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An unsupervised lraming procedure based on m axin izing the m utual inform ation
between the outputs of two netw orks receiving di erent but statistically dependent
Inputs is analyzed Becker and H inton, N ature, 355, 92, 161). For a generic data
m odel, Ishow that in the large sam ple lim it the structure in the data is recognized by
m utual nform ation m axin ization. For a m ore restricted m odel, w here the netw orks
are sin ilar to perceptrons, I calculate the leaming curves for zero-tem perature G bbs
lraming. These show that convergence can be rather slow , and a way of reqularizing

the procedure is considered.
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I. NTRODUCTION

In unsupervised kaming one often triesto nd amapping ofa high din ensional signal
X Into a sin ple output space Y which preserves the interesting and in portant features ofthe
signal. T he statem ent of the problem is rather vague and a wealth ofalgorithm exist forthe
task which often de nethem eaning of "Interesting and In portant" in tem s ofthe algorithm
itself [Il]. In search fora principled approach, it ssem s naturalto tum to infom ation theory
and to require that them utualinform ation T X ; X )) between the signalX and itsencoding
X ) should be lJarge. Unfortunately, this is often a trivialproblem . Ifone com ponent ofX ,
say the rst one, has a continuous distrdbbution, the m utual infom ation between X and this
component isin niteand so IK ; (X)) can bem axin ized by sin ply choosing to profct
X onto its rst com ponent.
To arrive at am eaningfiiltask one hasthus considered maxim izngI X ; K + )),where

is isotropic G aussian noise [Q]. Then if is constrained to be lnear and X is G aussian,
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the problm beocom es equivalent to principal com ponent analysis, but one can also consider
nonlinear choices for . The drawback of this approach is that if one reparam eterizes X ,

stting X = ® ), then maximizing I ; € + )) will ;n general yield quite di erent
results even if is a sinpl linear and volum e preserving m apping. So in this approach

the m eaning of Interesting and im portant is m plicitly de ned by the choice of a coordinate
system forX .

It ism uch m ore naturalto apply nfom ation theory when considering the related scenario
that one has access to two signalsX ; and X, which aredi erent but statistically dependent.
Fornstance X ; m ightbe a visualand X , the corresponding auditory signal. Then I X 1;X )
isa reparam eterization Invariant m easure ofthe statisticaldependence ofthe two signalsand
one can ask for a sim ple encoding of X ; which preserves the m utual inform ation ofthe two
signals. So in this scenario one w ill ook for a m apping ; ofX ; into a sin ple ocutput space
Y, orwhich I( ;& 1);X,) is lJarge. This is the basic idea of the inform ation bottleneck
m ethod 3, 4].

In the sam e setting, a m ore sym m etric approach hasbeen proposed by B ecker and H inton
B, 6]. The dea is to ook for sinple encodings ;; , of both signals which yield a large
valile of I( 1 X 1); »&,)). An attractive feature of this approach is that to com pute the
m utual nfom ation of the encodings one has to estim ate probabilities only in the sinple
output spaces Y; and Y, and not in the high din ensional space of the signals them sslves.

W hile the m ain thrust of this paper is to analyze Becker and H Inton’s proposal using
statistical physics, I shall rst give som e general characteristics of what can be leamed
by m axin izing I for a Jarge class of scenarios where the approach seem s suitable. I then
soecialize to the case that the ; are perosptron lke architectures with discrete output
values and sstup a fram ework for analyzing lkeaming from exam ples In the thermm odynam ic
Iim it. Next, som e leaming curves obtained for speci c¢ cases are discussed, and I conclude
by addressing the lim itation of the presented approach and som e Insights gained from it.

ITI. GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS

In general tem s the m utual nform ation of X ; and X , is the K L-divergence between the
pint distribution ofX ; and X , and the product distribution oftheirm arginal distributions.
If the variables have probability densities this de nition reads:

Z
IX1;X3) = Xmdxzp(Xlr'Xz)b%M : @)
P x1)pX2)

I X 1;X,) isnonnegative and vanishesonly ifX ; and X , are independent. So a positive value
Indicates statistical dependence, and the ideal scenario for Becker and H inton’s proposal is
that this dependence is such that forsuitabl functions ; and , wehave ; X1)= ,X,) for
any possibl pint occurrence ofa pair X ;X ;). For ilnstance, ; X 1) m ight be the comm on
cause of the two signals. I shall further assum e that the know ledge of ; X 1) (©r , X ,))



encapsulates the entire statistical dependency ofthe two signals, so that the pint density of
X 1;X ;) can be written as

