
Y =Y;---Y,, and can be defined as I(X1;---;X,,) =
Zodd i<n Zl§j1<-~~<ji§n H(lev' o 7Xj1:|Y) -
Zeven s<n Zlgél<m<£ign H(XZN T aXEi )

We firstly show some local operations may generate
positive Shannon information for others as (Appendix

G)

I(Xy;-

X,) =0,

s XnlY) >0, (33)
where the joint probability distribution Px,...x, vy is ob-
tained from local measurements on the network Aj. This
implies negative Shannon mutual information as

I(Xy;- 5 X Y) <0 (34)

Moreover, there are some local operations may generate
negative Shannon mutual information for others as (Ap-
pendix G)

I(Xy; 3 Xy
135

) =0,
; X,|Y) < 0.

This implies positive Shannon mutual information as

I(X;- 5 X3 Y) >0, (37)
which is different from Eq.([34)). Thus the general k-
independent quantum network with & > 3 can generate

both negative and positive Shannon mutual information

beyond Result 1 for tripartite chain network even if both
have similar Bell nonlocality ﬂﬂ] This intrigues new
kinds of non-Shannon-type information for any indepen-
dent set.

Ezxample 4. One example is the joint distribution in
Eq.([[). Another example is given by

Pyy. = Ziu,piqj [iy;2i], (38)
with three finite-dimensional random variables X,Y, Z,
where {p;} and {g;} are probability distributions. Con-
sider classical transformation g : z;; — z;y;, it follows

Z pilriw; Z j1y;94139)

which raises two independent joint distributions of
> ipilzixi] and 37 .q;[y;y;]. 1t is easy to check that the
joint distribution P, 4) satisfying the constriction in
Eq.@), i.e., a negative information of I(X;Y;Z) < 0.
From Result 1, there is a tripartite chain network com-
patible with the distribution in Eq.(38). From Eq.(33)
the present example can be extended for general star net-
work which is compatible with the joint distribution

szg(z) = Z szJ xzijzy]

Pryozny = Zil,---,inpil D [Ty Ty Yig i ], (40)
with n + 1 finite-dimensional variables Xi,---,X,,Y,

where {p;; } are probability distributions, j =1,---,n
FEzxample 5. For the triangle network one example is
given by Eq.([[7). Another is given by

Pryz = Zijk

with three finite-dimensional variables X,Y,Z, where
{pi},{q;} and {ry} are probability distributions. Con-
sider local mappings ¢1 : x;; — (4,7), g2 : yjx — (4, k)
and g3 : z; — (k,i). It follows a new joint distribution

Piq;Tk [xijyjkzki] (41)

Py (@)g2(1)9s(z) = Z

which raises three independent joint distributions of
>oipilidl, >-,q;(55] and 30, r[kk]. This means the joint
distribution in Eq.([#2)) satisfy the conditions in Egs.(I6)
and ([I9). From Result 2, there is a tripartite triangle
network consisting of three variables compatible with the
distribution in Eq.(I).

pijTk ij, jk, ki) =

III. CONCLUSIONS

For tripartite Shannon mutual information Results 1
and 2 imply a compatible chain network for special de-
composition of its joint distribution in two cases. This
means the negative Shannon mutual information hide
different network configurations compatible with specific
decompositions of joint distributions. This is different

S piliY alifly,



from recent results for featuring higher-order statistical
correlations HE] which takes use of Euler diagram corre-
sponding to Shannon information. The main reason is
that negative Shannon mutual information can be fea-
tured by using non-Shannon inequalities beyond Euler
diagram. Here, the set bounded by Shannon-type infor-
mation inequalities is denoted as polymatroidal region.
A general problem is to determine whether all the poly-
matroids are entropic. Especially, the negative Shan-
non information of three random variables implies the
existence of non-entropic polymatroids on the bound-
ary [6, 28, 29]. This is further extended for four or
more random variables, which even allow unconstrained
non-Shannon-type information inequalities ﬂa] A natural
problem is then to explore the Markov compatibility of
general non-Shannon-type information. Another prob-
lem is to explore different formations of Shannon-type
information h]

In summary, we provided an operational characteri-
zation of negative Shannon mutual information. The

main idea is inspired by Bayesian networks. We have
investigated the intrinsic network compatibility of all tri-
partite joint distributions. Similar results are proved
for its quantum realizations. This provided a general
method for experimentally verifying negative Shannon
information in a device-independent manner. These re-
sults should be interesting in the information theory, deep
learning, quantum nonlocality, and quantum networks.
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Appendix A: The nonnegative tripartite Shannon
mutual information

In this section, we prove I(X;Y;Z) > 0 if three ran-
dom variables {X,Y, Z} on finite sample spaces consist
of a Markov chain, that is, X - Y - 7, X - Z — Y,
or Y - X — Z. The following proof holds for each
case because of the symmetry of I(X;Y;Z), that is,
I(X;Y;2)=1(X;Z;Y)=1(Y; X; Z).

