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Abstract—New families of Fisher information and entropy Our generalized entropy power inequality for subset sums
power inequalities for sums of independent random variable s as follows: if C is an arbitrary collection of subsets of
are presented. These inequalities relate the informationni the Bevnns

. : ) ! £1;2;:::;ng, then
sum of n independent random variables to the information

con_talned in sums over subsets of the random vanaples, forma 2 (it uwx,) L 2 Y, 8% 3)
arbitrary collection of subsets. As a consequence, a simpfgoof e r e
of the monotonicity of information in central limit theorem s is s2¢

obtained, both in the setting of i.i.d. summands as well as ithe . . s .
more general setting of independent summands with variance wherex is the maximum number of sets min which any

standardized sums. one index appears. In particular, note that

Index Terms— Central limit theorem; entropy power; infor- 1) Choosingc to be the class; of all singletons yields

mation inequalities. =1 a}nd hencel{1).
2) Choosingc to be the class, ; of all sets ofn 1

elements yields= n 1 and hencel(2).
3) Choosingc to be the class,, of all sets ofm elements
ET X1;X5;:::;X, be independent random variables yieldsr= 7 11 and hence the inequality
with densities and finite variances. L&t denote the

I. INTRODUCTION

(differential) entropy, i.e., iff is the probability density exp 2H X1+ :i:+ Xo
function of X, thenH X ) = E [ogf X )]l The classical @)
entropy power inequality of Shannon [36] and Stam [39] state _ l1 exp 28 X,
g?H Xtz X o) X 2 X 5) (1) m 1 S2Ca 28
=1 4) Choosingc to be the class of all sets &f consecutive

_ integers yieldsr = minfk;n+ 1 kg and hence the
In 2004, Artstein, Ball, Barthe and Naor [1] (hereafter deado

i - inequality
by ABBN [1]) proved a new entropy power inequality
o ) ] X IS - exp 2H X+ i+ X,
n 1 _ 1 X X
=1 , exp 2H X3
where each term involves the entropy of the sum oft. of the minfkin+ 1 kg _ s

variables excluding theth, and presented its implications for,
the monotonicity of entropy in the central limit theoremidt

not hard to see, by repeated applicatior(of (2) for a Sucmﬂsslzurthermore, equality holds in any of these inequalitiesnif

of values ofn, that [2) in fact implies the inequality(4) andonly if the X ; are normally distributed and the collectianis

hencel[(ll). We will present below a generalized entropy POWEL v in a sense that will be made precise later.

;}gglﬁltﬁefgrsselélﬁzr stjhrgfimg:essut?nsuﬂis lﬁge(sz)‘@" !ndhéé) MNGhese inequalities are relevant for the examination of mono
P g ineq ) tonicity in central limit theorems. Indeed, &, and X,

simple and easily interpretable proofs of all of these irmqu . . ) U . ;
ities. In particular, this provides a simplified understagd a;iigil:gf?(;jent and identically distributed (i.i.d.).ntt(@) is

of the monotonicity of entropy in central limit theorems. A
similar independent and contemporaneous developmentof th . X1+ X, H ®1); (5)
monotonicity of entropy is given by Tulino and Verd( [42]. f 2 a

In general, the inequality{3) clearly yields a whole familfy
entropy power inequalities, for arbitrary collections absets.
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[21], and Artstein, Ball, Barthe and Naor [2]. In particylarand the Fisher informatiom X ; + :::+ X,) = E [ 2,1has
Barron [4] showed that the sequenee (v, )g converges to the bound

the entropy of the normal; this, incidentally, is equivalenthe X 2
convergence to 0 of the relative entropy (Kullback diveggn E[Z,] E Ws s : (7
from a normal distribution. ABBN [1] showed that (v,,) is s2c

in fact a non-decreasing sequence for evgrgolving a long-  For non-overlapping subsets, the independence and zem mea
standing conjecture. In facf1(2) is equivalent in the i.cdse properties of the scores provide a direct means to express th

to the monotonicity property right side in terms of the Fisher informations of the subset
Kot X %4 oerh X sums (yielding the traditional Blachman [7] proof of Stam’s
g ioge o H Lot = nto. (6) inequality for Fisher information). In contrast, the casewer-
n

lapping subsets requires fresh consideration. Whereas/a na
Note that the presence of the factor 1 (rather thamn) in apQJication of Cauchy-Schwarz would yield a loose bound of

. a3 ; .
the denominator of{2) is crucial for this monotonicity. T3 gcwsE & instead a variance grop lemma yields that

. . . PR
Likewise, for sums of independent random variables, trtlte]e right side of[() is not more than g, wE s if each

: . . . o is in at mostr subsets ofc. Consequentl
inequality [4) is equivalent to “monotonicity on average’;L d e d Y.

properties for certain standardizations; for instance, T®,+ ik Xo) 1 wél %, ®)

s2C i2s

=
b
o

X1+ i+ Xy ps®i |
H - P n Ho - #’H : for any weightswgs that add to 1 over all subsets
m  S2Cnp

A similar monotonicity also holds, as we shall show, for arbPV€" ¥ yields an inequality for inverse Fisher information
trary collectionsc and even when the sums are standardizdg! e>.<tends the Fisher information inequalities of Stard an

by their variances. Here again the factor(rather than the
cardinality 1 jof the collection) in the denominator dfl(3) for 1 1X p 1 ©)

the unstandardized version is crucial. IX1+ i+ Xy) @ I( 5p5%X3) ’

Alternatively, using a scaling property of Fisher inforioat
to re-express our core inequalifyl (8), we see that the Fisher
information of the total sum is bounded by a convex combi-
We find that the main inequality(](3) (and hence all ofiation of Fisher informations of scaled subset sums:
the above inequalities) as well as corresponding inedeslit X P X
for Fisher information can be be proved by simple tools. IX,+ i+ Xp) wsl —p=— (10)
Two of these tools, a convolution identity for score funnso s2c wst
and the r8|ati0nShip between Fisher information and eytrOWhiS integrates to give an inequa”ty for entropy that is an

(discussed in Sectidnlll), are familiar in past work on irforextension of the “linear form of the entropy power inequglit
mation inequalities. An additional trick is needed to obtiiie developed by Dembo et al [15]. Specifically we obtain

Outline of our development.

