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Note to the reader

This book began life as a seminar course on functional equations at the Univer-
sity of Edinburgh in 2017, motivated by recent research on the quantification
of biological diversity. The course attracted not only mathematicians in sub-
jects from stochastic analysis to algebraic topology, but also participants from
physics and biology. In response, I did everything I could to minimize the
mathematical prerequisites.

I have tried here to retain the broad accessibility of the course. At the same
time, I have not censored myself from including the many fruitful connections
with more advanced parts of mathematics.

These two opposing forces have been reconciled by confining the more ad-
vanced material to separate chapters or sections that can easily be omitted.
Chapter 9 requires some probability theory, Chapter 11 some abstract algebra,
and Chapter 12 some category theory, while Sections 3.4, 6.4 and 6.5 also call
on parts of geometry, analysis and statistics. However, the core narrative thread
requires no more mathematics than a first course in rigorous (ε-δ) analysis.
Readers with this background are promised that they are equipped to follow
all the main ideas and results. The parts just listed, and any remarks that refer
to more specialized knowledge, can safely be omitted.

Moreover, those who regard themselves as wholly ‘pure’ mathematicians
will find no barriers here. Although much of this book is about the diversity of
ecological systems, no knowledge of ecology is needed. Similarly, the infor-
mation theory that we use is introduced from the ground up.

In the middle parts of the book, many conditions on means and diversity
measures are defined: homogeneity, consistency, symmetry, etc. Appendix B
contains a summary of this terminology for easy reference. There is also an
index of notation.

v
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Introduction

This book was born of research in category theory, brought to life by the on-
going vigorous debate on how to quantify biological diversity, given strength
by information theory, and fed by the ancient field of functional equations. It
applies the power of the axiomatic method to a biological problem of pressing
concern, but it also presents new advances in ‘pure’ mathematics that stand in
their own right, independently of any application.

The starting point is the connection between diversity and entropy. We will
discover:

• how Shannon entropy, originally defined for communications engineering,
can also be understood through biological diversity (Chapter 2);

• how deformations of Shannon entropy express a spectrum of viewpoints on
the meaning of biodiversity (Chapter 4);

• how these deformations provably provide the only reasonable abundance-
based measures of diversity (Chapter 7);

• how to derive such results from characterization theorems for the power
means, of which we prove several, some new (Chapters 5 and 9).

Complementing the classical techniques of these proofs is a large-scale cate-
gorical programme, which has produced both new mathematics and new mea-
sures of diversity now used in scientific applications. For example, we will
find:

• that many invariants of size from across the breadth of mathematics (includ-
ing cardinality, volume, surface area, fractional dimension, and both topo-
logical and algebraic notions of Euler characteristic) arise from one single
invariant, defined in the wide generality of enriched categories (Chapter 6);

• a way of measuring diversity that reflects not only the varying abundances of

1
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2 Introduction

species (as is traditional), but also the varying similarilities between them,
or, more generally, any notion of the values of the species (Chapters 6 and 7);

• that these diversity measures belong to the extended family of measures of
size (Chapter 6);

• a ‘best of all possible worlds’: an abundance distribution on any given set
of species that maximizes diversity from an infinite number of viewpoints
simultaneously (Chapter 6);

• an extension of Shannon entropy from its classical context of finite sets to
distributions on a metric space or a graph (Chapter 6), obtained by translat-
ing the similarity-sensitive diversity measures into the language of entropy.

Shannon entropy is a fundamental concept of information theory, but informa-
tion theory contains many riches besides. We will mine them, discovering:

• how the concept of relative entropy not only touches subjects from Bayesian
inference to coding theory to Riemannian geometry, but also provides a way
of quantifying local diversity within a larger context (Chapter 3);

• quantitative methods for identifying particularly unusual or atypical parts of
an ecological community (Chapter 8, drawing on work of Reeve et al. [290]).

The main narrative thread is modest in its mathematical prerequisites. But we
also take advantage of some more specialized bodies of knowledge (large devi-
ation theory, the theory of operads, and the theory of finite fields), establishing:

• how probability theory can be used to solve functional equations (Chapter 9,
following work of Aubrun and Nechita [20]);

• a streamlined characterization of information loss, as a natural consequence
of categorical and operadic thinking (Chapters 10 and 12);

• that the concept of entropy is (provably) inescapable even in the pure-
mathematical heartlands of category theory, algebra and topology, quite sep-
arately from its importance in scientific applications (Chapter 12);

• the right definition of entropy for probability distributions whose ‘probabil-
ities’ are elements of the ring Z/pZ of integers modulo a prime p (Chap-
ter 11, drawing on work of Kontsevich [193]).

The question of how to quantify diversity is far more mathematically profound
than is generally appreciated. This book makes the case that the theory of di-
versity measurement is fertile soil for new mathematics, just as much as the
neighbouring but far more thoroughly worked field of information theory.

∗ ∗ ∗
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Introduction 3

What is the problem of quantifying diversity? Briefly, it is to take a bio-
logical community and extract from it a numerical measure of its ‘diversity’
(whatever that should mean). This task is certainly beset with practical prob-
lems: for instance, field ecologists recording woodland animals will probably
observe the noisy, the brightly-coloured and the gregarious more frequently
than the quiet, the camouflaged and the shy. There are also statistical difficul-
ties: if a survey of one community finds 10 different species in a sample of 50
individuals, and a survey of another finds 18 different species in a sample of
100, which is more diverse?

However, we will not be concerned with either the practical or the statistical
difficulties. Instead, we will focus on a fundamental conceptual problem: in
an ideal world where we have complete, perfect data, how can we quantify
diversity in a meaningful and logical way?

In both the news media and the scientific literature, the most common mean-
ing given to the word ‘diversity’ (or ‘biodiversity’) is simply the number of
species present. Certainly this is an important quantity. However, it is not al-
ways very informative. For instance, the number of species of great ape on the
planet is 8 (Example 4.3.8), but 99.99% of all great apes belong to just one
species: us. In terms of global ecology, it is arguably more accurate to say that
there is effectively only one species of great ape.

An example illustrates the spectrum of possible interpretations of the con-
cept of diversity. Consider two bird communities:

A B

In community A, there are four species, but the majority of individuals belong
to a single dominant species. Community B contains the first three species in
equal abundance, but the fourth is absent. Which community, A or B, is more
diverse?

One viewpoint is that the presence of species is what matters. Rare species
count for as much as common ones: every species is precious. From this view-
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4 Introduction

point, community A is more diverse, simply because more species are present.
The abundances of species are irrelevant; presence or absence is all that mat-
ters.

But there is an opposing viewpoint that prioritizes the balance of commu-
nities. Common species are important; they are the ones that exert the most
influence on the community. Community A has a single very common species,
which has largely outcompeted the others, whereas community B has three
common species, evenly balanced. From this viewpoint, community B is more
diverse.

These two viewpoints are the two ends of a continuum. More precisely, there
is a continuous one-parameter family (Dq)q∈[0,∞] of diversity measures encod-
ing this spectrum of viewpoints. Low values of q attach high importance to
rare species; for example, D0 measures community A as more diverse than
community B. When q is high, Dq is most strongly influenced by the balance
of more common species; thus, D∞ judges B to be more diverse. No single
viewpoint is right or wrong. Different scientists adopt different viewpoints (that
is, different values of q) for different purposes, as the literature amply attests
(Examples 4.3.5).

Long ago, it was realized that the concept of diversity is closely related to
the concept of entropy. Entropy appears in dozens of guises across dozens of
branches of science, of which thermodynamics is probably the most famous.
(The introduction to Chapter 2 gives a long but highly incomplete list.) The
most simple incarnation is Shannon entropy, which is a real number associated
with any probability distribution on a finite set. It is, in fact, the logarithm of
the diversity measure D1. Most often, Shannon entropy is explained and un-
derstood through the theory of coding; indeed, we provide such an explanation
here. But the diversity interpretation provides a new perspective.

For example, the diversity measures Dq, known in ecology as the Hill num-
bers, are the exponentials of what information theorists know as the Rényi
entropies. From the very beginning of information theory, an important role
has been played by characterization theorems: results stating that any measure
(of information, say) satisfying a list of desirable properties must be of a par-
ticular form (a scalar multiple of Shannon entropy, say). But what counts as
a desirable property depends on one’s perspective. We will prove that the Hill
numbers Dq are, in a precise sense, the only measures of diversity with certain
natural properties (Theorem 7.4.3). This theorem translates into a new charac-
terization of the Rényi entropies, but it is not one that necessarily would have
been thought of from a purely information-theoretic perspective.

However, something is missing. In the real world, diversity is understood as
involving not only the number and abundances of the species, but also how dif-
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ferent they are. (For example, this affects conservation policy; see the OECD
quotation on p. 169.) We describe the remedy in Chapter 6, defining a fam-
ily of diversity measures that take account of the varying similarity between
species, while still incorporating the spectrum of viewpoints discussed above.
This definition unifies into one family a large number of the diversity measures
proposed and used in the ecological and genetics literature.

This family of diversity measures first appeared in a paper in Ecology [218],
but it can also be understood and motivated from a purely mathematical per-
spective. The classical Rényi entropies are a family of real numbers assigned
to any probability distribution on a finite set. By factoring in the differences or
distances between points (species), we extend this to a family of real numbers
assigned to any probability distribution on a finite metric space. In the extreme
case where d(x, y) = ∞ for all distinct points x and y, we recover the Rényi
entropies. In this way, the similarity-sensitive diversity measures extend the
definition of Rényi entropy from sets to metric spaces.

Different values of the viewpoint parameter q ∈ [0,∞] produce different
judgements on which of two distributions is the more diverse. But it turns out
that for any metric space (or in biological terms, any set of species), there is
a single distribution that maximizes diversity from all viewpoints simultane-
ously. For a generic finite metric space, this maximizing distribution is unique.
Thus, almost every finite metric space carries a canonical probability distribu-
tion (not usually uniform). The maximum diversity itself is also independent
of q, and is therefore a numerical invariant of metric spaces. This invariant has
geometric significance in its own right (Section 6.5).

We go further. One might wish to evaluate an ecological community in a way
that takes into account some notion of the values of the species (such as phylo-
genetic distinctiveness). Again, there is a sensible family of measures that does
this job, extending not only the similarity-sensitive diversity measures just de-
scribed, but also further measures already existing in the ecological literature.
The word ‘sensible’ can be made precise: as soon as we subject an abstract
measure of the value of a community to some basic logical requirements, it
is forced to belong to a certain one-parameter family (σq) (Theorem 7.3.4),
which are essentially the Rényi relative entropies.

Information theory also helps us to analyse the diversity of metacommuni-
ties, that is, ecological communities made up of a number of smaller communi-
ties such as geographical regions. The established notions of relative entropy,
conditional entropy and mutual information provide meaningful measures of
the structure of a metacommunity (Chapter 8). But we will do more than sim-
ply translate information theory into ecological language. For example, the
new characterization of the Rényi entropies mentioned above is a byproduct of
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6 Introduction

the characterization theorem for measures of ecological value. In this way, the
theory of diversity gives back to information theory.

∗ ∗ ∗

The scientific importance of biological diversity goes far beyond the obvi-
ous setting of conservation of animals and plants. Certainly such conservation
efforts are important, and the need for meaningful measures of diversity is
well-appreciated in that context. For example, Vane-Wright et al. [339] wrote
thirty years ago of the ‘agony of choice’ in conservation of flora and fauna, and
emphasized how crucial it is to use the right diversity measures.

But most life is microscopic. Nee [259] argued in 2004 that

[w]e are still at the very beginning of a golden age of biodiversity dis-
covery, driven largely by the advances in molecular biology and a new
open-mindedness about where life might be found,

and that

all of the marvels in biodiversity’s new bestiary are invisible.

Even excluding exotic new discoveries of microscopic life, two recent lines of
research illustrate important uses of diversity measures at the microbial level.

First, the extensive use of antimicrobial drugs on animals unfortunate
enough to be born into the modern meat industry is commonly held to be a
cause of antimicrobial resistance in pathogens affecting humans. However, a
2012 study of Mather et al. [244] suggests that the causality may be more
complex. By analysing the diversity of antimicrobial resistance in Salmonella
taken from animal populations on the one hand, and from human populations
on the other, the authors concluded that the animal population is ‘unlikely to be
the major source of resistance’ for humans, and that ‘current policy emphasis
on restricting antimicrobial use in domestic animals may be overly simplis-
tic’. The diversity measures used in this analysis were the Hill numbers Dq

mentioned above and central to this book.
Second, the increasing problem of obesity in humans has prompted re-

search into causes and treatments, and there is evidence of a negative cor-
relation between obesity and diversity of the gut microbiome (Turnbaugh et
al. [331, 332]). Almost all traditional measures of diversity rely on a division
of organisms into species or other taxonomic groups, but in this case, only a
fraction of the microbial species concerned have been isolated and classified
taxonomically. Researchers in this field therefore use DNA sequence data, ap-
plying sophisticated but somewhat arbitrary clustering algorithms to create ar-
tificial species-like groups (‘operational taxonomic units’). On the other hand,
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the similarity-sensitive diversity measures mentioned above and introduced in
Chapter 6 can be applied directly to the sequence data, bypassing the cluster-
ing step and producing a measure of genetic diversity. A test case was carried
out in Leinster and Cobbold [218] (Example 4), with results that supported the
conclusions of Turnbaugh et al.

Despite the wide variety of uses of diversity measures in biology, none of the
mathematics presented in this text is intrinsically biological. Indeed, the math-
ematics of diversity was being developed as early as 1912 by the economist
Corrado Gini [116] (best known for the Gini coefficient of disparity of wealth),
and by the statistician Udny Yule in the 1940s for the analysis of lexical di-
versity in literature [358]. Some of the diversity measures most common in
ecology have recently been used to analyse the ethnic and sociological diver-
sity of judges (Barton and Moran [30]), and the similarity-sensitive diversity
measures that are the subject of Chapter 6 have been used not only in multiple
ecological contexts (as listed after Example 6.1.8), but also in non-biological
applications such as computer network security (Wang et al. [344]).

In mathematical terms, simple diversity measures such as the Hill num-
bers are invariants of a probability distribution on a finite set. The similarity-
sensitive diversity measures are defined for any probability distribution on a fi-
nite set with an assigned degree of similarity between each pair of points. (This
includes any finite metric space or graph.) The value measures are defined for
any finite set equipped with a probability distribution and an assignment of a
nonnegative value to each element. The metacommunity measures are defined
for any probability distribution on the cartesian product of a pair of finite sets.
Much of this text is written using ecological terminology, but the mathematics
is entirely general.

∗ ∗ ∗

This work grew out of a general category-theoretic study of size. In many
parts of mathematics, there is a canonical notion of the size of the objects
of study: sets have cardinality, vector spaces have dimension, subsets of Eu-
clidean space have volume, topological spaces have Euler characteristic, and
so on. Typically, such measures of size satisfy analogues of the elementary
inclusion-exclusion and multiplicativity formulas for counting finite sets:

|X ∪ Y | = |X| + |Y | − |X ∩ Y |,

|X × Y | = |X| · |Y |.

(The interpretation of Euler characteristic as the topological analogue of car-
dinality is not as well known as it should be; this is an insight of Schanuel on
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8 Introduction

which we elaborate in Section 6.4.) From a categorical perspective, it is natural
to seek a single invariant unifying all of these measures of size.

Some unification is achieved by defining a notion of size for categories
themselves, called magnitude or Euler characteristic. (Finiteness hypotheses
are required, but will not be mentioned in this overview.) This definition al-
ready brings together several established invariants of size [208]: cardinality
of sets, and the various notions of Euler characteristic for partially ordered
sets, topological spaces, and even orbifolds (whose Euler characteristics are in
general not integers). The theory of magnitude of categories is closely related
to the theory of Möbius–Rota inversion for partially ordered sets [298, 213].

But the decisive, unifying step is the generalization of the definition of mag-
nitude from categories to the wider class of enriched categories [214], which
includes not only categories themselves, but also metric spaces, graphs, and
the additive categories that are a staple of homological algebra.

The definition of the magnitude of an enriched category unifies still more es-
tablished invariants of size. For example, in the representation theory of asso-
ciative algebras, one frequently considers the indecomposable projective mod-
ules, which form an additive category. The magnitude of that additive category
turns out to be the Euler form of a certain canonical module, defined as an
alternating sum of dimensions of Ext groups (equation (6.20)). Magnitude for
enriched categories can also be realized as the Euler characteristic of a certain
Hochschild-like homology theory of enriched categories, in the same sense
that the Jones polynomial for knots is the Euler characteristic of Khovanov
homology [187]. This was established in recent work led by Shulman [222],
building on the case of magnitude homology for graphs previously developed
by Hepworth and Willerton [142].

Since any metric space can be regarded as an enriched category, the general
definition of the magnitude of an enriched category gives, in particular, a def-
inition of the magnitude |X| ∈ R of a metric space X. Unlike the other special
cases just mentioned, this invariant is essentially new.

Recent, increasingly sophisticated, work in analysis has connected magni-
tude with classical invariants of geometric measure. For example, for a com-
pact subset X ⊆ Rn satisfying certain regularity conditions, if one is given the
magnitude of all of the rescalings tX of X (for t > 0), then one can recover:

• the Minkowski dimension of X (one of the principal notions of fractional di-
mension), a result proved by Meckes using results in potential theory (The-
orem 6.5.9);

• the volume of X, a result proved by Barceló and Carbery using PDE methods
(Theorem 6.5.6);
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• the surface area of X, a result proved by Gimperlein and Goffeng using
global analysis (or more specifically, tools for computing heat trace asymp-
totics; Theorem 6.5.8).

Gimperlein and Goffeng also proved an asymptotic inclusion-exclusion prin-
ciple:

|t(X ∪ Y)| + |t(X ∩ Y)| − |tX| − |tY | → 0

as t → ∞, for sufficiently regular X,Y ⊆ Rn (Section 6.5). This is another
manifestation of the cardinality-like nature of magnitude.

We have seen that every finite metric space X has an unambiguous maximum
diversity Dmax(X) ∈ R, defined in terms of the similarity-sensitive diversity
measures (p. 5). We have also seen that X has a magnitude |X| ∈ R. These
two real numbers are not in general equal (ultimately because probabilities or
species abundances are forbidden to be negative), but they are closely related.
Indeed, Dmax(X) is always equal to the magnitude of some subspace of X,
and in important families of cases is equal to the magnitude of X itself. So,
magnitude is closely related to maximum diversity. Indeed, this relationship
was exploited by Meckes to prove the result on Minkowski dimension.

There is a historical surprise. Although this author arrived at the definition
of the magnitude of a metric space by the route of enriched category theory, it
had already arisen in earlier work on the quantification of biodiversity. In 1994,
the environmental scientists Andrew Solow and Stephen Polasky carried out a
probabilistic analysis of the benefits of high biodiversity ([316], Section 4), and
isolated a particular quantity that they called the ‘effective number of species’.
They did not investigate it mathematically, merely remarking mildly that it ‘has
some appealing properties’. It is exactly our magnitude.

∗ ∗ ∗

Ecologists began to propose quantitative definitions of biological diversity in
the mid-twentieth century [311, 348], setting in motion more than sixty years
of heated debate, with dozens of further proposed diversity measures, hun-
dreds of scholarly papers, at least one book devoted to the subject [238], and
consequently, for some, despair (expressed as early as 1971 in a famously-
titled paper of Hurlbert [148]). Meanwhile, parallel debates were taking place
in genetics and other disciplines.

The connections between diversity measurement on the one hand, and infor-
mation theory and category theory on the other, are fruitful for both mathemat-
ics and biology. But any measure of biological diversity must be justifiable in
purely biological terms, rather than by borrowing authority from information
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10 Introduction

theory, category theory, or any other field. The ecologist E. C. Pielou warned
against attaching ecological significance to diversity measures for anything
other than ecological reasons:

It should not be (but it is) necessary to emphasize that the object of calcu-
lating indices of diversity is to solve, not to create, problems. The indices
are merely numbers, useful in some circumstances but not in all. [. . . ]
Indices should be calculated for the light (not the shadow) they cast on
genuine ecological problems.

([280], p. 293).
In a series of incisive papers beginning in 2006, the conservationist and

botanist Lou Jost insisted that whatever diversity measures one uses, they must
exhibit logical behaviour [164, 165, 166, 167]. For example, Shannon entropy
is commonly used as a diversity measure by practising ecologists, and it does
behave logically if one is only using it to ask whether one community is more
or less diverse than another. But as Jost observed, any attempt to reason about
percentage changes in diversity using Shannon entropy runs into logical absur-
dities: Examples 2.4.7 and 2.4.11 describe the plague that exterminates 90%
of species but only causes a 17% drop in ‘diversity’, and the oil drilling that
simultaneously destroys and preserves 83% of the ‘diversity’ of an ecosystem.
It is, in fact, the exponential of Shannon entropy that should be used for this
purpose.

In this sense, origin stories are irrelevant. Inventing new diversity measures
is easy, and it is nearly as easy to tell a story of how a new measure fits with
some intuitive idea of diversity, or to justify it in terms of its importance in
some related discipline. But if a measure does not pass basic logical tests (as
in Section 4.4), it is useless or worse.

Jost noted that all of the Hill numbers Dq do behave logically. Again, we go
further: Theorem 7.4.3 states that the Hill numbers are in fact the only measures
of diversity satisfying certain logically fundamental properties. (At least, this is
so for the simple model of a community in terms of species abundances only.)
This is the ideal of the axiomatic approach: to prove results stating that if one
wishes to have a measure with such-and-such properties, then it can only be
one of these measures.

Mathematically, such results belong to the field of functional equations. We
review a small corner of this vast and classical theory, beginning with the fact
that the only measurable functions f : R→ R satisfying the Cauchy functional
equation f (x + y) = f (x) + f (y) are the linear mappings x 7→ cx. Building
on classical results, we obtain new axiomatic characterizations of a variety of
measures of diversity, entropy and value. We also explain a new method, pio-
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neered by Aubrun and Nechita in 2011 [20], for solving functional equations
by harnessing the power of probability theory. This produces new characteri-
zations of the `p norms and the power means.

Characterization theorems for the power means are, in fact, the engine of
this book (Chapter 5). By definition, the power mean of order t of real numbers
x1, . . . , xn, weighted by a probability distribution (p1, . . . , pn), is

Mt(p, x) =

( n∑
i=1

pixt
i

)1/t

.

The power means (Mt)t∈R form a one-parameter family of operations, and the
central place that they occupy in this text is explained by their relationship with
several other important one-parameter families: the Hill numbers, the Rényi
entropies, the q-logarithms, the q-logarithmic entropies (also known as Tsallis
entropies), the value measures of Chapter 7, and the `p-norms. We will prove
characterization theorems for all of these families, in each case finding a short
list of properties that determines them uniquely.

∗ ∗ ∗

Much of this text can be described as ‘mathematical anthropology’. The
mathematical anthropologist begins by observing that some group of scientists
attaches great importance to a particular object or concept: homotopy theorists
talk a lot about simplicial sets, harmonic analysts constantly use the Fourier
transform, ecologists often count the number of species present in a commu-
nity, and so on. The next step is to ask: why do they attach such importance
to that particular thing, not something slightly different? Is it the only object
that enjoys the useful properties that it enjoys? If not, why do they use the ob-
ject they use, and not some other object with those properties? And if it is the
only object with those properties, can we prove it? For example, 2008 work of
Alesker, Artstein-Avidan and Milman [7] proved that the Fourier transform is,
in fact, the only transform that enjoys its familiar properties.

This is the animating spirit of the field of functional equations. But there
is another field that has been enormously successful in mathematical anthro-
pology: category theory. There, objects of mathematical interest are typically
characterized by universal properties. For instance, the tensor product M ⊗ N
of modules M and N is the universal module equipped with a bilinear map
M × N → M ⊗ N; the Hilbert space completion X̂ of an inner product space
X is the universal Hilbert space equipped with an isometry X → X̂; the real
interval [0, 1] is the universal bipointed topological space equipped with a map
[0, 1] → [0, 1] ∨ [0, 1] (Theorem 2.2 of Leinster [210] and Theorem 2.5 of
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12 Introduction

Leinster [207], building on results of Freyd [109]). Any universal property in-
volves uniqueness at two levels: the literal uniqueness of a connecting map,
and the fact that the universal property characterizes the object possessing it
uniquely up to isomorphism. Thus, category theory is a potent tool for proving
characterization theorems.

We demonstrate this with a categorically-motivated characterization theo-
rem for entropy (Baez, Fritz and Leinster [25]). Briefly put, the probability
distributions on finite sets form an operad, we construct a certain universal cat-
egory acted on by that operad, and this leads naturally to the concept of Shan-
non entropy. The categorical approach amounts to a shift of emphasis from the
entropy of a probability space (an object) to the amount of information lost by
a deterministic process (a map).

The moral of this result is that entropy is not just something for applied
scientists. It emerges inevitably from a general categorical machine, given as
its inputs nothing more obscure than the real line and the standard topological
simplices. In other words, even in algebra and topology, entropy is inescapable.

To demonstrate the strength of the axiomatic approach, we finish by apply-
ing it to an entity of purely mathematical interest: entropy modulo a prime
number. The topic was first introduced as a curiosity by Kontsevich, as a
byproduct of work on polylogarithms [193]. Just as any real probability dis-
tribution π = (π1, . . . , πn) has a Shannon entropy HR(π) ∈ R, one can de-
fine, for any prime p and ‘probabilities’ π1, . . . , πn ∈ Z/pZ, a kind of entropy
Hp(π) ∈ Z/pZ. The functional forms are quite different:

HR(π1, . . . , πn) = −
∑

1≤i≤n

πi log πi ∈ R,

Hp(π1, . . . , πn) = −
∑

0≤r1,...,rn<p
r1+···+rn=p

πr1
1 · · · π

rn
n

r1! · · · rn!
∈ Z/pZ.

One would probably not guess that the second formula is the correct mod p
analogue of the first. However, the definition is fully justified by a charac-
terization theorem strictly analogous to the one that characterizes real Shan-
non entropy. And from the categorical perspective, there is a strictly analogous
characterization of information loss mod p. In short, the apparatus developed
for the real field can be successfully applied to the field of integers modulo a
prime.

∗ ∗ ∗
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Finally, this book aims to challenge outdated conceptions of what applied
mathematics can look like. Too often, ‘applied mathematics’ is subconsciously
understood to mean ‘methods of analysis applied to problems of physics’. (Or,
worse, ‘applied’ is taken to be a euphemism for ‘unrigorous’.) Those applica-
tions are certainly enormously important. However, this excessively narrow in-
terpretation ignores the glittering array of applications of other parts of mathe-
matics to other kinds of problem. It is mere historical accident that a researcher
using PDEs in the study of fluids is usually called an applied mathematician,
but one applying category theory to the design of programming languages is
not.

Mathematicians are coming to appreciate that applications of their subject
to biology are enormously fruitful and, with the revolution in the availability
of genetic data, will only grow. Mackey and Maini asked and answered the
question ‘What has mathematics done for biology?’ [237], quoting the evolu-
tionary biologist and slime mould specialist John Bonner on the ‘rocking back
and forth between the reality of experimental facts and the dream world of
hypotheses’. They reviewed some major contributions, including striking suc-
cess stories in ecology, epidemiology, developmental biology, physiology, and
neuro-oncology. But still, most of the work cited there (and most of mathe-
matical biology as a whole) uses parts of mathematics traditionally thought of
as ‘applied’, such as differential equations, dynamical systems, and stochastic
analysis.

The reality is that many parts of mathematics conventionally called ‘pure’
are now being successfully applied in diverse contexts, both biological and oth-
erwise. Knot theory has solved longstanding problems in genetic recombina-
tion (Buck and Flapan [52, 53]). Group theory has illuminated virus structure
(Twarock, Valiunas and Zappa [334]). Topological data analysis, founded on
the theory of persistent homology and calling on the power of algebraic topol-
ogy, succeeded in identifying a hitherto unknown subtype of breast cancer with
a 100% survival rate (Nicolau, Levine and Carlsson [260]; see Lesnick [225]
for an expository account). Order theory, topos theory and classical logic have
all been employed in the quest for improved ways of specifying, modelling and
designing concurrent systems (Nygaard and Winskel [264]; Joyal, Nielsen and
Winskel [170]; Hennessy and Milner [140]). And, famously, number theory is
used to both provide and undermine security of communications on the inter-
net (Hales [133]). All of these are real applications of mathematics. None is
‘applied mathematics’ as traditionally construed.

But applications are not the only product of applied mathematics. It also
nourishes the core of mathematics, providing new questions, answers, and
perspectives. Mathematics applied to physics has done this from Archimedes
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14 Introduction

to Newton to Witten. Reed [288] lists dozens of ways in which mathematics
applied to biology is doing it now. The developments surveyed in this book
provide further evidence that a body of mathematics can simultaneously be
entirely rigorous, be applied effectively to another branch of science, use parts
of mathematics that do not fit the narrow stereotype of ‘applied mathematics’,
and produce new results that are significant and satisfying from a purely math-
ematical aesthetic.
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1

Fundamental functional equations

Throughout this book, we will make contact with the venerable subject of func-
tional equations. A functional equation is an equation in an unknown function
satisfied at all values of its arguments; or more generally, it is an equation re-
lating several functions to each other in this way.

To set the scene, we give some brief indicative examples. Viewing sequences
as functions on the set of positive integers, the Fibonacci sequence (Fn)n≥1

satisfies the functional equation

Fn+2 = Fn + Fn+1

(n ≥ 1). Together with the boundary conditions F1 = F2 = 1, this functional
equation uniquely characterizes the sequence. But more typically, one is con-
cerned with functions of continuous variables. For instance, one might notice
that the function

f : R ∪ {∞} → R ∪ {∞}

x 7→
1

1 − x

satisfies the functional equation

f ( f ( f (x))) = x (1.1)

(x ∈ R ∪ {∞}). The natural question, then, is whether f is the only function
satisfying equation (1.1) for all x. In this case, it is not. (This can be shown
by constructing an explicit counterexample or via the theory of Möbius trans-
formations.) So, it is then natural to seek the whole set of solutions f , perhaps
restricting the search to just those functions that are continuous, differentiable,
etc.

15
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16 Fundamental functional equations

A more sophisticated example is the functional equation

ζ(1 − s) =
21−s

πs cos
(
πs
2

)
Γ(s) ζ(s)

(s ∈ C) satisfied by the Riemann zeta function ζ (Theorem 12.7 of Apos-
tol [16], for instance). Here Γ is Euler’s gamma function. This functional equa-
tion, proved by Riemann himself, is a fundamental property of the zeta func-
tion.

In this chapter, we solve three classical, fundamental, functional equations.
The first is Cauchy’s equation on a function f : R→ R:

f (x + y) = f (x) + f (y)

(x, y ∈ R) (Section 1.1). Once we have solved this, we will easily be able to
deduce the solutions of related equations such as

f (xy) = f (x) + f (y) (1.2)

(x, y ∈ (0,∞)).
The second is the functional equation

f (mn) = f (m) + f (n)

(m, n ≥ 1) on a sequence ( f (n))n≥1. Despite the resemblance to equation (1.2),
the shift from continuous to discrete makes it necessary to develop quite dif-
ferent techniques (Section 1.2).

Third and finally, we solve the functional equation

f (xy) = f (x) + g(x) f (y)

in two unknown functions f , g : (0,∞) → R. The nontrivial, measurable so-
lutions f turn out to be the constant multiples of the so-called q-logarithms
(Section 1.3), a one-parameter family of functions of which the ordinary loga-
rithm is just the best-known member.

1.1 Cauchy’s equation

A function f : R→ R is additive if

f (x + y) = f (x) + f (y) (1.3)

for all x, y ∈ R. This is Cauchy’s functional equation, some of whose long
history is recounted in Section 2.1 of Aczél [2]. Let us say that f is linear if
there exists c ∈ R such that

f (x) = cx
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1.1 Cauchy’s equation 17

for all x ∈ R. Putting x = 1 shows that if such a constant c exists then it must
be equal to f (1).

Evidently any linear function is additive. The question is to what extent the
converse holds. If we are willing to assume that f is differentiable then the
converse is very easy:

Proposition 1.1.1 Every differentiable additive function R→ R is linear.

Proof Let f : R → R be a differentiable additive function. Differentiating
equation (1.3) with respect to y gives

f ′(x + y) = f ′(y)

for all x, y ∈ R. Taking y = 0 then shows that f ′ is constant. Hence there are
constants c, d ∈ R such that f (x) = cx + d for all x ∈ R. Substituting this
expression back into equation (1.3) gives d = 0. �

However, differentiability is a stronger condition than we will want to as-
sume for our later purposes. It is, in fact, unnecessarily strong. In the rest of
this section, we prove that additivity implies linearity under a succession of
ever-weaker regularity conditions, starting with continuity and finishing with
mere measurability.

We begin with a lemma that needs no regularity conditions at all.

Lemma 1.1.2 Let f : R → R be an additive function. Then f (qx) = q f (x) for
all q ∈ Q and x ∈ R.

Proof First, f (0 + 0) = f (0) + f (0), so f (0) = 0. Then, for all x ∈ R,

0 = f (0) = f (−x + x) = f (−x) + f (x),

so f (−x) = − f (x).
Let x ∈ R. By induction,

f (nx) = n f (x) (1.4)

for all integers n > 0, and we have just shown that equation (1.4) also holds
when n = 0. Moreover, when n < 0,

f (nx) = f
(
−(−n)x

)
= − f

(
(−n)x

)
= −(−n) f (x) = n f (x),

using equation (1.4) for positive integers. Hence (1.4) holds for all integers n.
Now let x ∈ R and q ∈ Q. Write q = m/n, where m, n ∈ Z with n , 0. Then

by two applications of equation (1.4),

f (qx) = 1
n f (nqx) = 1

n f (mx) = m
n f (x) = q f (x),

as required. �
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18 Fundamental functional equations

Remark 1.1.3 The same argument proves that any additive function between
vector spaces over Q is linear over Q. In the case of functions R → R, our
question is whether (or under what conditions) Q-linearity implies R-linearity,
which here we are just calling ‘linearity’.