Assume that X,Y and Z consist of a Markov chain
X — Y — Z. This implies that X and Z are indepen-
dent conditional on Y. It follows that p.,. = pujyp.)y,

where P, = Zmyzpwyz[xyz] is the joint distribution of
X,Y and Z, and p,, and p,|, are marginal conditional
distributions. This implies

I(X;Z]Y) = HYZ)+ H(XZ)— H(Z) — H(XY Z)
= 0. (A1)

Combined with the definition of I(X;Y; Z) we have

I(X:Y:2) = I(X;Z) - I(X; Z|Y)
= I(X;2)
> 0. (A2)

This has proved the result.
Appendix B: Proof of Result 1
1. Classical Bayesian networks

The ”hidden variable” (or latent variable) is firstly
introduced in Ref. ﬂé] for arguing the incompleteness of

(@) (b)

FIG. 5: (Color online) Simulating a tripartite chain net-
work. (a) Classical chain network consisting of two latent
variables. (b) Chain Bayesian network for representing the
distribution P, . satisfying the decomposition (B4)). Here,
g: Z — 21 X Z3 is classical post-processing function for any
z € Z. (c) Chain network for representing the distribution
Py satisfying the decomposition (B3).

quantum mechanics. These additional variables were
from the assumptions of the causality and locality. In-
stead, Bohm Hﬂ] construct a hidden variable interpre-
tation of elementary quantum theory. That particular
interpretation has indeed a grossly nonlocal structure,
according to the result to be proved by Bell ﬂﬁ] Espe-
cially, the outcome A of measurement M4 is depending
on its physical observable and hidden variable, that is,

p(My) = [, A(Ma, A\)pu(N)dA, where pu()) is the proba-

bility distribution of A. Thus the expectation value of
two measurements M4 and Mp is given by

Pa(Ma Mp) = [ )AL NE M. (B1)

This is generally inconsistent with the quantum mechan-
ical expectation value P,(M4, Mp) on compose system
pap for more than one set of measurements, that is,
Py(Ma,Mg) # Py;(Ma,Mpg), which is firstly verified
with Bell inequality ﬂﬁ] Nevertheless, they are consis-
tent with each other for single set of measurements B]
Our goal is to prove Result 1 by using classical chain
network, as shown in Figlla). Specially, this classical
realization is rigid which includes two subcases as follows:

C1. Any distribution P, . derived from local measure-
ment on classical networks satisfies
I(X;Y) = 0,1(X;Y]Z) > 0, (B2)
which includes negative and zero information be-
yond Result 1.
C2. For any distribution Py, = imyzpzyz [xyz] satisfy-
ing the condition in Eq.(B2) there exists local post-
processing function g : Z — Z; X Z5 satistying

Py, = (B3)

zyg(z122)s


http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.05846

where Py ., ., is compatible with a chain network,
that is, Pmyzle = szl Py227 sz1 = Zzzlpmzl [le]
a’nd PyZz = Eyzgpyz2 [yz2]

The proof is as follows.

Case 1. For a given chain network in FiglHl(a),
consider its classical realization with two independent
measurable variables A1 and As. This implies a net-
work decomposition of any joint distribution P,. =

Zmyzpzyz ['Iyz] as

Payz = /Q p(@N)p(y[V)p(zIA, V)N p(y)dAdy, (B4)

where Q) = Q1 x Qs. It is forward to prove that

Pzy = szyz
S [ pal\ptupI )i

/Q p(z[N)p(yly) (A p(y)dAdy

/ Pl \(N)A / Py dy
(951

Qo

= DPaPy; (B5)

where p, = Zyz Payz and py = > pay.. This implies
that the distribution P,,. defined in Eq.(B4) satisfies the
condition in Eq.(B2]).

Case 2. For a specific joint distribution FP,,. =
>y Puyz[ryz] With three random variables X,Y and
Z on finite sample spaces, assume that P,,. satisfies
I(X;Y) = I(X;Y|Z) = 0, that is, X and Y are both
independent and conditional independent on Z. In this
case, we have Markovian decomposition of py,. as

Pxyz = PzPyPz|xy, V, Z,Y, %, (BG)
Pzyz :pzpm|zpy\zavv'rvyaz' (B7)

From Algorithm 1, we can obtain two chain networks:
one represents the distribution P,,. with two edges from
X to Z and Y to Z, the other represents the distribution
Py, . with two edges from Z to X and Z to Y. Both imply
an undirected Bayesian network. This has completed the
proof.

In what follows, we prove the result by considering
P,,. satisfies I(X;Y) = 0 and I(X;Y|Z) > 0. This
implies a Markovian decomposition of Eq.(Bfl). From
Algorithm 1, we can obtain a chain network consisting
of two edges for representing the distribution P, ., one
is from X to Z and the other is Y to Z, as shown in
Fig[Bl(b), that is, two independent variables X and Y are
the predecessors of Z.

We will prove the converse-directed chain Bayesian
network shown in FigBl(c) for representing the distribu-
tion P, satisfying Eq.(B3)). The distribution P, is
rewritten into

Pmyz = Zwypmy [:cy] X mea (B8)
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where pyy = > Payz, and @, denotes the probability
distribution of Z conditional on X = x and Y = y and
is defined by

Qazy = Ezpﬂmy (2] (B9)

with p |z, = Z;zi.
: vy
Consider a joint distribution from the chain network

as
ny2122 - Pzzl PyzQ

= Z PPy [xy2122], (BIO)
T=21,y=22

where Py, = Zz,zlpwm [221] and Py, = Zy,npy@ [yza].
From the condition in Eq.(B2)), it follows from Eq.(BS)
that