denominatotr in (3). This is a simple variance drop inequality " P
for statistics expressible via sums of functions of subséts H K+ :::+ Xp) wgH _pl&xl . (11)
collection of variables, particular cases of which are fami - WsT

in other statistical contexts (as we shall discuss).
We recall that for a random variable with differentiable
density £, the score function is ) = @% log £ (x), the score

See Sectiof V for details. Likewise using the scaling priyper

of entropy on[(Ill) and optimizing over yields our extension

. : . . . '~ (@) of the entropy power inequality, described in Secfioh VI

IS the_randg)m variable ¢ ), and its Fisher information is To relate this chain of ideas to other recent work, we
TX)=E["X)) point out that ABBN [1] was the first to show use of a

Suppose for the consideration of Fisher information thghiance drop lemma for information inequality developtnen
the independent random variables; :::;X , have absolutely (i, the |eave-one-out case of the collection ,). For that
continuous densities. To outline the heart of the matterfitst ;56 what is new in our presentation is going straight to

step boils down to the geometry of projections,(conditiongle projection inequality[{7) followed by the variance drop
expectations). Let.. be the score of the fptal sum ._, X5 jnequality, bypassing any need for the elaborate variation
and Ie.t s be.the score of the sup§et sum,, sX ;. AS W8 characterization of Fisher information that is an esseitiia
recall in SectioriLll, . is the conditional expectation (@  5egient of ABBN [1]. Moreover, whereas ABBN [1] requires
projection) of each of these subset sum gcores given the Qi the random variables havecd density for monotonicity
sum. Consequently, any convex combination, . ws s alS0 ot Fisher information, absolute continuity of the densias (
has projection minimally needed to define the score function) suffices in our
" o approach. Independently and conter_np_oran_eou;ly to our,work
ot = E Ws s X ; Tulino an.d.VerdU [42_] also found a similar S|mpI|f|e_d p_rqdf 0
s =1 monotonicity properties of entropy and entropy derivatiith
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a clever interpretation (its relationship to our approacile- respectively with respect to convolution of the arguments.

scribed in Section1ll after we complete the presentatioowf In the case of normal random variables, the inverse Fisher

development). Furthermore, a recent preprint of Shlyaltde information and the entropy power equal the variance. Thus

[38] proves an analogue of the information inequalitieshia t in that case[(9) andi3) become Fatt 1 withequal to the

leave-one-out case for non-commutative or “free” prohghbil variance ofx ;.

theory. In that manuscript, he also gives a proof for the

classi_cal setting assu_ming finitgn_ess of all moments, vesere Il. SCOREFUNCTIONS AND PROJECTIONS

our direct proof requires only finite variance. Our proofoals £

reveals in a simple manner the cases of equalityin (6), forWe use )= 2 to denote the (almost everywhere de-

which an alternative approach in the free probability sgtis ~ fined) score function of the random variablewith absolutely

in Schultz [35]. continuous prob_ablhty_densf[y _functlom The score X ) has
While Sectior(Tll gives a direct proof of the monotonicityZ€r0 mean, and its variance is just the Fisher information).

of entropy in the central limit theorem for i.i.d. summands, The first tool we need is a projection property of score

Sectiorf VI applies the preceding inequalities to study s functions of sums of independ_ept random variables, which

non-identically distributed random variables under appisde 1S Well-known for smooth densities (cf., Blachman [7]). For

scalings. In particular, we show that “entropy is monotone ¢ompleteness, we give the proof. As shown by Johnson and

average” in the setting of variance-standardized sums. ~ Barron [21], it is sufficient that the densities are absdjute
Our subset sum inequalities are tight (with equality in thgontinuous; see [21][Appendix 1] for an explanation of why

Gaussian case) for balanced collections of subsets, as Wiif iS SO.

be defined in Sectionlll. In Sectidn VI, we present refined

versions of our inequalities that can even be tight for derta
unbalanced collections Lemma 1 CONVOLUTION IDENTITY FOR SCORES: If v;

Section[IX concludes with some discussion on potentigl'd V2 are independent random variables, and has an
directions of application of our results and methods. Inipas 2PSolutely continuous density with scorg, thenv, + v, has
lar, beyond the connection with central limit theorems, weea the score function
discuss potential connections of our results with distedu

e o ) . M)=E[1 V1)V + V2= V] 14
statistical estimation, graph theory and multi-user infation R 2 (14)
theory. Proof: Let £; and £ be the densities of; andv = v, +
V, respectively. Then, either bringing the derivative inside
Form of the inequalities. integral for the smooth case, or via the more general fosmali
in [21],
If ) represents either the inverse Fisher information or . Q
the entropy power ok , then our inequalities above take the ) = v [f: v V2)l
form —EE V)]
X X
r Xi+ it X, X; @ (12) =EMf W V2)10 V2)]
sec 28 so that
¥Ve motivate the form[{12) using the following almost trivial o £96)
) =
act. W)
f1 0 Vy)
_ = 25 20 & V)
Fact 1: For arbitrary numbersa; :i= 1;2;:::;ngq, fw)
X X X0 =E[1MV1)¥1+ Vo= V]
a;=r ais (13) ]
S2c i2s i=1
if each indexi appears inc the same number of times The second tool we need is a “variance drop lemma”, the
history of which we discuss in remarks after the proof below.
Indeed, The following conventions are useful:
X X D n]is the index setf1;2;:::;ng.
a; = a; For anys ] Xg stands for the collection of random
s2ci2s i=1834;82¢ variables X ; : i 2 s), with the indices taken in their
X x natural (increasing) order.
= ra; = r o ajl For s :R®™I 1 R, we write s&g) for a function of
=1 =1 xgforanys hil sothat sxs) s &k, 71337 %k g
If Fact[d is thought of as-additivity of the sum function for wherek; < k; < :::< kygyare the ordered indices i
real numbers, thef}(9) and (3) represent thsuperadditivity We say that a functiow iR ! R is c-additiveif it

of inverse Fisher information and entropy power functisnal ~ can be expressed in the formg, . s xs).
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The following notions are not required for the inequalitieby rearranging the sums and using the orthogonality of the
we present, but help to clarify the cases of equality. ANOVA decomposition again. This proves the inequality.