Lemma 1.1.2 enables us to improve Proposition 1.1.1, relaxing differentia-
bility to continuity. The following result was known to Cauchy himself (cited
in Hardy, Littlewood and Pólya [135], proof of Theorem 84).

Proposition 1.1.4 Every continuous additive function R→ R is linear.

Proof Let f : R→ R be a continuous additive function, and write c = f (1). By
Lemma 1.1.2, f (q) = cq for all q ∈ Q. Thus, the two functions f and x 7→ cx
are equal when restricted to Q. But both are continuous, so they are equal on
all of R. �

It is now straightforward to relax continuity of f to an apparently much
weaker condition:

Proposition 1.1.5 Every additive function R→ R that is continuous at one or
more point is linear.

In other words, every additive function is linear unless, perhaps, it is discon-
tinuous everywhere.

Proof Let f : R → R be an additive function continuous at a point x ∈ R. By
Proposition 1.1.4, it is enough to show that f is continuous. Let y, t ∈ R: then
by additivity,

f (y + t) − f (y) = f (t) = f (x + t) − f (x)→ 0

as t → 0, as required. �

Next we show that mere measurability suffices: every measurable additive
function is linear.

Remark 1.1.6 Readers unfamiliar with measure theory may wish to read
the rest of this remark then resume at Corollary 1.1.11. Measurability is an
extremely weak condition. In the usual logical framework for mathematics,
there do exist nonmeasurable functions and nonlinear additive functions (Re-
mark 1.1.9). However, every function that anyone has ever written down an
explicit formula for, or ever will, is measurable (by Remark 1.1.10). So it is
not too dangerous to assume that every function is measurable and, therefore,
that every additive function is linear.
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There are several proofs that every measurable additive function is linear.
The first was published by Maurice Fréchet in his 1913 paper ‘Pri la funk-
cia ekvacio f (x + y) = f (x) + f (y)’ [108]. (Fréchet wrote many papers in
Esperanto, and served three years as the president of the Internacia Scienca
Asocio Esperantista.) Here we give the proof by Banach [27]. It is based on a
standard measure-theoretic result of Lusin [233], which makes precise Little-
wood’s maxim that every measurable function is ‘nearly continuous’ [231].

Write λ for Lebesgue measure on R.

Theorem 1.1.7 (Lusin) Let a ≤ b be real numbers, and let f : [a, b]→ R be a
measurable function. Then for all ε > 0, there exists a closed subset V ⊆ [a, b]
such that f |V is continuous and λ

(
[a, b] \ V

)
< ε.

Proof See Theorem 7.5.2 of Dudley [83], for instance. �

Following Banach, we deduce:

Theorem 1.1.8 Every measurable additive function R→ R is linear.

Proof Let f : R → R be a measurable additive function. By Lusin’s theorem,
we can choose a closed set V ⊆ [0, 1] such that f |V is continuous and λ(V) >
2/3. Since V is compact, f |V is uniformly continuous.

By Proposition 1.1.5, it is enough to prove that f is continuous at 0. Let
ε > 0. We have to show that | f (x)| < ε for all x in some neighbourhood of 0.

By uniform continuity, we can choose δ > 0 such that for v, v′ ∈ V ,

|v − v′| < δ =⇒ | f (v) − f (v′)| < ε.

I claim that | f (x)| < ε for all x ∈ R such that |x| < min{δ, 1/3}. Indeed, take
such an x. Then, writing V − x = {v − x : v ∈ V}, the inclusion-exclusion
property of Lebesgue measure λ gives

λ
(
V ∩ (V − x)

)
= λ(V) + λ(V − x) − λ

(
V ∪ (V − x)

)
.

Consider the right-hand side. For the first two terms, we have λ(V) > 2/3 and
so λ(V − x) > 2/3. For the last, if x ≥ 0 then V ∪ (V − x) ⊆ [−1/3, 1], if x ≤ 0
then V ∪ (V − x) ⊆ [0, 4/3], and in either case, λ(V ∪ (V − x)) ≤ 4/3. Hence

λ
(
V ∩ (V − x)

)
> 2/3 + 2/3 − 4/3 = 0.

In particular, V ∩ (V − x) is nonempty, so we can choose an element y. Then
y, x + y ∈ V with |y − (x + y)| = |x| < δ, so | f (y) − f (x + y)| < ε by definition of
δ. But since f is additive, this means that | f (x)| < ε, as required. �

The regularity condition can be weakened still further; see Reem [289] for a
recent survey. However, measurability is as weak a condition as we will need.
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20 Fundamental functional equations

Remark 1.1.9 Assuming the axiom of choice, there do exist additive func-
tions R → R that are not linear. To see this, first note that the real line R is a
vector space over Q in the evident way. Choose a basis B for R over Q. Choose
an element b of B, and let φ : B → R be the function taking value 1 at b and 0
elsewhere. By the universal property of bases, φ extends uniquely to a Q-linear
map f : R→ R.

Certainly f is additive. On the other hand, we can show that f is not R-linear
(that is, not ‘linear’ in the terminology of this section). Indeed, any R-linear
function R → R either is identically zero or vanishes nowhere except at 0.
Now f is not identically zero, since f (b) = φ(b) = 1. But also, for any b′ , b
in B, we have f (b′) = φ(b′) = 0 with b′ , 0, so f vanishes at some point other
than 0. Hence f is a nonlinear, additive function R→ R.

Remark 1.1.10 It is consistent with the Zermelo–Fraenkel axioms of set the-
ory (that is, ZFC without the axiom of choice) that all functions R → R are
measurable. This is a 1970 theorem of Solovay [315]. If all functions R → R
are measurable then by Theorem 1.1.8, all additive functions are linear.

On the other hand, the axiom of choice is also consistent with ZF. If the
axiom of choice holds then by Remark 1.1.9, not all additive functions are
linear.

Hence, starting from ZF, one may consistently assume either that every ad-
ditive function is linear or that not every additive function is linear.

Theorem 1.1.8 classifies the measurable functions that convert addition into
addition. One can easily adapt it to classify the functions that convert addition
into multiplication, multiplication into multiplication, and so on:

Corollary 1.1.11 i. Let f : R → (0,∞) be a measurable function. The fol-
lowing are equivalent:

a. f (x + y) = f (x) f (y) for all x, y ∈ R;
b. there exists c ∈ R such that f (x) = ecx for all x ∈ R.

ii. Let f : (0,∞)→ R be a measurable function. The following are equivalent:

a. f (xy) = f (x) + f (y) for all x, y ∈ (0,∞);
b. there exists c ∈ R such that f (x) = c log x for all x ∈ (0,∞).

iii. Let f : (0,∞)→ (0,∞) be a measurable function. The following are equiv-
alent:

a. f (xy) = f (x) f (y) for all x, y ∈ (0,∞)
b. there exists c ∈ R such that f (x) = xc for all x ∈ (0,∞).
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1.1 Cauchy’s equation 21

Proof For (i), evidently (b) implies (a). Assuming (a), define g : R → R by
g(x) = log f (x). Then g is measurable and additive, so by Theorem 1.1.8, there
is some constant c ∈ R such that g(x) = cx for all x ∈ R. It follows that
f (x) = ecx for all x ∈ R, as required.

Parts (ii) and (iii) are proved similarly, putting g(x) = f (ex) and g(x) =

log f (ex). �

Remark 1.1.12 In this book, the notation log means the natural logarithm ln =

loge. However, the choice of base for logarithms is usually unimportant, as it is
in Corollary 1.1.11(ii): changing the base amounts to multiplying the logarithm
by a positive constant, which is in any case absorbed by the free choice of the
constant c.

Theorem 1.1.8 also allows us to classify the additive functions that are de-
fined on only half of the real line.

Corollary 1.1.13 Let f : [0,∞)→ R be a measurable function satisfying f (x+

y) = f (x)+ f (y) for all x, y ∈ [0,∞). Then there exists c ∈ R such that f (x) = cx
for all x ∈ [0,∞).

Proof First we extend f : [0,∞) → R to a measurable additive function
g : R→ R. By the hypothesis on f , for all a+, a−, b+, b− ∈ [0,∞),

a+ − a− = b+ − b− =⇒ f (a+) − f (a−) = f (b+) − f (b−).

We can, therefore, consistently define a function g : R→ R by

g(a+ − a−) = f (a+) − f (a−)

(a+, a− ∈ [0,∞)). To prove that g is additive, let x, y ∈ R, and choose a±, b± ∈
[0,∞) such that

x = a+ − a−, y = b+ − b−.

Then

x + y = (a+ + b+) − (a− + b−)

with a+ + b+, a− + b− ∈ [0,∞). Hence

g(x + y) = f (a+ + b+) − f (a− + b−)

= f (a+) + f (b+) − f (a−) − f (b−)

= f (a+) − f (a−) + f (b+) − f (b−)

= g(x) + g(y),
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22 Fundamental functional equations

as required. To prove that g is measurable, note that

g(x) =

 f (x) if x ≥ 0,

− f (−x) if x ≤ 0

(x ∈ R), as if x ≥ 0 then we can take a+ = x and a− = 0 in the definition of g,
and similarly for x ≤ 0. Since f is measurable, so is g.

By Theorem 1.1.8, there exists a constant c such that g(x) = cx for all x ∈ R.
It follows that f (x) = cx for all x ∈ [0,∞). �

The techniques and results of this section can be assembled in several ways
to derive variant theorems. Rather than attempting to catalogue all the possi-
bilities, we illustrate the point with two particular variants needed later.

Corollary 1.1.14 Let f : (0, 1] → R be a measurable function. The following
are equivalent:

i. f (xy) = f (x) + f (y) for all x, y ∈ (0, 1];
ii. there exists a constant c ∈ R such that f (x) = c log x for all x ∈ (0, 1].

Proof Trivially, (ii) implies (i). Now assuming (i), define g : [0,∞) → R by
g(u) = f (e−u). Then g is measurable and g(u + v) = g(u) + g(v) for all u, v ∈
[0,∞), so by Corollary 1.1.13, g(u) = bu for some real constant b. It follows
that f (x) = −b log x for all x ∈ (0, 1], as required. �

The moral of Corollary 1.1.14 is that for the Cauchy-like functional equation
f (xy) = f (x) + f (y), there is no substantial difference between solving it on
the domain (0,∞) and solving it on the domain (0, 1] (or [1,∞), similarly). But
matters become very different when we seek solutions on the discrete domain
{1, 2, 3, . . .}, as we will discover in the next section.

Remark 1.1.15 In this text, we always use the terms ‘increasing’ and ‘de-
creasing’ in their non-strict senses. Thus, a function f : S → R on a subset
S ⊆ R is increasing if

x ≤ y =⇒ f (x) ≤ f (y)

(x, y ∈ S ), and decreasing if − f is increasing. It is strictly increasing or de-
creasing if x < y implies f (x) < f (y) or f (x) > f (y), respectively. The same
terminology applies to sequences.

Corollary 1.1.16 Let f : (0, 1) → (0,∞) be an increasing function. The fol-
lowing are equivalent:

i. f (xy) = f (x) f (y) for all x, y ∈ (0, 1);
ii. there exists a constant c ∈ [0,∞) such that f (x) = xc for all x ∈ (0, 1).
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Proof Trivially, (ii) implies (i). Assuming (i), define g : (0,∞)→ R by g(u) =

− log f (e−u). Then g(u + v) = g(u) + g(v) for all u, v ∈ (0,∞), and g is also
increasing.

By the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 1.1.2, g(qu) = qg(u)
for all q, u ∈ (0,∞) with q rational. Define g̃ : (0,∞) → R by g̃(u) = g(1)u.
Then g(q) = g̃(q) for all q ∈ (0,∞) ∩ Q. Since g is increasing and g̃ is either
increasing or decreasing (depending on the sign of g(1)), it follows that g̃ is
increasing. But now g, g̃ : (0,∞) → R are increasing functions that are equal
on the positive rationals, so g = g̃. Hence f (x) = xg(1) for all x ∈ (0, 1). �

1.2 Logarithmic sequences

A sequence f (1), f (2), . . . of real numbers is logarithmic if

f (mn) = f (m) + f (n) (1.5)

for all m, n ≥ 1. Certainly the sequence (c log n)n≥1 is logarithmic, for any
real constant c. But in contrast to the situation for functions f : (0,∞) → R
satisfying f (xy) = f (x) + f (y) (Corollary 1.1.11(ii)), it is easy to write down
logarithmic sequences that are not of this simple form. Indeed, we can choose
f (p) arbitrarily for each prime p, and these choices uniquely determine a log-
arithmic sequence, generally not of the form (c log n).

However, there are reasonable conditions on a logarithmic sequence ( f (n))
guaranteeing that it is of the form (c log n). One such condition is that f is
increasing:

f (1) ≤ f (2) ≤ · · · .

An alternative condition is that

lim
n→∞

(
f (n + 1) − f (n)

)
= 0.

We will prove a single theorem implying both of these results. But a direct
proof of the result on increasing sequences is short enough to be worth giving
separately, even though it is not logically necessary.

Theorem 1.2.1 (Erdős) Let ( f (n))n≥1 be an increasing sequence of real num-
bers. The following are equivalent:

i. f is logarithmic;
ii. there exists a constant c ≥ 0 such that f (n) = c log n for all n ≥ 1.
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24 Fundamental functional equations

This was first proved by Erdős [90]. In fact, he showed more: as is customary
in number theory, he only required equation (1.5) to hold when m and n are
relatively prime. But since we will not need the extra precision of that result,
we will not prove it.

The argument presented here follows Khinchin ([186], p. 11).

Proof Certainly (ii) implies (i). Now assume (i). By the logarithmic property,

f (1) = f (1 · 1) = f (1) + f (1),

so f (1) = 0. Since f is increasing, f (n) ≥ 0 for all n. If f (n) = 0 for all n
then (ii) holds with c = 0. Assuming otherwise, we can choose some N > 1
such that f (N) > 0.

Let n ≥ 1. For each integer r ≥ 1, there is an integer `r ≥ 1 such that

N`r ≤ nr ≤ N`r+1

(since N > 1). As f is increasing and logarithmic,

`r f (N) ≤ r f (n) ≤ (`r + 1) f (N),

which since f (N) > 0 implies that

`r

r
≤

f (n)
f (N)

≤
`r + 1

r
. (1.6)

As log is also increasing and logarithmic, the same argument gives

`r

r
≤

log n
log N

≤
`r + 1

r
. (1.7)

Inequalities (1.6) and (1.7) together imply that∣∣∣∣∣∣ f (n)
f (N)

−
log n
log N

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1
r
.

But this conclusion holds for all r ≥ 1, so

f (n)
f (N)

=
log n
log N

.

Hence f (n) = c log n, where c = f (N)/ log N. And since this is true for all
n ≥ 1, we have proved (ii). �

We now prove the unified theorem promised above. Before stating it, let us
recall the concept of limit inferior. Given a real sequence (g(n))n≥1, define

h(n) = inf
{
g(n), g(n + 1), . . .

}
∈ [−∞,∞)
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(n ≥ 1). The sequence (h(n))n≥1 is increasing and therefore has a limit (perhaps
±∞), written as

lim inf
n→∞

g(n) = lim
n→∞

h(n) ∈ [−∞,∞].

If the ordinary limit limn→∞ g(n) exists then lim infn→∞ g(n) = limn→∞ g(n).
However, the limit inferior exists whether or not the limit does. For instance,
the sequence 1,−1, 1,−1, . . . has a limit inferior of −1, but no limit.

If ( f (n)) is a sequence that either is increasing or satisfies f (n+1)− f (n)→ 0
as n→ ∞, then

lim inf
n→∞

(
f (n + 1) − f (n)

)
≥ 0.

The following theorem therefore implies both of the results mentioned above.

Theorem 1.2.2 (Erdős, Kátai, Máté) Let ( f (n))n≥1 be a sequence of real
numbers such that

lim inf
n→∞

(
f (n + 1) − f (n)

)
≥ 0.

The following are equivalent:

i. f is logarithmic;
ii. there exists a constant c such that f (n) = c log n for all n ≥ 1.

This result was stated without proof by Erdős in 1957 [91], then proved
independently by Kátai [181] and by Máté [243], both in 1967. Again, the
logarithmic condition can be relaxed by only requiring that (1.5) holds when m
and n are relatively prime, but again, we have no need for this extra precision.

The proof below follows Aczél and Daróczy’s adaptation of Kátai’s argu-
ment (Theorem 0.4.3 of [3]). The strategy is to put c = lim infn→∞ f (n)/ log n
and show that f (N)/ log N = c for all N.

Proof It is trivial that (ii) implies (i). Now assume (i). I claim that for all
N ≥ 2,

lim inf
n→∞

f (n)
log n

=
f (N)

log N
. (1.8)

Let N ≥ 2. First we show that the left-hand side of (1.8) is less than or equal
to the right. For each r ≥ 1, the logarithmic property of f implies that

f (Nr)
log(Nr)

=
r f (N)
r log N

=
f (N)

log N
.

Since Nr → ∞ as r → ∞, it follows from the definition of limit inferior that

lim inf
n→∞

f (n)
log n

≤
f (N)

log N
.
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26 Fundamental functional equations

Now we prove the opposite inequality,

lim inf
n→∞

f (n)
log n

≥
f (N)

log N
. (1.9)

Let ε > 0. By hypothesis, we can choose k ≥ 1 such that for all n ≥ Nk,

f (n + 1) − f (n) ≥ −ε. (1.10)

Any integer n ≥ Nk has a base N expansion

n = c`N` + · · · + c1N + c0

with c0, . . . , c` ∈ {0, . . . ,N − 1}, c` , 0, and ` ≥ k. Then

f (n) ≥ f (c`N` + · · · + c1N) − c0ε (1.11)

≥ f (c`N` + · · · + c1N) − Nε (1.12)

= f (c`N`−1 + · · · + c1) + f (N) − Nε, (1.13)

where inequality (1.11) follows from (1.10) using induction and the fact that
` ≥ k, inequality (1.12) holds because c0 ≤ N, and equation (1.13) follows
from the logarithmic property of f . As long as ` − 1 ≥ k, we can apply the
same argument again with c`N`−1 + · · · + c1 in place of n = c`N` + · · · + c0,
giving

f (c`N`−1 + · · · + c1) ≥ f (c`N`−2 + · · · + c2) + f (N) − Nε

and so

f (n) ≥ f (c`N`−2 + · · · + c2) + 2( f (N) − Nε).

Repeated application of this argument gives

f (n) ≥ f (c`Nk−1 + · · · + c`−k+1) + (` − k + 1)( f (N) − Nε).

Hence, writing A = min
{
f (1), f (2), . . . , f (Nk)

}
,

f (n) ≥ A + (` − k + 1)( f (N) − Nε). (1.14)

In (1.14), the only term on the right-hand side that depends on n is `, which is
equal to blogN nc, and blogN nc/ logN n→ 1 as n→ ∞. Hence

lim inf
n→∞

f (n)
logN n

≥ lim inf
n→∞

{
A

logN n
+

(
blogN nc
logN n

+
−k + 1
logN n

)(
f (N) − Nε

)}
= f (N) − Nε.

This holds for all ε > 0, so

lim inf
n→∞

f (n)
logN n

≥ f (N).
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Since logN n = (log n)/(log N), this proves the claimed inequality (1.9) and,
therefore, equation (1.8).

Putting c = lim infn→∞ f (n)/ log n ∈ R, we have f (N) = c log N for all N ≥
2. Finally, the logarithmic property of f implies that f (1) = 0, so f (1) = c log 1
too. �

Corollary 1.2.3 Let ( f (n))n≥1 be a sequence such that

lim
n→∞

(
f (n + 1) − f (n)

)
= 0. (1.15)

The following are equivalent:

i. f is logarithmic;
ii. there exists a constant c such that f (n) = c log n for all n ≥ 1. �

To apply this corollary, we will need to be able to verify the limit condi-
tion (1.15). The following improvement lemma will be useful.

Lemma 1.2.4 Let (an)n≥1 be a real sequence such that an+1 −
n

n+1 an → 0 as
n→ ∞. Then an+1 − an → 0 as n→ ∞.

Our proof of Lemma 1.2.4 follows that of Feinstein [97] (p. 6–7), and uses
a standard result:

Proposition 1.2.5 (Cesàro) Let (xn)n≥1 be a real sequence, and for n ≥ 1,
write

xn = 1
n (x1 + · · · + xn).

Suppose that lim
n→∞

xn exists. Then lim
n→∞

xn exists and is equal to lim
n→∞

xn.

Proof This can be found in introductory analysis texts such as Apostol [15]
(Theorem 12-48). �

Proof of Lemma 1.2.4 It is enough to prove that an/(n + 1) → 0 as n → ∞.
Write b1 = a1 and bn = an −

n−1
n an−1 for n ≥ 2; then by hypothesis, bn → 0 as

n→ ∞. We have nan = nbn + (n − 1)an−1 for all n ≥ 2, so

nan = nbn + (n − 1)bn−1 + · · · + 1b1

for all n ≥ 1. Dividing through by n(n + 1) gives

an

n + 1
=

1
2
·

1
1
2 n(n + 1)

(b1 + b2 + b2 + b3 + b3 + b3 + · · · + bn + · · · + bn︸         ︷︷         ︸
n

)

=
1
2
· M1(b1, b2, b2, b3, b3, b3, . . . , bn, . . . , bn︸     ︷︷     ︸

n

), (1.16)
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28 Fundamental functional equations

where M1 denotes the arithmetic mean. Since bn → 0 as n→ ∞, the sequence

b1, b2, b2, b3, b3, b3, . . . , bn, . . . , bn︸     ︷︷     ︸
n

, . . .

also converges to 0. Proposition 1.2.5 applied to this sequence then implies that

M1(b1, b2, b2, b3, b3, b3, . . . , bn, . . . , bn︸     ︷︷     ︸
n

)→ 0 as n→ ∞.

But by equation (1.16), this means that an/(n + 1)→ 0 as n→ ∞, completing
the proof. �

Remark 1.2.6 Lemma 1.2.4 can also be deduced from the Stolz–Cesàro theo-
rem (Section 3.1.7 of Mureşan [255], for instance). This is a discrete analogue
of l’Hôpital’s rule, and states that given a real sequence (xn) and a strictly in-
creasing sequence (yn) diverging to∞, if

xn+1 − xn

yn+1 − yn
→ `

as n→ ∞ then xn/yn → ` as n→ ∞. Lemma 1.2.4 follows by taking xn = nan

and yn = 1
2 n(n + 1). (I thank Xı̄lı́ng Zhāng for this observation.)

1.3 The q-logarithm

The q-logarithms (q ∈ R) form a continuous one-parameter family of functions
that include the ordinary natural logarithm as the case q = 1. They can be re-
garded as deformations of the natural logarithm. We will show that as a family,
they are characterized by a single functional equation.

For q ∈ R, the q-logarithm is the function

lnq : (0,∞)→ R

defined by

lnq(x) =

∫ x

1
t−q dt

(x ∈ (0,∞)). Thus,

ln1(x) = log(x)

and for q , 1,

lnq(x) =
x1−q − 1

1 − q
. (1.17)

Then lnq(x)→ ln1(x) as q→ 1, by l’Hôpital’s rule.
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Let q ∈ R. The q-logarithm shares with the natural logarithm the property
that

lnq(1) = 0.

However, in general

lnq(xy) , lnq(x) + lnq(y).

One can see this without calculation: for by Corollary 1.1.11(ii), the only mea-
surable functions that transform multiplication into addition are the multiples
of the natural logarithm. There is nevertheless a simple formula for lnq(xy) in
terms of lnq(x) and lnq(y):

lnq(xy) = lnq(x) + lnq(y) + (1 − q) lnq(x) lnq(y).

Later, we will use a second formula for lnq(xy):

lnq(xy) = lnq(x) + x1−q lnq(y). (1.18)

Similarly, in general

lnq(1/x) , − lnq(x),

but instead we have the following three formulas for lnq(1/x):

lnq(1/x) =
− lnq(x)

1 + (1 − q) lnq(x)

= −xq−1 lnq(x)

= − ln2−q(x). (1.19)

By (1.19), replacing lnq by the function x 7→ − lnq(1/x) defines an involution
lnq ↔ ln2−q of the family of q-logarithms, with a fixed point at the classical
logarithm ln1. Finally, there is a quotient formula

lnq(x/y) = yq−1(lnq(x) − lnq(y)
)
, (1.20)

obtained from equation (1.18) by substituting y for x and x/y for y.

Remark 1.3.1 The history of the q-logarithms as an explicit object of study
goes back at least as far as a 1964 paper of Box and Cox in statistics (Section 3
of [49]). The name ‘q-logarithm’ appears to have been introduced by Umarov,
Tsallis and Steinberg in 2008 [335], working in statistical mechanics.

But as Umarov et al. warned, there is more than one system of q-analogues
of the classical notions of calculus. For instance, there is the system developed
by the early twentieth-century clergyman F. H. Jackson [153] (a modern ac-
count of which can be found in Kac and Cheung [173]). In particular, this has
given rise to a different notion of q-logarithm, as developed in Chung, Chung,
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30 Fundamental functional equations

Nam and Kang [68]. Ernst [92] gives a full historical treatment of the various
branches of q-calculus. In any case, none of the developments just mentioned
use the q-logarithms considered here.

We now prove that the q-logarithms are characterized by a simple functional
equation. The proof is essentially the argument behind Theorem 84 in the clas-
sic text of Hardy, Littlewood and Pólya [135].

Theorem 1.3.2 Let f : (0,∞) → R be a measurable function. The following
are equivalent:

i. there exists a function g : (0,∞)→ R such that for all x, y ∈ (0,∞),

f (xy) = f (x) + g(x) f (y); (1.21)

ii. f = c lnq for some c, q ∈ R, or f is constant.

Proof First suppose that (ii) holds. If f = c lnq for some c, q ∈ R then equa-
tion (1.21) holds with g(x) = x1−q, by equation (1.18). Otherwise, f is constant,
so (1.21) holds with g ≡ 0.

Now assume (i). Since f (xy) = f (yx), equation (1.21) implies that

f (x) + g(x) f (y) = f (y) + g(y) f (x),

or equivalently

f (x)
(
1 − g(y)

)
= f (y)

(
1 − g(x)

)
, (1.22)

for all x, y ∈ (0,∞). If f ≡ 0 then f is constant and (ii) holds. Assuming
otherwise, we can choose y0 ∈ (0,∞) such that f (y0) , 0. Taking y = y0

in (1.22) and putting a = (1 − g(y0))/ f (y0) gives

g(x) = 1 − a f (x) (1.23)

(x ∈ R). Since f is measurable, so is g. There are now two cases: a = 0 and
a , 0.

Case 1: a = 0. Then g ≡ 1, so the original functional equation (1.21) states
that f (xy) = f (x) + f (y). Since f is measurable, Corollary 1.1.11(ii) implies
that f = c log = c ln1 for some c ∈ R.

Case 2: a , 0. Then equation (1.23) can be rewritten as

f (x) = 1
a (1 − g(x)) (1.24)

(x ∈ (0,∞)). Substituting this into the original functional equation (1.21) gives

g(xy) = g(x)g(y) (1.25)
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(x, y ∈ (0,∞)). In particular, g(x) = g(
√

x)2 ≥ 0 for all x ∈ (0,∞). There are
now two subcases: g either sometimes vanishes or never vanishes.

If g(x0) = 0 for some x0 ∈ (0,∞) then

g(x) = g(x0)g(x/x0) = 0

for all x ∈ (0,∞), so g ≡ 0. Hence by equation (1.24), f is constant.
Otherwise, g(x) > 0 for all x ∈ (0,∞). Since g is measurable and satisfies

the multiplicativity condition (1.25), Corollary 1.1.11(iii) implies that there is
some constant t ∈ R such that g(x) = xt for all x ∈ (0,∞). We have assumed
that f . 0, so g . 1 (by equation (1.24)), so t , 0. Hence

f (x) = 1
a (1 − xt) = −t

a ln1−t(x)

for all x ∈ (0,∞), completing the proof. �
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2

Shannon entropy

My greatest concern was what to call it. I thought of calling it ‘informa-
tion’, but the word was overly used, so I decided to call it ‘uncertainty’.
When I discussed it with John von Neumann, he had a better idea. Von
Neumann told me, ‘You should call it entropy, for two reasons. In the first
place your uncertainty function has been used in statistical mechanics un-
der that name, so it already has a name. In the second place, and more
important, no one knows what entropy really is, so in a debate you will
always have the advantage.’ – Claude Shannon (quoted in [325], p. 180).

Entropy appears in almost every branch of science. The most casual lit-
erature search quickly brings up works on entropy in thermodynamics [99],
quantum physics [276], communications engineering [306, 313], information
theory [236], statistical inference [154, 155], machine learning and artificial
intelligence [48, 79, 287], malware detection [36], macroecology [136], the
quantification of biological diversity [238], biochemistry [241], water network
engineering [126], the theory of algorithms and complexity [112], ergodic the-
ory and dynamical systems [267, 82], algebraic dynamics [93], combinatorial
dynamics [9], topological dynamics [4], and climate science [137]. (The refer-
ences given are a random sample.) The word ‘entropy’ has many meanings, all
related, and is applied in more ways still.

This chapter is an introduction to the simplest kind of entropy: the Shannon
entropy of a probability distribution on a finite set. There are several ways
of interpreting Shannon entropy, and we develop two in depth. The first is
through coding theory (Section 2.3), an interpretation that is very standard
in the mathematical literature and goes back to Shannon’s seminal paper of
1948 [306]. The second is through the theory of diversity (Section 2.4). This is
much less well-known, and is one of the main themes of this book.

The single most important property of Shannon entropy is the chain rule,

32
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which is a formula for the entropy of a composite distribution. The major the-
oretical goal of this chapter is to prove that Shannon entropy is essentially the
only quantity that satisfies the chain rule. To that end, we begin by reviewing
probability distributions and composition of them (Section 2.1). The chain rule
itself is derived in Section 2.2, along with other basic properties of Shannon
entropy, and is explained in terms of coding and diversity in the next two sec-
tions. In the final section, we prove the unique characterization of Shannon
entropy by the chain rule.

2.1 Probability distributions on finite sets

Let n ≥ 1. A probability distribution on the finite set {1, . . . , n} is an n-tuple
p = (p1, . . . , pn) of real numbers pi ≥ 0 such that

∑
pi = 1.

Of the various interpretations of probability distributions, one will be espe-
cially important for us.

Example 2.1.1 Consider an ecological community of living organisms classi-
fied into n species. Let pi be the relative abundance of the ith species, where
‘relative’ means that the abundances have been normalized so that

∑
pi = 1.

Then the probability distribution p = (p1, . . . , pn) is a model of the community,
albeit a very crude one.

Some remarks are in order. First, the distinction between species is inexact
and sometimes arbitrary. Mayden [247] lists 24 inequivalent ways of defining
‘species’ (further discussed in Hey [143]). The difficulty is most acute for mi-
crobes, many of which have not been classified into species at all. In practice,
for microbes, scientists sequence the DNA of their sample and use software
that applies a clustering algorithm, thus automatically creating ‘species’ ac-
cording to a pre-chosen (and somewhat arbitrary) level of genetic similarity.
We will find a way through this difficulty in Chapter 6.

Second, the meaning of ‘abundance’ is completely flexible. In some con-
texts, it may be appropriate to simply count individuals. But when the organ-
isms are of very different sizes, it may be better to interpret the abundance of
a species as the total mass of the members of that species. Or, for plants, the
area of land covered by a species may be a more appropriate measure than the
number of individuals.

Third, as emphasized in the Introduction (p. 7), nothing that we will say
about ‘communities’ or ‘species’ is actually specific to ecology: mathemati-
cally speaking, it is entirely general.
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For n ≥ 1, write

∆n =
{
probability distributions on {1, . . . , n}

}
.

Occasionally we will want to include the case n = 0, and we put ∆0 = ∅. The
support of p ∈ ∆n is

supp(p) =
{
i ∈ {1, . . . , n} : pi > 0}.

We say that p ∈ ∆n has full support if supp(p) = {1, . . . , n}, and write

∆◦n = {p ∈ ∆n : pi > 0 for all i}

for the set of probability distributions of full support. Finally,

un = (1/n, . . . , 1/n)

denotes the uniform distribution on n elements. Geometrically, ∆n is the stan-
dard (n − 1)-dimensional simplex, ∆◦n is its interior, and un is its centre.

Example 2.1.2 Consider a community consisting of species numbered
1, . . . , n, with relative abundance distribution p ∈ ∆n. Then supp(p) is the set
of species that are actually present in the community, and p ∈ ∆◦n if and only
if every species is present. (A typical situation in which some species are ab-
sent is a longitudinal study: if the same site is surveyed every year over several
years, it may be that in some years, not every species is present.) The uni-
form distribution un represents the situation in which all species are equally
common.

We now define a fundamental operation: composition of probability distri-
butions (Figure 2.1).

Definition 2.1.3 Let n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1 and let

w ∈ ∆n, p1 ∈ ∆k1 , . . . , pn ∈ ∆kn .

Write pi = (pi
1, . . . , pi

ki
). The composite distribution is

w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn) = (w1 p1
1, . . . ,w1 p1

k1
, . . . , wn pn

1, . . . ,wn pn
kn

)

∈ ∆k1+···+kn .

Example 2.1.4 Flip a coin. If it comes up heads, roll a die. If it comes up tails,
draw from a pack of cards. Thus, the final outcome of the process is either a
number between 1 and 6 or a playing card. There are, therefore, 6 + 52 = 58
possible final outcomes.

Assuming that the coin toss, die roll, and card draw are all fair, the probabil-
ities of the 58 possible outcomes are as shown in Figure 2.2. That is, the final
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w

· · · · · ·

· · ·

p1 pn

· · · · · ·

w1 wn

p1
1 p1

k1
pn

1 pn
kn

w1 p1
1

w1 p1
k1 wn pn

1
wn pn

kn

Figure 2.1 Composition of probability distributions.
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· · · · · ·

1
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1
2

1
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1
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1
52

1
52

1
12

1
12

1
104

1
104

Figure 2.2 The composite distribution of Example 2.1.4.

outcome has probability distribution

u2 ◦ (u6,u52) =
(

1
12 , . . . ,

1
12︸     ︷︷     ︸

6

, 1
104 , . . . ,

1
104︸        ︷︷        ︸

52

)
.