Hence, it is sufficient to show that the distribution
in Eq.(BII) can be obtained from the distribution in
Eq.(BI0) using local classical post-processing of Z; and
Zy. Note that Qg in Eq.(B9) is a probability distri-

bution, that is > TTyyz = >, Psay = 1. Define the

following classical mapping

g: [Zl =T,22 = y] = szuvxu Y, (B12)
that is, the output of z; = x and 22 = y is mapping
into a probability distribution @Q,. g is a classical post-
processing function of probability. In fact, define a non-
negative matrix as

g1,1(?)
Sy = | 8ay(V) |, (B13)
gn,n(7)
where U = (P.—1jgy: " »Pe=n|zy, 0, -~ ,0) denotes n2-

dimensional nonnegative vector associated with the prob-
ability distribution @y, g;; denote n? different permu-
tations of vector ¢ such that g, ,(0) = ¥ for each pair of
x and y. Here, we assume there are n samples of x,y.
This implies

Cry - Sy = T, V2, Y, (B14)
where €, denotes the n?-dimensional unit vector with
the zy-th component being 1 and others being 0. It is
easy to prove that S, are double stochastic matrices,
that is, the entries are non-negative, and each row and
column sums to 1. From Birkhoft’s theorem ﬂE], it shows
that the set of doubly stochastic matrices is a convex set
whose extreme points are the permutation matrices. This
means that all the transformations S, can be realized in



statistics. Moreover, all the outputs {zy} are distinguish-
able. This means that each S, can be locally performed
for each pair of outputs = and y. So, we have proved
that the distribution in Eq.(BII) can be obtained from
the distribution in Eq.(BI0) by using local classical post-
processing of Z; and Zs. From Algorithm 1, we obtain
the Bayesian network in Fig[Bl(c).

In classical realization of Bayesian network, since the
variables z and y are independent, from Eq.(7) in the
maintext there are two independent measurable variables
A1 and Ao such that

pm=/Q p(z| N p(N)dA,
py=/Q p(yly)pu(y)dy,

(B15)
(B16)

where p(x|\) and p(y|v) are characteristic functions, that
is, p(z|\),p(yly) € {0,1}. Note that the function in
Eq.(BI2) is measurable. Combined with Egs.(4) and
(B3)) we get from the independence of X and Y that

Day= =/Qp(wlz\)p(ylv)g(p((zlzz)I/\,7)) (A)dAu(y)dB317)

where @ = Qp x Qy, as shown in Fig[fa).
completed the proof.

This has

2. Quantum chain networks

Our goal in this section is to prove Result 1 by using
quantum chain network, as shown in Fig.2(b). Specially,
the quantum realization is also rigid, that is, any distribu-
tion Py, derived from local measurements on this quan-
tum network satisfies Eq.(B2). Moreover, for any dis-
tribution Py, = Ezyzpwyz[:tyz] satisfy the condition in
Eq.(B2) there exists a quantum chain network consisting
of two bipartite states pac, on Hilbert space Ha ® He,
and opc, on Hilbert space Hp ® Hc,, and local measure-

ments {M } {M(B + and {M; Clc?)} such that
Paye = Te[(MIN @ MIP) @ M) pac, ® 0pc,(B18)

In fact, consider a quantum network consisting of any
bipartite states pac, on Hilbert space Ha ® Hce, and
0BC, O Hilbert space Hp @ He,. For any POVM mea-

surements {M } {M(B + and {M: Clc?)} we have

Pay = (MM @ MP)pa @ o), (B19)

where py and pp are reduced density matrices of the
systems A and B, respectively. It follows that p,, = papy
which satisfies the condition (BZ2).

In fact, the proof in Appendix B.1 above has sug-
gested a proof by using mixed states for quantum net-
works, where we can define pac, =), ., Pus |z21)(221]

and ppc, = D, ., Pyz|y22)(yze|. Each particle is mea-
sured under the computation basis {|z)}, {|y)} or {|z:)}.
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The output of z12z5 is transformed into z by using clas-
sically post-proposing function in Eq. (BI2). Note that
the post-proposing function is depending of the output
z129. This generally cannot be realized by local quantum
measurements on C7 and C>. Instead, in what follow
we consider a quantum network consisting of two entan-
gled states. With new quantum realization, any distribu-
tion satisfying the condition in Eq.(B2) can be generated
by local quantum measurements without classical post-
progressing. ~

For a given distribution P,,. = Zzyzpzyz [zyz] sat-
isfying the condition in Eq. (B2), we get marginal
distributions Pyy = >° paylryl, Po = >, pez] and

Py = Zypy[y]u where Pxy = Zzpzyza Pz = Zyyzpmyza

and py = >, Pay.. Define a general joint state
(I)>ABC = Z \/pzyz|xayvz> (B2O)
xr,y,z
from the joint distribution P,,.. It follows that
Pay> = Tr[(Jz)(z] @ [y)(y| @ |2)(z])|@)(@]], (B21)

that is, the quantum probability under local projection
measurement is compatible with the given distribution
Pyy-.