A collection c of subsets ofnJis said to bediscriminat-  NOW SUPpose  is not additive. This means that for some
ing if for any distinct indicesiand jin 1] there is a set Sett _s’with two elementsE ¢ & X ) 6 0. Fix this choice
in C that contains but not 3. Note that all the collections ©f t- SincecC is a dlsc_nmmatmg collection, not all of. the at
introduced in Sectiofl | were discriminating. most r subsets containing one elementtotan contain the
A collection ¢ of subsets ofn]is said to bebalancedif Other. Consequently, the inner sum in the inequality (1sru
each indexiin h]appears in the same number (namel{Ver strictly fewer thanr subsetss, and the inequality[{17)

1) of sets inC. must be strict. Thus eachg must be an additive function if
Afunction £ :®% ! R is additiveif thefre exist functions equality_holds, i.e., it must be composed only of main effect
f; :R ! R such thatf &;;:::;%4) = cii: | fixy), e, and no interactions. u

if it is c,-additive.

Remark 1:The idea of the variance drop inequality goes
back at least to Hoeffding’s seminal work [18] onstatistics.

p Lemma 2 VARIANCE DROP): Let U ®1;:::iXn) Suppose :R™ ! R is symmetric in its arguments, and

swc s®s) be a c-additive function with mean zero
components, i.,eE s® g) = 0for eachs2 C. Then X

X UKipji:5Xn) = — ®s): (18)
EU’ r E sXs % (15) m o fS hlSSiEmg

e Then Hoeffding [18] showed
wherer is the maximum number of subsetg C in which any

2 2.
index appears. Whea is a discriminating collection, equality EU —E 7 (19)

n
can hold only if each s is an additive function. which is implied by LemmdJ2 under the symmetry assump-

_ tions. In statistical languag®, defined in [(1B) is aU -statistic
Proof: For every subset of k] letE be the ANOVA o gegreem with symmetric, mean zero kernel that is

projection onto the space of functions:of (see the Appendix applied to data of sample size. Thus [I9) quantitatively

for details). By performing the ANOVA decomposition onganires the reduction of variance of astatistic when sample

each s, we have size n increases. Fom = 1, this is the trivial fact that the
X X 2 empirical variance of a function based on i.i.d. samples is
EU%2=E Er s®s) the actual variance scaled by . Form > 1, the functions
sct s X s) are no longer independent, nevertheless the variance of
X X 2 theU -statistic drops by a factor ¢t. Our proof is valid for the
=k E¢ sX s) (16) more general non-symmetric case, and also seems to illtgnina
t s tisec the underlying statistical idea (the ANOVA decompositias)
X X 2 well as the underlying geometry (Hilbert space projectjons
= E Et sKs) better than Hoeffding’s original combinatorial proof. 1h6],

t s tis2c Efron and Stein assert in their Comment 3 that an ANOVA-
like decomposition “yields one-line proofs of Hoeffding’s
important theorems 5.1 and 5.2"; presumably our proof of
Lemmal2 is a generalization of what they had in mind. As

P
m : 2 m 2 i . . . .
Recall the elementary faat i=1y.l) m i1 ¥i, Which mentioned before, the application of such a variance drop
follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. In order to lgpp lemma to information inequalities was pioneered by ABBN

this observation to the preceding expression, we estinhate L

=

using the orthogonality of the ANOVA decompositionwfin
the last step. p

ber of t i the | Th ¢ " 1]. They proved and used it in the case= C, ; using clear
number of terms in the innér sum. The outer summation BVef, 5ia4oy that we adapt in developing our generalizatiorvabo
can be restricted to non-empty setsinceE has no effect in

. X . Afurther generalization appears when we consider refinésnen
the summation due to g having zero mean. Thus, any giverye Jur main inequalities in SectidiVIl!.
tin the expression has at least one element, and thes sets
in the collectionC must contain it; so the number of setS  1he third key tool in our approach to monotonicity is
over which the inner sum is taken cannot exceedhus we e well-known link between Fisher information and entropy
have « « whose origin is the de Bruijn identity first described by Stam

EU2 r EE ® s) 2 [39]. This identity, which identifies the Fisher informatias
t ses the rate of change of the entropy on adding a normal, provides

%{ e tszc a standard way of obtaining entropy inequalities from Fishe
2
=r E Etr sKs) (17) information inequalities. An integral form of the de Bruijn
gct s identity was proved by Barron [4]. We express that integral
=r E sKs) 2; in a form suitable for our purpose (cf., ABBN [1] and Verd{

sc and Guo [43]).
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Lemmal2 yields
Lemma 3:Let X be a random variable with a density and 1 X 5 % 1 -
arbitrary finite variance. Suppose, 9%+ pTcz, wherez E — j o 1) —E ? = IGn 1);
is a standard normal independent:of Then, Ry 2p1l n
zZ 1
H®)=2bgR e 1= TX¢) l%t dt:  (20) so that -
0 I(Sq) o IGn 1):

Proof: In the case that the variances Dfandx maitch, 0 o 1 b o _
equivalent forms of this identity are given in [3] and [4]/f ¥ "= aX . then xo® % = 2 x ®)anda’I® ") = TK );
Applying a change of variables using= v to equation hence
(2.23) of [3] (which is also equivalent to equation (2.1) of I(Y,)=nIG,) @ 1IG, 1)=IF, 1):

[4] by another change of variables), one has that ) o ) )
Z 1 The inequality implied by Lemnid 2 can be tight only if each
H )= % g ev) % IX,) —— dt 5, considered as a function of the random variablesi 6 3,
0 vt t is additive. However, we already know thatis a function of

if X has variancev and z has variance 1. This has thethe sum of these random variables. The only functions theat ar
advantage of positivity of the integrand but the disadvamtaboth additive and functions of the sum are linear functiohs o

that it seems to depend an One can use the sum; hence the two sides 6f122) can be finite and equal
Z 1 1 only if each of the scores; is linear, i.e., if all thex ; are
gv= — dt normal. It is trivial to check thak ; normal orI(y,) = 1

0 1+t v+t
to re-express it in the fornl_(20), which does not depend-.on

u The monotonicity result for entropy in the i.i.d. case now
follows by combining Proposition]1 and Lemrh 3.

imply equality. [ ]