Example 2.1.5 The French language is written with the same letters as En-
glish, but some are sometimes decorated by an accent (diacritical mark). For
instance, the letter a appears in the three forms a (no accent), à and â, the letter
b appears only as b, and the letter c appears in the two forms c and ç. Let us
make the conventions that a letter is one of a, b, . . . , z and a symbol is a letter
together with, optionally, an accent. Thus, the symbols are a, à, â, b, c, ç, . . .

Let w ∈ ∆26 denote the frequency distribution of the letters as used in written
French. For the sake of argument, let us suppose that w1,w2,w3, . . . ,w26 have
the values shown in Figure 2.3. Suppose also that the letter a appears without
accent 50% of the time, as à 25% of the time, and as â 25% of the time, again
as in the figure. Write p1 = (0.5, 0.25, 0.25), and similarly for p2, . . . ,p26. Then
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0.05 0.02 0.03 0.004
a b c · · · z

a à â b c ç z
0.5 0.25 0.25 1 0.5 0.5 1

· · ·

Figure 2.3 The composite distribution for French symbols (Example 2.1.5).

the frequency distribution of the symbols is the composite

w ◦ (p1, . . . ,p26)

= (0.05 × 0.5, 0.05 × 0.25, 0.05 × 0.25, 0.02 × 1, . . . , 0.004 × 1).

Example 2.1.6 Consider a group of n islands. Suppose that among all the
species living there, none is present on more than one island (as may in prin-
ciple be the case if the islands have been separate for a long enough period
of evolutionary time). Write ki for the number of species on the ith island,
and pi ∈ ∆ki for their relative abundance distribution. Also write w ∈ ∆n for
the relative sizes of the n islands, where ‘size’ means the total abundance of
organisms on each island. Then the composite

w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn) ∈ ∆k1+···+kn

is the relative abundance distribution for the whole island group, with the
species on the first island listed first, then the species on the second island,
and so on.

Example 2.1.7 Recall that in the standard taxonomic system, the next level
up from species is genus (plural: genera). Take an ecological community of
n genera, with relative abundances w = (w1, . . . ,wn). Let pi be the relative
abundance distribution of the species within the ith genus. Then the relative
abundance distribution of the species in the community is the composite w ◦
(p1, . . . ,pn).

Remark 2.1.8 Composition of probability distributions satisfies an associa-
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tive law: for each n, ki, `i j ≥ 1 and w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki , ri j ∈ ∆`i j ,(
w ◦

(
p1, . . . ,pn)) ◦ (

r11, . . . , r1k1 , . . . , rn1, . . . , rnkn
)

= w ◦
(
p1 ◦

(
r11, . . . , r1k1

)
, . . . , pn ◦

(
rn1, . . . , rnkn

))
.

The unique distribution u1 on the one-element set acts as an identity for com-
position:

p ◦ (u1, . . . ,u1︸     ︷︷     ︸
n

) = p = u1 ◦ (p)

for all n ≥ 1 and p ∈ ∆n.
These equations are straightforward to check. In the language of abstract al-

gebra, they state that the sequence of sets (∆n)n≥0, equipped with the operation
of composition and the trivial distribution u1, is an operad. We explain and
exploit this observation in Chapter 12.

Now consider the decomposition problem: given r ∈ ∆k and positive integers
n, k1, . . . , kn such that

∑
ki = k, do there exist distributions w ∈ ∆n and pi ∈ ∆ki

such that

w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn) = r? (2.1)

The answer is yes. In fact, w and p1, . . . ,pn are very nearly uniquely deter-
mined, ambiguity only arising if some of the probabilities ri are zero. The
exact situation is as follows.

Lemma 2.1.9 Let k ≥ 1 and r ∈ ∆k. Let n, k1, . . . , kn be positive integers such
that k1 + · · · + kn = k. Then there exist

w ∈ ∆n, p1 ∈ ∆k1 , . . . , pn ∈ ∆kn

such that equation (2.1) holds. Moreover, w,p1, . . . ,pn satisfy (2.1) if and only
if

wi = rk1+···+ki−1+1 + · · · + rk1+···+ki−1+ki (2.2)

for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and

pi =
1
wi

(rk1+···+ki−1+1, . . . , rk1+···+ki−1+ki ) (2.3)

for each i ∈ supp(w). In particular, equation (2.1) determines w uniquely.

Proof Define w by equation (2.2), define pi by equation (2.3) for each i ∈
supp(w), and for i < supp(w), let pi be any element of ∆ki . It is then trivial to
verify equation (2.1).
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Conversely, suppose that w,p1, . . . ,pn are distributions satisfying (2.1).
Write pi = (pi

1, . . . , pi
ki

). We have

w1 = w1
(
p1

1 + · · · + p1
k1

)
= w1 p1

1 + · · · + w1 p1
k1

= r1 + · · · rk1 ,

since p1 ∈ ∆1. A similar argument holds for w2, . . . ,wn, giving equation (2.2),
and equation (2.3) then follows. �

Some further terminology illuminates this result, and will be useful through-
out.

Definition 2.1.10 Let k, n ≥ 1, let

π : {1, . . . , k} → {1, . . . , n}

be a map of sets, and let r ∈ ∆k. The pushforward of r along π is the distribu-
tion πr ∈ ∆n with ith coordinate

(πr)i =
∑

j : π( j)=i

r j

(i ∈ {1, . . . , n}).

In the situation of Lemma 2.1.9, consider the function

π : {1, . . . , k} → {1, . . . , n}

that maps the first k1 elements of {1, . . . , k} to 1, the next k2 elements to 2, and
so on. Then part of the statement of the lemma is that equation (2.1) determines
w uniquely as w = πr.

Remark 2.1.11 Definition 2.1.10 is a special case of the general measure-
theoretic notion of the pushforward π∗µ of a measure µ along a measurable
map π. (We omit the star.) Our statements about composition and decomposi-
tion on finite sets are trivial cases of a general measure-theoretic theory of in-
tegration and disintegration. For a summary of disintegration, see Section 3.2
of Dahlqvist, Danos, Garnier and Kammar [75], or for a more comprehensive
account, see around Theorem III.71 of Dellacherie and Meyer [78].

An important special case of composition is the tensor product. Given w ∈
∆n and p ∈ ∆k, define

w ⊗ p = w ◦ (p, . . . ,p︸   ︷︷   ︸
n

)

= (w1 p1, . . . ,w1 pk, . . . , wn p1, . . . ,wn pk)

∈ ∆nk.
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Probabilistically, w ⊗ p is the joint distribution of two independent random
variables with distributions w and p respectively.

Example 2.1.12 Consider a large ecological community – a metacommu-
nity – divided into N subcommunities of relative sizes w1, . . . ,wN . Write S
for the number of species in the metacommunity, and p1, . . . , pS for their rel-
ative abundances across the whole metacommunity. There is an S × N matrix
representing how the organisms are distributed across the S species and N
communities, with the ith row summing to pi and the jth column summing to
w j.

If the metacommunity is homogeneous in the sense that the species distribu-
tions in all the subcommunities are identical, then the (i, j)-entry of this matrix
is w j pi. In that case, when the S N entries of the matrix are expressed as an S N-
dimensional vector (concatenating the columns in order), that vector is exactly
w ⊗ p.

The tensor product of distributions has the usual algebraic properties of a
product: it satisfies the associativity and identity laws

(w ⊗ p) ⊗ r = w ⊗ (p ⊗ r), p ⊗ u1 = p = u1 ⊗ p.

These follow from the equations in Remark 2.1.8. For p ∈ ∆n and d ≥ 1, we
write

p⊗d = p ⊗ · · · ⊗ p︸       ︷︷       ︸
d

∈ ∆nd ,

interpreted as u1 ∈ ∆1 if d = 0.

2.2 Definition and properties of Shannon entropy

Let p = (p1, . . . , pn) be a probability distribution on n elements. The Shannon
entropy of p is

H(p) = −
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log pi =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log
1
pi
.

Equivalently, instead of restricting the sum to just those i such that pi > 0, one
can let i run over all of {1, . . . , n}, with the conventions that

0 log 0 = 0 = 0 log
1
0
.
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These conventions are justified by the facts that

lim
p→0+

p log p = 0 = lim
p→0+

p log
1
p
.

Remark 2.2.1 Although we take log to denote the natural logarithm (Re-
mark 1.1.12), changing the base of the logarithm simply multiplies H by a
constant factor, and in this sense is unimportant. In information and cod-
ing theory, where one is typically concerned with strings of binary digits, it
is normal to take entropy to base 2. We write base 2 entropy as H(2); thus,
H(2)(p) = H(p)/ log 2.

Much of this chapter is devoted to explaining and interpreting Shannon en-
tropy, but we can immediately give several interpretations in brief:

Uniformity. For distributions p on a fixed number of elements, the entropy of
p is greatest when p is uniform, and least when p is concentrated on
a single element (Figure 2.4 and Lemma 2.2.4 below).

Information. Regard log(1/pi) as the amount of information gained by ob-
serving an event of probability pi. For a near-inevitable event such
as the sun rising, pi ≈ 1 and so log(1/pi) ≈ 0: knowing that the sun
rose this morning tells us nothing that we could not have predicted
with very high confidence beforehand. The entropy H(p) is the aver-
age amount of information gained per observation. We develop this
interpretation in the pages that follow.

Expected surprise. Similarly, log(1/pi) can be regarded as our surprise at ob-
serving an event of probability pi, and then H(p) is the expected sur-
prise. We return to this viewpoint in Section 4.1.

Genericity. In thermodynamics, a system in a state of high entropy is disor-
dered, or generic. For instance, it is the usual state of a box of gas that
every cubic centimetre contains about the same number of molecules;
this is a high-entropy, generic, state. If, by some unlikely chance,
all the molecules were concentrated into one cubic centimetre, this
would be a low-entropy and very non-generic state.

The logarithm of diversity. Let p be a probability distribution modelling an
ecological community, as in Example 2.1.1. In Section 2.4, we will
see that exp(H(p)) is a sensible measure of the diversity of a commu-
nity. In later chapters, we will meet other types of entropy and show
that their exponentials are also meaningful measures of diversity.
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Figure 2.4 Four probability distributions on {1, 2, 3, 4}, and their entropies to
base 2.

Examples 2.2.2 Figure 2.4 shows the base 2 entropies H(2)(p) of four distri-
butions p ∈ ∆4. For instance, the second is computed as

H(2)
(

1
2 ,

1
4 ,

1
8 ,

1
8

)
= 1

2 log2 2 + 1
4 log2 4 + 1

8 log2 8 + 1
8 log2 8 = 1 3

4 .

These examples illustrate the interpretation of entropy as uniformity. The high-
est entropy belongs to the first, uniform, distribution. Each of the four distribu-
tions on {1, 2, 3, 4} is less uniform than its predecessor, and, correspondingly,
has lower entropy.

We now set out the basic properties of entropy. Here and later, we will re-
peatedly use the following elementary fact about logarithms.

Lemma 2.2.3 Let p ∈ ∆n and x1, . . . , xn ∈ (0,∞). Then

log
( n∑

i=1

pixi

)
≥

n∑
i=1

pi log xi,

with equality if and only if xi = x j for all i, j ∈ supp(p).

Proof The function log : (0,∞) → R is strictly concave, since d2

dx2 log x =

−1/x2 < 0. The result follows. �

We now show that among all probability distributions on a finite set, entropy
is maximized by the uniform distribution and minimized by any distribution of
the form (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0).

Lemma 2.2.4 Let n ≥ 1.

i. H(p) ≥ 0 for all p ∈ ∆n, with equality if and only if pi = 1 for some
i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

ii. H(p) ≤ log n for all p ∈ ∆n, with equality if and only if p = un.
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Proof Part (i) follows from the fact that log(1/pi) ≥ 0 for all i ∈ supp(p), with
equality if and only if pi = 1. For (ii), Lemma 2.2.3 gives

H(p) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log
1
pi
≤ log

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pi ·
1
pi

)
= log|supp(p)| ≤ log n.

Again by Lemma 2.2.3, the first inequality is an equality if and only if p is
uniform on its support. The second inequality is an equality if and only if p
has full support. The result follows. �

It is often useful to express entropy in terms of the function

∂ : [0, 1]→ R

defined by

∂(x) =

−x log x if x > 0,

0 if x = 0.
(2.4)

Thus,

H(p) =

n∑
i=1

∂(pi) (2.5)

for all n ≥ 1 and p ∈ ∆n.

Lemma 2.2.5 For each n ≥ 1, the entropy function H : ∆n → R is continuous.

Proof This follows from equation (2.5) and the elementary fact that ∂ is con-
tinuous. �

The operator ∂ is a nonlinear derivation:

Lemma 2.2.6 ∂(xy) = ∂(x)y + x∂(y) for all x, y ∈ [0, 1]. �

Remark 2.2.7 Up to a constant factor, ∂ is the only measurable function
d : [0, 1] → R satisfying d(xy) = d(x)y + xd(y) for all x, y. Indeed, taking
x = y = 0 forces d(0) = 0, and the result follows by applying Corollary 1.1.14
to the function x 7→ d(x)/x on (0, 1].

We use Lemma 2.2.6 to prove the most important algebraic property of
Shannon entropy:

Proposition 2.2.8 (Chain rule) Let w ∈ ∆n and p1 ∈ ∆k1 , . . . ,pn ∈ ∆kn . Then

H
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= H(w) +

n∑
i=1

wiH(pi).
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Proof Writing pi =
(
pi

1, . . . , pi
ki

)
and using Lemma 2.2.6, we have

H
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
=

n∑
i=1

ki∑
j=1

∂
(
wi pi

j
)

=
∑

i

∑
j

(
∂(wi)pi

j + wi∂
(
pi

j
))

=
∑

i

∂(wi) +
∑

i

wi

∑
j

∂
(
pi

j
)

= H(w) +
∑

i

wiH(pi),

as required. �

Example 2.2.9 Consider again the coin-die-card process of Example 2.1.4.
How much information do we expect to gain from observing the final outcome
of the process?

Let us measure information by base 2 entropy, in bits. The information
gained is as follows.

• Whether the final outcome is a number between 1 and 6 or a card tells us
whether the coin came up heads or tails. This gives us H(2)(u2) = 1 bit of
information.

• With probability 1/2, the outcome is the result of a die roll, which would
give us H(2)(u6) = log2 6 bits of information.

• With probability 1/2, the outcome is the result of a card draw, which would
give us H(2)(u52) = log2 52 bits of information.

Hence in total, the expected information gained from observing the outcome
of the composite process is

H(2)(u2) + 1
2 H(2)(u6) + 1

2 H(2)(u52) = 1 + 1
2 log2 6 + 1

2 log2 52

bits. If we have reasoned correctly, this should be equal to the entropy of the
composite process, which is

H(2)(u2 ◦ (u6,u52)
)

= H(2)
(

1
12 , . . . ,

1
12︸     ︷︷     ︸

6

, 1
104 , . . . ,

1
104︸        ︷︷        ︸

52

)
bits. The chain rule guarantees that these two numbers are, indeed, equal.

Corollary 2.2.10 For all w ∈ ∆n and p ∈ ∆k,

H(w ⊗ p) = H(w) + H(p). (2.6)

Proof Take p1 = · · · = pn = p in the chain rule. �
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In other words, H has the logarithmic property of converting products into
sums. Indeed, in the special case w = un and p = uk, we have w ⊗ p = unk, so
equation (2.6) is precisely the characteristic property of the logarithm,

log(nk) = log n + log k.

In the general case, equation (2.6) states that the amount of information gained
by observing the outcome of a pair of independent events is equal to the infor-
mation gained from the first plus the information gained from the second.

Remark 2.2.11 With the understanding that H is symmetric in its arguments,
the chain rule as stated in Proposition 2.2.8 is equivalent to the superficially
less general statement that

H
(
pw1, (1 − p)w1,w2, . . . ,wn

)
= H(w) + w1H(p, 1 − p) (2.7)

for all p ∈ [0, 1] and w ∈ ∆n. This is the special case k1 = 2, k2 = · · · = kn = 1
of Proposition 2.2.8, and is sometimes known as the recursivity of entropy
(Definition 1.2.8 of Aczél and Daróczy [3]) or the grouping rule (Problem 4
of Chapter 2 of Cover and Thomas [69]).

The general chain rule of Proposition 2.2.8 is also equivalent to a different
special case:

H
(
wp1, . . . ,wpk, (1 − w)r1, . . . , (1 − w)r`

)
=

H(w, 1 − w) + wH(p) + (1 − w)H(r)

for all w ∈ [0, 1], p ∈ ∆k, and r ∈ ∆`. This is the special case n = 2 of
Proposition 2.2.8.

Both equivalences are routine inductions, carried out in Appendix A.1.

2.3 Entropy in terms of coding

The theory of coding provides a very concrete way of understanding the con-
cept of information. The fundamental concepts and theorems of coding the-
ory were set out in Shannon’s original 1948 paper [306], with rigour and de-
tail added soon afterwards by researchers such as Khinchin [186] and Fein-
stein [97]. This section presents parts of that early work, and in particular,
Shannon’s source coding theorem.

The source coding theorem can be described informally as follows. Take an
alphabet of symbols, say the English letters a to z, which occur with known
frequencies p1, . . . , p26. We want to design a scheme that encodes each letter
as a finite sequence of 0s and 1s. Using this system, any message in English
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can also be encoded as a sequence of 0s and 1s, by concatenating the codes
for the letters in the message. Of course, we want our coding scheme to have
the property that the encoded message can be decoded unambiguously, and it
is also natural to want it to use as few bits as possible. Roughly speaking, the
theorem is that in the most efficient coding scheme, the number of bits needed
per symbol is the base 2 entropy of the frequency distribution p.

We now give a more precise account. In this section, entropy will always be
taken to base 2. Details of everything that follows can be found in introductions
to information theory such as Cover and Thomas ([69], Chapter 5), MacKay
([236], Chapter 4), and Jones and Jones [162].

Take an alphabet of n symbols, with frequency distribution p ∈ ∆n; thus,
in messages written using this alphabet, we expect the symbols to be used in
proportions p1, . . . , pn. A code is an assignment to each i ∈ {1, . . . , n} of a finite
sequence of bits (a code word). The ith code word is, then, an element of the
set {0, 1}Li for some integer Li ≥ 0, and Li is called the word length of the ith
symbol. The expected word length of a symbol in our alphabet is

n∑
i=1

piLi.

We seek a code that minimizes the average word length, subject to the natural
constraint of unambiguous decodability (made precise shortly).

Example 2.3.1 Take an alphabet of four symbols a, b, c, d, with frequency
distribution p = (1/2, 1/4, 1/8, 1/8). How should we encode our symbols as
strings of bits, in a way that uses as few bits as possible?

The basic principle is that common symbols should have short code words.
(The same principle guided the design of Morse code, where the most common
letter, e, is encoded as a single dot, and uncommon letters such as z use four
dots or dashes.) So let us encode as follows:

a : 0, b : 10, c : 110, d : 111.

For instance, 11110011010 represents dbacb. The average word length is

1
2 · 1 + 1

4 · 2 + 1
8 · 3 + 1

8 · 3 = 1 3
4 .

This is more efficient than the most naive coding system, which would simply
assign the four two-bit strings 00, 01, 10, 11 to the four symbols, for an average
word length of 2.

A code is instantaneous if none of the code words is a prefix (initial seg-
ment) of any other. Thus, if δ1 · · · δ` and ε1 · · · εm are code words in an in-
stantaneous code, with ` ≤ m, then (δ1, . . . , δ`) , (ε1, . . . , ε`). This is the
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non-ambiguity condition, guaranteeing that any string of bits produced by the
system can only be decoded in one possible way.

Example 2.3.2 The code of Example 2.3.1 is instantaneous. But if we changed
the code word for b to 11, the code would no longer be instantaneous, since 11
is a prefix of the code words for both c and d. Messages in this new code are
not uniquely decodable; for instance, the string 110 could be decoded as either
c or ba.

The average word length 1 3
4 of the code in Example 2.3.1 happens to be

equal to the entropy of the frequency distribution of the symbols, calculated in
Example 2.2.2. In fact, it is not possible to find an instantaneous code whose
average word length is any shorter. This is an instance of part (ii) of the fol-
lowing result.

Proposition 2.3.3 Let n, L1, . . . , Ln ≥ 1, and suppose that there exists an
instantaneous code on the alphabet {1, . . . , n} with word lengths L1, . . . , Ln.
Then:

i.
n∑

i=1

(1/2)Li ≤ 1;

ii.
n∑

i=1

piLi ≥ H(2)(p) for all p ∈ ∆n.

Part (i), together with part (i) of Proposition 2.3.4 below, is known as Kraft’s
inequality (Theorem 5.2.1 of Cover and Thomas [69], for instance).

Proof To prove (i), we consider binary expansions 0.b1b2 . . . of elements of
[0, 1), where bi ∈ {0, 1}. We make the convention that if x ∈ [0, 1) has two
binary expansions, one ending with an infinite sequence of 0s and the other
with an infinite sequence of 1s, we choose the former. In this way, each x ∈
[0, 1) determines an infinite sequence of bits b1, b2, . . .

Take an instantaneous code with word lengths L1, . . . , Ln. For i ∈ {1, . . . , n},
write

Ji =
{
x ∈ [0, 1) : the binary expansion of x begins with the ith code word

}
.

Then Ji is a half-open interval of length (1/2)Li . Since the code is instanta-
neous, the intervals J1, . . . , Jn are disjoint. But since they are all subsets of
[0, 1), their total length is at most 1, giving the desired inequality.
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For (ii), let p ∈ ∆n. By Lemma 2.2.3 and part (i),

H(2)(p) −
n∑

i=1

piLi =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi

(
log2(1/pi) + log2

(
(1/2)Li

))
=

∑
i∈supp(p)

pi log2
(1/2)Li

pi

≤ log2

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pi ·
(1/2)Li

pi

)

≤ log2

n∑
i=1

(1/2)Li

≤ log2 1 = 0,

as required. �

The frequency distribution of Example 2.3.1 has the exceptional property
that all the frequencies are powers of 1/2. In such cases, it is always possible
to find an instantaneous code in which the ith symbol is encoded in log2(1/pi)
bits, so that the average word length is exactly the entropy. In the general case,
this is not quite possible; but it is nearly possible, as follows.

Proposition 2.3.4 Let p ∈ ∆n. Then:

i. there is an instantaneous code with word lengths dlog2(1/p1)e, . . . ,
dlog2(1/pn)e;

ii. any such code has expected word length strictly less then H(2)(p) + 1.

Here dxe denotes the smallest integer greater than or equal to x. Codes with
the property in (i) are called Shannon codes.

Proof For (i), suppose without loss of generality that p1 ≥ · · · ≥ pn. For each
i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, put

Li = dlog2(1/pi)e, qi = (1/2)Li .

In other words, qi is maximal among all powers of 1/2 less than or equal to
pi. Now, q1, . . . , qi are all integer multiples of (1/2)Li , so q1 + · · · + qi−1 and
q1 + · · · + qi are integer multiples of (1/2)Li too. It follows that the binary
expansions of the elements of the interval

Ji = [q1 + · · · + qi−1, q1 + · · · + qi−1 + qi)

all begin with the same Li bits, and, moreover, that no other element of [0, 1)
begins with this bit-sequence. (Here we use the same convention on binary
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expansions as in the proof of Proposition 2.3.3.) Take the ith code word to be
this bit-sequence. Since the intervals J1, . . . , Jn are disjoint, none of the code
words is a prefix of any other; that is, the code is instantaneous.

For (ii), take a code as in (i), again writing Li = dlog2(1/pi)e. We have

Li < log2(1/pi) + 1

for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, so
n∑

i=1

piLi =
∑

i∈supp(p)

piLi <
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi
(
log2(1/pi) + 1

)
= H(2)(p) + 1,

as required. �

Example 2.3.5 Take the alphabet consisting of a, b, c, d with frequencies p =

(0.4, 0.3, 0.2, 0.1). Following the construction in the proof of Proposition 2.3.4,
we round each frequency down to the next power of 1/2, giving

(q1, q2, q3, q4) =
(

1
4 ,

1
4 ,

1
8 ,

1
16

)
=

((
1
2

)2
,
(

1
2

)2
,
(

1
2

)3
,
(

1
2

)4
)
.

Thus, (L1, L2, L3, L4) = (2, 2, 3, 4) and the intervals Ji are as follows, in binary
notation:

J1 =
[
0, 1

4

)
= [0.00, 0.01),

J2 =
[

1
4 ,

1
2

)
= [0.01, 0.10),

J3 =
[

1
2 ,

5
8

)
= [0.100, 0.101),

J4 =
[

5
8 ,

11
16

)
= [0.1010, 0.1011).

We therefore encode as follows:

a : 00, b : 01, c : 100, d : 1010.

Short calculations show that
4∑

i=1

piLi = 2.4 < 2.846 . . . = H(2)(p) + 1,

as the proof of Proposition 2.3.4 guarantees.
This is not the most efficient code. For instance, we could have encoded d

as 101 for a smaller average word length. There are in fact algorithms that
construct for each p a code with the least possible average word length, such
as that of Huffman [146]. But we will not need such precision here.

Example 2.3.6 Similarly, the code in Example 2.3.1 is the one constructed by
the algorithm in the proof of Proposition 2.3.4.
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Remark 2.3.7 The bound H(2)(p) + 1 in Proposition 2.3.4 cannot be improved
to H(2)(p) + c for any constant c < 1. For instance, if a two-symbol alphabet
has frequency distribution p = (0.99, 0.01) then H(2)(p) ≈ H(2)(1, 0) = 0 (since
H(2) is continuous), but clearly the average word length cannot be reduced to
below 1.

We now state a version of Shannon’s source coding theorem.

Theorem 2.3.8 (Shannon) For an alphabet with frequency distribution p =

(p1, . . . , pn),

H(2)(p) ≤ inf
n∑

i=1

piLi < H(2)(p) + 1,

where the infimum is over all instantaneous codes on n elements, with Li de-
noting the ith word length.

Proof This is immediate from Propositions 2.3.3 and 2.3.4. �

A crucial further insight of Shannon was that the upper bound H(2)(p) + 1
can be reduced to H(2)(p)+ε, for any ε > 0, as long as we are willing to encode
symbols in blocks rather than one at a time. Informally, this works as follows.

For an alphabet with n symbols, there are n10 blocks of 10 symbols. Writing
p ∈ ∆n for the frequency distribution of the original alphabet and assuming that
successive symbols in messages are distributed independently, the frequency
distribution of the n10 blocks is p⊗10.

Now treat each 10-symbol block as a unit, and consider ways of encoding
each block as a sequence of bits. By Proposition 2.3.4, we can find an instan-
taneous code for the blocks that uses an average of less than H(2)(p⊗10) + 1
bits per block. But H(2)(p⊗10) = 10H(2)(p) by Corollary 2.2.10, so the average
number of bits per letter is less than

1
10

(
H(2)(p⊗10) + 1

)
= H(2)(p) + 1

10 .

In this way, by encoding symbols in large blocks rather than individually, we
can make the average number of bits per letter as close as we please to the
lower bound of H(2)(p).

(In applications, successive symbols are often not independent. For instance,
in English, the letter pair ch is more frequent than hc. But it will follow from
Remark 8.1.13 that even if they are not independent, the actual frequency dis-
tribution of the n10 blocks has entropy at most H(p⊗10). For that reason, the
argument above is valid even without the assumption of independence.)
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Example 2.3.9 Take a two-symbol alphabet a, b with frequency distribution
p = (0.6, 0.4). Then H(2)(p) = 0.9709 . . . We compute the average number of
bits per letter when encoding in larger and larger blocks, following the code
construction in the proof of Proposition 2.3.4.

• First encode one symbol at a time. We round each pi down to the next power
of 1/2, giving

(
(1/2)1, (1/2)2). Hence the average number of bits per symbol

is

0.6 × 1 + 0.4 × 2 = 1.4.

• Now encode symbols in blocks of two. The frequency distribution of aa,
ab, ba, bb is (0.36, 0.24, 0.24, 0.16) (assuming that successive symbols are
distributed independently). Following the same algorithm, we round down
to

(
(1/2)2, (1/2)3, (1/2)3, (1/2)3) and obtain an average of

0.36 × 2 + 0.24 × 3 + 0.24 × 3 + 0.16 × 3 = 2.64

bits per two-symbol block, or equivalently an average of 1.32 bits per sym-
bol. This is an improvement on the original code.

• Similarly, encoding in three-symbol blocks gives an average of 1.117 . . .
bits per symbol, which is closer still to the ideal of H(2)(p) ≈ 0.971 bits per
symbol.

None of these three codes is as efficient as the naive code that assigns the code
words 0 to a and 1 to b, which has an average word length of 1. But we can
improve on that by encoding in large enough blocks. For instance, since

0.971 + 1
35 < 1,

we can attain an average word length of less than 1 by coding blocks of 35
symbols at a time.

Example 2.3.10 In written English, the base 2 entropy of the frequency dis-
tribution of the 26 letters of the alphabet is approximately 4.1 (Section 2 of
Shannon [307]). Thus, by using sufficiently large blocks, one can encode En-
glish using about four bits per letter. (It is as if English had only 24.1 ≈ 17
letters, used with equal frequency.) This is without taking advantage of the fact
that ch occurs more often than hc, for instance. Using the non-independence of
neighbouring letters would enable us to reduce the number of bits still further,
as detailed by Shannon [307] and later researchers.

A convenient fiction when reasoning about entropy is that for every proba-
bility distribution p, there is an instantaneous code with average word length
H(2)(p). This is not true unless all the nonzero frequencies happen to be powers
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0.05 0.02 0.03 0.004
a b c · · · z

a à â b c ç z
0.5 0.25 0.25 1 0.5 0.5 1

· · ·

Entropy H(2)(0.05, 0.02, 0.03, . . . , 0.004)

Entropy 1.5 Entropy 0 Entropy 1 Entropy 0

Figure 2.5 The entropy of the French language (Example 2.3.11).

of 1
2 , but it is approximately true in the sense just described: we can come ar-

bitrarily close by encoding in sufficiently large blocks. Let us call this (usually
nonexistent) code an ideal code for p.

Ideal codes provide a way to understand the chain rule (Proposition 2.2.8),
as follows.

Example 2.3.11 Consider again the French language (Example 2.1.5), which
is written with symbols such as à made up of a letter (in this case, a) and an
accent (in this case, ` ). Figure 2.5 shows a hypothetical frequency distribution
w of the letters, hypothetical frequency distributions

p1 ∈ ∆3, p2 ∈ ∆1, . . . , p26 ∈ ∆1

of the accents on each letter, and the base 2 entropy of each of the distributions
w,p1, . . . ,p26.

To transmit a French symbol (such as à), we need to transmit both its base
letter (a) and its accent (` ). Using ideal codes, the average number of bits
needed per symbol is as follows. For the base letter, we need H(2)(w) bits. The
number of bits needed for the accent depends on which letter it decorates:

• with probability w1, the letter is a, and then the average number of bits
needed for the accent is H(2)(p1);

• with probability w2, the letter is b, and then the average number of bits
needed for the accent is H(2)(p2);

and so on. Hence the average number of bits needed to encode the accent is∑26
i=1 wiH(2)(pi). The average number of bits needed per symbol is the number
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for the base letter plus the number for the accent, which is

H(2)(w) +

26∑
i=1

wiH(2)(pi). (2.8)

On the other hand, we saw in Example 2.1.5 that the overall frequency distri-
bution of the French symbols a, à, â, b, . . . , z is w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), whose ideal
code uses

H(2)(w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)
)

(2.9)

bits per symbol. If we have reasoned correctly then the expressions (2.8)
and (2.9) should be equal. The chain rule states that, indeed, they are.

2.4 Entropy in terms of diversity

Entropies of various kinds have been used to measure biological diversity
for almost as long as diversity measures have been considered. For instance,
among all the measures of diversity used by ecologists, one of the most com-
mon is the Shannon entropy H(p). Here p = (p1, . . . , pn) is the relative abun-
dance distribution of the community concerned, as in Example 2.1.1. For rea-
sons that will be explained, when it comes to measuring diversity, it is better
to use the exponential of entropy than entropy itself.

Let us begin by considering intuitively what it means for a community of n
species to be diverse, for a fixed value of n. As described in the Introduction,
there is a spectrum of viewpoints on what the word ‘diversity’ should mean.
Loosely, though, diversity is low when most of the population is concentrated
into one or two very common species, and high when the population is spread
evenly across all species. Another way to say this is that diversity is low when
an individual chosen at random usually belongs to a common species, and
high when an individual chosen at random usually belongs to a rare species.
So, the diversity of a community can be understood as the average rarity of an
individual belonging to it.

Since pi represents the relative abundance of the ith species, 1/pi is a mea-
sure of its rarity or specialness. We want to take the average rarity, and for now
we will use the geometric mean as our notion of average. (Later, we will use
different notions of average. The most important are the power means, which
are introduced in Section 4.2 and include the geometric mean.) Thus, one rea-
sonable measure of the diversity of a community is the geometric mean of the
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species rarities 1/p1, . . . , 1/pn, weighted by the species sizes p1, . . . , pn:(
1
p1

)p1

· · ·

(
1
pn

)pn

.

We therefore make the following definition.

Definition 2.4.1 Let n ≥ 1 and p ∈ ∆n. The diversity of order 1 of p is

D(p) =
1

pp1
1 pp2

2 · · · p
pn
n
,

with the convention that 00 = 1.

Equivalently,

D(p) =
∏

i∈supp(p)

p−pi
i = eH(p).

In short: diversity is the exponential of entropy.

Remarks 2.4.2 i. The meaning of ‘order 1’ will be revealed in Section 4.3.
It is related to the different possible notions of average. In this section,
‘diversity’ will always mean diversity of order 1.

ii. No choice of base is involved in the definition of D, in contrast to the sit-
uation for H (Remark 2.2.1). For instance, D(p) is equal to both eH(p) and
2H(2)(p).

Crucially, the word ‘diversity’ refers only to the relative, not absolute, abun-
dances. If half of a forest burns down, or if a patient loses 90% of their gut
bacteria, then it may be an ecological or medical disaster; but assuming that
the system is well-mixed, the diversity does not change. In the language of
physics, diversity is an intensive quantity (like density or temperature) rather
than an extensive quantity (like mass or heat), meaning that it is independent
of the system’s size.