From two distributions P, and P,, define two entan-
gled states as

Z Dz T, x) (B22)

|b2) By = Z\/P—yh/ay .
Yy

|61) A 0y =

(B23)

It follows that

|¢1>A101|¢2>3102 = vawpy|x7y>A’B’|x7y>Clcz
x,Yy
= Z\/p1y|xay>A/B/|Iay>Cld;324)
x,Y

from the equality of p,, = p.p, because of the condi-
tion in Eq.(B2). The reduced density matrix of the joint
system A’B’ is given by

pA'B = par @ ppr, (B25)

where pa = 5, pele){z] and ppr = 5, pyl9) 0l
Now, from Eq.(B24) we get the Schmidt decomposition
of |¢1>A1C1|¢2>3102 as

Z\/p;vy|x y A’B"x y>clczv(B26)

z,y

|¢1>A1C1 |¢2 B1C2 =

where {|z,y)} are orthogonal states from the distin-
guishability of samples {2} and {y}.
From Eq.(B20) we have

P)apc = Z VPay|2Y) AB|Pay)c

z,Y

(B27)



where |@gzy)c = >, ’;fi|z> denote some states of the
( \/ Pay

system Z. We complete the proof with two subcases,
that is, {|¢wy)c} are orthogonal states or not.

e Assume that |p,,)c are orthogonal states. In this
case, there is a local unitary mapping given by U :

losy)c — |2y = 2)c,c, because Eq.(B27) is the
Schmidt decomposition of |®). This implies

(Lap @ U 1) a,04|d2) Bros = @) apc.  (B28)

By performing local projection measurements un-
der bases {M, = [z)(z[a,}, {My = |y)(y|s, } and
{M,, = |¢zy){@zylc}, we get a joint distribution

Pmyz = ZzyZmez[xyZ] with
oy = Tr[(Me @ My @ M, )p1 @ po]
= Tr[(M, ® M, ® M,)(1ap ® Ual)(m ® p2)]
= Payz (B29)

from Eqs.([B21) and (B28), where p; = |¢;)(¢;], and
{II, = |2)(z|c,¢, }. This has completed the proof.

e Assume that |¢,,)c are not orthogonal states. In
this case, we define local transformations U, on
the systems C;Cy and C” as follows

Uy : [2y)0y0,10)cr = |2y)oycu ey (B30)

for any z,y, where C’ is an auxiliary system in
the state |0). After these local operations being
performed on the joint system C1Cq, the total state
of chain quantum network is changed into

|\I/>A1310102C' = (]lAlBl Ry Ufy)|¢1>z4101|¢2>3102|O>C'
= Z \/pwy|$y>AlBl|xy>0102|901y>c<B31)
x,Y

By performing local measurements under projec-

tions {M, = [z)(z|a, }, {My = [y)(YlB. }, { Moy =
[zy)(@yloyc, } and {Mg,, = [@ay)(Paylc}, we get
a joint distribution Py, = Zmyz%cyz [xyz] with

ryz = Tr[(Mm ® My ® Mgy ® Msamy)pl @ p2 ® |O><O|C’]
= Tr[(M, ® My ® My, @ M.)(1a, B, @uy Usy)
X (p1 ® p2 ®|0)(0]cr)]

= Tr[(M, @ My © Myy @ M)[0)(¥]]

= DPzyz (B32)
from Eqgs.(B2])) and (B31)). This has completed the
proof.

Appendix C: Proofs of Inequalities (19)-(23)

For a triangle network consisting of three independent
random variables X, Y and Z on finite sample spaces the
joint distribution satisfies the following inequality @] as

HX)+H(Y)+H(Z)<H(X,Y)+ H(Y,Z). (C1)
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Combining with the definition of I(X;Y’;Z) it implies
that
I(X;Y;7Z) = HX)+ HY)+ H(Z)+ HX,Y, Z)
—-H(X,)Y)-H(Y,Z)—-H(X,Z)
H(X,Y,Z)— H(X,Z)
= HY|X, Z2). (C2)
Similarly, by considering the cyclic permutation of three
random variables in the inequality (C9)), it follows that
I(X;Y;Z) < HX|Y, Z), (C3)
I(X;Y;Z) < H(ZIX,Y). (C4)

This implies the upper bound in the inequality (19).
Now, we prove the lower bound of triangle mutual in-
formation by using the Finner inequality [33] of

Pxyz < VPxPyPz, (05)

where Py, = iw y.Pryz [xyz] is a given joint distribu-
tion derived from triangle network consisting of three in-

dependent variables X,y and 1. P, = > p,[z],P, =

>, Pylyl and P. = 37 p.[z] are marginal distributions.
The inequality (CH)) implies

1
H(X,Y,Z) = ) pay:log

P Pzyz
> Z Py lOg _
AT /PabyDs
1 1 1 1
=3 Payz(log — +log — + log —
2 m);)z Y ( Pz Dy pz)

1 1 1 1
= 5Q_pelog—+3 plog—+3 p.log—)
- Pz " Dy > Pz

= L(H(X) + H(Y) + H(Z))

from the increasing function of f(z) = logxz. Combining
with the definition of I(X;Y"; Z), it follows the inequality
(20).

For a triangle network consisting of one variable ), its
joint distribution P, . satisfies as

I(X;Y;Z2) < 4H(X,Y,Z) - H(X,Y)
CH(X,Z)-H(V.Z)  (CT)
and
4
I(X;Y;7) > g(H(X)-I—H(Y)-i-H(Z))
In fact, we have recently proved @] that
Poyz < (Papyp:)? (C9)
for any py.. Similar to the inequality (CGl) we have
H(X,Y,Z) < %(H(X) L H(Y) + H(Z)) (C10)

This implies the inequalities (22) and (23) from the def-
inition of I(X;Y; Z).