1 X1); 2 X2)

P X1;X) = P &1)p X2) : @)

Z 1 (x1)
For brevity T have assum ed that the ; take on discrete values, so  refers to K ronecker’s
delta and the nom alization is

Zx = Prob[; X1)=k]= Prob[,X,)=Kk]: 3)

Ifthe pint distribution ofthe signals isgiven by ), itm akes sense to ask whether the ;
can be inferred by ocbserving only X 1;X ,). Thisnaturally leads one to consider the m utual
Inform ation because a sin ple calculation showsthat I X 1;X2) = I(1 X 1); 2 X 5)). In the
appendix I show, using standard inform ation theoretic relations, that any two m appings
which also preserve the mutual nform ation, IX 1;X,) = I(1®1); 2 K,)), are related to
the ; In a smplk way. Nam ely,

i&i) = i(1&i)) “)

holds identically for suitable m appings ;, and in this sense the ; provide a sinplest de-
scription of the data. If the ; have the sam e number of output values as the ;, the ;
can only be pem utations. O f course, as an unsupervised leaming procedure m axin izing
I(1®1); 2X5)),doesnot x speci c values for the output labels. D epite of this, I shall
som etin es callthe ; teachers and take such trivial pem utational sym m etries into acocount
only tacitly.

R ealistically, one w ill not be abl to choose the ; based on the know ledge of the entire
distrdoution of X ;X ,), but only have access to a training sst D of nitely m any exam ple
pairs X, ;X ,) sampld Independently from X;X;). Foragiven = (1; »), a pairof
students, one w ill then com pute the em pirical frequencies
1 X Y

Puj, @i )= w7 ©®)

!
where m is the number of examples in D. Then the discrete version of {1:) allow us to
determ ine the em pirical m utual nform ation I O ; ) of the student pair on the training st
by

x Puyu, ©F )

IO; )= v, O ; 6
O; ) Puyju, © )Jogzpu“:@; oo 07 ) 6)

uguz=1

here K isthe mle ber of output classes and the explicit formula rthe rstm arghalin (b)
K

jsplll;:(D; ): u2=1pu1;uz G:); )'
W hen lraming, onehasto restrict ; and , to lie In a prede ned set of functions and the
cbvious strategy is to choose a pairm axin izing I®; ). O fcourse, Eq. (4) willthen only



hodnhthelmim ! 1 ofan in nie training set, and a key issue is to quantify the soeed
ofthis convergence. T his seam s especially In portant since the num ber of values taken on by

the ; isinh generalnot known. So it isquite possble that K is chosen too large. T hen, even

In thein nitetraining set lm i, there can bem any di erent flinction pairsw here ; takes on

alloftheK wvalues, I( 1 X 1); 2 X 3)) ismaxinized,but ;(;K;))= ;X;)can satis ed by
m appings ; which m erge class labels. T hus one w ill not expect that the num ber of classes
in the data is autom atically Inferred by m utual inform ation m axin ization and w ill have to

experin ent w ith di erent values ofK , considerably ncreasing the risk of over- tting.

ITT. STATISTICAL PHYSICS

K1
£ () = Bix 1) (7)
k=1
where isthe0;1 step function. W hilkkEq. (]) isivariantw rt. pem utationsofthebiases,
for brevity, I shall always assum e that the bias tem s are in ascending order ( ]j }i” h.
Them arghhaldensitiesp (x1) and p x,) which are used to de ne the pint density ofthe data
@), are assum ed to have independent G aussian Input com ponents with 0 mean and unit
variance. Then, to satisfy condition (), thebiasesof ; and ,mustbeequal, = 5= K.

W e assum e that the general architecture of the teachers is known, and focus on pairs
of students ; perform ing a classi cation analogous to Eq. (7) but w ith weight vectors J
and biases ¥ . Note that whik form ally I assum e that the num ber ofbiases is the sam e for
teachers and students, this does not restrict generality. For instance, a scenario where the
teachers have few er output classes than the students is obtained by choosing som e ofthe *
to be equal.