Lemma 2.2.4 immediately implies:

Lemma 2.4.3 Let n ≥ 1.

i. D(p) ≥ 1 for all p ∈ ∆n, with equality if and only if pi = 1 for some
i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

ii. D(p) ≤ n for all p ∈ ∆n, with equality if and only if p = un. �

Similarly, the continuity of entropy (Lemma 2.2.5) immediately implies:

Lemma 2.4.4 For each n ≥ 1, the diversity function D : ∆n → R of order 1 is
continuous. �
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Evidently

D(un) = n

for all n ≥ 1. This is a very important property for a diversity measure, and we
adopt the standard terminology for it:

Definition 2.4.5 Let
(
E : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions. Then E

is an effective number if E(un) = n for all n ≥ 1.

Thus, D is an effective number. When the species are all present in equal
quantities, we think of the community as containing n fully present species
and assign it a diversity value of n. On the other hand, if one species accounts
for nearly 100% of the community and all the others are very rare, then the di-
versity value is barely more than 1 (by Lemmas 2.4.3(i) and 2.4.4). Effectively,
there is barely more than one species present.

For instance, if a community has a diversity of 18.2, then the community is
slightly more diverse than a community of 18 equally abundant species. There
are ‘effectively’ slightly more than 18 balanced species.

Examples 2.4.6 For the four distributions on {1, 2, 3, 4} in Examples 2.2.2, the
diversities are

22 = 4, 27/4 ≈ 3.364, 21 = 2, 20 = 1,

respectively. In particular, the community represented by the second distribu-
tion is judged by D to be somewhat more diverse than a community of three
species in equal proportions, but less diverse than a balanced community of
four species.

Despite the popularity of Shannon entropy as a measure of biological di-
versity, many ecologists have argued that it should be rejected in favour of
its exponential, including MacArthur [235] in 1965, Buzas and Gibson [56]
in 1969, and Whittaker [349] in 1972. More recently and more generally,
Jost [164, 165, 167] has argued convincingly that when measuring diversity,
we should only use effective numbers. (That principle appears to be gaining
acceptance, judging by the editorial [89] of Ellison.) The following example is
adapted from Jost [165].

Example 2.4.7 Suppose that a plague strikes a continent of a million equally
common species, rendering 90% of the species extinct and leaving the remain-
ing 10% untouched. How do H and D respond to this catastrophe?

The Shannon entropy H drops by just

1 −
log(105)
log(106)

=
1
6
≈ 17%,
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suggesting a change of considerably smaller magnitude than the one that actu-
ally occurred. For comparison, if a community of four equally common species
loses only one of its species, the rest remaining unchanged, this causes a drop
in Shannon entropy of

1 −
log 3
log 4

≈ 21%.

So, if we judge by percentage change in Shannon entropy, losing 25% of four
species destroys a greater proportion of the diversity than losing 90% of a
million species. Shannon entropy drops more in the situation where the species
loss is less. So as an indicator of change in diversity, percentage change in
Shannon entropy is plainly unsuitable.

However, the effect of the plague on the diversity D is to make it drop by
90% (from 106 to 105), because D is an effective number. And for the same
reason, in the four-species example, D drops by 25% (from 4 to 3). This is
intuitively reasonable behaviour, faithfully reflecting the scale of the change.

In information and coding theory, the logarithmic measure H is the more
useful form, corresponding as it does to the number of bits per symbol in an
ideal code. But for species diversity, it is the number of species (not its loga-
rithm) with which we reason most naturally.

We now consider the chain rule in terms of diversity. Taking exponentials in
Proposition 2.2.8 gives:

Corollary 2.4.8 Let n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1. Then

D
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= D(w) ·

n∏
i=1

D
(
pi)wi

for all w ∈ ∆n and pi ∈ ∆ki . �

The second factor on the right-hand side is the geometric mean of the diver-
sities D(p1), . . . ,D(pn), weighted by w1, . . . ,wn.

The most important aspect of this result is not the specific formula, but the
fact that the diversity of the composite distribution depends only on w and
D(p1), . . . ,D(pn), not on p1, . . . ,pn themselves. This can be understood in ei-
ther of the following ways.

Example 2.4.9 As in Example 2.1.6, consider a group of n islands of relative
sizes w1, . . . ,wn, with no species shared between islands. Let di denote D(pi),
the diversity of the ith island. Then the diversity of the whole island group is

D(w) · dw1
1 · · · d

wn
n . (2.10)
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Thus, the diversity of the whole island group is determined by the diversities
and relative sizes of the islands. It can be computed without reference to the
population distributions on each island.

Example 2.4.10 As in Example 2.1.7, consider a community of n genera, with
the ith genus divided into ki species. Let w denote the genus distribution and
di the diversity of the species in the ith genus. Then the species diversity of the
whole community is again given by (2.10). For instance, if there are 2 equally
abundant genera, with the first genus consisting of 45 species of equal abun-
dance and the second consisting of 5 species of equal abundance, then the
diversity of the whole community is

D
(
u2 ◦ (u45,u5)

)
= D(u2) · D(u45)1/2D(u5)1/2 = 2

√
45
√

5 = 30.

In other words, the whole community of 45+5 = 50 species, which has relative
abundance distribution (

1
90 , . . . ,

1
90︸     ︷︷     ︸

45

, 1
10 , . . . ,

1
10︸     ︷︷     ︸

5

)
.

has the same diversity as a community of 30 species of equal abundance.

Different chain rules will appear in Sections 4.3 and 6.2, where we consider
diversity of orders other than 1. But all share the crucial property that D(w ◦
(p1, . . . ,pn)) depends only on w and D(p1), . . . ,D(pn).

We refer to this property of D as modularity. The word is used here in
the sense of modular software design, buildings or furniture (as opposed to
modular arithmetic or modules over a ring, say). In this metaphor, the islands
of Example 2.4.9 or the genera of Example 2.4.10 are the ‘modules’: when
it comes to computing the diversity of the whole assemblage, they are black
boxes whose internal features we do not need to know.

The logarithmic property of H (Corollary 2.2.10) translates into a multi-
plicative property of D:

D(w ⊗ p) = D(w) · D(p) (2.11)

(n, k ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n, p ∈ ∆k). An important special case is the replication
principle:

D(un ⊗ p) = nD(p)

(n, k ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆k). In the language of Example 2.4.9, this principle states that
given n islands of equal size and the same species distributions, but with no
actual shared species, the diversity of the whole island group is n times the
diversity of any individual island.
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Another argument of Jost (adapted from [167] and [169]) makes a com-
pelling case for the importance of the replication principle:

Example 2.4.11 An oil company is planning to carry out work on a group of
islands that will destroy all wildlife on half of the islands. Environmentalists
are bringing a legal case to stop them. What would be the impact of the work
on biodiversity?

Suppose that there are 16 equally-sized islands in the group, that there are
no species shared between islands, and that each island has diversity 4. Then
before the oil work, the diversity of the island group is

16 × 4 = 64.

Afterwards, similarly, it will be 32. Thus, the diversity is reduced by 50%.
This is intuitively reasonable, and is a consequence of the replication principle
for D.

However, one of the most popular measures of diversity in ecology is Shan-
non entropy (‘many long-term investigations have chosen it as their benchmark
of biological diversity’: Magurran [238], p. 101). The oil company’s lawyers
can therefore argue as follows. Before the works, the ‘diversity’ (Shannon en-
tropy) is log 64, and afterwards, it will be log 32. Thus, the proportion of diver-
sity preserved is

log 32
log 64

=
5
6
≈ 83%.

On the other hand, the environmentalists’ lawyers can argue that the islands
whose wildlife is to be exterminated have a diversity of log 32, out of a total of
log 64, so the proportion of diversity destroyed will be

log 32
log 64

=
5
6
≈ 83%.

So the oil company can truthfully claim that by the scientifically accepted mea-
sure, 83% of the diversity will be preserved, while the environmentalists can
just as legitimately claim that 83% of the diversity will be lost. They cannot
both be right, and, of course, both are wrong: by any reasonable measure, 50%
of the diversity is preserved and 50% is lost. The reason for the contradictory
and illogical conclusions is that Shannon entropy does not satisfy the replica-
tion principle.

Although this is an idealized hypothetical example, it is not hard to see how
a choice of diversity measure, far from being some obscure theoretical issue,
could have genuine environmental consequences.

Although the diversity measure D does satisfy the replication principle, and
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in that sense behaves logically, it has a glaring deficiency: it takes no notice
of the varying similarities between species. A forest consisting of ten equally
abundant species of larch is intuitively less diverse than a forest of ten equally
abundant but highly varied tree species. However, the measure D gives the
same diversity to both. The same criticism can be levelled at most of the diver-
sity measures used in ecology, and a remedy is presented in Chapter 6.

2.5 The chain rule characterizes entropy

There are many characterizations of Shannon entropy, beginning with one in
the original paper by Shannon himself ([306], Theorem 2). Here, we prove a
variant of one of the best-known such theorems, due to Dmitry Faddeev [94].

Theorem 2.5.1 (Faddeev) Let (I : ∆n → R)n≥1 be a sequence of functions.
The following are equivalent:

i. the functions I are continuous and satisfy the chain rule

I
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= I(w) +

n∑
i=1

wiI(pi)

(n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki );
ii. I = cH for some c ∈ R.

In other words, up to a constant factor, entropy is uniquely characterized
by the chain rule and continuity. We already know that (ii) implies (i); the
challenge is to show that (i) implies (ii).

Remarks 2.5.2 i. As noted in Remark 2.2.1, the appearance of the constant
factor should not be a surprise. We could eliminate it by adding the axiom
that I(u2) = log 2, for instance.

ii. The theorem that Faddeev proved in [94] was slightly different. He assumed
that I was symmetric, that is, unchanged when the arguments p1, . . . , pn are
permuted, but he assumed only the superficially simpler form of the chain
rule stated as equation (2.7) (Remark 2.2.11). As noted in that remark, if
we assume symmetry then the two forms of the chain rule are equivalent
via a straightforward induction (Appendix A.1). On the other hand, Theo-
rem 2.5.1 tells us that if we assume the chain rule in its general form then
we do not need symmetry. This is not an obvious consequence of Faddeev’s
original theorem.
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iii. If we assume symmetry, the hypotheses of Faddeev’s original theorem can
be weakened in a different direction, replacing continuity by measurability.
This is a 1964 theorem of Lee [204]. We return to Lee’s theorem at the end
of Chapter 11, but omit the proof.

iv. It is not possible to prove a Faddeev-type theorem with no regularity con-
ditions at all (unless one drops the axiom of choice). Indeed, let f : R → R
be an additive nonlinear function, as in Remark 1.1.9. Then the assignment

p 7→ −
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi f (log pi)

satisfies the chain rule but is not a scalar multiple of Shannon entropy.

The remainder of this section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 2.5.1. For
the rest of this section, let (I : ∆n → R)n≥1 be a sequence of continuous func-
tions satisfying the chain rule.

The strategy of the proof is to show that I is proportional to H on suc-
cessively larger classes of probability distributions. First we prove it for the
uniform distributions un, using the results on logarithmic sequences in Sec-
tion 1.2. This forms the bulk of the proof. It is then relatively easy to extend
the result to distributions p for which each pi is a positive rational number, and
from there, by continuity, to all distributions.

We begin by studying the real sequence (I(un))n≥1.

Lemma 2.5.3 i. I(umn) = I(um) + I(un) for all m, n ≥ 1.

ii. I(u1) = 0.

Proof By the chain rule, I has the logarithmic property

I(w ⊗ p) = I
(
w ◦ (p, . . . ,p)

)
= I(w) + I(p)

(w ∈ ∆m, p ∈ ∆n). In particular, for all m, n ≥ 1,

I(umn) = I(um ⊗ un) = I(um) + I(un),

proving (i). For (ii), take m = n = 1 in (i). �

As we saw in Section 1.2, the property I(umn) = I(um)+ I(un) alone does not
tell us very much about the sequence (I(un)). To take advantage of the results
in that section, we will need to prove some analytic condition on the sequence.
Specifically, we will show that I(un+1) − I(un) → 0 as n → ∞, then apply
Corollary 1.2.3.
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Lemma 2.5.4 I(1, 0) = 0.

Proof We compute I(1, 0, 0) in two ways. On the one hand, using the chain
rule,

I(1, 0, 0) = I
(
(1, 0) ◦

(
(1, 0),u1

))
= I(1, 0) + 1 · I(1, 0) + 0 · I(u1) = 2I(1, 0).

On the other, using the chain rule again and the fact that I(u1) = 0,

I(1, 0, 0) = I
(
(1, 0) ◦

(
u1, (1, 0)

))
= I(1, 0) + 1 · I(u1) + 0 · I(1, 0) = I(1, 0).

Hence I(1, 0) = 0. �

Lemma 2.5.5 I(un+1) − n
n+1 I(un)→ 0 as n→ ∞.

Proof We have

un+1 =

( n
n + 1

,
1

n + 1

)
◦ (un,u1),

so by the chain rule and the fact that I(u1) = 0,

I(un+1) = I
( n
n + 1

,
1

n + 1

)
+

n
n + 1

I(un).

Hence

I(un+1) −
n

n + 1
I(un) = I

( n
n + 1

,
1

n + 1

)
→ I(1, 0) = 0

as n→ ∞, by continuity and Lemma 2.5.4. �

Now we can use the results of Section 1.2.

Lemma 2.5.6 There exists a constant c ∈ R such that I(un) = cH(un) for all
n ≥ 1.

Proof By Lemma 2.5.3(i), the sequence (I(un)) is logarithmic. By Lem-
mas 2.5.5 and 1.2.4, limn→∞

(
I(un+1) − I(un)

)
= 0. Hence by Corollary 1.2.3,

there is some c ∈ R such that for all n ≥ 1,

I(un) = c log n = cH(un). �

We now move to the second phase of the proof of Theorem 2.5.1. Let c be
the constant of Lemma 2.5.6 (which is uniquely determined).

Lemma 2.5.7 Let p ∈ ∆n with p1, . . . , pn rational and nonzero. Then I(p) =

cH(p).
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Proof We can write

p =

(k1

k
, . . . ,

kn

k

)
for some positive integers k1, . . . , kn, where k = k1 + · · · + kn. Then

p ◦ (uk1 , . . . ,ukn ) = uk.

Since I satisfies the chain rule and I(ur) = cH(ur) for all r ≥ 1, we have

I(p) +

n∑
i=1

pi · cH(uki ) = cH(uk).

But since cH satisfies the chain rule too, we also have

cH(p) +

n∑
i=1

pi · cH(uki ) = cH(uk).

The result follows. �

The third and final phase of the proof is trivial: since the probability dis-
tributions with positive rational probabilities are dense in the space ∆n of all
probability distributions, and since I and cH are continuous functions agreeing
on this dense set, they are equal everywhere. This proves Theorem 2.5.1.

Like any result on entropy, Faddeev’s theorem can be translated into diver-
sity terms. In the following corollary, we eliminate the arbitrary constant factor
by requiring that E be an effective number.

Corollary 2.5.8 Let
(
E : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions. The fol-

lowing are equivalent:

i. the functions E are continuous and satisfy the chain rule

E
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= E(w) ·

n∏
i=1

E(pi)wi (2.12)

(n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki ), and E is an effective number;
ii. E = D.

Proof By Faddeev’s theorem applied to log E, the sequences of continuous
functions E satisfying the diversity chain rule (2.12) are exactly the real powers
Dc (c ∈ R). But the effective number property (or indeed, the single equation
E(u2) = 2) then forces c = 1. �
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3

Relative entropy

The notion of relative entropy allows us to compare two probability distribu-
tions on the same space. More specifically, for each pair of probability distri-
butions p, r on the same finite set, there is defined a real number H(p ‖ r) ≥ 0,
the entropy of p relative to r. It is zero just when p = r. It extends the def-
inition of Shannon entropy, in the sense that the Shannon entropy of a single
distribution p on {1, . . . , n} is a function of H(p ‖ un), the entropy of p relative
to the uniform distribution.

Relative entropy goes by a remarkable number of names, attesting to
its wide variety of interpretations and uses. It is also known as Kullback–
Leibler information (as in [302], for instance), Kullback–Leibler distance [69],
Kullback–Leibler divergence [171], directed divergence [196], information di-
vergence [127], information deficiency [46], amount of information [291], dis-
crimination information [197], relative information [321], gain of information
or information gain ([292], Section IX.4), discrimination distance [178], and
error [184], among others. This chapter provides multiple explanations and
applications of relative entropy, as well as a theorem pinpointing what makes
relative entropy uniquely useful.

Our first explanation of relative entropy is in terms of coding (Section 3.2).
As we saw in Section 2.3, the Shannon entropy of p gives the average number
of bits per symbol needed to encode an alphabet with frequency distribution
p in a coding system optimized for that purpose. In a similar sense, H(p ‖ r)
measures the extra number of bits per symbol needed to encode an alphabet
with frequencies p using a coding system that was optimized for the frequency
distribution r. In other words, it is the penalty for using the wrong system.

The exponential of relative entropy is called relative diversity (Section 3.3).
Often we have a preconceived idea of what an ordinary or default distribution
of species is, and we judge how unusual a community is relative to that expec-
tation. For instance, if we were assessing the diversity of flowering plants in a

62
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particular region of the island of Tasmania, we would naturally judge it by the
standards of Tasmania as a whole. The relative diversity exp(H(p ‖ r)) reflects
the unusualness of a community with distribution p relative to a reference dis-
tribution r.

Section 3.4 gives short accounts of roles played by relative entropy in three
other subjects. In measure theory, we find that the definition of relative en-
tropy generalizes easily from finite sets to arbitrary measurable spaces, while
ordinary Shannon entropy does not. The slogan is: all entropy is relative. In
geometry, although H(− ‖ −) does not define a distance function on the set ∆n

of distributions, it turns out that infinitesimally, it behaves like the square of a
distance. We can extend this infinitesimal metric to a global metric in the man-
ner of Riemannian geometry. In statistics, the second argument r of H(p ‖ r)
should be thought of as a prior, and maximizing likelihood can be reinterpreted
as minimizing relative entropy. The concept of relative entropy also gives rise
to the notions of Fisher information and the Jeffreys prior, an objective prior
distribution in the sense of Bayesian statistics.

We finish the chapter with a characterization theorem for relative entropy
(Section 3.5), which first appeared in [216]. Just as for Faddeev’s character-
ization of ordinary entropy, the main characterizing property is a chain rule.
And just as for ordinary entropy, many characterization theorems for relative
entropy have previously been proved; but the one presented here appears to be
the simplest yet.

3.1 Definition and properties of relative entropy

This short section presents the definition and basic properties of relative en-
tropy, without motivation for now. The later sections provide multiple inter-
pretations of, and justifications for, the definition.

Definition 3.1.1 Let n ≥ 1 and p, r ∈ ∆n. The entropy of p relative to r is

H(p ‖ r) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log
pi

ri
. (3.1)

If there is some i such that pi > 0 = ri then H(p ‖ r) is defined to be∞.

In the literature, relative entropy is more often denoted by D(p ‖ r), but in
this text, we reserve the letter D for measures of diversity.
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Example 3.1.2 Let p ∈ ∆n. Then

H(p ‖ un) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log(npi)

= log n − H(p)

= H(un) − H(p).

Thus, ordinary entropy is essentially a special case of relative entropy.

Example 3.1.3 As well as sometimes taking the value∞, relative entropy can
take arbitrarily large finite values (even for fixed n). For instance, for t ∈ (0, 1),

H
(
u2 ‖ (t, 1 − t)

)
=

1
2

log
1
2t

+
1
2

log
1

2(1 − t)
→ ∞

as t → 0.

Unless p = r, there are some values of i for which pi > ri and others for
which pi < ri. Hence, some of the summands in (3.1) are positive and others
are negative. Nevertheless:

Lemma 3.1.4 H(p ‖ r) ≥ 0, with equality if and only if p = r.

Proof If pi > 0 = ri for some i then H(p ‖ r) = ∞. Suppose otherwise, so that
supp(p) ⊆ supp(r). Using Lemma 2.2.3,

H(p ‖ r) = −
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log
ri

pi

≥ − log
( ∑

i∈supp(p)

pi
ri

pi

)

≥ − log
( ∑

i∈supp(r)

ri

)
= − log 1 = 0,

with equality in the first inequality if and only if ri/pi = r j/p j for all
i, j ∈ supp(p). Equality holds in the second inequality if and only if supp(p) =

supp(r). Hence for equality to hold throughout, there must be some constant α
such that ri = αpi for all i ∈ supp(p) = supp(r). But since

∑
i∈supp(p) pi = 1 =∑

i∈supp(r) ri, this forces α = 1 and so p = r. �

Lemma 3.1.4 suggests that very roughly speaking, H(p ‖ r) can be under-
stood as a kind of distance between p and r. However, relative entropy does
not satisfy the triangle inequality (Example 3.4.2). Nor is it symmetric: for
as Examples 3.1.2 and 3.1.3 show, H(p ‖ u2) ≤ log 2 for all p ∈ ∆2, whereas
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H(u2 ‖p) can be arbitrarily large. We will return to the interpretation of relative
entropy as a measure of distance in Section 3.4.

We now list some of the basic properties of relative entropy. Matters are
simplified if we restrict to just those pairs (p, r) such that H(p ‖ r) < ∞. For
n ≥ 1, write

An = {(p, r) ∈ ∆n × ∆n : ri = 0 =⇒ pi = 0}

= {(p, r) ∈ ∆n × ∆n : supp(p) ⊆ supp(r)}.

Then

H(p ‖ r) < ∞ ⇐⇒ (p, r) ∈ An.

So for each n ≥ 1, we have the function

H(− ‖ −) : An → R

(p, r) 7→ H(p ‖ r).

This sequence of functions has the following properties, among others.

Measurability in the second argument. For each fixed p ∈ ∆n, the function

{r ∈ ∆n : (p, r) ∈ An} → R

r 7→ H(p ‖ r)

is measurable. Indeed, the function H(− ‖ −) : An → R is continu-
ous, but for the unique characterization of relative entropy proved in
Section 3.5, measurability in the second argument is all we will need.

Permutation-invariance. The relative entropy H(p ‖ r) is unchanged if the
same permutation is applied to the indices of both p and r. That is,

H(p ‖ r) = H(pσ ‖ rσ)

for all (p, r) ∈ An and permutations σ of {1, . . . , n}, where

pσ = (pσ(1), . . . , pσ(n)) (3.2)

and similarly rσ.
Vanishing. H(p ‖ p) = 0 for all p ∈ ∆n.
Chain rule. Let n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1 and

(w, w̃) ∈ An,
(
p1, p̃1) ∈ Ak1 , . . . ,

(
pn, p̃n) ∈ Akn .

Then

H
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn) ‖ w̃ ◦ (̃p1, . . . , p̃n)

)
= H(w ‖ w̃) +

n∑
i=1

wiH(pi ‖ p̃i).

(3.3)
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This is a straightforward check, similar to Proposition 2.2.8. Note that(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), w̃ ◦ (̃p1, . . . , p̃n)

)
∈ Ak1+···+kn ,

so the relative entropy of this pair is guaranteed to be finite.
As a special case, relative entropy has a logarithmic property:

H(w ⊗ p ‖ w̃ ⊗ p̃) = H(w ‖ w̃) + H(p ‖ p̃) (3.4)

for all (w, w̃) ∈ An and (p, p̃) ∈ Ak. This follows from the chain rule
by taking ki = k, pi = p and p̃i = p̃ for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

Just as for ordinary entropy, different choices of the base of the logarithm in
the definition of relative entropy only change it by a constant factor. We will
see in Section 3.5 that up to a constant factor, the four properties just listed
characterize relative entropy uniquely.

3.2 Relative entropy in terms of coding

We have already interpreted Shannon entropy in terms of coding (Section 2.3).
Here we do the same for relative entropy.

To help our understanding, let us regard a probability distribution p ∈ ∆n

as the frequency distribution of the n symbols in some human language, which
we call language p. We make use of the convenient fiction introduced on p. 50,
imagining that there exists an ideal code for language p: a code whose average
word length is exactly H(2)(p). We will suppose that the encoding is performed
by a machine, called machine p. Although most distributions p have no ideal
code, one can come arbitrarily close (as in Section 2.3), and this justifies the
use of ideal codes as an explanatory device.

For p ∈ ∆n, the ordinary base 2 entropy

H(2)(p) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log2
1
pi

satisfies

H(2)(p) = no. bits/symbol to encode language p using machine p.

Now let p, r ∈ ∆n, with p and r viewed as the frequency distributions of two
languages on the same set of symbols. Write

H(2)(p ‖ r) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log2
pi

ri
=

H(p ‖ r)
log 2
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for the base 2 relative entropy. We will interpret H(2)(p‖r) in terms of languages
p and r and machines p and r.

To do this, first consider the quantity

H(2)×(p ‖ r) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log2
1
ri
.

Here log2(1/ri) is the number of bits that machine r uses to encode the ith
symbol. (Of course, this is not usually an integer, but recall the comments on
ideal codes on p. 51.) Hence

H(2)×(p ‖ r) = no. bits/symbol to encode language p using machine r.

This quantity H(2)×(p ‖ r), or its base e analogue

H×(p ‖ r) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log
1
ri

= H(2)×(p ‖ r) · log 2, (3.5)

is the cross entropy of p with respect to r.
The relative, cross and ordinary entropies are related by the equation

H(p ‖ r) = H×(p ‖ r) − H(p). (3.6)

Hence

H(2)(p ‖ r) = H(2)×(p ‖ r) − H(2)(p)

= no. bits/symbol to encode language p using machine r
− no. bits/symbol to encode language p using machine p.

So, for the task of encoding language p, the relative entropy H(2)(p ‖ r) is
the number of extra bits needed if one uses machine r instead of machine p.
Machine p is ideal for the job: it is optimized for exactly this purpose. Relative
entropy is, then, the penalty for using the wrong machine.

This provides an intuitive explanation of why H(p‖r) is always nonnegative
and why H(p ‖ p) = 0. It also suggests why relative entropy can be arbitrarily
large, as in the following example.

Examples 3.2.1 i. Consider an alphabet with n = 2 symbols. Suppose that
language p uses the two symbols with equal frequency, and that in language
r the frequency distribution is (2−1000, 1 − 2−1000). Then machine r encodes
the first symbol with a word of 1000 bits. Since language p uses this symbol
half the time, the average word length when encoding language p using
machine r is at least 500 bits. This is drastically worse than when language
p is encoded using the most suitable machine, machine p, which has an
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average word length of just 1 bit. So the relative entropy H(2)(p ‖ r) is at
least 499.

ii. The same example provides intuition for the fact that

H(p ‖ r) , H(r ‖ p).

Machine p encodes the two symbols of the alphabet as the binary words
0 and 1, of length 1 each. Hence the average number of bits used when
encoding language r (or indeed, any other language) in machine p is 1. So
H(2)(r ‖ p) is less than 1, and is therefore much smaller than the value of
H(2)(p ‖ r) derived in (i).

Remark 3.2.2 The name ‘cross entropy’ has a tangled history. It was intro-
duced by Jack Good in 1955 ([119], Section 6), who defined it as in equa-
tion (3.5) above and gave it its name. But later, Good used ‘cross entropy’ as
a synonym for relative entropy ([120], p. 913), and others have done the same
(Shore and Johnson [310], for instance). Nowadays the term is often used in
the context of the cross entropy method in operational research [77]. In the
broadest terms, this involves fixing a distribution p and minimizing H(p‖r), or
equivalently H×(p ‖ r), among all r subject to certain constraints. It makes no
difference which one minimizes, by equation (3.6). From that point of view,
the concepts are essentially interchangeable, which has not helped to clarify
the terminological situation either.

This text uses the term with its original meaning, in part because relative
entropy already has an overabundance of synonyms.

The chain rule for relative entropy (equation (3.3)) can also be explained in
terms of coding, as in the following example.

Example 3.2.3 In Example 2.3.11, we interpreted the chain rule for ordinary
Shannon entropy in terms of letters and their accents in French. There are many
dialects of French, using the same letters and accents but slightly different
vocabulary, hence slightly different frequency distributions of both letters and
accents. Here we consider Swiss and Canadian French, which for brevity we
call just ‘Swiss’ and ‘Canadian’.

Define distributions w, w̃,pi, p̃i as follows:

w ∈ ∆26 : frequency distribution of letters in Swiss

w̃ ∈ ∆26 : frequency distribution of letters in Canadian
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and then

p1 ∈ ∆3 : frequency distribution of accents on a in Swiss

p̃1 ∈ ∆3 : frequency distribution of accents on a in Canadian
...

p26 ∈ ∆1 : frequency distribution of accents on z in Swiss

p̃26 ∈ ∆1 : frequency distribution of accents on z in Canadian.

So, recalling the convention that a ‘symbol’ is a letter plus a (possibly nonex-
istent) accent,

w ◦
(
p1, . . . ,p26) = frequency distribution of symbols in Swiss

w̃ ◦
(̃
p1, . . . , p̃26) = frequency distribution of symbols in Canadian.

Now suppose that we encode Swiss using the Canadian machine. How much
extra does this cost (in bits/symbol) compared to encoding Swiss using the
Swiss machine?

Since every symbol consists of a letter with an accent, we expect to have:

mean extra cost per symbol =

mean extra cost per letter + mean extra cost per accent. (3.7)

The mean extra cost per symbol is

H(2)(w ◦ (
p1, . . . ,p26) ‖ w̃ ◦

(̃
p1, . . . , p̃26)).

The mean extra cost per letter is

H(2)(w ‖ w̃).

The mean extra cost per accent is computed by conditioning on the letter that
it decorates. Since it is Swiss rather than Canadian that we are encoding, the
probability of the ith letter occurring is wi, so the mean extra cost per accent is

26∑
i=1

wiH(2)(pi ‖ p̃i).
Hence the hoped-for equation (3.7) predicts that

H(2)(w ◦ (
p1, . . . ,p26) ‖ w̃ ◦

(̃
p1, . . . , p̃26)) = H(2)(w ‖ w̃) +

26∑
i=1

wiH(2)(pi ‖ p̃i).
This is indeed true. It is exactly the chain rule of Section 3.1.
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3.3 Relative entropy in terms of diversity

In Section 2.4, we interpreted the exponential of Shannon entropy as the di-
versity of a biological community. Here we interpret the exponential of rela-
tive entropy as a measure of how diverse or atypical one community is when
seen from the perspective of another. This interpretation elaborates on ideas of
Reeve et al. [290].

As in Section 2.4, we consider communities of individuals drawn from n
species, whose relative abundances define a probability distribution on the set
{1, . . . , n}.

Definition 3.3.1 Let n ≥ 1 and p, r ∈ ∆n. The diversity of p relative to r (of
order 1) is

D(p ‖ r) = eH(p‖r) =
∏

i∈supp(p)

( pi

ri

)pi

∈ [1,∞].

(We repeat the warning that although in the literature, the notation D(p ‖ r)
is often used to mean relative entropy, we reserve the letter D for diversity.)

By Lemma 3.1.4, D(p ‖ r) ≥ 1, with equality if and only if p = r.
It is helpful to regard r as the distribution of a reference community (a com-

munity that one considers to be normal or the default) and p as the distribution
of the community in which we are primarily interested. As we will see, D(p‖r)
measures how exotic or unusual this other community is from the viewpoint of
the reference community.

To explain this, it is helpful to begin with another quantity:

Definition 3.3.2 Let n ≥ 1 and p, r ∈ ∆n. The cross diversity of p with re-
spect to r (of order 1) is

D×(p ‖ r) = eH×(p‖r) =
∏

i∈supp(p)

( 1
ri

)pi

∈ [1,∞].

In Section 2.4, the ordinary diversity of p,

D(p) =
∏

i∈supp(p)

( 1
pi

)pi

,

was interpreted as follows: 1/pi is the rarity of the ith species within the com-
munity, and D(p) is therefore the average rarity of individuals in the commu-
nity. (In this case, ‘average’ means geometric mean.) Cross diversity can be
understood in a similar way. If we use the second community r as our ref-
erence point – the community by which others are to be judged – then we
naturally take the rarity or specialness of the ith species to be 1/ri rather than
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1/pi. Thus, D×(p ‖r) is the average rarity of individuals in the first community,
seen from the viewpoint of the second.

Since

D(p ‖ r) =
D×(p ‖ r)

D(p)
, (3.8)

the relative diversity measures how much more diverse the first community
looks from the viewpoint of the second than from the viewpoint of itself. Some
examples illuminate this interpretation.

Example 3.3.3 We have D(p ‖ p) = 1, which is the minimal possible value of
relative diversity: any community perceives itself as completely normal.

Example 3.3.4 Let p and r be the relative abundance distributions of reptiles
in Portugal and Russia, respectively. Geckos are commonplace in Portugal but
rare in Russia. Hence from the Russian viewpoint, the ecology of Portugal
seems exotic or atypical, in this respect at least.

Mathematically, there are several values of i (corresponding to species of
gecko) such that ri is small but pi is not. This means that the cross diversity
contains some large factors, (1/ri)pi , and the relative diversity also contains
some large factors, (pi/ri)pi . Thus, both the cross diversity D×(p ‖ r) and the
relative diversity D(p ‖ r) are large, regardless of the diversity D(p) of reptiles
in Portugal.

Example 3.3.5 Taking the previous example to the extreme, if one or more
species is present in the test community p but absent in the reference commu-
nity r then D(p ‖ r) = ∞.

Example 3.3.6 Suppose now that we judge communities from the reference
point of a community with a uniform distribution. (This is in some sense the
canonical choice of reference, and is the one produced by the maximum en-
tropy method of statistics [154, 51].) The cross diversity D×(p ‖ un) is equal to
n, regardless of p. Hence equation (3.8) gives

D(p ‖ un) =
n

D(p)
. (3.9)

This is also the exponential of the equation

H(p ‖ un) = log n − H(p)

derived in Example 3.1.2.
Equation (3.9) implies that for a fixed number of species, the diversity of a

community relative to the uniform distribution is inversely proportional to the
intrinsic diversity of the community itself. From the viewpoint of a community
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in which all n species are balanced equally, any variation from this balance
looks unusual – and the more unbalanced, the more unusual.