(C6)



Appendix D: Negative Shannon information of the
W-type distribution

Consider the following W-type distribution
P,y = a001] + b[010] + ¢[100] (D1)

with a +b+c¢ =1 and a,b,c > 0. It yields to marginal
distributions as

P, = (1—=10)[0] + 1]

P, = (1—-0)[0] +b[1]

P, = (1—a)[0] +all]
P,y = a[00] + b[01] + ¢[10]

P,. = c[00] + a[01] 4 b[10]

P,. = b[00] + a[01] + ¢[10] (D2)

From the definitions of Shannon entropy in Eq.(1) we get

H(X) = —clogyc— (1 —c)logy(1 —c),

H(Y) = —blogyb— (1 —b)logy(1 —b),

H(Z) = —alogya— (1 —a)logy(l —a),
H(X,Y) = H(X,Z)=H(Y,Z) = H(X,Y, Z)

= —alogya—blogy b — clog, ¢ (D3)

This implies Shannon mutual information as

I,(X;Y;Z) = HX)+HY)+ H(Z)+ H(X,Y,Z)
-H(X,)Y)-H(X,Z)-H(,2)
= alog,a+ blog, b+ clog, c
(1 - a)logy(1 — a) — (1 - b) logy(1 — b)
—(1—c)logy(1 - ¢)

<0 (D4)

from [35, Appendix A]. Here, the total Shannon mu-
tual information of the W-type distribution is shown in
Fig.96

Moreover, consider classical transformations of the W-
type distribution in Eq.(DI]) with local doubly stochastic
matrices defined by

cos? 1 sin?y;
Us = (sin2 v cos?y )7 (D5)
cos? 7y, sin? s
Uy = (sin Yo cos?yy ) (D6)
2 .2
U. = <C9sz B ) (D7)
sin®y3 cos? 3
Define two quantities
L(X;Y;Z)= max {I(X;Y;2)}, (D8)
Y1,72,73
L(X;Y;Z)= min {I(X;Y;2)},  (D9)
Y1,72,73

Interestingly, assisted by numeric simulations the max-
imal Shannon mutual information I (X;Y;Z) over all
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1(X;Y;2)

FIG. 6: (Color online) The total mutual information
L,(X;Y;Z) of the W-type distribution Pp,. = a[001] +
b[010] + ¢[100]. Here, a = cos?01,b = sin? 0y cos® f> and

¢ = sin® 0y sin® 02, 61,602 € (0, %)

probabilistic transformations in Eqgs.(Di)-(D7) is almost
constant for any a,b,c, that is, I;(X;Y;Z) ~ 0.5307.
Meanwhile, the W-type distribution in Eq.(DI]) achieves
the minimal Shannon mutual information according to
the local probabilistic transformations in Egs.(D3)-(D1),
that is,

I,(X;Y;2) = (XY Z) (D10)

up to the error scale of 1077,

Appendix E: Generalized W-type distributions in
Egs.(27) and (28)

In this section we firstly prove how to verify generalized
W-type distributions in Eqs.(27) and (28) by using the
network inflation [23]. And then, we prove the negative
Shannon mutual information for these distributions.

1. Witnessing generalized W-type distribution

In this section we prove that any one of the following
W-type distributions

Pyy- = a]001] 4 b[010] + ¢[100] + d[011] (E1)
P,y = a[001] 4 b[010] + ¢[100] + d[101] (E2)
P,y = a[001] 4 b[010] + ¢[100] + d[110] (E3)
P,y = a[010] 4 b[011] + ¢[100] + d[101] (E4)
Pyy- = al001] 4 b[010] + ¢[101] + d[110] (E5)
Pyy- = al001] + b[011] + ¢[100] + d[110]  (E6)

is compatible with tripartite network consisting of one
variable for any a,b,¢,d € (0,1) and a +b+c+d =
1 using the second-order inflation method ﬂﬁ] Here,
we only consider the distributions in Eqs.(EIl) and (E4)



while similar proof holds for other distributions from the
permutations of three variables.

Case 1. We prove the distribution P,,, in Eq.(EI)
which is compatible with the tripartite network consist-
ing of three latent variables, as shown in Fig.3(a).

From Eq.(EI)) we get the marginal distributions as fol-
lows

Pyy = al00] + ¢[10] + (b + d)[01], (E7)
P,. = ¢[00] + b[10] + a[01] + d[11], (E8)
P,. = ¢[10] + b[00] + (a + d)[01], (E9)
P, = (b+a+ad)[0] + c[1], (E10)
P, = (a+0)[0] + (b+d)[1], (E11)
P, = (b+0)[0] + (a+d)[1] (E12)

for any a,b,c € (0,1) and a+b+c+d = 1. Suppose that
P, is compatible with the triangle network consisting of
random variables X, Y and Z (generated from latent vari-
ables A, and 7), as shown in Fig.3(a). A second-order
spiral inflation is shown in Fig.3(b). Consider the first-
order inflation network consisting of random variables
X1,Y: and Z; (generated from latent variables A1, y; and
m ). From Lemma 4 m], it follows all the marginal dis-
tributions of {ABC} {XZ1},{V1Z}, {X1Y} {X1}, {1}
and {Z; } which have the same marginal distribution with
Eqs. (E7)-(E12) should be compatible with the first-order
inflation network in Fig.3(b), that is,

Pp., = ¢[10] + b[00] 4 (a + d)[01], (E13)
Py.. = c[00] +b[10] + a[01] +d[11],  (E14)
P,y = al00] + ¢[10] + (b + d)[01], (E15)

P, = P,,P,=P, P, =P, (E16)

From Eq.(EI3) it implies that X = 0 whenever Z; = 1.
Similarly, we get Y = 0 whenever X; = 1 from Eq.(EIH),
that is,

Pr[X =0|Z, =1] = Pr[Y =0|X; = 1] =1 (E17)