T he perform ance of a student pair is then assessed usig (§) to detemmine IQ; ). To
Investigate, n the them odynam ic lin i, the typical properties of m axim izing IO ; ), one
hasto x a prior m easure on the param eters of the students. For the weight vectors, we
assum e that the J; are drawn from the uniform density dJ on the unit sphere. A s there
are only nitely many }l‘ the results for N ! 1 do not depend on the prior density d on
the biases as long as the density vanishes nowhere. O ne could now consider the partition
finction Z Z

ZzZ= dJ d eVt ®)

or the G bbs weight e ¥1P7) on the space of students. But a key technical di erence
to m any other lkaming paradigm s is, that this G dbbs weight does not factorize over the



exam ples. There are, however, som e goecial cases, nam ely if there are just two output
classes and no biases, where one can replace ID; ) by an equivalent cost function which
is jast a sum over exam ples [4]. Then maxin izing I 0 ; ) is closely related to a supervised
leaming problem for pariy m achines.

Here, Iwant to analyze m ore general scenarios and it is easier not to start with e
but to introduce target valuest,, ;,, Orthe an pircal frequenciespy,;, ©; ) which detem ine
IO; ).Wenow consider the partition function

NID;)

Z 7 v
N 2
Z= dJ d s G, Puw, ©7 ) 2 ©)
ui2
Analyzing the divergence of nZ for ! 1 , then tells us if the target values are feasble,

ie. whether student networks ; exist with t,, 4, = Pu,ju, O ).

In the them odynam ic lin it one willexpect to nd two regim es: A s Iong as the num ber
of traning examplesm is smnall com pared to N , it will be possbl to nd students which
achieve the gltbalm axinum log, K ofthemutualinform ation. In tem s ofthe target values
thismeans that t,,,,, = K ' ., 4, is fasblk, and we need to study the partition function
@) for this choice of t,, 4, - Once the ration = m =N beocom es large enough, there will in
generalbeno students suchthatIO; ) = log, K and weneed to detemm ine the achievablk
em pirical frequencies by nding feasble target values of §, ,, usihg Eqg. 9). W e can then
search for the feasble target values which yield the m axin alm utual nform ation I( ).

For both regin es the starting point is to factorize {§) over the pattems, lnearizing the
exponent by an integral transform w ith G aussians L, ;;, 0£0 m ean and unit variance:

D E

_N(tu u, Pujju (D/'))z iluqu pT(tu up, Puju, ©i))
2 1742 1742 = g Uiz 1iu2 192 : (10)

LUI;UZ

e

One now am plys standard argum ents to calculate the quenched average in the them ody—
nam ic lim it and nds, within a replica sym m etric param eterization,

Im N 'hhzi, = maxmi Go@L)+ GiR; ;L) + G, R;q);

N!1 R; gL
_ X L‘~2111"~12
GO(L) - 2—+ Lulﬂlztulruz
ui2
1X g R?
G2Rj;a) = —+ (@l g): (11)
2 1 o

1

HereR; = J] B; isthe typicaloverlp w ith the teacher ofa student picked from the G bbs

distrbution () and g is the squared Jength of the them al average of J;. Further

* +
X Y
GiR; joyh= £ 1 (hiye) In e b Hy, ( 57371 12)
fRiq; “g .
H1z t Yiiy2



w here the y; are Independent G aussians w ith 0 m ean and unit variance. Further

£ L i) = —  Hx(iRiq i) 13)

fRiq; “9g . Zi 5
w ih

Soavs frd AiYi
1 o 1 o
Here H (z) is G ardner’s H -finction and to de neEq. (I4) oryu= 0Oandu;= K 1, we
1

adopt the convention that { = 1 and ¥ = 1 . Thede nition of B ( ;Riq %;yi) is

entirely analogous, alsousing °= 1 and ¥ =1 .

N ote that the physical Interpretation of the auxiliary variables L, is that a student
pair picked from the G Ibbs density will yield em pirical frequencies py,u, ©7 ) = Gy, +
Ly, u,= - Reasonably, one willonly consider target values &, for these frequencies which
sum to 1, and then the stationary values of Ly, ,, must sum to 0. This can of course also
be dbtained by direct m anjpulation of Eq. (11).