As an illustration of the general point, house sparrows are common through-
out Britain, but a region of the country in which the only birds were house spar-
rows would be highly unusual. Correspondingly, the relative diversity D(p ‖ r)
of that region relative to the country would be high, even though the intrinsic
diversity D(p) of the region would take the minimum possible value, 1.

By equation (3.9) and Lemma 2.4.3, D(p ‖ un) takes its minimal value, 1,
when p = un. It takes its maximal value, n, when

p = (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0).

That is, from the viewpoint of a completely balanced community, the most
unusual possible community is one consisting of a single species.

Often, we want to assess a community from the viewpoint of a larger com-
munity that contains it. For instance, we are more likely to study the diversity
of plankton in the eastern Mediterranean Sea with reference to the Mediter-
ranean as a whole than with reference to the Arctic Ocean.

Consider, then, an ecological community with relative abundance distribu-
tion r ∈ ∆n, and a subcommunity consisting of some of its organisms. Write
πi for the proportion of the community consisting of individuals that belong to
both the subcommunity and the ith species. Then 0 ≤ πi ≤ ri. The proportion
of the whole community made up by the subcommunity is w =

∑
πi ≤ 1, and

the relative abundance distribution of the subcommunity is

p = (π1/w, . . . , πn/w) ∈ ∆n.

The inequality πi ≤ ri gives wpi ≤ ri, or equivalently,

pi

ri
≤

1
w
, (3.10)

for all i ∈ supp(r). Hence

D(p ‖ r) =
∏

i∈supp(p)

( pi

ri

)pi

≤
∏

i∈supp(p)

( 1
w

)pi

=
1
w
,

giving

1 ≤ D(p ‖ r) ≤
1
w
. (3.11)

We now consider cases in which these bounds are attained.

Examples 3.3.7 i. By Lemma 3.1.4, D(p ‖ r) attains its lower bound of 1
precisely when p = r. This means that the subcommunity is exactly typical
or representative of the larger community; it is minimally unusual.
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p
q

r

Figure 3.1 The three communities of Example 3.3.8.

ii. The maximum D(p ‖ r) = 1/w in (3.11) is attained when ri = wpi for
all i ∈ supp(p). In the notation above, this is equivalent to πi = ri for all
i ∈ supp(p). In other words, the subcommunity is isolated: the species
occurring in the subcommunity occur nowhere else in the community.

If the isolated subcommunity is very small then its species distribution
appears highly unusual from the viewpoint of the whole community, and
correspondingly D(p ‖ r) = 1/w is large. But if, say, the isolated subcom-
munity makes up 90% of the whole community, then from the viewpoint
of the whole, the ecology of the subcommunity looks very typical. So, it is
intuitively reasonable that D(p ‖ r) = 1/0.9 is close to the minimal possible
value of 1 .

The difference between relative diversity and cross diversity is illustrated
by the case of a uniform reference community (Example 3.3.6) and by the
following example.

Example 3.3.8 Consider a community with species distribution r, containing
a subcommunity with species distribution q, which in turn contains a subcom-
munity with species distribution p (Figure 3.1). Suppose that the two subcom-
munities consist only of species that are rare in the whole community, with
ri = 1/100 for all i ∈ supp(q). The larger subcommunity consists of 50 such
species, and the smaller of just one.

For the smaller subcommunity,

D(p) = 1, D×(p ‖ r) = 100, D(p ‖ r) = 100.

Indeed, D(p) = 1 since the subcommunity contains just one species. For the
cross diversity, 1/ri = 100 for all i ∈ supp(p), and D×(p ‖ r) is the geometric
mean of 1/ri over i ∈ supp(p), so D×(p‖r) = 100. Then D(p‖r) = 100/1 = 100.

For the larger subcommunity,

D(q) = 50, D×(q ‖ r) = 100, D(q ‖ r) = 2,
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by a similar argument.
This can be understood as follows. From the viewpoint of the whole commu-

nity, the average rarity of the individuals in either subcommunity is 100. This
is why both have a cross diversity of 100. But the larger subcommunity looks
less unusual than the smaller one, because it occupies more of the community
and therefore resembles it more closely. This is why the relative diversity of
the larger subcommunity is lower.

Remark 3.3.9 In ecology, there are concepts of alpha-, beta- and gamma-
diversity. The quantities D(p), D(p ‖ r) and D×(p ‖ r) are, respectively, kinds
of alpha-, beta- and gamma-diversities, and equation (3.8) is a version of the
equation β = γ/α that appears in the ecological literature (beginning with
Whittaker [348], p. 321).

However, D(p), D(p ‖ r) and D×(p ‖ r) are somewhat different from alpha-,
beta- and gamma-diversity as usually construed. In the traditional ecological
framework, a large community is divided into a number of subcommunities,
alpha-diversity is some kind of average of the intrinsic diversities of the sub-
communities, beta-diversity is a measure of the variation between the subcom-
munities, and gamma-diversity is, simply, the diversity of the whole. Here,
non-traditionally, our beta-diversity (the relative diversity D(p ‖ r)) and our
gamma-diversity (the cross diversity D×(p ‖ r)) express properties of an indi-
vidual subcommunity with reference to the larger community. This is one of
the innovations introduced in recent work of Reeve et al. [290], explored in
depth in Chapter 8.

3.4 Relative entropy in measure theory, geometry and
statistics

Here we give brief interpretations of relative entropy as seen from specific
standpoints in these three subjects.

Measure theory

Let us attempt to generalize the notion of Shannon entropy from probability
distributions on a finite set to probability measures on an arbitrary measurable
space Ω. Starting from the definition

H(p) = −
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log pi
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for finite sets, and reasoning purely formally, one might try to define the en-
tropy of a probability measure ν on Ω as

H(ν) = −

∫
Ω

(log ν) dν.

But this makes no sense, since there is no such function as ‘log ν’.
However, relative entropy generalizes easily. Indeed, given probability mea-

sures ν and µ on Ω, the entropy of ν relative to µ is defined as

H(ν ‖ µ) =

∫
Ω

log
( dν
dµ

)
dν ∈ [0,∞], (3.12)

where dν/dµ is the Radon–Nikodym derivative. (If ν is not absolutely contin-
uous with respect to µ then dν/dµ sometimes takes the value ∞; but as in the
finite case, we allow∞ as a relative entropy.)

Examples 3.4.1 i. Fix a measure λ on Ω, and take measures ν and µ on Ω

with densities p and r with respect to λ. Thus, dν = p dλ, dµ = r dλ, and
dν/dµ = p/r. It follows that

H(ν ‖ µ) =

∫
supp(p)

p log
( p

r

)
dλ.

Provided that the choice of reference measure λ is understood, H(ν ‖ µ) can
be written as H(p ‖ r).

ii. In particular, when Ω is a finite set with counting measure λ, we recover
Definition 3.1.1.

The measure-theoretic viewpoint also explains some earlier notation. On
p. 65, we introduced the set An of pairs (p, r) of probability distributions on
{1, . . . , n} such that H(p ‖ r) < ∞. Regarding p and r as measures on {1, . . . , n},
the set An consists of exactly the pairs such that p is absolutely continuous with
respect to r.

The slogan

all entropy is relative

is partly justified by the fact just established: relative entropy makes sense in
a wide measure-theoretic context in a way that ordinary entropy does not. A
different justification is given in Section 8.5.

There is, nevertheless, a useful concept of the entropy of a probability dis-
tribution on Euclidean space. Indeed, the differential entropy of a probability
density function f on Rn is defined as

H( f ) = −

∫
supp( f )

f (x) log f (x) dx,
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and it is a fundamental fact that among all density functions with a given
mean and variance, the one with the maximal entropy is the normal distri-
bution. (This fact is closely related to the central limit theorem, as explained in
Johnson [160], for instance.) However, H( f ) is still a kind of relative entropy,
since the integration takes place with respect to Lebesgue measure λ. Writing
ν = f dλ for the probability measure corresponding to the density f , we have
f = dν/dλ, hence

H( f ) = −

∫
log

( dν
dλ

)
dν.

Formally, the right-hand side is the negative of the expression for H(ν‖λ) given
by equation (3.12), even though λ is not a probability measure.

Geometry

We have tentatively evoked the idea that H(p ‖ r) is some kind of measure of
distance, difference or divergence between the probability distributions p and
r, and it is true that H(p‖r) ≥ 0 with equality if and only if p = r. However, we
have also seen that relative entropy does not have one of the standard properties
of a distance function:

H(p ‖ r) , H(r ‖ p).

If that were the only problem, it would not be so bad: for as Lawvere, Gromov,
and others have argued ([202], p. 138–139 and [129], p. xv), and as anyone
who has walked up and down a hill already knows, there are useful notions
of distance that are not symmetric. A more serious problem is that relative
entropy fails the triangle inequality:

Example 3.4.2 Define p,q, r ∈ ∆2 by

p = (0.9, 0.1), q = (0.2, 0.8), r = (0.1, 0.9).

Then

H(p ‖ q) + H(q ‖ r) = 1.190 . . . < 1.757 . . . = H(p ‖ r).

So, relative entropy only crudely resembles a distance function or metric in
the sense of metric spaces.

However, it is a highly significant fact that the square root of relative entropy
is an infinitesimal distance on the set of probability distributions. We explain
this twice: first informally, then in the language of Riemannian geometry.

Informally, let p ∈ ∆◦n, and consider the relative entropy

H(p + t ‖ p)
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for t ∈ Rn close to 0 such that
∑

ti = 0. (Then p + t ∈ ∆◦n.) We can expand
H(p+t‖p) as a Taylor series in t1, . . . , tn. Since H(p+t‖p) attains its minimum
of 0 at t = 0, the constant term in the Taylor expansion is 0 and the terms in
t1, . . . , tn also vanish. A straightforward calculation shows that, in fact,

H(p + t ‖ p) =

n∑
i=1

1
2pi

t2
i + higher order terms.

Thus, up to a different scale factor 1/2pi in each coordinate, relative entropy
locally resembles the square of Euclidean distance. The same is true with the
arguments reversed:

H(p ‖ p + t) =

n∑
i=1

1
2pi

t2
i + higher order terms.

So although H(−‖−) is not symmetric in its two arguments, it is infinitesimally
so, to second order.

These formulas suggest that we regard the square root of relative entropy,
rather than relative entropy itself, as a metric. But again, it is not a metric in
the sense of metric spaces, because it fails the triangle inequality. The same p,
q and r as in Example 3.4.2 provide a counterexample:√

H(p ‖ q) +
√

H(q ‖ r) = 1.281 . . . < 1.325 . . . =
√

H(p ‖ r).

Nevertheless,
√

H(− ‖ −) can successfully be used as an infinitesimal metric.
Still speaking informally, the process is as follows.

Suppose that we are given a set X ⊆ Rn and a nonnegative real-valued func-
tion δ defined on all pairs of points of X that are sufficiently close together.
Then under suitable hypotheses on δ, we can define a metric d on X. First, de-
fine the length of any path γ in X by finite approximations: plot a large number
of close-together points x0, . . . , xm along γ, use

∑m
r=1 δ(xr−1, xr) as an approxi-

mation to the length of γ, then pass to the limit. The distance d(x, y) ∈ [0,∞]
between two points x, y ∈ X is defined as the length of a shortest path between
x and y. This d is a metric in the sense of metric spaces.

Applied when X = ∆◦n and δ =
√

H(− ‖ −), this process gives a new metric d
on the simplex. ‘Have you ever seen anything like that?’ asked Gromov ([130],
Section 2). As it turns out, d is not so exotic. Let

S n−1 =
{
x ∈ Rn :

∑
x2

i = 1
}

denote the unit (n − 1)-sphere. It carries the geodesic metric dS n−1 , in which
dS n−1 (x, y) is the length of a shortest path between x and y on the sphere (an
arc of a great circle). Any distribution p ∈ ∆◦n has a corresponding point

√p =
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(
√

p1, . . . ,
√

pn) on S n−1. And as we will see, the metric d on ∆◦n satisfies

d(p, r) =
√

2dS n−1
(√

p,
√

r
)

(p, r ∈ ∆◦n). So when the simplex is equipped with this distance d, it is isometric
to a subset of the sphere of radius

√
2. With different constant factors, d(p, r)

is known as the Fisher distance or Bhattacharyya angle between p and r, as
detailed below.

We now sketch the precise development. The story told here is the begin-
ning of the subject of information geometry, and we refer to the literature
in that subject for details of what follows. The books by Ay, Jost, Lê and
Schwachhöfer [22] and Amari [12] are comprehensive modern introductions to
information geometry. Other important sources are the earlier book of Amari
and Nagaoka [13], the foundational 1983 paper of Amari [11], and the 1987
articles of Lauritzen [200] and Rao [285]. The idea of converting an infinites-
imal distance-like function on a manifold into a genuine distance function is
developed systematically in Eguchi’s theory of contrast functions [84, 85], a
summary of which can be found in Section 3.2 of [13].

Let M = (M, g) be a Riemannian manifold, and write d for its geodesic
distance function. (We temporarily adopt the Riemannian geometers’ practice
of using metric to mean a Riemannian metric, and distance for a metric in the
sense of metric spaces.) For each point p ∈ M, we have the function

d(−, p)2 : M → R.

It takes its minimum value, 0, at p, and is smooth on a neighbourhood of p.
We can therefore take its Hessian (with respect to the Levi-Civita connection)
at any point x near p, giving a bilinear form

Hessx
(
d(−, p)2)

on the tangent space TxM. In particular, we can take x = p, giving a bilinear
form on TpM. But of course, we already have another bilinear form on TpM,
the Riemannian metric gp at p. And up to a constant factor, the two forms are
equal:

gp =
1
2

Hessp
(
d(−, p)2). (3.13)

This equation expresses the Riemannian metric in terms of the geodesic dis-
tance (together with the connection). That is, it expresses infinitesimal distance
in terms of global distance.

(Equation (3.13) is proved by an elementary calculation, although it is not
often stated directly in the literature. It can be derived from more sophisticated
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results such as Theorem 6.6.1 of Jost [163], by taking the limit as x→ p there,
or equation (5) in Supplement A of Pennec [275].)

The idea now is that given any manifold M with connection and any func-
tion δ : M × M → R with primitive distance-like properties, we can define a
Riemannian metric g on M by

gp =
1
2

Hessp
(
δ(−, p)2) (3.14)

(p ∈ M). Then, in turn, g gives rise to a geodesic distance function d on M.
So, starting from a distance-like function δ, we will have derived a genuine
distance function d. By equations (3.13) and (3.14), d and δ are equal infinites-
imally to second order, and d is entirely determined by the second-order in-
finitesimal behaviour of δ.

We apply this procedure to the open simplex ∆◦n, taking δ to be the square
root of relative entropy. Each of the tangent spaces of ∆◦n is naturally identified
with

Tn =

{
t ∈ Rn :

n∑
i=1

ti = 0
}
,

so ∆◦n carries a canonical connection. For each p ∈ ∆◦n, we define a bilinear
form g on Tp∆◦n = Tn by

g(t,u) =
1
2

Hessp
(
H(− ‖ p)

)
(t,u ∈ Tn). By a straightforward calculation, this reduces to

g(t,u) =

n∑
i=1

1
2pi

tiui. (3.15)

This is a Riemannian metric on ∆◦n. Without the factor of 1/2, it is called the
Fisher metric, (t,u) 7→

∑
tiui/pi.

Now write

S n−1
+ = S n−1 ∩ (0,∞)n

for the positive orthant of the unit (n − 1)-sphere S n−1. There is a diffeomor-
phism of smooth manifolds

√
: ∆◦n → S n−1

+

defined by taking square roots in each coordinate. Transferring the standard
Riemannian structure on S n−1

+ across this diffeomorphism gives a Riemannian
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structure on ∆◦n. Explicitly, since d
dx

√
x = 1/(2

√
x), the induced inner product

〈−,−〉 on the tangent space Tn at p ∈ ∆◦n is given by

〈t,u〉 =

n∑
i=1

ti
2
√

pi

ui

2
√

pi
=

n∑
i=1

1
4pi

tiui (3.16)

(as in Proposition 2.1 of Ay, Jost, Lê and Schwachhöfer [22]). Equations (3.15)
and (3.16) together give g(t,u) = 2〈t,u〉. Thus, the Riemannian manifold
(∆◦n, g) is isometric to

√
2S n−1

+ , the positive orthant of the (n − 1)-sphere of
radius

√
2.

Like any Riemannian metric, g induces a distance function. The isome-
try just established makes it easy to compute. Indeed, we already know the
geodesic distance on S n−1

+ induced by its Riemannian structure; it is given by

dS n−1 (x, y) = cos−1(x · y) ∈ [0, π/2]

(x, y ∈ S n−1
+ ), where · denotes the standard inner product on Rn. But by the

previous paragraph, the geodesic distance d induced by the Riemannian metric
g on ∆◦n is given by

d(p, r) =
√

2dS n−1
(√

p,
√

r
)

(p, r ∈ ∆◦n). Hence

d(p, r) =
√

2 cos−1
( n∑

i=1

√
piri

)
∈

[
0, π/

√
2
]
.

With different normalizations, this distance function has established names:
the Fisher distance and the Bhattacharyya angle [39] between p and r are,
respectively,

2 cos−1
( n∑

i=1

√
piri

)
, cos−1

( n∑
i=1

√
piri

)
.

The Fisher distance is the geodesic distance induced by the Fisher metric
(t,u) 7→

∑
tiui/pi, and makes ∆◦n isometric to the positive orthant of a sphere

of radius 2. The Bhattacharyya angle has the advantage that when it is used as
a distance function, ∆◦n is isometric to a subset of the unit sphere.

In summary, relative entropy produces a notion of distance between two
probability distributions on a finite set, obeying the axioms of a metric space.
If the square root of relative entropy is regarded as an infinitesimal metric, then
its global counterpart is (up to a constant) the Fisher distance.

Further development of these ideas leads to the notion of a statistical man-
ifold. Loosely, this is a Riemannian manifold whose points are to be thought
of as probability distributions (on some usually-infinite space). We refer to the
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original paper of Lauritzen [200] and, again, information geometry texts such
as [22] and [12].

Statistics

Cross entropy and relative entropy arise naturally from elementary statistical
considerations, as follows.

Suppose that we make k observations of elements drawn (by any method)
from {1, . . . , n}, with outcomes

x1, . . . , xk ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

The empirical distribution p̂ = (p̂1, . . . , p̂n) ∈ ∆n of the observations is given
by

p̂i =

∣∣∣{ j ∈ {1, . . . , k} : x j = i
}∣∣∣

k
,

or equivalently, p̂ = 1
k
∑k

j=1 δx j , where δx denotes the point mass at x. For
example, if n = 4, k = 3 and (x1, x2, x3) = (4, 1, 4), then p̂ = (1/3, 0, 0, 2/3).

Now let p ∈ ∆n, and suppose that k elements of {1, . . . , n} are drawn inde-
pendently at random according to p. The probability Pr(x1, . . . , xk) of observ-
ing x1, . . . , xk in that order is, in fact, a function of the cross diversity or cross
entropy of p̂ with respect to p. Indeed,

Pr(x1, . . . , xk) =

k∏
j=1

px j =

n∏
i=1

p|{ j:x j=i}|
i =

n∏
i=1

pkp̂i
i

= D×(p̂ ‖ p)−k

= exp
(
−kH×(p̂ ‖ p)

)
.

Example 3.4.3 Let p be a probability distribution on {1, . . . , n} with rational
probabilities:

p = (k1/k, . . . , kn/k)

(ki ≥ 0, k =
∑

ki). Make k observations using this distribution. What is the
probability that the results observed are, in order,

1, . . . , 1︸  ︷︷  ︸
k1

, . . . , n, . . . , n︸  ︷︷  ︸
kn

?

The empirical distribution of those observations is just p, so the answer is

D×(p ‖ p)−k = D(p)−k = e−kH(p).



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

82 Relative entropy

So, when k is fixed, the probability of obtaining these observations is a de-
creasing function of the entropy of p. For instance, take k = n. At one extreme,
if pi = 1 for some i, then the probability of the observed results being i, . . . , i is
maximal (with value 1) and the entropy is minimal (with value 0). At the other
extreme, if p = un, then the probability of the results being 1, . . . , n is small
(1/nn), corresponding to the fact that p has the maximal possible entropy.

A standard situation in statistics is that we are in the presence of a prob-
ability distribution that is unknown, but which we are willing to assume is a
member of a specific family (pθ)θ∈Θ. We make some observations drawn from
the distribution, then we attempt to make inferences about the value of the
unknown parameter θ.

(In our current setting, Θ is any set and each pθ is a distribution on {1, . . . , n}.
But usually in statistics, Θ is a subset of Rn and the set on which the distribu-
tions are defined is infinite. For instance, one may be interested in the family
of all normal distributions on R, parametrized by pairs (µ, σ) where µ ∈ R is
the mean and σ ∈ R+ is the standard deviation.)

How to make such inferences is one of the central questions of statistics.
The simplest way is the maximum likelihood method, as follows. Write

Pr(x1, . . . , xk | θ)

for the probability of observing x1, . . . , xk when drawing from the distribu-
tion pθ. The maximum likelihood method is this: given observations x1, . . . , xk,
choose the value of θ that maximizes Pr(x1, . . . , xk | θ).

We have already shown that

Pr(x1, . . . , xk | θ) = exp
(
−kH×(p̂ ‖ pθ)

)
,

so it follows from equation (3.6) that

Pr(x1, . . . , xk | θ) = exp
(
−k

(
H(p̂ ‖ pθ) + H(p̂)

))
.

The term H(p̂) is fixed, in the sense of depending only on the observed data and
not on the unknown θ. The right-hand side is a decreasing function of H(p̂‖pθ).
Thus, the maximum likelihood method amounts to choosing θ to minimize the
relative entropy H(p̂‖pθ). Regarding H(p̂‖p) as a kind of difference or distance
between p̂ and p (with the caveats above), this means choosing θ so that pθ is
as close as possible to the observed distribution p̂, as in Figure 3.2.

Further details and context can be found in Csiszár and Shields [74]. The
method of minimizing relative entropy has uniquely good properties, as was
proved by Shore and Johnson [310] in a slightly different context to the one
described here.
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p̂

pθ

(pθ)θ∈Θ

Figure 3.2 Maximum likelihood and minimum relative entropy.

H( fφ ‖ fθ)

θ φ

Figure 3.3 Relative entropy for a parametrized family of probability distributions.
The Fisher information I(θ) is the second derivative of the graph at θ, that is, the
curvature there.

Measure theory, geometry and statistics

The connection between maximum likelihood and relative entropy involves
relative entropies H(p̂‖pθ) in which the arguments, p̂ and pθ, need not be close
together in ∆n. Nevertheless, we saw in the discussion of the Fisher metric
that the behaviour of H(p ‖ r) when p and r are close is especially significant.
More exactly, it is its infinitesimal behaviour to second order that matters. What
follows is a brief further exploration of this second-order behaviour, from a
statistical perspective.

Let Ω be a measure space and let ( fθ)θ∈Θ be a smooth family of probability
density functions on Ω, indexed over some real interval Θ. Fix θ ∈ Θ. The
relative entropy

H( fφ ‖ fθ) =

∫
Ω

fφ(x) log
fφ(x)
fθ(x)

dx

(φ ∈ Θ), defined as in Example 3.4.1(i), attains its minimum value 0 at φ = θ

(Figure 3.3). Thus, the function φ 7→ H( fφ ‖ fθ) has both value 0 and first
derivative 0 at φ = θ. The second derivative measures how fast the distribution
fφ changes as φ varies near θ. It is called the Fisher information I(θ) of our
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family at θ:

I(θ) =
∂2

∂φ2 H( fφ ‖ fθ)
∣∣∣∣∣
φ=θ
. (3.17)

Substituting the definition of H( fφ ‖ fθ) into (3.17) and performing some ele-
mentary calculations leads to an explicit formula for the Fisher information:

I(θ) =

∫
Ω

1
fθ

(
∂ fθ
∂θ

)2
.

Detailed discussions of Fisher information can be found in texts such as
Amari and Nagaoka [13] (Section 2.2), where the definition is given for fam-
ilies of distributions parametrized by several real variables θ1, . . . , θn, and
Fisher information is put into the context of the Fisher metric. Here, we simply
describe two uses of Fisher information in statistics, remaining in the single-
parameter case.

The first is the Cramér–Rao bound. Suppose that we have an unbiased esti-
mator θ̂ of the parameter θ. The Cramér–Rao bound for θ̂ is a lower bound
on its variance:

Var
(
θ̂
)
≥

1
I(θ)

(3.18)

(Cramér [70], Rao [282]).
This statement can be understood as follows. Let θ denote the true but un-

known value of our parameter, which we are trying to infer from the data. If
the Fisher information I(θ) at θ is small, then fφ changes only slowly when φ
is near θ. Different parameter values near θ produce similar distributions, so it
is difficult to infer the parameter value from observations with any degree of
accuracy. The Cramér–Rao bound (3.18) formalizes this intuition: since 1/I(θ)
is in this case large, any unbiased estimator of θ must be imprecise, in the sense
of having large variance. In contrast, if fφ varies rapidly near φ = θ then in-
ferring θ from the data is easier, and it may be possible to find a more precise
unbiased estimator.

A second use of Fisher information is in the definition of the Jeffreys prior.
A fundamental challenge in Bayesian statistics is how to choose a prior dis-
tribution on the parameter space Θ. In particular, one can ask for a universal
method that takes as its input a family ( fθ)θ∈Θ of probability distributions and
produces as its output a canonical distribution on Θ, intended to be used as
a prior. In 1939, the statistician Harold Jeffreys proposed using as a prior the
density function

θ 7→
√

I(θ),

normalized (if possible) to integrate to 1 [156, 157]. This is the Jeffreys prior.
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The Jeffreys prior has the crucial property of invariance under reparametriza-
tion. For example, suppose that one person works with the family ( fσ)0≤σ≤10

of normal distributions on R with mean 0 and standard deviation between 0
and 10, while another works with the family (gV )0≤V≤100 of normal distribu-
tions with mean 0 and variance between 0 and 100. The difference between the
two families is obviously cosmetic, and if calculations based on the different
parametrizations resulted in different outcomes, something would be seriously
wrong.

But the Jeffreys prior behaves correctly. The first person can calculate the
Jeffreys prior of their family to produce a probability density function on
[0, 10], hence a probability measure ν1 on [0, 10]. The second person, simi-
larly, obtains a probability measure ν2 on [0, 100]. The invariance property is
that when ν1 is pushed forward along the squaring map [0, 10] → [0, 100],
the resulting measure on [0, 100] is equal to ν2. In other words, the choice of
parametrization makes no difference to the Jeffreys prior.

This is a very important logical property, and not all systems for assigning
a prior possess it. For instance, suppose that we simply assign the uniform
prior to any family (Bernoulli and Laplace’s principle of insufficient reason,
discussed in Section 3 of Kass and Wasserman [180]). Then invariance fails:
in the example above, a probability of 1/2 is assigned to the standard deviation
being less than 5, but a probability of 1/4 to the variance being less than 25.
This is a fatal flaw.

A careful account of the Jeffreys prior, with historical and mathematical con-
text, can be found in Section 4.7 of Robert, Chopin and Rousseau [295]. This
includes the full multi-parameter definition, extending the single-parameter
version to which we have confined ourselves here.

3.5 Characterization of relative entropy

Here we show that relative entropy is uniquely characterized by the four prop-
erties listed in Section 3.1, proving:

Theorem 3.5.1 Let
(
I(− ‖ −) : An → R

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions. The

following are equivalent:

i. I(− ‖ −) is measurable in the second argument, permutation-invariant, and
satisfies the vanishing and chain rules (equation (3.3), with I in place of
H);

ii. I(− ‖ −) = cH(− ‖ −) for some c ∈ R.
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Just as ordinary Shannon entropy has been the subject of many characteri-
zation theorems, so too has relative entropy. Theorem 3.5.1 and its proof first
appeared in [216] (Theorem II.1), and was strongly influenced by a categorical
characterization of relative entropy by Baez and Fritz [24], which in turn built
on work of Petz [278]. It is also very close to a result of Kannappan and Ng,
although the proof is entirely different. Historical commentary can be found in
Remark 3.5.7.

We now embark on the proof of Theorem 3.5.1.
The four conditions in part (i) are satisfied by H(− ‖ −) (as observed in

Section 3.1), hence by cH(− ‖ −) for any scalar c. Thus, (ii) implies (i).
For the rest of this section, let I(− ‖ −) be a sequence of functions satisfy-

ing (i). We have to prove that I(− ‖ −) is a scalar multiple of H(− ‖ −).
Define a function L : (0, 1]→ R by

L(α) = I
(
(1, 0) ‖ (α, 1 − α)

)
.

(Since α > 0, we have
(
(1, 0), (α, 1 − α)

)
∈ A2, so L(α) ∈ R is well-defined.)

The idea is that if I(− ‖−) = H(− ‖−) then L = − log. We will show that in any
case, L is a scalar multiple of log.

Lemma 3.5.2 Let (p, r) ∈ An with pk+1 = · · · = pn = 0, where 1 ≤ k ≤ n. Then
r1 + · · · + rk > 0 and

I(p ‖ r) = L(r1 + · · · + rk) + I(p′ ‖ r′),

where

p′ = (p1, . . . , pk), r′ =
(r1, . . . , rk)
r1 + · · · + rk

.

Proof The case k = n reduces to the statement that L(1) = 0, which follows
from the vanishing property. Suppose, then, that k < n.

Since p is a probability distribution with pi = 0 for all i > k, there is some
i ≤ k such that pi > 0, and then ri > 0 since (p, r) ∈ An. Hence r1 + · · ·+ rk > 0.
Let r′′ ∈ ∆n−k be the normalization of (rk+1, . . . , rn) if rk+1 + · · · + rn > 0, or
choose r′′ arbitrarily in ∆n−k otherwise. (The set ∆n−k is nonempty since k < n.)
Then by definition of composition,

p = (1, 0) ◦ (p′, r′′),
r = (r1 + · · · + rk, rk+1 + · · · + rn) ◦ (r′, r′′).

Hence by the chain rule,

I(p ‖ r) = L(r1 + · · · + rk) + 1 · I(p′ ‖ r′) + 0 · I(r′′ ‖ r′′),

and the result follows. �
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Lemma 3.5.3 L(αβ) = L(α) + L(β) for all α, β ∈ (0, 1].

Proof By the chain rule, I(−‖−) has the logarithmic property stated at the end
of Section 3.1 (equation (3.4), with I in place of H). Hence

I
(
(1, 0) ⊗ (1, 0) ‖ (α, 1 − α) ⊗ (β, 1 − β)

)
= L(α) + L(β).

But also

I
(
(1, 0) ⊗ (1, 0) ‖ (α, 1 − α) ⊗ (β, 1 − β)

)
= I

(
(1, 0, 0, 0)

∥∥∥∥ (
αβ, α(1 − β), (1 − α)β, (1 − α)(1 − β)

))
= L(αβ) + I(u1 ‖ u1)

= L(αβ),

by Lemma 3.5.2 (with k = 1) and the vanishing property. �

We can now deduce:

Lemma 3.5.4 There is some c ∈ R such that L(α) = −c logα for all α ∈ (0, 1].

Proof By hypothesis, L is measurable, so this follows from Lemma 3.5.3 and
Corollary 1.1.14. �

Our next lemma is an adaptation of the most ingenious part of Baez and
Fritz’s argument (Lemma 4.2 of [24]).

Lemma 3.5.5 Let n ≥ 1 and (p, r) ∈ An. Suppose that p has full support. Then
I(p ‖ r) = cH(p ‖ r).

Proof Since (p, r) ∈ An, the distribution r also has full support. We can there-
fore choose some α ∈ (0, 1] such that ri − αpi ≥ 0 for all i.

We will compute the number

x = I
(
(p1, . . . , pn, 0, . . . , 0︸  ︷︷  ︸

n

) ‖ (αp1, . . . , αpn, r1 − αp1, . . . , rn − αpn)
)

in two ways. (The pair of distributions on the right-hand side belongs to A2n,
so x is well-defined.) First, by Lemma 3.5.2 and the vanishing property,

x = L(α) + I(p ‖ p) = −c logα.
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Second, by permutation-invariance and then the chain rule,

x = I
(
(p1, 0, . . . , pn, 0) ‖ (αp1, r1 − αp1, . . . , αpn, rn − αpn)

)
= I

(
p ◦

(
(1, 0), . . . , (1, 0)

) ∥∥∥∥ r ◦
((
α p1

r1
, 1 − α p1

r1

)
, . . . ,

(
α pn

rn
, 1 − α pn

rn

)))
= I(p ‖ r) +

n∑
i=1

piL
(
α pi

ri

)
= I(p ‖ r) − c logα − cH(p ‖ r).

Comparing the two expressions for x gives the result. �

We have now proved that I(p ‖ r) = cH(p ‖ r) when p has full support. It
only remains to prove it for arbitrary p.

Proof of Theorem 3.5.1 Let (p, r) ∈ An. By permutation-invariance, we can
assume that

p1, . . . , pk > 0, pk+1 = · · · = pn = 0,

where 1 ≤ k ≤ n. Writing R = r1 + · · · + rk,

I(p ‖ r) = L(R) + I
(
(p1, . . . , pk) ‖ 1

R (r1, . . . , rk)
)

by Lemma 3.5.2. Hence by Lemmas 3.5.4 and 3.5.5,

I(p ‖ r) = −c log R + cH
(
(p1, . . . , pk) ‖ 1

R (r1, . . . , rk)
)
.

But by the same argument applied to cH in place of I (or by direct calculation),
we also have

cH(p ‖ r) = −c log R + cH
(
(p1, . . . , pk) ‖ 1

R (r1, . . . , rk)
)
.