IIl. M ONOTONICITY IN THE |ID CASE

For clarity of presentation of ideas, we focus first on the
i.i.d. setting. For i.i.d. summands, inequalitidd (2) aH) ( Theorem 1 ¥ ONOTONICITY OF ENTROPY. IID CASE):
reduce to the monotonicity property (v,) H (Y, ) for Supposefx ;g are i.i.d. random variables with densities and
n > m, where finite variance. If the normalized sum, is defined by [(211),
1 X then
b p:i:le' (21) H (Yn) H ¥, 1):
We exhibit below how our approach provides a simple prodthe two sides are finite and equal ¥f, is normal.
of this monotonicity property, first proved by ABBN [1] using
somewhat more elaborate means. We begin by showing thé\fter the submission of these results to ISIT 2006 [28],
monotonicity of the Fisher information. we became aware of a contemporaneous and independent
development of the simple proof of the monotonicity fact
(Theorem[1l) by Tulino and Verdd [42]. In their work they
Proposition 1 MONOTONICITY OF FISHER INFORMATION): take nice advantage of projection properties through nmimim
If £x ;gare i.i.d. random variables, and ; has an absolutely mean squared error interpretations. It is pertinent to tiae
continuous density, then the proofs of Theorem 1 (in [42] and in this paper) share
T(.) 10, 1); (22) essentiqls, becgusg of the following opservations.
Consider estimation of a random variablefrom an obser-
with equality iff X ; is normal orI (v,) =1 . vationy = X + z in which an independent standard norrnal
) ) has been added. Then the score function of Y is related to the
~ Proof: We use ghe following notation: The (unnormalyjitference between two predictors of X (maximum likelihood
ized) sum iss, = i [P]X 5, and the leave-one-out sumgng Bayes), i.e.,
leaving outx 5 is s = X ;. Setting (S,) to be the

i6 j
score ofs, and 5 to be th(je score ok ¥, we have by @)=Yy EKIIJ (23)
Lemmall that (s,) = E [ 335, ]for eachj, and hence and hence the Fisher informationy ) = E 2( ) is the
1 X same as the mean square differemcey E KX ¥ )%} or
Gn)=E — 5 Sn : equivalently, by the Pythagorean identity,

32 ] -
Since the norm of the score is not less than that of its Io)=Varg) EIX EKYDL (24)
projection (i.e., by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality), Thus the Fisher information (entropy derivative) is redate

1 X 2 the minimal mean squared error. These (and more general)

IS,)=E[%©G,)] E = 5 : identities relating differences between predictors tassand

n 2l relating their mean squared errors to Fisher informatioms a
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developed in statistical decision theory in the work of 8id as desired. The application of Lemrbh 2 can yield equality
Brown. These developments are described, for instanchein only if each (T ®) is additive; since the score T ®) is
point estimation text by Lehmann and Casella [25][Chapteasready a function of the sum ), it must in fact be a linear
4.3 and 5.5], in their study of Bayes risk, admissibility anflinction, so that eack ; must be normal. [ ]
minimaxity of conditional means X i 1.

Tulino and Verd( [42] emphasize the minimal mean squaredNaturally, it is of interest to minimize the upper bound of
error property of the entropy derivative and associatejepro Propositio 2 over the weighting distributien which is easily
tion properies that (along with the variance drop inequalidone either by an application of Jensen’s inequality for the
which they note in the leave-one-out case) also give Prepoggiciprocal function, or by the method of Lagrange multipli-
tion[d and Theorerill1. That is a nice idea. Working directl§rs. Optimization of the bound implies that Propositidn 2 is
with the minimal mean squared error as the entropy derigatigquivalent to the following Fisher information inequalgi
they bypass the use of Fisher information. In the same manner
Verd( and Guo [43] give an alternative proof of the Shannon-

Stam entropy power inequality. If one takes note of the aboveTheorem 2:Let £X ;g be independent random variables

identities one sees that their proofs and ours are submsilgnti such that eaclr © has an absolutely continuous density. Then
the same, except that the same quantities are given alternat 1 1% 1

interpretations in the two works, and that we give extersion I(T,) r m: (32)
to arbitrary collections of subsets. s2¢

Whenc is discriminating, the two sides are positive and equal

IV. FISHER INFORMATION INEQUALITIES iff each X ; is normal andc is also balanced.

In this section, we demonstrate our core inequality (8). Remark 2: Theorem[2 for the special case = c; of
singleton sets is sometimes known as the “Stam inequality”
and has a long history. Stam [39] was the first to prove

Proposition 2: Let £X ;g be independent random variable®roposition[2 forc;, and he credited his doctoral advisor

with densities and finite variances. Define de Bruijn with noticing the equivalence to Theordm 2 for
T, - X X and T© _ X X i (25) Ci. Subsequently several differe:nt proofs have appeared: in

. . Blachman [7] using LemmA&l 1, in Carlen [9] using another

2kl 28 superadditivity property of the Fisher information, and in

for eachs 2 C, wherec is an arbitrary collection of subsets ofKagan [22] as a consequence of an inequality for Pitman
h1 Letw be any probability distribution og. If eachT ©® estimators. On the other hand, the special case of the leave-

has an absolute continuous density, then one-outsets = C, ; in Theoreni P was first proved in ABBN
X © [1]. Zamir [46] used data processing properties of the Fishe
ITa) r wsI@™); (26)  information to prove some different extensions of thecase,
sz¢ including a multivariate version; see also Liu and Viswanat
wherew s = w (£sg). Whenc is discriminating, both sides can[27] for some related interpretations. Our result for asit
be finite and equal only if eack ; is normal. collections of subsets is new; yet our proof of this general

result is essentially no harder than the elementary probfs o
Proof: Let g be the score of . We proceed in accor- the original inequality by Stam and Blachman.
dance with the outline in the introduction. Indeed, Lenitha 1
implies that (I,) = E [ s, 1 for eachs. Taking a convex Remark 3:While inequality [29) in the proof above
gombinations of these identities gives, for afysg such that uses a Pythagorean inequality, one may use the associated

wcWs= 1, Pythagor%an identity to characterize the difference asiben
N X square of Jws s (Tn). In the i.i.d. case withh = 2m
(T,) = WeE [ sTn]= E Ws 5Ty : 27) and C a disjoint pair of subsets of size, this drop in
s e s e Fisher distance from the normal played an essential role in

the previously mentioned CLT analyses of [37], [8], [4], ]21

Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, Furthermore for generat, we have from the variance drop