Consider the second-order inflation network con-
sisting of random variables X»,Y> and Z5 (gener-
ated from latent variables Ao,v2 and 1)2). From
Lemma 4 [23], it follows all the marginal distribu-
tions of {XY Z}, {Y Z2}, {XYa},{X2Z}, { X2}, {Y2} and
{Z5} which have the same marginal distribution with
Eqs.(E7)-(E12) should be compatible with the second-
order inflation network in Fig.3(b), that is,

Py., = ¢[00] +0b[10] +a[01] +d[11],  (E18)
Pry, = al00] + ¢[10] + (b + d)[01], (E19)
Py,. = ¢[10] 4 b[00] 4 (a + d)[01], (E20)

P,, = P,,P, =P, P, =P, (E21)

From Eq.(EI9) it implies that X = 0 whenever Y5 = 1.
Similarly, we get Z = 0 whenever X5 = 1 from Eq.(E20),
that is,

Pr[X =0|Ya = 1] = Pi[Z =0[X, =1] = 1 (E22)
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From Fig.3(b) the inflation shows the random variables
X1, 11,74, X5,Ys, Z5 should be marginally independent
in any compatible distribution. From Egs.(EI2) and
(ETQ) it follows that

PI’[X1:Z1:X2=§/2=1]750 (E23)

Combined with Eqgs.(EIT) and (E22), it follows that

PrX =Y =Z=0]£0 (B24)
which is contradicted to Eq.(EI). This has proved that
the distribution in Eq.(EI]) is incompatible with the tri-
partite network in Fig.3(a).

Case 2. We prove the distribution in Eq. (E4) is
compatible with the tripartite network consisting of three
latent variables, as shown in Fig.3(a).

From Eq.(E4) we get the marginal distributions as fol-
lows

P, = (a+b)[01] + (c+ d)[10], (E25)
P,. = c[00] + a[01] + d[10] + b[11],  (E26)
P,. = a[00] + b[01] + c[10] + d[11],  (E27)
P, = (a+0)[0]+ (c+d)[1], (E28)
P, = (c+d)[0] + (a+b)[1], (E29)
P, (a+c)[0] + (b+d)[1] (E30)

for any a,b,¢,d € (0,1) and a +b+c+d = 1. Sup-
pose that P,,. is compatible with the triangle network
consisting of three latent variables, as shown in Fig.3(a).
From Lemma 4 ﬂﬁ] it follows all the marginal distribu-
tions of sets {ABC} {XZ1},{V1Z}, {X1Y} {X1}, {1}
and {Z; } which have the same marginal distribution with
Eqgs.(E25)-(E30) should be compatible with the first-
order inflation network in Fig.3(b), that is,

P,.. = c[00] 4 a[01] +d[10] + b[11],  (E31)
P,y = (a+0b)[01] + (c+ d)[10], (E32)
Pp., = af00] 4 b[01] 4 ¢[10] + d[11],  (E33)

P, = P, P, =P, P., =P.. (E34)

From Eq.(E32) it implies that ¥ = 0 whenever X; = 1,
that is,

Pr[Y =0|X; =1]=1. (E35)

Moreover, all the marginal distributions of

{XYZ}a{YZQ}a{X}/Q}v{XQZ}a{XQ}a{}/Q}v and

{Z5} which have the same marginal distribution

with Eqgs.(E25)-(E3Q) should be compatible with the
second-order inflation network in Fig.3(b), that is,

P,., = ¢[00] + a[01] +d[10] + b[11],  (E36)
Pay, = (a+b)[01] + (c + d)[10], (E37)
Py,. = a[00] +b[01] +¢[10] + d[11],  (E38)
P,, = P,,P,, =P, P.,, =P.. (E39)



From Eq.(E37) it implies that X = 0 whenever Y5 = 1,
that is,

PriX = 0[Ya=1] =1 (E40)
From Egs.(E30) and (E34) it follows that
Pl”[Xl = Z2 = 1] 75 0. (E41)

Combined with Eqgs.(E38) and (EZ0), it follows that

Pr[X =Y = 0] £0, (E42)
which is contradicted to Eq.(E4). This has proved that
the distribution in Eq.(E4) is incompatible with the tri-
partite network in Fig.3(a).

2. Negative Shannon mutual information

Here, we firstly consider the W-type distribution in
Eq.(EI). We show that its Shannon mutual information
satisfies I,s(X;Y;Z) < 0 for the subcase of a = ¢ or
b = ¢. Similar proofs hold for other two distributions in
Eqgs.(E2) and (E3). In fact, from the marginal distribu-

tions in Eqs.(E1D)-(E12) we get

H(X) = —clogyc— (1 —c¢)logy(1—c),

H(Y) = —(b+d)logyb— (a+ ¢)logy(a+ c),

H(Z) = —(a+d)logy(a+d) — (b+c)logy(b+ c),
H(X,Y) = —alogya — (b+d)logy(b+ d) — clog,c,
H(X,Z) = —blogyb— (a+d)logy(a+d) — clog,c,
H(Y,Z) = H(X,Y,Z) = —alogya —blogy b

—clog, ¢ — dlog, d. (E43)

This implies the Shannon mutual information as

Ls(X;Y;Z) = HX)+H(Y)+H(Z)+ H(X,Y,Z)
“H(X,Y) - H(X,Z) - H(Y, Z)
= alogya+ blogy b+ clog, c
(1 - ¢)logy(1 — ¢) — (a+ ¢) logy(a+ )
—(b+ c)logy(b+ c). (E44)
Now, consider the subcase of a = ¢. From Eq.(E44) it
follows that