The result follows. �

Remarks 3.5.6 i. Cross entropy satisfies all the properties listed in Theo-
rem 3.5.1(i) except for vanishing, which it does not satisfy. Hence the van-
ishing axiom cannot be dropped from the theorem.

ii. The chain rule can equivalently be replaced by a special case:

I
((

pw1, (1 − p)w1,w2, . . . ,wn
) ∥∥∥∥ (

p̃w̃1, (1 − p̃)w̃1, w̃2, . . . , w̃n
))

= I(w ‖ w̃) + w1I
(
(p, 1 − p) ‖ ( p̃, 1 − p̃)

)
for all (w, w̃) ∈ An and

(
(p, 1 − p), ( p̃, 1 − p̃)

)
∈ A2. Alternatively, it can be

replaced by a different special case:

I
(
wp ⊕ (1 − w)r ‖ w̃p̃ ⊕ (1 − w̃)̃r

)
= I

(
(w, 1 − w) ‖ (w̃, 1 − w̃)

)
+ wI(p ‖ p̃) + (1 − w)I(r ‖ r̃)
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for all (p, p̃) ∈ Ak, (r, r̃) ∈ A`, and
(
(w, 1 − w), (w̃, 1 − w̃)

)
∈ A2. Here we

have used the notation

wp ⊕ (1 − w)r =
(
wp1, . . . ,wpk, (1 − w)r1, . . . , (1 − w)r`

)
.

Both special cases are equivalent to the general case by elementary induc-
tions, as in Remark 2.2.11 and Appendix A.1.

Remark 3.5.7 The first characterization of relative entropy appears to have
been proved by Rényi in 1961 ([291], Theorem 4). It relied on H(p ‖ r) being
defined not only for probability distributions p and r, but also for all ‘general-
ized’ distributions (in which the requirement that

∑
pi =

∑
ri = 1 is weakened

to
∑

pi,
∑

ri ≤ 1). The result does not translate easily into a characterization of
relative entropy for ordinary probability distributions only.

Among the theorems characterizing relative entropy for ordinary probability
distributions, one of the first was that of Hobson [145] in 1969. His hypothe-
ses were stronger than those of Theorem 3.5.1, for the same conclusion. In
common with Theorem 3.5.1, he assumed permutation-invariance, vanishing,
and the chain rule (in the second of the two equivalent forms given in Re-
mark 3.5.6(ii)). But he also assumed continuity in both variables (instead of
just measurability in one) and a monotonicity hypothesis unlike anything in
Theorem 3.5.1.

In 1973, Kannappan and Ng [175] proved a result very close to Theo-
rem 3.5.1. They did not explicitly state that result in their paper, but the clos-
ing remarks in another paper by the same authors [176] and the approach of
a contemporaneous paper by Kannappan and Rathie [177] suggest the intent.
The result resembling Theorem 3.5.1 was stated explicitly in a 2008 article of
Csiszár ([73], Section 2.1), who attributed it to Kannappan and Ng.

There are some small differences between the hypotheses of Kannappan and
Ng’s theorem and those of Theorem 3.5.1. They assumed measurability in both
variables, whereas we only assumed measurability in the second (and actually
only used that I((1, 0) ‖−) is measurable). On the other hand, they only needed
the vanishing condition for u2, whereas we needed it for all p. Like many au-
thors on functional equations in information theory, they used the chain rule in
the first of the equivalent forms in Remark 3.5.6(ii), under the name of recur-
sivity.

The proofs, however, are completely different. Theirs was a tour de force
of functional equations, putting at its heart the so-called fundamental equation
of information theory (equation (11.17)), and involving the solution of such
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90 Relative entropy

functional equations as

f (x) + (1 − x)g
( y
1 − x

)
= h(y) + (1 − y) j

( x
1 − y

)
in four unknown functions. The proof above bypasses these considerations en-
tirely.
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4

Deformations of Shannon entropy

Shannon entropy is fundamental, but it is not the only useful or natural notion
of entropy, even in the context of a single probability distribution on a finite
set. In this chapter, we meet two one-parameter families of entropies that both
include Shannon entropy as a member (Figure 4.1). Both are indexed by a
real parameter q, and both have Shannon entropy as the case q = 1. Moving
the value of q away from 1 can be thought of as deforming Shannon entropy.
As in other mathematical contexts where the word ‘deformation’ is used, the
undeformed object (Shannon entropy) has uniquely good properties that are
lost after deformation, but the deformed objects nevertheless retain some of
the original object’s features.

We begin with the q-logarithmic entropies (S q)q∈R, often called ‘Tsallis en-
tropies’ (a misattribution detailed in Remark 4.1.4). The q-logarithmic en-
tropies have been used as measures of biological diversity, but should probably
not be, as we will see (Examples 4.1.3).

Perhaps surprisingly, it is easier to uniquely characterize the entropy S q for

−∞

−∞

∞

∞

Rényi entropies Hq

q-logarithmic entropies S q

6

Shannon entropy
H1 = H = S 1

Figure 4.1 Two families of deformations of Shannon entropy: the Rényi entropies
(Hq)q∈[−∞,∞] and the q-logarithmic entropies (S q)q∈(−∞,∞).
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92 Deformations of Shannon entropy

q , 1 than it is in the Shannon case S 1 = H. Moreover, the characterization
theorem that we prove does not require any regularity conditions at all, not even
measurability. The same goes for the q-logarithmic relative entropy, which we
also introduce and characterize.

After some necessary preliminaries on the classical topic of power means
(Section 4.2), we introduce the other main family of deformations of Shan-
non entropy: the Rényi entropies (Hq)q∈[−∞,∞] (Section 4.3). The q-logarithmic
and Rényi entropies have exactly the same content: for each finite value of
q, there is a simple formula for S q(p) in terms of Hq(p), and vice versa. But
they have different and complementary algebraic properties. For instance, the
q-logarithmic entropies satisfy a simple chain rule similar to that for Shannon
entropy, whereas the chain rule for the Rényi entropies is more cumbersome.
On the other hand, the Rényi entropies have the same log-like property as
Shannon entropy,

Hq(p ⊗ r) = Hq(p) + Hq(r),

but the q-logarithmic entropies do not.
The exponential of Rényi entropy, Dq(p) = exp(Hq(p)), is known in ecol-

ogy as the Hill number of order q. The Hill numbers are the most important
measures of biological diversity (at least, if we are using the crude model of
a community as a probability distribution on the set of species). Different val-
ues of q reflect different aspects of a community’s composition, and graphing
Dq(p) against q enables one to read off meaningful features of the community.
In Sections 4.3 and 4.4, we illustrate this point and establish the properties that
make the Hill numbers so suitable as measures of diversity.

We finish by showing that the Hill number of a given order q is uniquely
characterized by certain properties (Section 4.5). The same is therefore true of
the Rényi entropies (since one is the exponential of the other), although the
properties appear more natural when stated for the Hill numbers. This is the
first of two characterization theorems for the Hill numbers that we will prove
in this book. The second theorem characterizes the Hill numbers of unknown
orders, and we will reach it in Section 7.4.

4.1 q-logarithmic entropies

To obtain the definition of q-logarithmic entropy, we simply take the definition
of Shannon entropy and replace the logarithm by the q-logarithm lnq defined
in Section 1.3.
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Definition 4.1.1 Let q ∈ R and n ≥ 1. The q-logarithmic entropy

S q : ∆n → R

is defined by

S q(p) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi lnq

( 1
pi

)
.

Thus, S 1(p) is the Shannon entropy H(p), and for q , 1,

S q(p) =
1

1 − q

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i − 1

)
. (4.1)

Remark 4.1.2 We chose to generalize the expression
∑

pi log(1/pi) for Shan-
non entropy, but we could instead have used −

∑
pi log pi. Since lnq(1/x) ,

− lnq(x), this would have given a different result. But by equation (1.19),

−
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi lnq pi = S 2−q(p),

so this different choice only amounts to a different parametrization.

The q-logarithmic entropy S q(p) can be interpreted as expected surprise. Let
s : [0, 1] → R ∪ {∞} be a decreasing function such that s(1) = 0, thought of
as assigning to each probability p the degree of surprise s(p) that one would
experience on witnessing an event with that probability. Then our expected
surprise at an event drawn from a probability distribution p = (p1, . . . , pn) is∑

i∈supp(p)

pi · s(pi).

Expected surprise is a measure of uncertainty. If p = (1, 0, . . . , 0) then the
expected surprise is 0: the process of drawing from p is completely predictable.
If p = un then the expected surprise is s(1/n), which is an increasing function
of n: the greater the number of possibilities, the less predictable the outcome.

(Informally, the concept of expected surprise is familiar: someone who lives
in a stable environment will expect that most days, something may mildly sur-
prise them but nothing will astonish them. The less stable the environment, the
greater the expected surprise.)

In these terms, S q(p) is the expected surprise at an event drawn from the
distribution p when we use p 7→ lnq(1/p) as our surprise function. Figure 4.2
shows the surprise functions for q = 0, 1, 2, 3. For a general q > 0, we have

0 ≤ S q(p) ≤ lnq(un)

for all p ∈ ∆n, with S q(p) = 0 if and only if p = (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0) and
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Figure 4.2 The functions p 7→ lnq(1/p) for several values of q.

S q(p) = lnq(n) if and only if p = un. This will follow from the corresponding
properties of the Hill number Dq, once we have established the relationship
between the q-logarithmic entropies and the Hill numbers (Remark 4.4.4(i)).

Examples 4.1.3 In these examples, we regard p = (p1, . . . , pn) ∈ ∆n as the
relative abundance distribution of n species making up a biological community.
Sometimes S q(p) has been advocated as a measure of diversity (as in Patil
and Taillie [270], Keylock [185], and Ricotta and Szeidl [293]), but this is
problematic, as now explained.

i. S 0(p) = | supp(p)| − 1. That is, the 0-logarithmic entropy is one less than
the number of species present.

ii. S 1(p) = H(p). The plague and oil company arguments of Examples 2.4.7
and 2.4.11 show why S 1 should not be used as a diversity measure. More
generally, S q should not be used as a diversity measure either, for any value
of q, since it is not an effective number:

S q(un) = lnq(n) , n.

However, we will see in Section 4.3 that S q can be transformed into a well-
behaved diversity measure, and that the result is the Hill number of order
q.

iii. The 2-logarithmic entropy of p is

S 2(p) = 1 −
n∑

i=1

p2
i =

∑
i, j : i, j

pi p j.

This is the probability that two individuals chosen at random are of dif-
ferent species. In ecology, S 2(p) is associated with the names of Edward
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H. Simpson, who introduced S 2(p) as an index of diversity in 1949 [311],
and Corrado Gini, who used S 2(p) in a wide-ranging 1912 monograph on
economics, statistics and demography [116]. It is such a natural quantity
that it has been used in many different fields; it also has the advantage that
it admits an unbiased estimator. These points are discussed in the 1982 note
of Good [121], who wrote that ‘any statistician of this century who wanted
a measure of homogeneity would have taken about two seconds to suggest∑

p2
i ’.

Despite all this, S 2(p) has the defect of not being an effective number.
Again, Section 4.3 describes the remedy.

Remark 4.1.4 The q-logarithmic entropies have been discovered and redis-
covered repeatedly. They seem to have first appeared in a 1967 paper on infor-
mation and classification by Havrda and Charvát [139], in a form adapted to
base 2 logarithms:

S (2)
q (p) =

1
21−q − 1

(∑
pq

i − 1
)

The constant factor is chosen so that S (2)
q (p) converges to the base 2 Shannon

entropy H(2)(p) as q→ 1, and so that S (2)
q (u2) = 1 for all q.

Further work on the entropies S (2)
q was carried out in 1968 by Vajda [337]

(with reference to Havrda and Charvát). They were rediscovered in 1970 by
Daróczy [76] (without reference to Havrda and Charvát), and were the subject
of Section 6.3 of the 1975 book [3] by Aczél and Daróczy (with reference to
all of the above).

The base e entropies S q themselves seem to have appeared first in Sec-
tion 3.2 of a 1982 paper [270] by Patil and Taillie (with reference to Aczél
and Daróczy but none of the others), where S q was proposed as an index of
biological diversity.

In physics, meanwhile, the q-logarithmic entropies appeared in a 1971 ar-
ticle of Lindhard and Nielsen [227] (according to Csiszar [73], Section 2.4).
They also made a brief appearance in a review article on entropy in physics by
Wehrl ([347], p. 247). Finally, they were rediscovered again in a 1988 paper
on statistical physics by Tsallis [328] (with reference to none of the above).

Despite the twenty years of active life that the q-logarithmic entropies had
already enjoyed, it is after Tsallis that they are most commonly named. The
term ‘q-logarithmic entropy’ is new, but has the benefits of being descriptive
and of not perpetuating a misattribution.
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The chief advantage of the q-logarithmic entropies over the Rényi entropies
(introduced in Section 4.3) is that they satisfy a simple chain rule:

S q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= S q(w) +

∑
i∈supp(w)

wq
i S q(pi) (4.2)

(q ∈ R, w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki ). This is easily checked directly. Alternatively, one
can imitate the proof of the chain rule for Shannon entropy (Proposition 2.2.8),
replacing ∂ by ∂q : x 7→ x lnq(1/x) and showing that

∂q(xy) = ∂q(x)y + xq∂q(y).

We will also prove a more general chain rule as Proposition 6.2.13.
The special case p1 = · · · = pn = p gives

S q(w ⊗ p) = S q(w) +

( ∑
i∈supp(w)

wq
i

)
S q(p) (4.3)

(q ∈ R, w ∈ ∆n, p ∈ ∆k). In particular, the symmetry present in the case q = 1,

H(w ⊗ p) = H(w) + H(p),

disappears when we deform away from q = 1. This is the key to the character-
ization theorem that follows.

Before we state it, let us record one other property: S q is symmetric, mean-
ing that

S q(p) = S q(pσ) (4.4)

for all q ∈ R, p ∈ ∆n, and permutations σ of {1, . . . , n}.

Theorem 4.1.5 Let 1 , q ∈ R. Let (I : ∆n → R)n≥1 be a sequence of functions.
The following are equivalent:

i. I is symmetric and satisfies

I(w ⊗ p) = I(w) +

( ∑
i∈supp(w)

wq
i

)
I(p)

for all n, k ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n, and p ∈ ∆k;
ii. I = cS q for some c ∈ R.

This characterization of q-logarithmic entropy first appeared as Theo-
rem III.1 of [216]. Notably, it needs no regularity conditions whatsoever. This
is in contrast to the case q = 1 of Shannon entropy, where some form of regu-
larity is indispensable (Remark 2.5.2(iv)).
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Proof By the observations just made, (ii) implies (i). Now assume (i). By sym-
metry, I(w ⊗ p) = I(p ⊗ w), so

I(w) +

( ∑
i∈supp(w)

wq
i

)
I(p) = I(p) +

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i

)
I(w),

or equivalently, ( ∑
i∈supp(w)

wq
i − 1

)
I(p) =

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i − 1

)
I(w),

for all w ∈ ∆n and p ∈ ∆k. Take w = u2: then

(
21−q − 1

)
I(p) =

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i − 1

)
I(u2)

for all p ∈ ∆k. Since q , 1, we can define

c =
1 − q

21−q − 1
I(u2),

and then I = cS q. �

Remark 4.1.6 There have been several characterization theorems for the q-
logarithmic entropies. One similar to Theorem 4.1.5 was published by Daróczy
in 1970 [76], and also appears as Theorem 6.3.9 of the book of Aczél and
Daróczy [3]. In one sense it is stronger than Theorem 4.1.5 (that is, has weaker
hypotheses): where we have assumed that I : ∆n → R is symmetric for all
n, Daróczy assumed it only for n = 3. On the other hand, Daróczy’s theorem
essentially assumed the full q-chain rule for I(w◦(p1, . . . ,pn)) (equation (4.2)),
rather than just the special case of I(w ⊗ p) that we used.

The word ‘essentially’ here hides a historical wrinkle. In Remark 2.2.11, we
noted that the chain rule for Shannon entropy is equivalent to the special case

H
(
pw1, (1 − p)w1,w2, . . . ,wn

)
= H(w) + w1H(p, 1 − p),

by a simple inductive argument. Similarly, here, the q-chain rule of equa-
tion (4.2) is equivalent to the special case

S q
(
pw1, (1 − p)w1,w2, . . . ,wn

)
= S q(w) + wq

1S q(p, 1 − p), (4.5)

by the same simple inductive argument (given in Appendix A.1). So, it is rea-
sonable to regard (4.2) and (4.5) as equivalent. But it was the special case (4.5),
not the general case (4.2), that was a hypothesis in Daróczy’s theorem.

The proof given by Daróczy was entirely different, involving a q-analogue
of the ‘fundamental equation of information theory’ (equation (11.17)).
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Other characterizations of S q have been proved, but using stronger hypothe-
ses than Theorem 4.1.5 to obtain the same conclusion (such as the theorem in
Section 2 of Suyari [319], and Theorem V.2 of Furuichi [111]).

Just as ordinary entropy has a family of q-logarithmic deformations, so too
does relative entropy:

Definition 4.1.7 Let q ∈ R and p, r ∈ ∆n. The q-logarithmic entropy of p
relative to r is

S q(p ‖ r) = −
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi lnq
ri

pi
∈ [0,∞].

Explicitly, S 1(p ‖ r) = H(p ‖ r), and for q , 1,

S q(p ‖ r) =
1

q − 1

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i r1−q

i − 1
)
.

As for ordinary relative entropy H(− ‖ −) (Section 3.1), we have

S q(p ‖ r) < ∞ ⇐⇒ (p, r) ∈ An.

The definition of q-logarithmic relative entropy was given by Rathie and
Kannappan in 1972 [286]. (They used a version adapted to base 2 logarithms,
in the tradition of Havrda and Charvát described in Remark 4.1.4.) Their def-
inition was taken up by Cressie and Read in 1984 ([71], Section 5), who used
the base e version in statistical work on goodness-of-fit tests. It was rediscov-
ered twice in physics in 1998, by Shiino [308] and Tsallis [329] independently.

Remark 4.1.8 As in the definition of non-relative q-logarithmic entropy (Re-
mark 4.1.2), there is a choice in how to generalize the formula for ordinary rel-
ative entropy, given that lnq(1/x) , − lnq(x). Again, making the other choice
simply flips the parametrization:∑

i∈supp(p)

pi lnq
pi

ri
= S 2−q(p ‖ r),

by equation (1.19). The choice made in Definition 4.1.7 has the advantage that,
as in the case q = 1, the relative entropy S q(p ‖ un) is a function of S q(p) and
n:

S q(p ‖ un) = nq−1(lnq(n) − S q(p)
)

= nq−1(S q(un) − S q(p)
)
,

as is easily checked.
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Like its non-relative cousin, q-logarithmic relative entropy has an extremely
simple characterization. It satisfies a chain rule

S q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn) ‖ w̃ ◦ (̃p1, . . . , p̃n)

)
= S q(w ‖ w̃) +

∑
i∈supp(w)

wq
i w̃1−q

i S q
(
pi ‖ p̃i)

(w, w̃ ∈ ∆n, pi, p̃i ∈ ∆ki ), which specializes to a multiplication rule

S q(w ⊗ p ‖ w̃ ⊗ p̃) = S q(w ‖ w̃) +

( ∑
i∈supp(w)

wq
i w̃1−q

i

)
S q(p ‖ p̃) (4.6)

(w, w̃ ∈ ∆n, p, p̃ ∈ ∆k). Moreover, S q(− ‖ −) is permutation-invariant in the
same sense as in the case q = 1 (Section 3.1). Equation (4.6) and permutation-
invariance characterize S q(− ‖ −) uniquely up to a constant factor:

Theorem 4.1.9 Let 1 , q ∈ R. Let
(
I(− ‖ −) : An → R

)
n≥1 be a sequence of

functions. The following are equivalent:

i. I(− ‖ −) is permutation-invariant and satisfies the multiplication rule (4.6)
(with I in place of S q);

ii. I(− ‖ −) = cS q(− ‖ −) for some c ∈ R.

This result first appeared as Theorem IV.1 of [216]. Compared with the char-
acterization theorem for ordinary relative entropy (Theorem 3.5.1), it needs
neither a regularity condition nor the vanishing axiom.

Proof The proof is very similar to that of Theorem 4.1.5. By the observations
just made, (ii) implies (i). Now assume (i). By permutation-invariance,

I(p ⊗ r ‖ p̃ ⊗ r̃) = I(r ⊗ p ‖ r̃ ⊗ p̃)

for all (p, p̃) ∈ An and (r, r̃) ∈ Ak. So by the multiplication rule,

I(p ‖ p̃) +

(∑
pq

i p̃1−q
i

)
I(r ‖ r̃) = I(r ‖ r̃) +

(∑
rq

i r̃1−q
i

)
I(p ‖ p̃),

or equivalently,(∑
rq

i r̃1−q
i − 1

)
I(p ‖ p̃) =

(∑
pq

i p̃1−q
i − 1

)
I(r ‖ r̃).

Take r = (1, 0) and r̃ = u2: then

(2q−1 − 1)I(p ‖ p̃) = I((1, 0) ‖ u2)
(∑

pq
i p̃1−q

i − 1
)
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for all (p, p̃) ∈ An. Since q , 1, we can put

c =
(q − 1)I((1, 0) ‖ u2)

2q−1 − 1
,

and then I(− ‖ −) = cS q(− ‖ −). �

Remark 4.1.10 Other characterization theorems for q-logarithmic relative en-
tropy have been proved. For example, Furuichi ([111], Section IV) obtained the
same conclusion, but also assumed continuity and the full chain rule (or more
precisely, an equivalent special case, as in Remark 4.1.6) instead of just the
multiplication rule (4.6).

4.2 Power means

We pause in our account of deformations of Shannon entropy to collect some
basic facts about power means (also called generalized means). The reason for
doing this now is that the language and theory of power means make possible
a considerable streamlining of later material on Rényi entropies and diversity
measures.

The reader not interested in means for their own sake may wish to read
Definition 4.2.1 and then jump ahead to Section 4.3, referring back here only
as necessary.

This section is essentially a list of properties satisfied by the power means,
together with the terminology for those properties. A summary of the terminol-
ogy can also be found in Appendix B. Means are a classical topic of analysis,
and almost everything in this section can be found in Chapter II of Hardy,
Littlewood and Pólya’s book [135].

In what follows, n denotes a positive integer.

Definition 4.2.1 Let t ∈ [−∞,∞], p ∈ ∆n, and x ∈ [0,∞)n. The power mean
of order t of x, weighted by p, is defined for 0 < t < ∞ by

Mt(p, x) =

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pixt
i

)1/t

, (4.7)

for −∞ < t < 0 by

Mt(p, x) =


( ∑

i∈supp(p)

pixt
i

)1/t

if xi > 0 for all i ∈ supp(p),

0 otherwise,

(4.8)
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and for the remaining values of t by

M−∞(p, x) = min
i∈supp(p)

xi,

M0(p, x) =
∏

i∈supp(p)

xpi
i ,

M∞(p, x) = max
i∈supp(p)

xi.

The various exceptional cases in this definition are justified by continuity, as
detailed after the following examples.

Examples 4.2.2 i. The mean of order 1 is the arithmetic mean
∑

pixi of x
weighted by p.

ii. The mean of order 0 is the geometric mean of x weighted by p.
iii. The mean of order −1 is the harmonic mean

1
p1
x1

+ · · · +
pn
xn

of x weighted by p.

Example 4.2.3 Taking p = un gives the unweighted (or uniformly weighted)
power means Mt(un, x).

Example 4.2.4 For each t ∈ [−∞,∞], the power mean Mt has at least the basic
properties of an average:

Mt
(
p, (x, . . . , x)

)
= x

for all p ∈ ∆n and x ∈ [0,∞), and

min
i∈supp(p)

xi ≤ Mt(p, x) ≤ max
i∈supp(p)

xi

for all p ∈ ∆n and x ∈ [0,∞)n. The rest of this section is devoted to investigat-
ing the properties of power means in greater depth.

We now prove three statements on the continuity of power means Mt(p, x).
The first is on continuity in x.

Lemma 4.2.5 Let t ∈ [−∞,∞] and p ∈ ∆n. Then the function

Mt(p,−) : [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

is continuous.
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Proof Let x ∈ [0,∞)n. From Definition 4.2.1, it is immediate that Mt(p, x)
is continuous at x except perhaps in the case where t ∈ (−∞, 0) and xi = 0
for some i ∈ supp(p). So, let t ∈ (−∞, 0) and suppose that, say, x1 = 0 with
1 ∈ supp(p). It suffices to show that Mt(p, y) → 0 as y → x with yi > 0 for all
i ∈ supp(p). And indeed, for such y,∣∣∣Mt(p, y)

∣∣∣ =

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

piyt
i

)1/t

≤
(
p1yt

1
)1/t

= p1/t
1 y1

→ p1/t
1 x1 = 0

as y→ x, as required. �

The continuity properties of Mt(p, x) in p are more delicate. Indeed, the
power means of order ≤ 0 are not continuous in p: for when t ≤ 0,

Mt
(
(ε, 1 − ε), (0, 1)

)
= 0

for all ε ∈ (0, 1], whereas

Mt
(
(0, 1), (0, 1)

)
= 1.

Discontinuities do not only arise from zero values of xi. For instance,
M−∞(p, (1, 2)) is not continuous in p, since

M−∞
(
(ε, 1 − ε), (1, 2)

)
= 1, M−∞

(
(0, 1), (1, 2)

)
= 2

for all ε ∈ (0, 1]. There is a similar counterexample for M∞. But we do have
the following.

Lemma 4.2.6 i. For all t ∈ [−∞,∞], the function

Mt(−,−) : ∆◦n × [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

is continuous.
ii. For all t ∈ (−∞,∞), the function

Mt(−,−) : ∆n × (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

is continuous.
iii. For all t ∈ (0,∞), the function

Mt(−,−) : ∆n × [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

is continuous.
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Proof Part (i) is immediate from the definition. For parts (ii) and (iii), just note
that in the cases at hand, the formulas for Mt are unchanged if i is allowed to
range over all of {1, . . . , n} instead of only supp(p). �

Our third and final continuity lemma states that power means are continuous
in their order.

Lemma 4.2.7 Let p ∈ ∆n and x ∈ [0,∞)n. Then Mt(p, x) is continuous in
t ∈ [−∞,∞].

Proof This is clear except perhaps at t = 0 and t = ±∞.
For continuity at t = 0, first suppose that xi > 0 for all i ∈ supp(p). When t

is finite and nonzero,

log Mt(p, x) =
log

(∑
i∈supp(p) pixt

i
)

t
. (4.9)

As t → 0,

log
( ∑

i∈supp(p)

pixt
i

)
→ log

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pi

)
= 0,

so we can apply l’Hôpital’s rule to equation (4.9), giving

lim
t→0

log Mt(p, x) = lim
t→0

∑
pixt

i log xi∑
pixt

i

=
∑

pi log xi

= log M0(p, x),

where all sums are over i ∈ supp(p). Hence the map t 7→ Mt(p, x) is continuous
at t = 0.

Now suppose that xi = 0 for some i ∈ supp(p). By definition, Mt(p, x) = 0
for all t ≤ 0, so it suffices to show that Mt(p, x)→ 0 as t → 0+. For t ∈ (0,∞),

0 ≤ Mt(p, x) =

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pixt
i

)1/t

≤ M∞(p, x) ·
( ∑

i∈supp(p)∩supp(x)

pi

)1/t

.

But
∑

i∈supp(p)∩supp(x) pi < 1, so our upper bound on Mt(p, x) converges to 0 as
t → 0+. Hence also Mt(p, x)→ 0 as t → 0+, as required.

For continuity at t = ∞, suppose without loss of generality that
maxi∈supp(p) xi is achieved at i = 1. Then for t ∈ (0,∞),

Mt(p, x) ≤
( ∑

i∈supp(p)

pixt
1

)1/t

= x1.
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On the other hand,

Mt(p, x) ≥
(
p1xt

1
)1/t

= p1/t
1 x1 → x1

as t → ∞. Hence

Mt(p, x)→ x1 = M∞(p, x)

as t → ∞, as required. The proof for M−∞ is similar. �

We now come to the celebrated inequality of the arithmetic and geometric
means:

1
n

n∑
i=1

xi ≥

( n∏
i=1

xi

)1/n

for all x1, . . . , xn ≥ 0. This is a very special case of the following classical
and fundamental result (Theorem 9 of Hardy, Littlewood and Pólya [135], for
instance). Recall from Remark 1.1.15 that we use the word ‘increasing’ in the
non-strict sense.

Theorem 4.2.8 Let p ∈ ∆n and x ∈ [0,∞)n, with xi > 0 for all i ∈ supp(p).
Then the function

[−∞,∞] → [0,∞)
t 7→ Mt(p, x)

is increasing. It is constant if xi = x j for all i, j ∈ supp(p), and strictly increas-
ing otherwise.

Proof If the coordinates xi of x have the same value x for all i ∈ supp(p), then
evidently Mt(p, x) = x for all t ∈ [−∞,∞]. Supposing otherwise, we have to
prove that Mt(p, x) is strictly increasing in t ∈ [−∞,∞]. We will prove that
d
dt log Mt(p, x) > 0 for all t ∈ (−∞, 0) ∪ (0,∞). Since Mt(p, x) is continuous in
t ∈ [−∞,∞] (Lemma 4.2.7), this suffices. For real t , 0,

d
dt

log Mt(p, x) =
d
dt

(
log

∑
pixt

i

t

)
=

t
(∑

pixt
i log xi

)
/
(∑

pixt
i
)
− log

∑
pixt

i

t2

=

∑
pixt

i log xt
i −

(∑
pixt

i
)

log
∑

pixt
i

t2 ∑
pixt

i

=
−

∑
pi∂(xt

i) + ∂
(∑

pixt
i
)

t2 ∑
pixt

i
, (4.10)

where all sums are over i ∈ supp(p) and ∂(x) = −x log x (as in equation (2.4)).
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But ∂′′(x) = −1/x < 0 for all x > 0, so ∂ is strictly concave. Hence by equa-
tion (4.10),

d
dt log Mt(p, x) ≥ 0,

with equality if and only if xt
i = xt

j for all i, j ∈ supp(p). But t , 0, so equality
only holds if xi = x j for all i, j ∈ supp(p), contrary to our earlier assumption.
Hence the inequality is strict, as required. �

There is a simple duality law for power means:

M−t(p, x) =
1

Mt(p, 1/x)
(4.11)

for all t ∈ [−∞,∞], p ∈ ∆n, and x ∈ (0,∞)n. Here 1/x denotes the vector
(1/x1, . . . , 1/xn). For instance, in the case t = 1, the harmonic mean is the
reciprocal of the arithmetic means of 1/x1, . . . , 1/xn.

Remark 4.2.9 Often in this text, we will want to perform coordinatewise al-
gebraic operations on vectors. For instance, given x, y ∈ Rn, we will use not
only the (coordinatewise) sum and difference x + y and x − y, but also the
coordinatewise product and quotient

xy = (x1y1, . . . , xnyn), x/y = (x1/y1, . . . , xn/yn)

(with the usual caveats regarding yi = 0 in the latter case). This is just the
standard notation for the product and quotient of real-valued functions on a set
S , applied to S = {1, . . . , n}.

We now run through some basic properties satisfied by the power means(
Mt : ∆n × [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

)
n≥1

of every order t ∈ [−∞,∞]. For later purposes, it is useful to set up the termi-
nology in the generality of a sequence of functions(

M : ∆n × In → I
)
n≥1,

where I is an arbitrary real interval. The most important cases are I = [0,∞)
and I = (0,∞).

Definition 4.2.10 Let I be a real interval and let (M : ∆n × In → I)n≥1 be a
sequence of functions.

i. M is symmetric if M(p, x) = M(pσ, xσ) for all n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, x ∈ In,
and permutations σ of {1, . . . , n}, where pσ and xσ are defined as in equa-
tion (3.2).
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ii. M is absence-invariant if whenever p ∈ ∆n, x ∈ In and 1 ≤ i ≤ n with
pi = 0, then

M(p, x) = M
(
(p1, . . . , pi−1, pi+1, . . . , pn), (x1, . . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . . , xn)

)
.

iii. M has the repetition property if whenever p ∈ ∆n, x ∈ In and 1 ≤ i < n
with xi = xi+1, then

M(p, x)

= M
(
(p1, . . . , pi−1, pi+pi+1, pi+2, . . . , pn), (x1, . . . , xi−1, xi, xi+2, . . . , xn)

)
.

Absence-invariance states that M behaves logically with respect to elements
xi that are absent (have zero weight): such elements might as well be ignored.

Lemma 4.2.11 Let t ∈ [−∞,∞]. Then Mt has the symmetry, absence-
invariance and repetition properties.

A direct proof of this lemma is, of course, elementary, but it is enlightening
to derive all three properties from a single general law, as follows. Let

f : {1, . . . ,m} → {1, . . . , n}

be a map of finite sets. Any distribution p ∈ ∆m gives rise to a pushforward
distribution f p ∈ ∆n (Definition 2.1.10). On the other hand, any vector x ∈
[0,∞)n can be pulled back along f to give a vector x f ∈ [0,∞)m, where

(x f )i = x f (i)

(i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}).

Definition 4.2.12 Let I be a real interval. A sequence of functions
(
M : ∆n ×

In → I
)
n≥1 is natural if

M( f p, x) = M(p, x f )

for all m, n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆m, x ∈ In, and maps of sets

f : {1, . . . ,m} → {1, . . . , n}.

Remark 4.2.13 If we write x j as φ( j), so that φ is a function {1, . . . , n} →
[0,∞), then x f = φ ◦ f . If we also write M(p,−) as

∫
− dp then naturality

states that ∫
φ d( f p) =

∫
(φ ◦ f ) dp,

the standard formula for integration under a change of variable. However, this
notation is misleading: unlike an ordinary integral, M(p, x) need not be linear
in x (and is not when M = Mt for t , 1).
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Lemma 4.2.14 (Naturality) For each t ∈ [−∞,∞], the power mean Mt on
[0,∞) is natural.