X 2 analysis that the gap in inequality {30) is characterized by
@T.) E Wwss Ta: (28)  the non-additive ANOVA components of the score functions.
s2¢ We point out these observations as an encouragement to
Taking the expectation and then applying Lenirha 2 in succéxamination of the information drop for collections such as
sion, we get C, 1 andc,_, in refined analysis of CLT rates under more
. , general conditions.
E 2 (Tn ) E s c Ws s (29)

V. ENTROPY INEQUALITIES

rP s2cE s s’ (30) The Fisher information inequality of the previous section
=r g . wiIT®); (31) yields a corresponding entropy inequality.
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sufficient for our needs), we provide such a construction pf
Proposition 3 ENTROPY OFSUMS): Let £X ;g be inde- and their subset sums in the case of rational weightsysay
pendent random variables with densities. Then, for anyprab (s)=M , where the denominator may be large. Indeed set

ability distributionw on C such thatw g % for eachs, Z1;:::;Zy independent mean-zero normals each of variance
X X X 1=M . For eachs we construct a sef’ that has preciselyi (s)
H X wsH X normals and each normal is assigned to precisedf these
2 h) s2¢c 2s (33) sets. This may be done systematically by considering tre set
n %H ) % bgr; 17827 :::in C in some order. We let? be the the firstin (s;)

P ) ) indices § (not more tharv by assumption), we letd be the
wherer ()= g, wslg= is the discrete entropy of. nexirw (s,) indices (looping back to the first index once we
Whenc is discriminating, equality can hold only if each; passv ) and so on. This proves the validity 6F{34) for rational
is normal. weights; its validity for general weights follows by contity.

[ |
Proof: As pointed out in the Introduction, Propositibh 2

is equivalent to
P

X X s Yi Remark 4:0ne may re-express the inequality of Proposi-
1 et wsl po—=" i tion[3 as a statement for the relative entropies with restmect
2R s2¢ normals of the same variance.;f has densityf, we write
for independent random variables. For application of the D X ) = E Dog;g: )’] = H (Z) H X), wherez has the
Fisher information inequality to entropy inequalities wisca Gaussian density with the same variance as. Then, for
need for an independent standard normahat any probability distributiorw on a balanced collectioa,
- X TS p_ X X X
IT,+  2) wsllp—=+  Z); (34) b X w gD X; + 3D Wk ); (35)
S2¢ s 2 s2c 2s
at least for suitable values ofs. We will show below that \yhere s the probability distribution orc given by s =
this holds whenrw s 1 for eachs, and thus vare (9 . . .
zZ , . VAT andD wk ) is the (discrete) relative entropy &f
p_ \ . o .
H (@) =2bgR e 1 Iy + 7) at ywth respec_t to . Whenc is also dlscr|m|r_1at|ng, equah:[y hoId_s
0 1+ iff each X ; is normal. Theorem 1 of Tulino and Verd( [42] is
X the special case of inequalify {35) for the collection ofvkea
ws g e) .
S 2 one-out sets. Inequalit (B5) can be further extended todke
=€ g, s wherec is not balanced, but in that caseis a subprobability
1 T pT_ + Py L at distributic_m. The concIusi_onHB3) ar16__'(35) are equivalent
0 s 1+ as seen in the next section, are equivalent to our subset sum
X TS entropy power inequality.
= wsH p—— ;
s2c ™Ws

_ _ _ - Remark 5:1t will become evident in the next section that
using [34) for the inequality and Lemma 3 for the equalitieshe conditionrtws 1 in Propositior. B is not needed for the

By the scal;(ng property of er;<tr0py, this implies validity of the conclusiong (33) anf(35) (see Renfark 8).
H (T,) wsH T°% 1 wsbgws 2lgr;
wc wc VI. ENTROPY POWER INEQUALITIES
proving the desired result. Propositior B is equivalent to a subset sum entropy power

The inequality [3%) is true though not immediately so (thinequality. Recall that the entropy pow®t— is the variance
naive approach of adding an independent normal to each of the normal with the same entropy &s The term entropy
does not work to get our desired inequalities when the sabspbwer is also used for the quantity
have more than one element). What we need is to provide i )

a collection of independent normal random variatatesfor NX)=e i (36)
some set of indiceg (possibly many more than of them).
For eachs in ¢ we need an assignment of subset sumg pof
(called sayz SO) which has variancew g, such that ngj is in
more thanr of the subsets’. Then by Propositiohl2 (applied  Theorem 3:For independent random variables with finite
to the collectionc® of augmented sets [ s° for eachs in C) variances,
we have « X X X

1@, ¢ ) mwiT@S+ ) N Xe 7 N Xy (37)

wc i2 ] s2c 28

even when the constant factor Bf e is excluded.

from which the desired inequality follows using the facttthaVhenc is discriminating, the two sides are equal iff each
a’I (X ) = I®=a). Assuming thatrws 1 (which will be is normal andc is also balanced.
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ProoEf: Let T S be the subset sums as definednl (25). Def the equivalence between the linear form of Proposiftibn 3

finez = . N (T®) as the normalizing constant producingand Theoreni]3 reduces to the non-negativity of the relative
the weights entropy.
N (TF)
s= z : (38)
Remark 8:To see that[(33) (and hende135)) holds without

If N (%) > z=r for somes 2 C then we trivially have any assumption om, simply note that when the assumption

N (T,) N (r%) > z=r which is the desired result, S0 nowjs not satisfied, the entropy power inequality of Theofém 3
assumeN (T5) z=rforalls2 c,thatis,r ¢ 1 foreach implies trivially that

s.
Since N @T,) r'z rlebPWkig,

H @)= LgN €5 = Lbgl s2); for defined by [(3B), and inverting the steps bf1(39) yields

33).
Proposition B implies for any weighting distribution with
ws 1 that VIl. ENTROPY ISMONOTONE ONAVERAGE

. lx wsbgl s21+ L H @) bgr In this.section, we consider the behav?or of the er_ltrqpy of
n 2 oc S S 2 sums of independent but not necessarily identically distad
. (39) (i.n.i.d.) random variables under various scalings.
=21 bg= D Wwk) ; First we look at sums scaled according to the number of
r summands. Fix the collection, = fs k] :%j= mg. For
whereD wk ) is the (discrete) relative entropy. Exponentiat-n.i.d. random variablex ;, let

ing gives P e X s Py
y, = 07" and y©® - _gs—o 41
N (I,) r leP®klz. (40) n " m (41)