W e arem ainly interested in evaluating (1) or ! 1 . The stationarity conditions for
the order param eters yield that the scaling of a conjugate Ly, ;, In this Iim it will depend
on whether t,,;,, is positive or zero. D enoting by S: the support oft, ie. the st of pairs
u= @;uy) Drwhich t,,,, > 0, the stationarity condiions yild that L, ;, diverges w ith

ash ifu B S..But forpositive t,, ;,,, ift is feasble, L, ;,, divergesas In , whik for
two pairsu;Q@ 2 S, the di erence between the conjigates

142

Lulﬂlz Lﬁliﬁz = ]ﬂlﬂlz ]ﬁliﬁz 15)
stays nite for arge .Thusoneobtainsforthelmit ! 1
X
Jim N T hnzi, = maxmin bituw t C1R; gD+ G, R;Q)
. N r gqr UZSt +
R X Y
GiR; ;o) = £ 1 Y1iy2) In SHE Hy, ( 17%7y1)
fRiqi g .
u2 St i V1ive
16)

W hen themutual nform ation ism axin ized by m arginally feasible target values realized by
only a single pair of students, we need to consider the Iimit g ! 1 in ((6). A s usual, the
the sum overu in G is dom inated by its lJargest term in this Iim it. Setting

H, (v = 2q]5ml 1 @) InHy (5595v1)

u’ yiiy2) = argmax Gy, + Hy (1ivi) + Hy, (2iy2)= @7)
uZSt

where, org ! 1, isthe ratjoi—gi and Gy, ;u, = Ly, @ &), one cbtains:

tul/'UZ = ffRig(Y1;YZ) (1 uz) s (yiivz) V1iv2
D "R

1 RY= forse 017¥2 B g g (00 18)
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FIG .1l: Leaming curves for studentsw ith K = 2 output classes. T he grey lines are for the random

m ap problem , the thin black lines for a pair of teachers w ith two output classesand & = 1.

The Interpretation of the above equations is that the target values %,,,, are m arghally
feasble for some value of ifone can nd Ry, i, Gy, and  such that (18) holds for
u;= 0;::3K land i= 1;2.

U sing the above resuls, the leaming curves form axim izing IO ; ) In the arge N lin it
can be calculated. In the regine where I( ) = log, K we use (11) with the target values
tum, = K ' 4, m, . Butabovea criticalnum ber ofexam ples I ( ) w illbe sm allerthan Iog, K .
The using @8) to nd the feasbk targets t, ,,
am ounts to solving a constrained optin ization problem .

which m axin ize the mutual lnfom ation,

Iv. LEARNING CURVES

Befre considering exam ple scenarios, som e words on num erically solving Egs. (6) or
(8) are .n order. T his tums out to be a non trivialtask since averages of fnctions have to
com puted which are quite non-am ooth, once the g are close to 1 in Eq. 1§), and becom e
discontinuous forEg. {18). To achieve reliable num erical results, I have found it necessary
to explicitly divide the two dim ensional dom ain of integration Into sub-regions where the
Integrand is both continuous and di erentiable. The number of sub-regions one has to
consider increases quite rapidly wih K .

Further, T have generally assum ed site symmetry, R; = R; ;= ;g = g, although Idid
num erically check the local stability of the solution thus obtained for som e points on the
leaming curves.

T he sin plest case is that the students have K = 2 output classes and it isusefulto rst
consider a degenerate scenario w here the teachershave Jjust a sihglke output. SoI X ;X ,) = 0
and the two signals are In fact Independent. T his is analogous to the random m ap problem
In supervised kaming, sihce nothing can be leamed, and any pair of students w ill perform
equally badly on the whole distribution of inputs. But for nite ,up to = 110, one
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FIG .2: Leaming curves obtained when the students and the pair of of teachers have two output

classesbut ) = 05.

can nd student pairs achieving them axinalvaluie IQD; )= 1,asshown in Fig. 1. Above
this crtical value the m axin al em pirical m utual lnform ation I( ) starts to decay to zero,

the feasble target m atrix t becom es non-diagonalbut the value of thebias ¢ is still zero.

W hile above = 110 student pairs with a diagonal t do exist, and have a nonzero &,

these pairsdonotmaxinize IO ; ).

The random map problem is rekvant for kaming since the students always have the
option of ignoring the structure in the data. Fom ally, when R = 0 a lkaming problem
wih TX1;X,) > 0 Isequivalent to the T X ;X ;) = 0 case. This is illustrated (also F ig.
1) by a scenario where the teachers have two output classes and & = 1. This yields the
moderate value T (X 1;X,) = 0:631. Butup to = 223 the structure present In the data is
not recognized at alland we observe the sam e behavioras for random examples. At = 223
a rst order phase transition occurs where R and ¢ mp from zero to values which are
already close to 1.