Proof Take p, x, and f as in Definition 4.2.12. We have to show that
Mt( f p, x) = Mt(p, x f ). First suppose that t , 0,±∞ and that x j > 0 for all
j ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Then

Mt( f p, x) =

( ∑
j∈supp( f p)

( f p) jxt
j

)1/t

=

( ∑
j∈supp( f p)

∑
i∈ f −1( j)

pixt
j

)1/t

=

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pixt
f (i)

)1/t

= Mt(p, x f ),

as required. The case where x j = 0 for some values of j follows by continuity
of Mt(p, x) in x (Lemma 4.2.5), and the result for t = 0 and t = ±∞ follows by
continuity of Mt in t (Lemma 4.2.7). �

Proof of Lemma 4.2.11 We use the naturality of the power means for all three
parts. Write n = {1, . . . , n}. Symmetry follows by taking f to be a bijection
n → n. Absence-invariance follows by taking f to be the order-preserving
injection n − 1→ n that omits i from its image. The repetition property follows
by taking f to be the order-preserving surjection n → n − 1 that identifies i
with i + 1. �

Remark 4.2.15 The absence-invariance of the power means implies that
Mt(p, x) is unaffected by the value of xi for coordinates i such that pi = 0.
Indeed, writing supp(p) = {i1, . . . , ik} with i1 < · · · < ik, we have

Mt(p, x) = Mt
(
(pi1 , . . . , pik ), (xi1 , . . . , xik )

)
for all x, by absence-invariance and induction. Hence

Mt(p, x) = Mt(p, y)

whenever x, y ∈ [0,∞)n with xi = yi for all i ∈ supp(p).
Because of this, the expression Mt(p, x) has a clear meaning even if xi is

undefined for some or all i < supp(p). (We can arbitrarily put xi = 0 or xi = 17
for all such i; it makes no difference.) For example, the expression

Mt(p, 1/p)
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has a clear meaning for all p ∈ ∆n, even if pi = 0 for some i; writing supp(p) =

{i1, . . . , ik} as above, it is understood to mean

Mt
(
(pi1 , . . . , pik ), (1/pi1 , . . . , 1/pik )

)
.

We adopt the convention throughout this text that power means Mt(p, x)
are valid expressions even if xi is undefined for some i < supp(p), and are
to be interpreted as just described. This convention is strictly analogous to
the standard interpretation of integral notation

∫
f dµ, for a function f and a

measure µ: the integral is unaffected by the value of f off the support of µ, and
has an unambiguous meaning even if f is undefined there.

A minimal requirement on anything called a mean is that the mean of several
copies of x should be x:

Definition 4.2.16 Let I be a real interval. A sequence of functions (M : ∆n ×

In → I)n≥1 is consistent if

M
(
p, (x, . . . , x)

)
= x

for all n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, and x ∈ I.

Lemma 4.2.17 For each t ∈ [−∞,∞], the power mean Mt is consistent.

Proof Trivial. �

For x, y ∈ Rn, write x ≤ y if xi ≤ yi for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

Definition 4.2.18 Let I be a real interval and let (M : ∆n × In → I)n≥1 be a
sequence of functions.

i. M is increasing if

x ≤ y =⇒ M(p, x) ≤ M(p, y)

for all n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, and x, y ∈ In.
ii. M is strictly increasing if(

x ≤ y and xi < yi for some i ∈ supp(p)
)

=⇒ M(p, x) < M(p, y)

for all n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, and x, y ∈ In.

Whether the power mean Mt is strictly increasing depends on both the order t
and whether the domain of definition is taken to be [0,∞) or (0,∞), as follows.

Lemma 4.2.19 i. For all t ∈ [−∞,∞], the power mean Mt on [0,∞) is in-
creasing.

ii. For all t ∈ (−∞,∞), the power mean Mt on (0,∞) is strictly increasing.
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iii. For all t ∈ (0,∞), the power mean Mt on [0,∞) is strictly increasing.

Proof Elementary. �

Remark 4.2.20 The careful statement of Lemma 4.2.19 is necessary because
of various limiting counterexamples. The means M±∞ are not strictly increas-
ing on (0,∞), since, for instance,

M∞
(
u2, (1, 3)

)
= 3 = M∞

(
u2, (2, 3)

)
.

When t ∈ [−∞, 0], the mean Mt is not strictly increasing on [0,∞); for exam-
ple,

Mt
(
u2, (0, 1)

)
= 0 = Mt

(
u2, (0, 2)

)
.

Definition 4.2.21 Let I be a real interval closed under multiplication. A se-
quence of functions (M : ∆n × In → I)n≥1 is homogeneous if

M(p, cx) = cM(p, x)

for all n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, c ∈ I, and x ∈ In.

The hypothesis on I guarantees that M(p, cx) is defined.

Lemma 4.2.22 For each t ∈ [−∞,∞], the power mean Mt on [0,∞) is homo-
geneous.

Proof Elementary. �

The most important algebraic property of the power means is a chain rule.
Given vectors

x1 =
(
x1

1, . . . , x
1
k1

)
∈ Rk1 , . . . , xn =

(
xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

)
∈ Rkn ,

write

x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn =
(
x1

1, . . . , x
1
k1
, . . . , xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

)
∈ Rk1+···+kn .

Definition 4.2.23 Let I be a real interval. A sequence of functions
(
M : ∆n ×

In → I
)
n≥1 satisfies the chain rule if

M
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn) = M

(
w,

(
M(p1, x1), . . . ,M(pn, xn)

))
for all w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki , and xi ∈ Iki .

Proposition 4.2.24 (Chain rule) For each t ∈ [−∞,∞], the power mean Mt

on [0,∞) satisfies the chain rule.
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Proof By the continuity of the power means in their second argument and in
their order (Lemmas 4.2.5 and 4.2.7), it is enough to prove the equation in
Definition 4.2.23 when xi

j > 0 for all i, j and 0 , t ∈ R. Then

Mt
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn) =

{ n∑
i=1

ki∑
j=1

wi pi
j
(
xi

j
)t
}1/t

=

{ n∑
i=1

wiMt
(
pi, xi)t

}1/t

= Mt

(
w,

(
Mt(p1, x1), . . . ,Mt(pn, xn)

))
,

as required. �

An important consequence of the chain rule is that in order to calculate the
mean of x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn weighted by w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), we only need to know w
and the means Mt(pi, xi), not pi and xi themselves. We refer to this property as
modularity, echoing the definition of modularity for diversity measures (p. 56).
(Modularity of this kind has also been called quasilinearity, as in Section 6.21
of Hardy, Littlewood and Pólya [135].) Formally:

Definition 4.2.25 Let I be a real interval. A sequence of functions
(
M : ∆n ×

In → I
)
n≥1 is modular if

M
(
pi, xi) = M

(̃
pi, x̃i) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}

=⇒ M
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn) = M

(
w ◦ (̃p1, . . . , p̃n), x̃1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ x̃n)

for all n, k1, . . . , kn, k̃1, . . . , k̃n ≥ 1 and w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki , p̃i ∈ ∆k̃i
, xi ∈ Iki ,

x̃i ∈ I k̃i .

Corollary 4.2.26 For each t ∈ [−∞,∞], the power mean Mt on [0,∞) is mod-
ular. �

As for diversity of order 1 (equation (2.11), p. 56), the chain rule also implies
a multiplicativity property. For x ∈ Rn and y ∈ Rk, write

x ⊗ y = (x1y1, . . . , x1yk, . . . , xny1, . . . , xnyk) ∈ Rnk. (4.12)

(To justify the notation: if the tensor product of vector spaces Rn ⊗ Rk is
identified with Rnk in the standard way, then the vector usually written as
x ⊗ y ∈ Rn ⊗ Rk corresponds to what we are now writing as x ⊗ y ∈ Rnk.)

Definition 4.2.27 Let I be a real interval closed under multiplication. A se-
quence of functions

(
M : ∆n × In → I

)
n≥1 is multiplicative if

M(p ⊗ p′, x ⊗ x′) = M(p, x)M(p′, x′)
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for all n, n′ ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, p′ ∈ ∆n′ , x ∈ In, and x′ ∈ In′ .

Corollary 4.2.28 For each t ∈ [−∞,∞], the power mean Mt on [0,∞) is mul-
tiplicative.

Proof We apply the chain rule (Proposition 4.2.24) to the composite distribu-
tion

p ◦ (p′, . . . ,p′) = p ⊗ p′

and the vector

x1x′ ⊕ · · · ⊕ xnx′ = x ⊗ x′.

Doing this gives

Mt(p ⊗ p′, x ⊗ x′) = Mt

(
p,

(
Mt(p, x1x′), . . . ,Mt(p, xnx′)

))
.

Hence by two uses of homogeneity,

Mt(p ⊗ p′, x ⊗ x′) = Mt

(
p,

(
x1Mt(p, x′), . . . , xnMt(p, x′)

))
= Mt(p, x)Mt(p′, x′). �

The multiplicativity property is remarkably powerful, as we shall see in
Chapter 9.

Finally, we record for later purposes a simple result connecting the power
means with the q-logarithms.

Lemma 4.2.29 Let q ∈ [0,∞), p ∈ ∆n, and x ∈ [0,∞)n, with xi > 0 for all
i ∈ supp(p). Then

lnq M1−q(p, x) = M1(p, lnq x),

where lnq x = (lnq x1, . . . , lnq xn).

Proof Trivial algebraic manipulation. �

4.3 Rényi entropies and Hill numbers

Historically, the first deformations of Shannon entropy were the Rényi en-
tropies [291], defined as follows.

Definition 4.3.1 Let q ∈ [−∞,∞], n ≥ 1, and p ∈ ∆n. The Rényi entropy of
order q of p is

Hq(p) = log M1−q(p, 1/p), (4.13)

where 1/p = (1/p1, . . . , 1/pn).
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Here we use the convention introduced in Remark 4.2.15, which covers the
possibility that 1/pi is undefined for some values of i.

Explicitly,

Hq(p) =
1

1 − q
log

∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i

for q , 1,±∞, and

H−∞(p) = − log min
i∈supp(p)

pi,

H1(p) = H(p),

H∞(p) = − log max
i∈supp(p)

pi.

By Lemma 4.2.7, Hq(p) is continuous in q.
Rényi introduced these entropies in 1961 [291]. One of his purposes in doing

so was to point out that Shannon entropy is far from the only useful quantity
with the logarithmic property

H(p ⊗ r) = H(p) + H(r) (4.14)

(p ∈ ∆n, r ∈ ∆m). Indeed, Hq has this same property for all q ∈ [−∞,∞]. This
follows from the multiplicativity of the power means (Corollary 4.2.28), since

Hq(p ⊗ r) = log M1−q

(
p ⊗ r, 1

p ⊗
1
r

)
= log

(
M1−q

(
p, 1

p

)
M1−q

(
r, 1

r

))
= Hq(p) + Hq(r).

In this respect, the Rényi entropies resemble Shannon entropy more closely
than the q-logarithmic entropies do. But there is a price to pay. Whereas the
asymmetry of the multiplication formula for the q-logarithmic entropies (equa-
tion (4.3)) could be exploited to prove an extremely simple characterization
theorem (Theorem 4.1.5), this avenue is not open to us for the Rényi entropies.
We do prove a characterization theorem for the Rényi entropy of any given
order (Section 4.5), but it is more involved.

The q-logarithmic and Rényi entropies each determine the other, since both
are invertible functions of

∑
pq

i . Explicitly,

S q(p) =
1

1 − q

(
exp

(
(1 − q)Hq(p)

)
− 1

)
, (4.15)

Hq(p) =
1

1 − q
log

(
(1 − q)S q(p) + 1

)
(4.16)
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for real q , 1, and

S 1(p) = H(p) = H1(p). (4.17)

Equations (4.15)–(4.17) can be written more compactly as

S q(p) = lnq(exp Hq(p)), (4.18)

Hq(p) = log(expq S q(p)) (4.19)

(q ∈ R), where expq is the inverse function of lnq, given explicitly by

expq(y) =


(
1 + (1 − q)y

)1/(1−q) if q , 1,

exp(y) if q = 1.

The transformations relating S q(p) to Hq(p) are strictly increasing, so maxi-
mizing or minimizing one is equivalent to maximizing or minimizing the other.

Remark 4.3.2 When q = ±∞, the Rényi entropy Hq(p) is defined but the q-
logarithmic entropy S q(p) is not. It is straightforward to check that

lim
q→∞

S q(p) = 0

for all p, and

lim
q→−∞

S q(p) =

0 if pi = 1 for some i,

∞ otherwise.

The only sensible way to define S∞(p) and S −∞(p) would be as these limits;
but then the definitions would be trivial, would take infinite values in the latter
case, and would break the result that Hq(p) can be recovered from S q(p). We
therefore leave S ±∞(p) undefined.

Remark 4.3.3 It is easy to manufacture other one-parameter families of en-
tropies extending the Shannon entropy: simply take the formula

1
1 − q

log
∑

i∈supp(p)

pq
i

defining Rényi entropy for q , 1, and replace log by some other function λ. In
order that the limit as q → 1 is H(p), the requirements on λ are that λ(1) = 0
and λ′(1) = 1. The simplest function λ with these properties is λ(x) = x−1, the
linear approximation to log at 1. Indeed, taking this simplest λ gives exactly
the q-logarithmic entropy.
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114 Deformations of Shannon entropy

The exponentials of the Rényi entropies turn out to have slightly more con-
venient algebraic properties than the Rényi entropies themselves, and are im-
portant measures of biological diversity. We give the definition and examples
here, and describe their properties in the next section.

Definition 4.3.4 Let q ∈ [−∞,∞] and p ∈ ∆n. The Hill number of order q of
p is

Dq(p) = exp Hq(p) = M1−q(p, 1/p).

We also call this the diversity of order q of p.

Thus, the Hill number Dq is related to the Rényi entropy Hq and q-
logarithmic entropy S q by

Hq = log Dq, S q = lnq Dq (4.20)

(by definition and equation (4.18)). Explicitly,

Dq(p) =

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i

)1/(1−q)

(4.21)

for q , 1,±∞, and

D−∞(p) = 1
/

min
i∈supp(p)

pi, (4.22)

D1(p) =
∏

i∈supp(p)

p−pi
i = D(p), (4.23)

D∞(p) = 1
/

max
i∈supp(p)

pi. (4.24)

This definition of diversity of order q extends the earlier definition of diversity
of order 1 (Definition 2.4.1), there written as D.

The quantities Dq are named after the ecologist Mark Hill [144], who intro-
duced them in 1973 as measures of diversity (building on Rényi’s work). In
Section 7.4, we will prove a theorem pinpointing what makes the Hill numbers
uniquely suitable as measures of diversity. For now, the following explanation
can be given.

Let p = (p1, . . . , pn) be the relative abundance distribution of a community.
As in Section 2.4, 1/pi measures the rarity or specialness of the ith species.
There, we took the geometric mean

∏
(1/pi)pi of the rarities as our measure

of diversity. But we could just as reasonably use some other power mean
Mt(p, 1/p). Reparametrizing as q = 1− t, this is exactly the Hill number Dq(p).

The Hill numbers are effective numbers (Definition 2.4.5):

Dq(un) = n (4.25)
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4.3 Rényi entropies and Hill numbers 115

for all n ≥ 1 and q ∈ [−∞,∞]. By equation (4.20), the quantities Dq, Hq and
S q are related to one another by increasing, invertible transformations. Thus,
the Hill numbers are the result of taking either the Rényi entropies Hq or the
q-logarithmic entropies S q and converting them into effective numbers. In the
terminology originating in economics (Bishop [40], p. 789) and now also used
in ecology (Ellison [89], for instance), Dq is the numbers equivalent of both
Hq and S q.

Examples 4.3.5 i. The diversity or Hill number D0(p) of order 0 is sim-
ply |supp(p)|, the number of species present. In ecology, this is called the
species richness. It is the most common measure of diversity in both the
popular media and the ecology literature, but makes no distinction between
a rare species and a common species, and says nothing about the balance
between the species present.

ii. We have already considered the diversity D1(p) of order 1 (Section 2.4),
which is the exponential of Shannon entropy.

iii. The diversity of p of order 2 is

D2(p) = 1
/ n∑

i=1

p2
i .

Being the reciprocal of a quadratic form, it is especially convenient math-
ematically. It also has an intuitive probabilistic interpretation: if we draw
pairs of individuals at random from the community (with replacement),
D2(p) is the expected number of trials needed in order to obtain a pair
of the same species. Compare the probabilistic interpretation of S 2(p) in
Example 4.1.3(iii).

In ecology, D2(p) is called the inverse Simpson concentration [311].
iv. The diversity

D∞(p) = 1
/

max
i∈supp(p)

pi

of order∞ is known as the Berger–Parker index [38]. It measures the ex-
tent to which the community is dominated by a single species. For instance,
if one species has outcompeted the others and makes up nearly 100% of the
community, then D∞(p) is close to its minimum value of 1. At the opposite
extreme, if p = un then no species is dominant and D∞(p) achieves its max-
imum value of n. (General statements on maximization and minimization
of Dq will be made in Lemma 4.4.3.) So while diversity of order 0 gives
rare species the same importance as any other, diversity of order∞ ignores
them altogether.
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Example 4.3.6 Many of the diversity measures used in ecology are Hill num-
bers or transformations of them. Others can be expressed as combinations of
several Hill numbers.

For instance, Hurlbert [148] and Smith and Grassle [314] studied the ex-
pected number HHSG

m (p) of different species represented in a random sample
(with replacement) of m individuals. Their measure turns out to be a combina-
tion of Hill numbers of integer orders:

HHSG
m (p) =

m∑
q=1

(−1)q−1
(
m
q

)
Dq(p)1−q.

This was first proved as Proposition A8 in the appendix of Leinster and Cob-
bold [218], and the proof is also given in Appendix A.2 below.

Example 4.3.7 The reciprocals of the Hill numbers have been used in eco-
nomics to measure concentration. One asks to what extent an industry or mar-
ket is concentrated in the hands of a small number of large players. For ex-
ample, if there are n competing companies in an industry, with market shares
p1, . . . , pn, then the concentration 1/Dq(p) is maximized when one company
has a monopoly:

p = (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0).

See Hannah and Kay [134] or Chakravarty and Eichhorn [63], for instance.

The parameter q controls the sensitivity of the diversity measure Dq to rare
species, with higher values of q corresponding to measures less sensitive to rare
species. Thus, q is a ‘viewpoint parameter’, reflecting the importance that we
wish to attach to rare species. For reasons to be explained, we usually restrict
to parameter values q ≥ 0.

With the multiplicity of diversity measures that exist in the literature, there is
a risk of cherry-picking. Consciously or not, a scientist might choose the mea-
sure that best supports the desired conclusion. There is also a risk of attaching
too much importance to a single number:

The belief (or superstition) of some ecologists that a diversity index pro-
vides a basis (or talisman) for reaching a full understanding of community
structure is totally unfounded

(Pielou [279], p. 19). Both problems are mitigated by systematically using all
the diversity measures Dq (0 ≤ q ≤ ∞). The graph of Dq(p) against q is called
the diversity profile of p, and plotting it displays all viewpoints simultane-
ously.
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4.3 Rényi entropies and Hill numbers 117

Example 4.3.8 There are eight species of great ape in the world, but 99.99%
of individual apes are humans. Figure 4.3 shows the absolute abundances of
the eight species, their relative abundances pi, and their diversity profile.

That there are eight extant species is conveyed by the value D0(p) = 8 of
the profile at q = 0. However, this single statistic hides the fact that one of the
species has all but totally outcompeted the others. For nearly any other value
of the viewpoint parameter q, the diversity is almost exactly 1, reflecting the
overwhelming dominance of a single species. For example, recall that D2(p) is
the reciprocal of the probability that two individuals chosen at random belong
to the same species (Example 4.3.5(iii)). In this case, the probability is very
nearly 1, so D2(p) is only just greater than 1.

The very steep drop of the diversity profile at its left-hand end, from 8 to
just above 1, indicates that seven of the eight species are exceptionally rare.

Example 4.3.9 Figure 4.4 shows the diversity profiles of the two bird commu-
nities of the Introduction (p. 3). From the viewpoint of low values of q, where
rare species are given nearly as much importance as common species, commu-
nity A is more diverse than community B. For instance, at q = 0, community A
is more diverse than community B simply because it has more species. But
from the viewpoint of high values, which give less importance to rare species,
community B seems more diverse because it is better balanced. In the extreme,
when q = ∞, we ignore all species except the most common, and the dom-
inance of the first species in community A makes that community much less
diverse than the well-balanced community B.

The flat profile of community B indicates the uniformity of the species
present. Generally, we have seen in the last two examples that the shape of a di-
versity profile provides information on the community’s structure. For more on
the interpretation of diversity profiles, see Example 1, Example 2 and Figure 2
of Leinster and Cobbold [218].

Example 4.3.10 Diversity profiles arising from experimental data often cross
one another (as in the last example), indicating that different viewpoints on the
importance of rare species lead to different judgements on which of the com-
munities is more diverse. For example, Ellingsen tabulated D0(p), D1(p) and
D2(p) for 16 distributions p, corresponding to the populations of certain ma-
rine organisms at 16 sites on the Norwegian continental shelf (Table 1 of [88]).
There are

(
16
2

)
= 120 pairs of sites, and it can be deduced from the data that for

at least 53 of the 120 pairs, the profiles cross.
Typically, pairs of diversity profiles obtained from experimental data cross
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Species Absolute abundance Relative abundance

Human 7 466 964 300 0.99989926
Bonobo 20 000 0.00000267
Chimpanzee 407 500 0.00005456
Eastern gorilla 4 700 0.00000063
Western gorilla 200 000 0.00002678
Bornean orangutan 104 700 0.00001040
Sumatran orangutan 14 600 0.00000196
Tapanuli orangutan 800 0.00000011

 0

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

 0  1  2  3  4  5

Viewpoint parameter, q

D
iv

er
si

ty
,D

q(
p)

Figure 4.3 Abundances and species diversity profile of the estimated global dis-
tribution p of great apes (Hominidae). Population estimates are all for 2016,
with human data from United Nations [336], Tapanuli orangutan data from
Nater et al. [258], and all other data from the IUCN Red List of Threatened
Species [14, 110, 147, 239, 281, 312].

at most once. But it can be shown that in principle, there is no upper bound on
the number of times that a pair of diversity profiles can cross.

The ecological significance of the different judgements produced by dif-
ferent diversity measures is discussed in the highly readable 1974 paper of
Peet [274]; see also Nagendra [256]. More specifically, diversity profiles
of various types have long been discussed, beginning with Hill himself in
1973 [144], and continuing with Patil and Taillie [269, 270], Dennis and
Patil [80], Tóthmérész [324], Patil [268], Mendes et al. [251], and others. In
political science, Dq(p) has been used as a measure of the effective number
of parties in a parliamentary assembly, and diversity profiles have been used to
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Figure 4.4 The diversity profiles of the two hypothetical bird communities in the
Introduction (p. 3).

compare the political situations of different countries at different times (Laakso
and Taagepera [198], especially equation [8] and Figure 1).

The next section establishes the mathematical properties of the Hill numbers
and, therefore, of diversity profiles.

4.4 Properties of the Hill numbers

Here we establish the main properties of the Hill numbers, using what we al-
ready know about properties of the power means. Of course, any statement
about the Hill numbers can be translated into a statement about Rényi en-
tropies, since one is the logarithm of the other. But here we work with the
Hill numbers, interpreting them in terms of diversity.

We have already noted that for each q ∈ [−∞,∞], the Hill number Dq is an
effective number: Dq(un) = n.

Diversity profiles are always decreasing. Intuitively, this is because diversity
decreases as less importance is attached to rare species. The precise statement
is as follows.

Proposition 4.4.1 Let p ∈ ∆n. Then Dq(p) is a decreasing function of q ∈
[−∞,∞]. It is constant if p is uniform on its support, and strictly decreasing
otherwise.

Proof Since Dq(p) = M1−q(p, 1/p), this follows from Theorem 4.2.8. �

Figure 4.4 shows one strictly decreasing profile and one that is constant
(being uniform on its support). Diversity profiles are always continuous, by
Lemma 4.2.7.
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Figure 4.5 A non-convex diversity profile (Remark 4.4.2).

Remark 4.4.2 It is a curiosity that for most distributions p that arise experi-
mentally, the diversity profile of p appears to be convex. (See the works cited
at the end of Section 4.3, for example.) However, this is false for arbitrary p.
Figure 4.5 shows the diversity profile of the distribution

p =
(
10−6, . . . , 10−6︸            ︷︷            ︸

999 000

, 10−3)
(adapted from an example of Willerton [351]), which is evidently not convex.

For each parameter value q > 0, the maximum and minimum values of the
Hill number Dq, and the distributions at which they are attained, are exactly
the same as for the diversity D1 = D of order 1 (Lemma 2.4.3):

Lemma 4.4.3 Let n ≥ 1 and q ∈ [−∞,∞].

i. Dq(p) ≥ 1 for all p ∈ ∆n, with equality if and only if pi = 1 for some
i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

ii. If q > 0 then Dq(p) ≤ n for all p ∈ ∆n, with equality if and only if p = un.

Proof For (i), Proposition 4.4.1 implies that

Dq(p) ≥ D∞(p) = 1
/

max
i∈supp(p)

pi ≥ 1.

If the second inequality is an equality then pi = 1 for some i. Conversely, if
pi = 1 for some i then Dq(p) = 1.

For (ii), Proposition 4.4.1 implies that

Dq(p) ≤ D0(p) = | supp(p)| ≤ n,
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with equality in the first inequality if and only if p is uniform on its support.
On the other hand, equality holds in the second inequality if and only if p has
full support. Hence equality holds throughout if and only if p = un. �

Remarks 4.4.4 i. It follows that for q > 0, the Rényi entropy Hq(p) is mini-
mized exactly when p is of the form (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0), with value 0, and
maximized exactly when p = un, with value log n. Since the q-logarithmic
entropy S q(p) is an increasing invertible transformation of Hq(p) (equa-
tions (4.18) and (4.19)), it is minimized and maximized at these same dis-
tributions, with minimum 0 and maximum S q(un) = lnq(n).

ii. The Hill numbers of negative orders are not maximized by the uniform dis-
tribution. Indeed, let q < 0, let n ≥ 2, and take any non-uniform distribution
p ∈ ∆n of full support. Then D0(p) = | supp(p)| = n, and the diversity
profile of p is strictly decreasing by Proposition 4.4.1, so

Dq(p) > D0(p) = n = Dq(un).

Whatever the word ‘diverse’ should mean, it is generally agreed that the
most diverse abundance distribution on a given set of species should be the
uniform distribution. (At least, this should be the case for the crude model
of a community as a probability distribution, which we are using here. See
also Section 6.3.) For this reason, the Hill numbers of negative orders are
generally not used as measures of diversity.

On the other hand, the Hill numbers of negative orders measure some-
thing. For instance,

D−∞(p) = 1
/

min
i∈supp(p)

pi = max
i∈supp(p)

(1/pi)

measures the rarity of the rarest species, giving a high value to any commu-
nity containing at least one species that is very rare. This is a meaningful
quantity, even if it should not be called diversity.

We now show that the Hill number Dq(p) of a given order q is very nearly
continuous in p ∈ ∆n, with the sole exception that Dq is discontinuous at the
boundary of the simplex when q ≤ 0. For instance, species richness D0 is
discontinuous: in terms of the number of species present, a relative abundance
of 0.0001 is qualitatively different from a relative abundance of 0.

Definition 4.4.5 Let
(
D : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions. Then D

is continuous if the function D : ∆n → (0,∞) is continuous for each n ≥ 1,
and continuous in positive probabilities if the restriction D|∆◦n of D to the
open simplex is continuous for each n ≥ 1.
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Continuity in positive probabilities means that small changes to the abun-
dances of the species present cause only small changes in the perceived diver-
sity. For example, D0 is continuous in positive probabilities, even though it is
not continuous.

Lemma 4.4.6 i. For each q ∈ [−∞,∞], the Hill number Dq is continuous in
positive probabilities.

ii. For each q ∈ (0,∞], the Hill number Dq is continuous.

Proof Part (i) is immediate from the explicit formulas for Dq (equations
(4.21)–(4.24)), and part (ii) follows from the observation that when q > 0,
the formulas for Dq are unchanged if we allow i to range over all of {1, . . . , n}
instead of just supp(p). �

Next we establish the algebraic properties of the Hill numbers, beginning
with the most elementary ones.

Definition 4.4.7 A sequence of functions
(
D : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 is absence-

invariant if whenever p ∈ ∆n and 1 ≤ i ≤ n with pi = 0, then

D(p) = D(p1, . . . , pi−1, pi+1, . . . , pn).

Absence-invariance means that as far as D is concerned, a species that is
absent might as well not have been mentioned.

Recall from equation (4.4) that D is said to be symmetric if D(pσ) = D(p)
for all p ∈ ∆n and permutations σ of {1, . . . , n}. This means that the diversity
is unaffected by the order in which the species happen to be listed.

Lemma 4.4.8 For each q ∈ [−∞,∞], the Hill number Dq of order q is sym-
metric and absence-invariant.

Proof These statements follow from the symmetry and absence-invariance of
the power means (Lemma 4.2.11). Alternatively, they can be deduced directly
from the explicit formulas for Dq (equations (4.21)–(4.24)). �

Remark 4.4.9 By symmetry, p and pσ have the same diversity profile. In fact,
the converse also holds: if p, r ∈ ∆n have the same diversity profile then p and
r must be the same up to a permutation. This is proved in Appendix A.3.

Thus, the diversity profile of a relative abundance distribution contains all
the information about that distribution apart from which species is which,
packaged in a way that displays meaningful information about the commu-
nity’s diversity.
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We finally come to the chain rule. In Corollary 2.4.8, we treated the case
q = 1, showing that

D1
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= D1(w) ·

n∏
i=1

D1(pi)wi

for all w ∈ ∆n and pi ∈ ∆ki . In Example 2.4.9, this formula was explained in
terms of a group of n islands of relative sizes wi and diversities di = D1(pi),
with no shared species. We now give the chain rule for general q, in two dif-
ferent forms.

Proposition 4.4.10 (Chain rule, version 1) Let q ∈ [−∞,∞], w ∈ ∆n, and
p1 ∈ ∆k1 , . . . ,pn ∈ ∆kn . Write di = Dq(pi) and d = (d1, . . . , dn). Then

Dq
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= M1−q(w,d/w)

=



(∑
wq

i d1−q
i

)1/(1−q) if q , 1,±∞,

max di/wi if q = −∞,∏
(di/wi)wi if q = 1,

min di/wi if q = ∞,

where the sum, maximum, product, and minimum are over i ∈ supp(w).

Here d/w = (d1/w1, . . . , dn/wn), as in Remark 4.2.9.

Proof We have

Dq
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= M1−q

(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), 1

w1p1 ⊕ · · · ⊕
1

wnpn

)
= M1−q

(
w,

(
M1−q

(
p1, 1

w1p1

)
, . . . , M1−q

(
pn, 1

wnpn

)))
= M1−q

(
w, (d1/w1, . . . , dn/wn)

)
,

where the second equation follows from the chain rule for M1−q (Proposi-
tion 4.2.24) and the last from the homogeneity of M1−q (Lemma 4.2.22). This
proves the first equality stated in the proposition, and the second follows from
the explicit formulas for the power means. �

There is an alternative form of the chain rule, for which we will need some
terminology. Given a probability distribution w ∈ ∆n and a real number q,
the escort distribution of order q of w is the distribution w(q) ∈ ∆n with ith
coordinate

w(q)
i =


wq

i

/ ∑
j∈supp(w)

wq
j if i ∈ supp(w),

0 otherwise.
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Lemma 4.4.11 Let q ∈ R, w ∈ ∆n, and d ∈ [0,∞)n. Then

M1−q(w,d/w) = Dq(w) · M1−q(w(q),d).

Proof For the case q = 1, note that

M0(w, xy) = M0(w, x)M0(w, y)

for all x, y ∈ [0,∞)n. It follows that

D1(w) · M0(w(1),d) = M0(w, 1/w) · M0(w,d) = M0(w,d/w).

On the other hand, for 1 , q ∈ R,

M1−q(w,d/w) =

( ∑
i∈supp(w)

wq
i d1−q

i

)1/(1−q)

= Dq(w) ·
(∑

i∈supp(w) wq
i d1−q

i∑
j∈supp(w) wq

j

)1/(1−q)

= Dq(w) · M1−q(w(q),d),

as required. �

The last two results immediately imply:

Proposition 4.4.12 (Chain rule, version 2) Let q ∈ R, w ∈ ∆n, and p1 ∈

∆k1 , . . . ,pn ∈ ∆kn . Write di = Dq(pi) and d = (d1, . . . , dn). Then

Dq
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= Dq(w) · M1−q(w(q),d). �

Remarks 4.4.13 Here we provide context for the notion of escort distribution.

i. The escort distributions of a distribution w form a one-parameter family(
w(q))

q∈R

of distributions, of which the original distribution w is the member corre-
sponding to q = 1. The term ‘escort distribution’ is taken from thermody-
namics (Chapter 9 of Beck and Schlögl [33]). There, one encounters ex-
pressions such as

(e−βE1 , . . . , e−βEn )
Z(β)

,

where Z(β) = e−βE1 + · · · + e−βEn is the partition function for energies Ei at
inverse temperature β. Assuming without loss of generality that

∑
e−Ei = 1,

the inverse temperature β plays the role of the parameter q.
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Figure 4.6 Twelve one-dimensional linear subspaces of the open simplex ∆◦3 with
the real vector space structure described in Remark 4.4.13(ii).

ii. The function (q,w) 7→ w(q) is the scalar multiplication of a real vector space
structure on the interior ∆◦n of the simplex. Addition is given by

(p, r) 7→
(p1r1, . . . , pnrn)
p1r1 + · · · + pnrn

,

and the zero element is the uniform distribution un. Figure 4.6 shows some
one-dimensional linear subspaces of the two-dimensional vector space ∆◦3.
This vector space structure was used in the field of statistical inference by
Aitchison [5], and is sometimes named after him. It can be understood al-
gebraically as follows.

Exponential and logarithm define a bijection between R and (0,∞). This
induces a bijection between Rn and (0,∞)n, and transporting the vector
space structure on Rn across this bijection gives a vector space structure
on (0,∞)n. Explicitly, addition in the vector space (0,∞)n is coordinate-
wise multiplication, the zero element is (1, . . . , 1), and scalar multiplication
by q ∈ R raises each coordinate to the power of q.

Now take the linear subspace of Rn spanned by (1, . . . , 1). The corre-
sponding subspace W of (0,∞)n is {(γ, . . . , γ) : γ ∈ (0,∞)}, and we can
form the quotient vector space (0,∞)n/W.