It remains to optimize the right side over, or equivalently for s2 Cn be the scaled sums. Then Proposifion 3 applied to
to minimize D wk ) over feasiblew. Sincer s 1 by Cn implies
assumptionw = is a feasible choice, yielding the desired X © L n
inequality. H (Yn) wsH (¥,7) 3 log o H W) :
The necessary conditions for equality follow from that for 52 Cn
Propositio B, and it is easily checked using Fdct 1 that thiie term on the right indicates that we pay a cost for
is also sufficient. The proof is complete. m deviations of the weighting distribution from the uniform.
In particular, choosing to be uniform implies that entropy is
“monotone on average” with uniform weights for scaled sums
Remark 6:To understand this result fully, it is useful toof i.n.i.d. random variables. Applying Theoréin 3ag yields
note that if a discriminating collection is not balanced, it can a similar conclusion for entropy power. These observations
always be augmented to a new collectiohthat is balanced which can also be deduced from the results of ABBN [1], are
in such a way that the inequality {37) faf becomes strictly collected in Corollary11L.
better than that foc. Indeed, if indexi appears i (i) sets of
C, one can always find r (i) sets ofc not containingi (since
r 19, and addito each of these sets. The inequalifyl(37) for Corollary 1. Suppose ; are independent random variables
cPis strictly better since this collection has the sanend the Wwith densities, and the scaled sums are defined By (41). Then

subset sum entropy powers on the right side are higher due to 1 X ©

the addition of independent random variables. While egypali H () n H ™)

in 37) is impossible for the unbalanced collectionit holds moos2c, (42)
i R 1 X

for normals for the augmented, balanced collectidn This andN (v,) = N (¢, ):

iluminates the conditions for equality in Theorém 3. n sc,

Remark 9:lt is interesting to contrast Corollafy 1 with the

Remark 7:The traditional Shannon inequality invol\_/ing thefollowing results of Han [17] and Dembo, Cover and Thomas
entropy powers of the summands [36] as well as the mequall%]' With N0 assumMptions OfK 1;:::;X ) except that they

of ABBN [1] involving the entropy powers of the “leave-oney, 56 5 joint density, the above authors show that
out” normalized sums are two special cases of Thedrem 3,

corresponding t@ = ¢; andc = C, ;. Proofs of the former H®p) 1 X HEs (43)
subsequent to Shannon’s include those of Stam [39], Blanhma n o s,

[7], Lieb [26] (using Young’s inequality for convolutionsitl

the sharp constant), Dembo, Cover and Thomas [15] (buildiﬁad ) %

5|

on Costa and Cover [13]), and Verd( and Guo [43]. Note that N X ) " i N Xg)
unlike the previous proofs of these special cases, our proof n sc,

(44)
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whereH X s) andN X s) denote the joint entropy and jointwhere represents either the inverse Fisher information
entropy power ofx s respectively. These bounds have a forror the entropyH or the entropy powex .

very similar to that of Corollary]1. In fact, such an analogy The conclusion of Theorefl 4 is a particular instance of
between inequalities for entropy of sums and joint entrepi¢48). Indeed, we can express the random variables of intases
goes much deeper (so that all of the entropy power inegeslitix ; = ;X 2, so thatEgacb( %has variance 1. Cgoos@ =,

we present here have analogues for joint entropy). Morelsletayhich is valid since piai = L.Thenag= " ,gaf= 8
can be found in Madiman and Tetali [30]. and s= s Thus "
Next, we consider sums of independent random variables V, = px_i - aX %
standardized by their variances. This is motivated by tfte fo 201 P b
lowing consideration. Consider a sequence of i.n.i.d. camd q
variablesfx ; : 12 Ng with zero mean and finite variances2"
2 = Var;), The variance of the sum aof variables is ) _ X Xy 1 X 0.
5 X X \4 = pP== — a;X §:
denotedv, = ., ., {, and the standardized sum is , Vs as .
= P i2s i2s
e mXi Now an application of[{48) gives the desired result, not just
Vn = w for H but also forN and1 !. [ |

The Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem gives condiso

under _WhiCh\_]“ ) N _(O;l)' J_ohnson [20] has pr_oved an  Remark 10:Since the collectiort is balanced, it follows
entrop|c_ version .(?f this classical thleorem, showing (undﬁfom Fac{l that s defines a probability distribution an This
appropriate conditions) that (v.,) ! 3 log@ e) and hence ;qiie the interpretation of Theordm 4 as displaying “@on

the relfimve enftrc;]py from the gmtfn_o;mal tends tth. Is ;he'i‘cn)nicity on average”. The averaging distributionis tuned to
an analogue oft e monotc_>n|C|Fy orin ormatl_on N this SBH 1o random variables of interest, through their variances.
We address this question in the following theorem, and

give two proofs. The first proof is based on considering

appropriatelly standardized Iinea}r combinations of indejeat Remark 11:Theorem[% also follows directly from(B5)
random variables, .and g_enerahzes Theorem 2 of ABBN []dpon settingis = s and noting that the definition af x )
The second proof is outlined in Remdrk| 11. is scale invariant (i.eD @x )= D ) for any real number

a).

Theorgm 4 MONOTONICITY ON AVERAGE): SUPPOSe | ot ys briefly comment on the interpretation of this result.
£X; : 1 2 Ry are independent random vgjiables ZW'tIAs discussed before, when the summands are i.i.d., entropic

densities, gnd ; has finite variance i Setw, = nl i convergence of, to the normal was shown in [4], and ABBN
andvs = ;¢ H for setss in the balanced collectio.  [1] showed that this sequence of entropies is monotoniaaily
Define the standardlzedPsums creasing. This completes a long-conjectured intuitivéyseEof
2 Xi the central limit theorem: forming normalized sums thatpkee
Vn = _pT (45)  the variance constant yields random variables with inéngas
entropy, and this sequence of entropies converges to the
and P maximum entropy possible, which is the entropy of the normal
© _  2sXi with that variance. In this sense, the CLT is a formulation of
\ = (46) B L )
Vs the “second law of thermodynamics” in physics. Theotdm 4
Then above shows that even in the setting of variance-standatdiz
X sums of i.n.i.d. random variables, a general monotonicity o
H V,) sH W 9); (47) average property holds with respect to an arbitrary coflact
s2c of normalized subset sums. This strengthens the “secorid law

interpretation of central limit theorems.