W hen choosing ® = 035, stillorK = 2,adi erent behavior is observed since I X;;X »)

isnow quite close to 1. The phasse where I( ) = 1 isnow a bit longer, extending up to
= 11:d. But already In this phase the order param eters show a non trivial behavior.
The value of R becom es positive above = 30 but is not monotonic n . So, whike

som e structure is recognized in this phase due to entropic e ects, the recognition is rather
unreliable. T his isalso highlighted by thebehaviorof * .W hik it isnonzero above = 390,
it niially even hasvery an allnegative values (not visble n Fig. 2). Above = 11:d,when
I( )< 1, rcbust convergence of the order param eters to their asym ptotic values sets in.

TumihgtoK = 3 (outputs0,l or2),weagain rst considerthe case of random exam ples.
Forallvaluesof thebiastem satis esthe symmetry @ = @) Thephasswhere I( )
hasthem axin alpossible value, which now equals Iog, 3, is shorterthan forK = 2, extending
till = 6:96 asshown in Fig. 3. Above = 6:96 the tm atrix is still diagonal nitially.

In this nitialphase ? decreaseswith ,thisnarrow sthe gap between the output classes
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FIG .3: Leaming curves for studentsw ith K = 3 output classes. T he grey lines are for the random

m ap problm , theblack Ines fora pair ofteachersw ith three output classesand @ = =121
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FIG.4: Feasbl tvalues for 3 output labels and random exam ples, a = tyo;b= tgp;c= g1 asin

Eq. {9).

0 and 2, m aking it easierto nd a student pairw ith §, = 0. Rem arkably, beyond 8 one

nds @ = ® = 0butty; > 0asshown in Fig. 4. This verges on the paradoxical since
by de nition a student with @ = @ will never produce the output label 1. However, we
have taken the disorder average or ) < @, 5o the cbserved result will naturally arise
if the weight vectors of the optin al student pair satis es J X, = 0 on a subset of D. In
addition, since we have take the them odynam ic lin it rst, ¥ = ® may only hold in the
large N Iin it and not for niteN .

At = 92 a continuousphase transition occursw ith the tm atrix becom ing non-diagonal
Fig. 4). It then has the form 0 1

alb

0 cO(E : 19)

o+
Il
@

b0a
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Thisis Pllowed by rst orderphase transition at = 172 wih “ Jimping from 0 to 055.
W hile the tm atrix keeps its shape ((9), the values of c and a change drastically. T he class
of solution the network is now exploring, stays stable with ncreasing and hasa sinplk
Interpretation since the values of a and b converge. This m eans that from the point of
m utual inform ation there isno di erence between output 0 and 2. In e ect the three output
classes archtecture is em ulating perosptrons w hich have jist two output values but use the
non-m onotonic output fiunction (¥ 7 J.W hilke perhaps not quite aspowerfilas the
reversed-w edge perceptron R], this architecture w ill have a very high storage capacity, and
this leads to a ram arkably slow convergence of I ( ) to its asym ptotic value of 0.

The slow convergence for random exam ples suggests that i m ay be usefiil to regularize
mutual nform ation m axim ization and one way of doing this is considered in Fig. 3. The
teachers have three output classes and biases @ = O = 121 yielding TX ;X ,) = 1.
The students also have three output classes but the training is regularized by choosing
students w hich m axin ize the m utual nform ation under the constraint that the tm atrix be
diagonal, so the outputs of the two students must be identical on the training sst. The
constraint becom es noticeable at = 94, where the achievabl I( ) is now lower than
for the unconstrained case wih R = 0, ie. the random problem discussed above. D ue to
the constraint there is a continuous phase transition to positive R at this point. Next, at

= 109, a st order phase transition to the asym ptotic regin e occurs, and the structure
in the data is recognized well. At this point the biases becom e nonzero and satisfy the
symmetry @ = @ Note that up to = 43 the achievable I( ) is snaller than for
the unoconstrained random m ap problam . So, regularizing the lkaming by constraining the
student outputs to be equal, is essential for the good generalization observed for valuesin
the range [10:9; :::;43].

V. CONCLUSION

W e have seen that mutual Inform ation m axin ization provides a principled approach to
unsupervised leaming. Interestingly, from a biological perspective, it em phasizes the 0k of
mulim odal sensor fusion in perosption. In contrast to m any other unsupervised leaming
schem es such asprincipalcom ponent analysis, m utual inform ation m axin ization can capture
very com plex statistical dependencies in the data, if the architecture chosen for the two
netw orks is pow erfuil enough.