Lo(X5Y3Z) = blogy(b) — (1 — a)logy(1 — a) — 2

—(b+ a)logy(b+ a). (E45)
The first-order of partial derivatives are given by
01,s(X;Y; Z)
e = log, b — log,(a + b)
< 0, (E46)
0l,s(X;Y; Z
# = logy(1 —a) — logy(a+b) — 2

<0 (EAT)
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FIG. 7: (Color online) The numeric difference of I.,(X;Y; Z)
and I2(X;Y; Z) for the W-type distribution Py,. = a[001] +
b[010] + a[100] + d[011]. Here, a = § cos® 61, b = sin” 0, cos” 02
and d = sin? 0; sin 0y, 01,6, € (0, %)

for any a,b > 0. This implies that I,s(X;Y; Z) < 0 from
I,s(X;Y;Z) = 0 with a = b = 0. From the symmetry
of a and b in Eq.(E44), we can prove the result for the
subcase of b = c.

Moreover, under the probabilistic transformations in
Egs.(D3)-(D1) the maximal Shannon mutual informa-
tion satisfies I1(X;Y; Z) > 0.5294 for any a, b. Different
from the W-type distribution in Eq.(DI)) the probabilistic
transformations in Eqs.(Di)-(D7) can change the mini-
mal Shannon mutual information I>(X;Y; Z). Specially,
we show that

I,s(X;Y;2) X L(X;Y;2) (E48)

for any 0 < a,b < 1. This shows a different feature of the
W-type distribution in Eq. (EI) from in Eq.(DJ).

Now, we consider the W-type distribution in Eq.(E4).
Different from the distributions in Eqs.(EI)-(E3) its
Shannon mutual information satisfies I,,s(X;Y;2) > 0
for any a, b, ¢,d. In fact, from the marginal distributions

in Eqgs.(E25)-(E3Q) we get

— H(Y)=H(X,Y)

a+ b)logy(a+0b)
c+d)logy(c+ d),
a+ ¢)logy(a+ ¢)
b+ d)logy(b+ d),
— H(Y,Z) = H(X,Y, Z)
= —alogya —blogyb

—(
—( (E49)
—(

—( (E50)
—clog, ¢ — dlog, d. (E51)
This implies the Shannon mutual information satisfying

L,s(X;Y;Z) = HX)+H(Z) - H(X,Z)

> 0. (E52)

Similar proofs hold for other two distributions in

Egs.(ER) and (EG).



Appendix F: Proof of Result 3

The proof of Result 3 is completed using quantum re-
alization of Bayesian network, which includes any classi-
cal realization. We firstly prove the result for a tripartite
quantum network consisting of any pure three-qubit state
|®) apc on Hilbert space Ha @ Hp ® He. Consider its
Schmidt decomposition with respect to the bipartition A
and BC as

|®) = Z)\i|¢i>A|¢i>Bc, (F1)

i=1

where \;’s are Schmidt coefficients satisfying >, \? = 1,
and {|¢;)} are orthogonal states of the particle A while
{|#:)} are orthogonal states of joint system BC.

If s =1, |®) is a product state. In this case, for any
local POVM operators {M,}, {Ny},{L.}, we have

= Tr[|®){(@|(M, ® Ny ® L.)]
= Tr(|¢1><¢l|M1)Tr(|1/’1><1/’1|(Nu ® LZ))
= PzPyz (F2)

for any x,y, z. This implies that

Payz

I(X:Y;Z2)=1(Y;2Z) - I(Y;Z|X)=0.  (F3)

It follows that I, (X;Y;Z) = 0.

If s = 2, |®) is an entanglement. In this case, by using
proper local unitary transformations for each particle, we
obtain three entangled states as

[@1) = A1]000) + A2|111), (F4)
|®2) = A1]000) + A2[1)(71[01)
+72[10) + 73[11)), (F5)
|®3) = A1|0)(«[00) + B11)) + A2|1)(7]00)
—ya|11) 4+ ~1|01) 4+ v2|10)). (Fo6)

For the GHZ-type state in Eq.([4]) each party performs
the projection measurement under the computation basis
{]0),]1)}. They get the tripartite probability distribution
as

Pyy. = A3[000] + AF[111], (F7)

which can be classically transformed into

Plo= Y glowd (Fs)

,y,2=0,1
by using a post-processing transformation

1 1
T:[i]»—>5[0]+§[l],i20,1 (F9)
for each party. For the distribution P}, . in Eq.(ES) we
get

I(X;Y;Z)=0. (F10)
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This implies that I,,;,(X;Y;Z) < 0. Moreover, we can
show that there are local POVM measurements such that
Lnin(X;Y; Z) < 0 for any A1 € (0,1) assisted by numeric
evaluations.

For the entanglement in Eq. (EH]), each party performs
the projection measurement under the computation basis
{]0),]1)}. They get a joint probability distribution as

Pyy. = A1[000] + A3~7[101] + A373[110]

+A373[111], (F11)
which can be classically transformed into the distribu-
tion in Eq.(E]) by using the post-processing transfor-
mation in Eq. (E9) for each party. This implies that
Imin(X;Y; Z) < 0. Moreover, we can prove there are lo-
cal measurements such that I,,;,(X;Y; Z) < 0 for almost
all \;,v; € (0,1) assisted by numeric evaluations.