A similar monotonicity on average property also holds
for appropriate notions of Fisher information in convergen
Proof: Leta;;i2 mh]be a collection of non—Ppegative realof sums of discrete random variables to the Poisson and

numbers such that ° . a? = 1. Define as = 2 F compound Poisson distributions; details may be found if.[29
i=1“1 b i28“i

and the weights g = a_rs for s 2 C. Applying the inequalities

of Theorem R, Proposition] 3 and Theoréin 3 to independent

random variables;x ° and utilizing the scaling properties of Various extensions of the basic inequalities presentedeabo

where s = 15, Furthermore, ifc is also discriminating,
then the inequality is strict unless eagh is normal.

VIIl. A REFINED INEQUALITY

the relevant information quantities, one finds that are possible; we present one here. To state it, we find it
o " " convenient to recall the notion of a fractional packing from
a;x ? 2z ax 0 ; (48) discrete mathematics (see, e.g., Chung, Firedi, Garey and

i i s

S
=1 2c as 28 Graham [11])
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Definition 1: Let ¢ be a collection of subsets oh]l A the variance drop lemma. The idea of looking for such refine-
collectionf s :s2 Cgof non-negative real numbers is callednents with coefficients depending @rarose in conversations
a fractional packing foc if with Tom Cover and Prasad Tetali at ISIT 2006 in Seattle,
X after our basic results described in the previous secticre w
s 1 (49) presented. In particular, Prasad’s joint work with one of us
S3sze [30] influenced the development of TheorE 5.
for eachiin n1l
Theorem 5:Let £ g :s2 Cgbe any fractional packing for
Note that if the numbersg are constrained to only take thec. Then

values 0 and 1, then the condition above entails that not more X X
than one set irc can containi, i.e., that the sets 2 ¢ are I "1+ it Xp) s * Xy oz (52)
pairwise disjoint, and provide a packing of the get We may s2c 2s

interpret a fractional packing as a “packing” ¢f] using sets

in ¢, each of which contains only a fractional piece (namel%, FOL g|vert1hsu_b?et sutr_n |nf<;r:rr1latlf[)rls,l the best Isduc_h I(?wer
o) of the elements in that set. ound on the information of the total sum would involve

We now present a refined version of Lempja 2. maximizing the r!ght_ side ofl(32) Su.bJeCt (o the linear con-
straints [(4D). This linear programming problem, a version
of which is the problem of optimal fractional packing well-

Lemma 4 ARIANCE DROP. GENERAL VERSION): studied in combinatorics (see, e.g., [11]), does not have an
SUPPOSEU (X 1;:::;X ») is a C-additive function with mean €XPlicit solut|0n.|n general. _ o
zero components, as in Lemiia 2. Then A natural choice of a fractional packing in Theorem 5 leads
X 1 to the following corollary.
EU?  —E sKs) (50)
sc 8 Corollary 2: For any collectiorc of subsets ofih], let r @)

denote the number of sets i that containi In the same

for any fractional packing s :s2 Ca. setting as Theoreld 2, we have

Proof: As in the proof of Lemm&l2, we have 1 X 1 53
p ;
X X 2 IX1+ t::4+ Xp) S2Cr(s)I 28X ( )
EU? = E Er s&s)
t s tis2c wherer (s) is the maximum value of (i) over the indices.

We now proceed to perform a different estimation of thi§ s . . L .
expression, recalling as in the proof of Lemifia 2, that the We say that is quasibalanced if (i) = r(s) for eachi2 s
outer summation ovet can be restricted to non-empty sets and eachs. If C is discriminating, equality holds in(53) if the

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, X ; are normal and is quasibalanced.
X 2
Bt s®s) Remark 12:For any collectionc and anys 2 C, r(s) r
s tisce by definition. Thus Theorerh] 5 and Corollay 2 generalize
X P— X 1 ’ . Theorem[R. Furthermore, from the equality conditions in
< tszc( s) s fae p:sEt S ) Corollary [2, we see that equality can hold in these more

general inequalities even for collectioasthat are not bal-
Since anyt of interest has at least one element, the definiticinced, which was not possible with the original formulation
of a fractional packing implies that in TheorenD.

X

s i Remark 13:0One can also give an alternate proof of Theo-

s tiszc rem[B using Corollari]2 (which could be proved directly), so
Thus that the two results are mathematically equivalent. Thetkey
, X X 1 2 doing this is the observation that nowhere in our proofs do we
EU —F Et sKs) actually require that the segdn c are distinct. In other words,
Xt S t;fZC given a collectiorc, one may look at an augmented collection
_ 1 E Ep sKs) 2 (51) that hasks copies of each set in C. Then the inequality
sc St s (53) holds for the augmented collection with the counts
X 1 ) andr (s) appropriately modified. By considering arbitrary aug-
= —E sXs) : mentations, one can obtain Theorgn 5 for fractional packing
sec S with rational coefficients. An approximation argument gl

m the full version. This method of proof, although picturesqu
Exactly as before, one can obtain inequalities for Fishig somewhat less transparent in the details.
information, entropy and entropy power based on this form of
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Remark 14:lt is straightforward to extend Theordm 5 andimit theorems in i.n.i.d. settings, and perhaps rate agsiohs
Corollary[2 to the multivariate case, whete are independent under less restrictive assumptions than those imposedlin [2
R<-valued random vectors, arx ) represents the trace ofand [2].
the Fisher information matrix of . Similarly, extending Theo-  The new Fisher information inequalities we present are also
rem[3, one obtains for independexft-valued random vectors of interest, because of the relationship of inverse Fishi@r4

b e xay  1X 2, g%y the subset sum inequality can be interpreted as a comparison
e d o e d ; of an asymptotic mean squared error achieved with use of
s2c all x1;:::;X,, and the sum of the mean squared errors

which implies the monotonicity of entropy for standardize@chieved in distributed estimation by sensors that observe

sums ofd-dimensional random vectors. We leave the detail& :;12 s) for s 2 C. The parameter of interest can either be a
to the reader. location parameter, or (following [21]) a natural paramete

exponential families for which the minimal sufficient s&tits

Remark 15:It is natural to speculate whether an analogowe sums. Furthermore, a non-asymptotic generalizatidimeof
subset sum entropy power inequality holds with- (s) inside new Fisher information inequalities holds (see [5] for ds}a
the sum. For eacl between the minimum and the maximunwhich sheds light on minimax risks for estimation of a looati
of the r(s), we can splitC into the setC, = fs2 C :r(s) = parameter from sums.
rg. Under an assumption that no one sét Gr dominates, that  Entropy inequalities involving subsets of random variable
is, that there is n@ 2 c, withn 5 )> N (T Sy=r, (although traditionally not involving sums) have playedi@mn
we are able to create suitable normals for perturbation pértant role in understanding some problems of graph theory
the Fisher information inequality and integrate (in the sanRadhakrishnan [33] provides a nice survey, and some recent

manner as in the proof of Propositibh 3) to obtain developments (including joint entropy inequalities agalas
X N @S to the entropy power inequalities in this paper) are disediss
N (Ty) : (54) in [30]. The appearance of fractional packings in the refined
sc T® inequality we present in Sectién VIl is particularly sugtiee