For the generic data m odel given by Eq. @), Thave shown that the structure in the data
is recognized by m utual Inform ation m axin ization ifthe training set issu  ciently large, ie.
the procedure is consistent In a statistical sense. However, the detailed statistical physics
calculations yield that m any exam ples are needed to reach this asym ptotic regin e and that
the leaming process is com plicated by m any phase transitions. O ne reason for this is, that
a seem Ingly sim ple architecture such as a perceptron w ith three output classes can, from an
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Inform ation theoretic point ofview , be equivalent to a perceptron which has jist two output
classes but uses a non-m onotonic activation function.

O f course, when considering the num ber of exam ples needed for reliable generalization,
one has to keep In m ind that exam ples are often much cheaper in unsupervised than In
supervised kaming. O n the other hand, the detailed calculations have been for cases, where
the students are just perosptrons and there are only few output classes. W hen increasing the
num ber of output classes or when m ore pow erflil netw orks are used, one w ill expect an even
slow er convergence. So, In applications, it m ay be necessary to com prom ise the generality
of Becker and H inton’s approach by using suiable regularizations. W e have considered one
way of doing this, nam ely constraining the two networks to give the sam e output on the
exam ples In the training s=t.

A m apr lin itation ofthe above statistical physics analysis is that T have only considered
the replica symm etric theory. It is, however, evident that In m any of the above scenarios
replica symm etry w illbe broken. A case In point is the random m ap problem fortwo output
classes where m axin izing the mutual inform ation yields a crtical valie = 11:0 up to
which I( )= 1. Thisvalue is equalto the storage capacity of the tree parity m achine w ith
two hidden units 8], as one would expect, by the equivalence of the two problem s in the
unbiased case []. But one step of replica symm etry breaking, considered in 4] for the tree
parity m achine, show s that the critical capacity is in fact som e 25% an aller.

To write down the one step sym m etry breaking equations for m utual inform ation m axi-
m ization, is a straightforward task. But given the num ericaldi culties already encountered
In solving the replica symm etric equations, the num erics of one step of replica symm etry
breaking are daunting. W hik onew illexpect that som e ofthe quantitative ndingsdescribed
above change when replica sym m etry breaking is taken into acoount, one can reasonably as—
sum e that m ore qualitative agpects such as the nature of the phase transitions are described
correctly by the present theory.

It is a plasure to acknow ledge m any stin ulating discussions w ith G eorg Reents and
M anfred O pper. T his work was supported by the D eutsche Forschungsgem einschaft.
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APPEND IX

Ourgoalisto show that ifthe pint density ofX; and X , satis es :_(2),then IX ;X)) =
I(1X1); 2X,)) InpliesEq. @).Wesha]lneed’cﬂoﬁctsftom Inform ation T heory, seeeg.
fld]. The st isthe data processing inequality (O P I), which states that for any m apping

IX1;X2) IXi; X2); (20)

processing cannot Increase Infom ation. The second is the chain rule which allow s one to
decom pose the m utual nform ation ofa random variable X ; w ith a pair of random variables
X 2;X 3) via:

IX1;X2;X3)=IX1;X3)+ IX1;X,3X3); (21)
where the Jast temrm denotes the mutual Infom ation of the conditional distrbution of

X 1;X 5) given a value ofX 5, averaged overX ;.

Now, assum ng Eq. @), and

IX1;X2)=TI(1X1); 2X3)) 22)

we have

IX1;X2) = IX1; 2XK2); 2X2))
= I®q1; X))+ IXq; 2&K2)J 2K2))
= IX;X)+ IXq; 2K2)J 2K2)) 23)

Here the rst equality is a consequence of the DP I and (22), the second is the chain rulke,
and the third isagain DPIand ¢2).

SoIXq1; 2X2)j 2X2))= 0and thismeansthat X; and , X ;) are condiionally inde—
pendent given , X ,). In other words:

PX1; 2X2)J2®2)=pK1J 2X2))p(2K2)J 2X2)) 24)

or
PXi; 2®2); 2X2)=pX1; 2X2))p(2K2)J 2X2)) (25)

But from the de nition of the pint density E(2) we seethat p®y; 2 X2); 2 X)) can only
be nonzero if ; X;) = >X:) and n thiscassequalspX1; 2X2)). Sop(2X2)J 2X2))

is either zero or one and thism eans that , X ,) isa function of , X ,). By symm etry, this
is also true of l(X]_) and 1(X1).
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