For the entanglement in Eq.([6) each party performs
the projection measurement under the computation ba-
sis {|0),]1)}. And then, they can transform the joint
probability distribution into the distribution Eq.(ES) by
using the post-processing transformation ([9). This im-
plies that I,,;,(X;Y; Z) < 0. Moreover, there are local
measurements such that I,,;,(X;Y; Z) < 0 for almost all
i, o, 8,74, € (0,1) assisted by numeric evaluations.

Similarly result holds for any high-dimensional entan-
glement |®) on Hilbert space Ha ® Hp @ Hc. Here,
each joint distribution under local projection measure-
ments can be changed into a separable distribution by
using the post-processing transformation in Eq.(E9) for
any outcome.

Appendix G: Shannon mutual information from
general networks

Consider a general n+m-partite quantum network N,,,
as shown in Fig.4. Our goal here is to prove both negative
and positive mutual information can be generated from
N,, with n > 3.

1. Generating positive mutual information

In this subsection, we show some local operations may
build positive Shannon mutual information for others as

I(Xy;-;X,)=0

I(Xy;- -3 X,|Y) >0 (G1)

where the joint probability distribution Px,...x,y is ob-
tained from local measurements on the network Aj,. This
implies negative Shannon mutual information as

(X5 X Y) o= I(Xy;- -
—I(Xy;--
< 0,

s Xon)
: ;Xn|y)
(G2)



where all the random variables Y := Y;---Y,, are re-
garded as one high-dimensional variable.

In fact, define local measurements of A; as {M,, =
|zi)(xi|} which satisfy >° =M, = 1, with the identity
operator 1 4, on the state space of A;, i =1,--- ,n. Let
{M,,} with My, € {|i) £ 2% —i—1),i=0,---,2% "1}
be local measurements of B; and satisfy Zyj M, =15,
with the identity operator 1p; on the state space of By,
where s; denotes the number of particle contained in the
node Bj, j = 1,---,n. Since all the nodes Ay,--- A,
are independent, the joint probability of the outcome
r1--- Xy, is given by

= Tr(®?:1MIipA1“'An)
= ®?:1Tr(MxipAi)

n

[I»e..

i=1

pzl---xn

(G3)

where p4,..4, denotes the reduced density matrix of
A1,--- A, pa, denotes the reduced density matrix of
A;, and p,, denotes the probability of the outcome x; by
A;. From Eq.(G3)) it follows that

I(Xy;--- 3 X,) =0. (G4)

Now, consider the projection measurement {M,,} of
Bi, -+, B, and send out the measurement outcomes for
Ai,--- A, It is easy to check that the joint state of
A1,---, A, is changed into an n-qubit GHZ state

VO™t sin [1)®" (G5)

under proper local unitary operations ], where ¢ de-
pends on parameters 6,---,6,. Now, under the local
projection measurement {M,,}, it follows the joint dis-
tribution

|¢>A1”'An = CO8 SOlO

Pyy.oow, =08 [0+ 0] +sin @[1---1]. (G6)
We obtain that
I(Xy;--- 5 X,]Y) = —cos® plog(cos® @)
— sin? plog(sin? )
>0 (G7)

for any 61,--- ,6, € (0,%). From Eqs.(G4) and (GZ) we
get that

I(Xy;- - X Y) <0. (G8)

This has proved the result. One example is long chain
network or star network [27).

2. Generating positive Shannon mutual
information

In this subsection, we show some local operations may
generate negative Shannon mutual information for others
as

I(Xy;-3;X,)=0
I(Xy;--; X,|Y) <0

(G9)
(G10)
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where the joint probability distribution Px,...x, v;...v,, 18
obtained from local measurements on the network Aj.
This implies positive Shannon mutual information as

I(Xy;- 3 X0y Y) = I(Xq;--- 5 X0n)
—I(Xq;-- 5 XalY)

> 0 (G11)

which is different from Eq.(G2). This means that the n-
independent network shows different correlations beyond
the chain network in Fig.2(b) for any n > 3.

The proof is constructed as follows. Consider a special
case of Ny as n = 3 and m = 1. Here, each pair of A;
and B shares one EPR state |¢;). In this case, the total
state of NV is given by

B) = Y iiyislirinis) a,a,a,]iri2is) 5 (G12)

i1i2i2=0,1

— 7173 ij+1l mod2 g iniji Q.
where a;, 1,1, = [[;_; cos® 0;sin" 0;. B performs
a local measurement under the quantum Fourier basis

{IL,} with II,, € {|@:){¢:}, where |p;) are defined as
i) = 5(001) +j010)

+w?[100) + w?(011)),
lpass) = 5(1110) + wil101)

+w?'1000) + w*[111) (G13)

with an unit root w = +/—1,i=1,---,4. After the local
measurement, by proper local operation of Ay, the joint
state of A1, As and As is changed into

|(I)z> = apo1 |001> =+ wiia010|010)
+w ™ a100]100) + w*ag11]011)),
|(I)4+i> = a110|010> +w_ia101|001)
+w ™% agoe|100) + w3 ay11|011), (G14)

where ¢ = 1,---,4. Under the local projection of all
parties A;’s, it implies a joint distribution as

Prioses = a5011001] + ag;0[010]
+a?o[100] + a3, [011], (G15)
or
Prywozs = 0310[010] + a3, [001]
+a200[100] 4 a?,,[011] (G16)
Combined with Appendix E.2, it follows that
I(Xl;XQ;X3|Y) <0 (G17)

for 61 = 03. This has completed the proof from Eqs.(G4])

and (GI7).