The quasibalanced case (in whielt) is the same for each ©Of further connections to be explored.

in o) is an interesting special case. Then the unions of sets ifM Multi-user information theory, subset sums of rates and
¢, are disjoint for distinct values of. So for quasibalanced information quantities involving subsets of random valeab
collections the refined subset sum entropy power inequalfye critical in characterizing rate regions of certain seur

(54) always holds by combining our observation above wif§'d channel coding problems (e.g.;user multiple access
the Shannon-Stam entropy power inequality. channels). Furthermore, there is a long history of the usleeof

classical entropy power inequality in the study of rate oagi
see, e.g., Shannon [36], Bergmans [6], Ozarow [32], Co&h [1
and Oohama [31]. For instance, the classical entropy power
Our main contributions in this paper are rather general inequality was a key tool in Ozarow’s solution of the Gaussia
superadditivity inequalities for Fisher information an#repy multiple description problem for two multiple descriptimrut
power that hold for arbitrary collections, and specialize seems to have been inadequate for problems involving three o
to both the Shannon-Stam inequalities and the inequalitigre descriptions (see Wang and Viswanath [45] for a recent
of ABBN [1]. In particular, we prove all these inequalitiessp|ution of one such problem without using the entropy power

transparently using only simple projection facts, a var&aninequality). It seems natural to expand the set of toolslaivti
drop lemma and classical information-theoretic ideas. A reor investigation in these contexts.

markable feature of our proofs is that their main ingredient

are rather well-known, although our generalizations of the

variance drop lemma appear to be new and are perhaps of APPENDIXI

independent interest. Both our results as well as the proofs THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE DECOMPOSITION

lend t_hemselves to ir_1tuitive stgtistical interpretatlossveral In order to prove the variance drop lemma, we use a de-
of which we have pointed out in the paper. We now point t(‘:)omposition of functions im.? ®™), which is nothing but the

potential directions of application. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) decomposition of a statistic.

The inequalities of this paper are relevant to the study %r any32 h} E; denotes the conditional expectation of
central limit theorems, especially for i.n.i.d. randomisahles. given all rando?n variables other than;, i.e

Indeed, we demonstrated monotonicity on average progertie
in such settings. Moreover, most approaches to entropt«:adenEj ®i7:00%0) = E[ K1;::5Xn)Xi= x5 8i6 31(55)
limit theorems involve a detailed quantification of the gaps

associated with monotonicity properties of Fisher informaaverages out the dependence on it coordinate.

tion when the summands are non-normal. Since the gap in

our inequality is especially accessible due to our use of a

Pythagorean property of projections (see Reniark 3), itccoul Fact 2 (ANOVA DECOMPOSITION: Suppose :R™ !
be of interest in obtaining transparent proofs of entropittal R satisfiesE 2 X 1;:::;X,) < 1, ie., 2 L2, for

IX. CONCLUDING REMARKS
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independent random variables,; ;X ;:::;X ,. Fort nj ACKNOWLEDGMENT
define the orthogonal linear subspaces We are indebted to Prasad Tetali for several interesting
Hi=f 2L%:E; lijpt, 832 g (56) conversations and for the beneficial influence of Prasadis jo

work with MM on entropy inequalities. We are also very

of functions depending only on the variables indexed
t. Then 1.2 is the orthogonal direct sum of this family of
subspaces, i.e., any 2 L2 can be written in the form

X
= Et H (57)

t mnl [1]
whereE, 2 Hy, and the subspacesy (for t ) are

orthogonal to each other. 2]
Proof: LetE denote the integrating out of the variables

in t, so thatE ; = E¢5. Keeping in mind that the order of

integrating out independent variables does not matter {he

E ; are commuting projection operatorsirt), we can write

(3]

(4]

w (5]
= Es;+ T Ej)I] 6]
j)=(1 Y Y
= E 3j (I E j) (58) [7]
tX nljzt 2t [8]
= E t ;
t mI [0l
where [10]
Y
E¢ E e T Ej) (59)
2t

Note thatifjisint, EsE = 0, being in the image of the [12]
operatorE ;I Ej) = 0.If jisnotint, Ey is already in
the image ofk 5, and a further application of the projection
E 5 has no effect. Thug, isinHy.

Finally we wish to show that the subspaceg are orthog- (14]
onal. For any distinct sets; andt, in h] there exists an [15]
index § which is in one (say;), but not the other (say.).
Then, by definitionE ¢ is contained in the image af; and
E¢, is contained in the image off E ;). HenceE s
orthogonal toE u

[16]
[17]

(18]

Remark 16:1n the language of ANOVA familiar to statis-[
ticians, when is the empty set,E is the mean; [20]
Efig iEf2g are the main effectsfE ¢ : x3j= 1
2g are the pairwise interactions, %nd so on. [Eact 2 implies that
for any subses k] the function .+ ¢ Ey isthe best
approximation (in mean square) tothat depends only on the 22
collectionx g of random variables. [23]

Remark 17:The historical roots of this decomposition lie in[24]
the work of von Mises [44] and Hoeffding [18]. For varioug2s]
interpretations, see Kurkjian and Zelen [24], Jacobsen, [1
Rubin and Vitale [34], Efron and Stein [16], Karlin and Rihot
[23], and Steele [40]; these works include applications 7]
such decompositions to experimental design, linear models
U -statistics, and jackknife theory. Takemura [41] des@ibe
general unifying framework for ANOVA decompositions.

26]

rateful to the anonymous referees and the Associate Hditor
careful readings of the paper, and their insightful comment
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