An element of this quotient is an equivalence class of vectors y ∈ (0,∞)n,
with y equivalent to z if and only if y = γz for some γ > 0. Geometrically,
then, the equivalence classes are the rays through the origin in the positive
orthant (0,∞)n. Each ray contains exactly one element of the open simplex

∆◦n = {y ∈ (0,∞)n : y1 + · · · + yn = 1}.
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This puts (0,∞)n/W in bijection with ∆◦n, thus giving ∆◦n the structure of
a vector space. It is exactly the vector space structure defined explicitly
above.

iii. In statistical language, each linear subspace of the vector space ∆◦n is an
exponential family of distributions on {1, . . . , n}. For example, the one-
dimensional subspace spanned by p ∈ ∆◦n is a one-parameter exponen-
tial family with natural parameter q ∈ R, sufficient statistic log pi, and
log-partition function log

(∑
pq

i
)
. More on this connection can be found in

Amari [10], Ay, Jost, Lê and Schwachhöfer ([22], Section 2.8), and other
information geometry texts.

As already discussed in the case q = 1 (Example 2.4.9), the chain rule for
the Hill numbers has the important consequence that when computing the total
diversity of a group of islands with no shared species, the only information
one needs is the diversities and relative sizes of the islands, not their internal
make-up:

Definition 4.4.14 A sequence of functions
(
D : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 is modular

if

D
(
pi) = D

(̃
pi) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}

=⇒ D
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= D

(
w ◦ (̃p1, . . . , p̃n)

)
for all n, k1, . . . , kn, k̃1, . . . , k̃n ≥ 1 and w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki , p̃i ∈ ∆k̃i

.

In other words, D is modular if D
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
depends only on w and

D(p1), . . . ,D(pn).

Corollary 4.4.15 (Modularity) For each q ∈ [−∞,∞], the Hill number Dq is
modular. �

The chain rule has two further consequences.

Definition 4.4.16 A sequence of functions
(
D : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 is multi-

plicative if

D(p ⊗ r) = D(p)D(r)

for all m, n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆m, and r ∈ ∆n.

Corollary 4.4.17 (Multiplicativity) For each q ∈ [−∞,∞], the Hill number
Dq is multiplicative.

Proof This follows from either the chain rule for the Hill numbers or the log-
arithmic property of the Rényi entropies (equation (4.14)). �
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Definition 4.4.18 A sequence of functions
(
D : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 satisfies the

replication principle if

D(un ⊗ p) = nD(p)

for all n, k ≥ 1 and p ∈ ∆k.

The oil company argument of Example 2.4.11 shows the fundamental im-
portance of the replication principle. If n islands have the same relative abun-
dance distribution p, but on disjoint sets of species, the diversity of the whole
system should be nD(p).

Corollary 4.4.19 (Replication) For each q ∈ [−∞,∞], the Hill number Dq

satisfies the replication principle.

Proof This follows from multiplicativity and the fact that Dq is an effective
number. �

Accompanying the Rényi entropies, there is also a notion of Rényi relative
entropy (introduced in Section 3 of Rényi [291]). We defer discussion to Sec-
tion 7.2.

4.5 Characterization of the Hill number of a given order

In this book, we prove two characterization theorems for the Hill numbers.
The first states that for each given q, the unique function satisfying certain
conditions (which depend on q) is Dq. The second states that the only functions
satisfying a different list of conditions (which make no mention of q) are those
belonging to the family (Dq)q∈[−∞,∞]. We prove the first characterization in this
section, and the second in Section 7.4.

For the q-logarithmic entropies, we have already proved an analogue of the
first result (Theorem 4.1.5). We will not prove an analogue of the second. How-
ever, there is a theorem of this type due to Forte and Ng, briefly discussed in
Remark 7.4.15.

Here we build on work of Routledge [299] to characterize the Hill number
Dq for each given q ∈ (0,∞). The restriction to positive q ensures that Dq is
continuous on all of ∆n (by Lemma 4.4.6(ii)).

Recall that Dq satisfies the chain rule

Dq
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= Dq(w) · M1−q

(
w(q),

(
Dq(p1), . . . ,Dq(pn)

))
, (4.26)

where w ∈ ∆n and pi ∈ ∆ki (Proposition 4.4.12). Let us reflect on equa-
tion (4.26), interpreting it in terms of the island scenario of Examples 2.1.6
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and 2.4.9. Equation (4.26) can be interpreted as a decomposition of the di-
versity of the island group into two factors: the variation between the islands
(given by Dq(w)), and the average variation or diversity within the islands
(given by the second factor). Recall that in the island scenario, there is no
overlap of species between islands, so the variation between the islands de-
pends only on the variation in sizes.

Now, suppose that we want to list some properties that a reasonable diver-
sity measure D ought to satisfy. One such property might be that D is de-
composable in the sense just described: D(w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)) is equal to the
variation D(w) between islands multiplied by the average of the diversities
D(p1), . . . ,D(pn) within each island.

But what could ‘average’ reasonably mean? We have already seen that the
power means have many good properties that we would expect of a notion of
avarage, and we will see in Chapter 5 that in a certain precise sense, they are
uniquely good. So, it is reasonable to take the ‘average’ to be some power mean
Mt, and we can make the usual harmless reparametrization t = 1 − q.

This reasoning suggests that our hypothetical diversity measure D should
satisfy something like equation (4.26), with D in place of Dq. Still, it does not
explain why the average of the within-island diversities should be calculated
using the weighting w(q) on the islands, rather than some other weighting. All
that seems clear is that the weighting should depend on the sizes of the is-
lands only. If we write the weighting as θ(w), then our conclusion is that any
reasonable diversity measure D ought to satisfy the equation

D
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= D(w) · M1−q

(
θ(w),

(
D(p1), . . . ,D(pn)

))
for some q and some function θ : ∆n → ∆n. This explains the most substantial
of the hypotheses in our main result:

Theorem 4.5.1 Let q ∈ (0,∞). Let
(
D : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of

functions. The following are equivalent:

i. the functions D are continuous, symmetric and effective numbers, and for
each n ≥ 1 there exists a function θ : ∆n → ∆n with the following property:

D
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= D(w) · M1−q

(
θ(w),

(
D(p1), . . . ,D(pn)

))
for all w ∈ ∆n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1, and pi ∈ ∆ki ;

ii. D = Dq.

Theorem 4.5.1 is a variation on a 1979 result of Routledge (Theorem 1 of
the appendix to [299]).
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The rest of this section is devoted to the proof. We already showed in Sec-
tion 4.4 that (ii) implies (i). Conversely, and for the rest of this section, take
D and θ satisfying the conditions of (i). By the standard abuse of notation, we
use the same letter θ for each of the functions θ : ∆1 → ∆1, θ : ∆2 → ∆2, etc.
We have to prove that D = Dq.

For p ∈ ∆n, write

θ(p) =
(
θ1(p), . . . , θn(p)

)
.

Our first lemma shows how θ1 can be expressed in terms of D. We temporarily
adopt the notation

p# = p ◦ (u2,u1, . . . ,u1) =
( 1

2 p1,
1
2 p1, p2, . . . , pn

)
(p ∈ ∆n).

Lemma 4.5.2 For all n ≥ 1 and p ∈ ∆n,

θ1(p) =
1

lnq 2
· lnq

D(p#)
D(p)

.

Proof By the main hypothesis on D and the effective number property,

D(p#) = D(p) · M1−q
(
θ(p), (2, 1, . . . , 1)

)
.

Hence by Lemma 4.2.29,

lnq
D(p#)
D(p)

= M1
(
θ(p), (lnq 2, lnq 1, . . . , lnq 1)

)
.

But lnq 1 = 0, so the right-hand side is just θ1(p) lnq 2. �

We use this lemma to compute the weighting θ(w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)) of a com-
posite distribution:

Lemma 4.5.3 Let w ∈ ∆n and p1 ∈ ∆k1 , . . . ,pn ∈ ∆kn . Then

θ1
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
=

θ1(w)D(p1)1−q∑n
i=1 θi(w)D(pi)1−q θ1(p1).
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Proof Write di = D(pi) and d#
1 = D

(
p1#). We have

θ1
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
=

1
lnq 2

· lnq

D
((

w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)
)#)

D
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

) (4.27)

=
1

lnq 2
· lnq

D
(
w ◦

(
p1#

,p2, . . . ,pn
))

D
(
w ◦ (p1,p2, . . . ,pn)

) (4.28)

=
1

lnq 2
· lnq

M1−q
(
θ(w), (d#

1 , d2, . . . , dn)
)

M1−q
(
θ(w), (d1, d2, . . . , dn)

) (4.29)

=
1

lnq 2
·

lnq M1−q
(
θ(w), (d#

1 , d2, . . . , dn)
)
− lnq M1−q

(
θ(w), (d1, d2, . . . , dn)

)
M1−q

(
θ(w), (d1, d2, . . . , dn)

)1−q

(4.30)

=
1

lnq 2
·

M1
(
θ(w), (lnq d#

1 , lnq d2, . . .)
)
− M1

(
θ(w), (lnq d1, lnq d2, . . .)

)∑n
i=1 θi(w)d1−q

i
(4.31)

=
1

lnq 2
·
θ1(w)(lnq d#

1 − lnq d1)∑n
i=1 θi(w)d1−q

i

(4.32)

=
1

lnq 2
·

θ1(w)d1−q
1∑n

i=1 θi(w)d1−q
i

· lnq
d#

1

d1
(4.33)

=
θ1(w)d1−q

1∑n
i=1 θi(w)d1−q

i

· θ1(p1), (4.34)

where equations (4.27) and (4.34) follow from Lemma 4.5.2, equation (4.28)
from the definition of #, equation (4.29) from the main hypothesis on D, equa-
tions (4.30) and (4.33) from the quotient formula

lnq
x
y

=
lnq x − lnq y

y1−q

for the q-logarithm (equation (1.20)), equation (4.31) from Lemma 4.2.29 and
the definition of M1−q, and equation (4.32) from the definition of the arithmetic
mean M1. �

We now deduce that the weightings must be the q-escort distributions:

Lemma 4.5.4 θ(w) = w(q) for all n ≥ 1 and w ∈ ∆n.

Proof Following a familiar pattern, we prove this first when w is uniform, then
when the coordinates of w are positive and rational, and finally for arbitrary w.
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For the case w = un, we have to prove that θ(un) = un. By Lemma 4.5.2,

θ1(un) =
1

lnq 2
lnq

D
(
un ◦ (u2,u1,u1, . . . ,u1)

)
D(un)

,

and by the same argument,

θ2(un) =
1

lnq 2
lnq

D
(
un ◦ (u1,u2,u1, . . . ,u1)

)
D(un)

.

By symmetry of D, the right-hand sides of these two equations are equal.
Hence θ1(un) = θ2(un). Similarly, θi(un) = θ j(un) for all i, j, and so θ(un) = un.

Now let w ∈ ∆n with

w = (k1/k, . . . , kn/k)

for some positive integers ki, where k =
∑

ki. We have

w ◦ (uk1 , . . . ,ukn ) = uk. (4.35)

Applying θ1 to both sides gives

θ1(w)k1−q
1∑

θi(w)k1−q
i

1
k1

=
1
k
,

using Lemma 4.5.3, the effective number property of D, and the previous para-
graph. This rearranges to

θ1(w) = wq
1

n∑
i=1

θi(w)w1−q
i .

By the same argument,

θ j(w) = wq
j

n∑
i=1

θi(w)w1−q
i

for all j = 1, . . . , n. The sum on the right-hand side is independent of j, so θ(w)
is a probability distribution proportional to

(
wq

1, . . . ,w
q
n
)
, forcing θ(w) = w(q).

Finally, we show that θ(w) = w(q) for all w ∈ ∆n. By Lemma 4.5.2 and
the continuity hypothesis on D, the map θ1 is continuous, and similarly for
θ2, . . . , θn. Hence θ : ∆n → ∆n is continuous. So too is the map w 7→ w(q).
But by the previous paragraph, these last two maps are equal on the positive
rational distributions, so they are equal everywhere. �

Proof of Theorem 4.5.1 First, consider distributions w = (k1/k, . . . , kn/k)
with positive rational coordinates. Apply D to both sides of equation (4.35):
then by Lemma 4.5.4 and the effective number hypothesis on D,

D(w) · M
(
w(q), (k1, . . . , kn)

)
= k.
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132 Deformations of Shannon entropy

But we can also apply Dq to both sides of equation (4.35): then by the chain
rule and the effective number property of Dq,

Dq(w) · M
(
w(q), (k1, . . . , kn)

)
= k.

Hence D(w) = Dq(w). And by the continuity hypothesis on D and the conti-
nuity property of Dq (Lemma 4.4.6(ii)), it follows that D(w) = Dq(w) for all
w ∈ ∆n. �
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5

Means

The ideal of the axiomatic approach to diversity measurement is to be able to
say ‘any measure of diversity that satisfies properties X, Y and Z must be one
of the following.’ Our later theorems of this type will stand on the shoulders of
characterization theorems for means.

The theory of means took shape in the first half of the twentieth century,
with the 1930 papers of Kolmogorov [190, 192] and Nagumo [257] as well as
Hardy, Littlewood and Pólya’s seminal book Inequalities [135], first published
in 1934. (Aczél [1] describes the early history.) But new results continue to
be proved. The 2009 book by Grabisch, Marichal, Mesiar and Pap lists some
modern developments ([124], Chapter 4), and most of the characterization the-
orems in this chapter also appear to be new.

The arguments that we will use are entirely elementary and require no spe-
cialist knowledge. Nevertheless, the reader could omit almost all of this chap-
ter without affecting their ability to follow subsequent chapters. The only parts
needed later are the statements of Theorems 5.5.10 and 5.5.11.

Compared to most of the literature on characterizations of means, the results
and proofs in this chapter have a particular flavour. First, we are mainly inter-
ested in the power means, as opposed to the much larger class of quasiarithme-
tic means (defined below). That makes it reasonable to assume a homogeneity
axiom, which in turn means that we can almost always do without continu-
ity. (The absence of continuity hypotheses distinguishes our results from many
others, such as those of Fodor and Marichal [105].) Second, we wish to include
the end cases M∞ = max and M−∞ = min of the power means, and the fact
that these means are not strictly increasing alters considerably the arguments
that can be used.

A key role is played by what Tao calls the ‘tensor power trick’ ([322], Sec-
tion 1.9), which can be described as follows. Take a set X and two functions
F,G : X → R+. Suppose we want to prove that F ≤ G, but have only been

133
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134 Means

strictly increasing increasing

(0,∞) t ∈ (−∞,∞) t ∈ [−∞,∞]
Theorem 5.3.2 Theorem 5.4.7

[0,∞) t ∈ (0,∞) t ∈ [−∞,∞]
Theorem 5.3.3 Theorem 5.4.9

(also assume continuous and nonzero)

Table 5.1 Summary of characterization theorems for symmetric, decomposable,
homogeneous, unweighted means. For instance, the top-left entry indicates that
the strictly increasing such means on (0,∞) are exactly the unweighted power
means Mt of order t ∈ (−∞,∞). Table 5.2 (p. 162) gives the corresponding results
on weighted means.

able to find a constant C (perhaps large) such that F ≤ CG. In general, there is
nothing more to be said. However, suppose now that X can be equipped with a
product that is preserved by both F and G. Let x ∈ X. Then for all n ≥ 1,

F(x) = F(xn)1/n ≤ (CG(xn))1/n = C1/nG(x),

and letting n→ ∞ gives F(x) ≤ G(x), as desired.
Trivial as it may seem, the tensor power trick can be wielded to powerful

effect. Typically X is taken to be a set of vectors or functions equipped with
the tensor product. Tao [322] demonstrates the tensor power trick by using it
to prove the Hausdorff–Young inequality, and notes that it also plays a part
in Deligne’s proof of the Weil conjectures. We will use it in the proof of the
pivotal Lemma 5.4.3.

This chapter begins with the classical theory of quasiarithmetic means,
which are just ordinary arithmetic means transported along a homeomorphism
(Section 5.1). The bulk of the chapter (Sections 5.2–5.4) concerns general un-
weighted means, and culminates in the four characterization theorems shown
in Table 5.1.

Finally, in Section 5.5, we develop a method for converting characterization
theorems for unweighted means into characterization theorems for weighted
means. This method is applied to the four theorems just mentioned. One of
the resulting four characterizations of weighted means goes back to Hardy,
Littlewood and Pólya in 1934, while the others may be new.

We will be defining a considerable amount of terminology for properties of
means. Appendix B contains a summary for convenient reference. The word
‘mean’ in isolation will be used informally, without precise definition.
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5.1 Quasiarithmetic means

Let J be a real interval. The arithmetic mean defines a sequence of functions(
M1 : ∆n × Jn → J

)
n≥1.

For any other set I and bijection φ : I → J, we can transport the arithmetic
mean on J along φ to obtain a kind of mean on I. We will focus on the case
where I is also an interval and φ is a homeomorphism (that is, both φ and φ−1

are continuous), as follows.

Definition 5.1.1 Let φ : I → J be a homeomorphism between real intervals.
The quasiarithmetic mean on I generated by φ is the sequence of functions(

Mφ : ∆n × In → I
)
n≥1

defined by

Mφ(p, x) = φ−1
( n∑

i=1

piφ(xi)
)

(p ∈ ∆n, x ∈ In).

The theory of quasiarithmetic means is classical, and most of the content
of this section can be found, more or less explicitly, in Chapter III of Hardy,
Littlewood and Pólya [135].

Remark 5.1.2 In the literature, the terms ‘quasiarithmetic’ and ‘quasilinear’
are both used, sometimes interchangeably, sometimes with the former reserved
for the unweighted case, and sometimes with the latter meaning what we call
modularity (Definition 4.2.25). ‘Quasiarithmetic’ has the advantage of evoking
the fact that a quasiarithmetic mean is just an arithmetic mean disguised by a
change of variable: the diagram

∆n × In Mφ //

1×φn

��

I

φ

��
∆n × Jn

M1

// J

commutes.

Example 5.1.3 For real t , 0, the power mean Mt on (0,∞) is the quasi-
arithmetic mean Mφt generated by the homeomorphism

φt : (0,∞) → (0,∞)
t 7→ xt.
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The geometric mean M0 on (0,∞) is the quasiarithmetic mean Mφ0 generated
by the homeomorphism

φ0 = log : (0,∞)→ R.

Thus, all the power means of finite order on (0,∞) are quasiarithmetic.

Example 5.1.4 The power means M±∞ on (0,∞) are not quasiarithmetic, as
we will prove in Example 5.2.8(i).

Example 5.1.5 The quasiarithmetic mean on R generated by the homeomor-
phism exp: R→ (0,∞) is given by

Mexp(p, x) = log
( n∑

i=1

piexi

)
(p ∈ ∆n, x ∈ Rn). This is the exponential mean, whose special properties
were established by Nagumo ([257], p. 78; or for a modern account, see The-
orem 4.15(i) of Grabisch, Marichal, Mesiar and Pap [124]).

The rest of this section is dedicated to three questions.
First, when do two homeomorphisms out of an interval I generate the same

quasiarithmetic mean on I?
Second, among all quasiarithmetic means on (0,∞), how can we pick out

the power means Mt (t ∈ R)? In other words, what special properties do the
power means possess?

Third (and imprecisely for now), given a mean on some large interval, if its
restrictions to smaller intervals are quasiarithmetic, is it quasiarithmetic itself?

The answers to all three questions involve the notion of affine map.

Definition 5.1.6 Let I be a real interval. A function α : I → R is affine if

α
(
px1 + (1 − p)x2

)
= pα(x1) + (1 − p)α(x2)

for all x1, x2 ∈ I and p ∈ [0, 1].

Lemma 5.1.7 Let α : I → J be a function between real intervals. The follow-
ing are equivalent:

i. α is affine;
ii. α

(∑
λixi

)
=

∑
λiα(xi) for all n ≥ 1, x1, . . . , xn ∈ I and λ1, . . . , λn ∈ R such

that
∑
λi = 1 and

∑
λixi ∈ I;

iii. there exist constants a, b ∈ R such that α(x) = ax + b for all x ∈ I;
iv. α is continuous and α

( 1
2 (x1 + x2)

)
= 1

2
(
α(x1) + α(x2)

)
for all x1, x2 ∈ I.

Note that in (ii), some of the coefficients λi may be negative.
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Proof See Appendix A.4. �

By part (iii), any affine map is either injective or constant. We will need
the following elementary observation on extension of affine maps to larger
domains.

Definition 5.1.8 A real interval is trivial if it has at most one element, and
nontrivial otherwise.

Lemma 5.1.9 Let I ⊆ J be real intervals and let α : I → R be an affine map.
Then:

i. there exists an affine map α : J → R extending α;
ii. if α is injective then we may choose α to be injective;

iii. if I is nontrivial then α is uniquely determined by α.

Proof Choose a, b ∈ R such that α(x) = ax + b for all x ∈ I. For (i), put
α(y) = ay + b for y ∈ J. For (ii), if α is injective then we can choose a to be
nonzero, so α is injective. Part (iii) is trivial. �

We are now ready to answer the first question: when are two quasiarithmetic
means equal?

Proposition 5.1.10 Let

J

I

φ 77

φ′ '' J′

be homeomorphisms between real intervals. The following are equivalent:

i. Mφ = Mφ′ : ∆n × In → I for all n ≥ 1;
ii. Mφ(un,−) = Mφ′ (un,−) : In → I for all n ≥ 1;

iii. the map φ′ ◦ φ−1 : J → J′ is affine.

This is Theorem 83 of the book [135] by Hardy, Littlewood and Pólya, who
attribute it to Jessen and Knopp.

Proof Trivially, (i) implies (ii).
Assuming (ii), we prove (iii). Write α = φ′ ◦ φ−1. We will prove that α is

affine using Lemma 5.1.7(iv). Certainly α is continuous. Now let y1, y2 ∈ J.
We have

Mφ

(
u2,

(
φ−1(y1), φ−1(y2)

))
= Mφ′

(
u2,

(
φ−1(y1), φ−1(y2)

))
,
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or explicitly,

φ−1( 1
2 y1 + 1

2 y2
)

= φ′−1( 1
2φ
′φ−1(y1) + 1

2φ
′φ−1(y2)

)
.

But this can be rewritten as

α
( 1

2 (y1 + y2)
)

= 1
2
(
α(y1) + α(y2)

)
,

so condition (iv) of Lemma 5.1.7 holds and α is affine.
Finally, assuming (iii), we prove (i). Write α for the affine map φ′◦φ−1 : J →

J′. Then φ′ = α ◦ φ, so our task is to prove that

Mα◦φ(p, x) = Mφ(p, x)

for all n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, and x ∈ In. And indeed,

Mα◦φ(p, x) = (α ◦ φ)−1
( n∑

i=1

piα(φ(xi))
)

= φ−1α−1α

( n∑
i=1

piφ(xi)
)

= Mφ(p, x),

using Lemma 5.1.7(ii) in the second equation. �

Example 5.1.11 This example concerns the quasiarithmetic mean Mlnq .
Strictly speaking, Mlnq is undefined, as the q-logarithm lnq : (0,∞) → R is
not surjective (hence not a homeomorphism) unless q = 1. However, we can
change the codomain to force it to be surjective; that is, we can consider the
function

(0,∞) → lnq(0,∞)
x 7→ lnq(x),

where lnq(0,∞) is the image of lnq. This function, which by abuse of notation
we also write as lnq, is a homeomorphism, and its codomain is a real interval.
In this sense, we can speak of the quasiarithmetic mean Mlnq .

For q , 1, the function lnq : (0,∞) → lnq(0,∞) is the composite of homeo-
morphisms

(0,∞)

α

��
(0,∞)

φ 44

lnq
**
lnq(0,∞),

where

φ(x) = x1−q, α(y) =
y − 1
1 − q

.
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Here α is affine, so by Proposition 5.1.10 and Example 5.1.3,

Mlnq = M1−q : ∆n × (0,∞)n → (0,∞) (5.1)

(n ≥ 1). This equation also holds for q = 1, by Example 5.1.3. Hence it holds
for all real q.

Equation (5.1) can, of course, also be proved directly. It is equivalent to
Lemma 4.2.29.

Next we answer the second question: among all quasiarithmetic means, what
distinguishes the power means? The following result is Theorem 84 of Hardy,
Littlewood and Pólya [135].

Theorem 5.1.12 Let J be a real interval and let φ : (0,∞) → J be a homeo-
morphism. The following are equivalent:

i. Mφ(un, cx) = cMφ(un, x) for all n ≥ 1, x ∈ (0,∞)n, and c ∈ (0,∞);
ii. Mφ(p, cx) = cMφ(p, x) for all n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, x ∈ (0,∞)n, and c ∈ (0,∞);

iii. Mφ = Mt for some t ∈ R.

Proof Trivially, (iii) implies (ii) and (ii) implies (i).
Now assume (i); we prove (iii). By Proposition 5.1.10, we may assume that

φ(1) = 0: for if not, replace J by J′ = J − φ(1) and φ by φ′ = φ − φ(1), which
is a homeomorphism (0,∞)→ J′ satisfying Mφ′ = Mφ and φ′(1) = 0.

For each c > 0, define φc : (0,∞) → J by φc(x) = φ(cx). Then φc is a
homeomorphism, and for all x ∈ (0,∞)n,

Mφc (un, x) = φ−1
c

( n∑
i=1

1
n
φc(xi)

)

=
1
c
φ−1

( n∑
i=1

1
n
φ(cxi)

)
=

1
c

Mφ(un, cx)

= Mφ(un, x),

where the last step used the homogeneity hypothesis in (i). Hence by Proposi-
tion 5.1.10, there exist ψ(c), θ(c) ∈ R such that φc = ψ(c)φ + θ(c).

We have now constructed functions ψ, θ : (0,∞)→ R such that

φ(cx) = ψ(c)φ(x) + θ(c)

for all c, x ∈ (0,∞). Putting x = 1 and using φ(1) = 0 gives θ = φ, so

φ(cx) = φ(c) + ψ(c)φ(x)
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for all c, x ∈ (0,∞). Since φ is measurable and not constant, the functional
characterization of the q-logarithm (Theorem 1.3.2) implies that φ = A lnq for
some A, q ∈ R with A , 0. Hence Mφ = Mlnq by Proposition 5.1.10. But
Mlnq = M1−q by Example 5.1.11, so Mφ = M1−q, as required. �

We now answer the third and final question: loosely, given a mean on a large
interval whose restriction to every small subinterval is quasiarithmetic, is the
original mean also quasiarithmetic?

The most important means for us are the power means, which are defined on
the unbounded interval (0,∞) or [0,∞). However, some results on means are
most easily proved on closed bounded intervals. The following lemma allows
us to leverage results on closed bounded intervals to prove results on arbitrary
intervals. It states that whether a mean on an arbitrary interval is quasiarithme-
tic is entirely determined by its behaviour on closed bounded subintervals.

Our lemma concerns unweighted means. We will use the abbreviated nota-
tion

Mφ(x) = Mφ(un, x) (5.2)

for unweighted quasiarithmetic means, and we will say that a sequence of func-
tions

(
M : In → I

)
n≥1 on a real interval I is a quasiarithmetic mean if there

exist an interval J and a homeomorphism φ : I → J such that M is the un-
weighted quasiarithmetic mean Mφ generated by φ.

Lemma 5.1.13 Let I be a real interval and let (M : In → I)n≥1 be a sequence
of functions. Suppose that M restricts to a quasiarithmetic mean on each non-
trivial closed bounded subinterval of I. Then M is a quasiarithmetic mean.

Proof If I is trivial then so is the result. Otherwise, we can write I as the
union of an infinite nested sequence I1 ⊆ I2 ⊆ · · · of nontrivial closed bounded
subintervals. By hypothesis, M : In → I restricts to a function M|Ir : In

r →

Ir for each n, r ≥ 1, and the sequence of functions (M|Ir : In
r → Ir)n≥1 is a

quasiarithmetic mean for each r ≥ 1.
We will construct, inductively, a nested sequence J1 ⊆ J2 ⊆ · · · of real

intervals and a sequence of homeomorphisms φr : Ir → Jr, each satisfying
Mφr = M|Ir and each extending the last:

I1
� � //

φ1

��

I2
� � //

φ2

��

· · ·

J1
� � // J2

� � // · · ·



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

5.1 Quasiarithmetic means 141

Ir

φr

''

θ′r+1

��

� � // Ir+1

φr+1

ww

θr+1

��
θr+1Ir

� � //

α′r+1

��

Lr+1

αr+1

��
Jr
� � // Jr+1

Figure 5.1 The inductive step in the proof of Lemma 5.1.13. The vertical and
curved arrows are all homeomorphisms.

For the first step, since M|I1 is a quasiarithmetic mean, we can choose an
interval J1 and a homeomorphism φ1 : I1 → J1 such that Mφ1 = M|I1 .

Now suppose inductively that Jr and φr have been defined for some r ≥ 1,
in such a way that Mφr = M|Ir . Since M|Ir+1 is a quasiarithmetic mean, we can
choose a real interval Lr+1 and a homeomorphism θr+1 : Ir+1 → Lr+1 such that
Mθr+1 = M|Ir+1 . Then θr+1 restricts to a homeomorphism of intervals θ′r+1 : Ir →

θr+1Ir, giving the top square of the commutative diagram in Figure 5.1.
To construct the bottom square, we need to define α′r+1, Jr+1, and αr+1. Put

α′r+1 = φr ◦ θ
′−1
r+1, which is a homeomorphism. We have Mθr+1 = M|Ir+1 by

definition of θr+1, so

Mθ′r+1
= M|Ir = Mφr .

Hence by Proposition 5.1.10, α′r+1 is affine. By Lemma 5.1.9, the affine injec-
tion α′r+1 on θr+1Ir extends uniquely to an affine injection defined on the larger
interval Lr+1. Writing Jr+1 for the image of this extended function (which is an
interval), this gives an affine homeomorphism αr+1 : Lr+1 → Jr+1 making the
bottom square of Figure 5.1 commute.

Put φr+1 = αr+1 ◦ θr+1. Then φr+1 is a homeomorphism since αr+1 and θr+1

are. Moreover, Mφr+1 = Mθr+1 since αr+1 is affine. But Mθr+1 = M|Ir+1 , so Mφr+1 =

M|Ir+1 , completing the inductive construction.
Finally, let J be the interval

⋃∞
r=1 Jr and let φ : I → J be the unique function

extending all of the functions φr : Ir → Jr. Then φ is a homeomorphism since
every φr is. Moreover, given x ∈ In, we have x ∈ In

r for some r ≥ 1, so

Mφ(x) = Mφr (x) = M|Ir (x) = M(x),

where the middle equation is by construction of φr and the others are immedi-
ate from the definitions. Hence M = Mφ and M is a quasiarithmetic mean. �
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Remark 5.1.14 Kolmogorov found an early characterization theorem for
quasiarithmetic means on real intervals [190, 192]. He proved it for closed
bounded intervals, and asserted that his argument could be extended to closed
unbounded intervals with ‘only a minor modification’ ([192], p. 144). In
fact, it can be extended to all intervals. Later authors used results similar to
Lemma 5.1.13 to prove this and similar statements. For example, the argument
above is an expansion of the argument on p. 291 of Aczél [2], and of part of
the proof of Theorem 4.10 of Grabisch, Marichal, Mesiar and Pap [124].

5.2 Unweighted means

In the next three sections, we focus exclusively on means that are unweighted,
that is, weighted by the uniform distribution un. Certainly this is a natural spe-
cial case. But the real reason for this focus is that the results established will
help us to prove theorems on weighted means (Section 5.5), which in turn will
be used to prove unique characterizations of measures of value (Section 7.3)
and measures of diversity (Section 7.4).

The pattern of argument in this chapter is broadly similar to that in the proof
of Faddeev’s theorem (Section 2.5). There, given a hypothetical entropy mea-
sure I satisfying some axioms, most of the work went into analysing the se-
quence

(
I(un)

)
n≥1, which then made it relatively easy to find I(p) for distri-

butions p with rational coordinates, and, in turn, for all p. Here, we spend
considerable time proving results on unweighted means M(un,−). This done,
we will quickly be able to deduce results on weighted means M(p,−), first for
rational p and then for all p.

For simplicity, we adopt the abbreviated notation

Mt(x) = Mt(un, x)

(t ∈ [−∞,∞], x ∈ [0,∞)n) for unweighted power means, as well as using the
notation Mφ(x) as in equation (5.2).

Let (M : In → I)n≥1 be a sequence of functions, where I is either (0,∞) or
[0,∞). Over the next three sections, we answer the question:

What conditions on M guarantee that it is one of the unweighted power
means Mt?

The question can be interpreted in several ways, depending on whether I is
(0,∞) or [0,∞), and also on whether we want to restrict the order t of the
power mean to be positive, finite, etc.

We now list some of the conditions on M that might reasonably be imposed.
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For many of them, we have already considered similar conditions for weighted
means (Section 4.2). For Definitions 5.2.1–5.2.13, let I be a real interval and
let (M : In → I)n≥1 be a sequence of functions.

Definition 5.2.1 M is symmetric if M(x) = M(xσ) for all n ≥ 1, x ∈ In, and
permutations σ of {1, . . . , n}.

Examples 5.2.2 All quasiarithmetic means are symmetric. So too are all the
power means Mt, including M∞ and M−∞ (which are not quasiarithmetic).

Definition 5.2.3 M is consistent (or idempotent) if

M(x, . . . , x︸  ︷︷  ︸
n

) = x

for all n ≥ 1 and x ∈ I.

Example 5.2.4 All quasiarithmetic and power means are consistent.

Definition 5.2.5 M is increasing if for all n ≥ 1 and x, y ∈ In,

x ≤ y =⇒ M(x) ≤ M(y).

It is strictly increasing if for all n ≥ 1 and x, y ∈ In,

x ≤ y , x =⇒ M(x) < M(y).

Example 5.2.6 All quasiarithmetic means are strictly increasing.

Examples 5.2.7 Given a sequence of functions (M : ∆n × In → I)n≥1, if
M is increasing or strictly increasing in the sense of Definition 4.2.18 then(
M(un,−) : In → I

)
n≥1 is increasing or strictly increasing in the sense above.

In particular, Lemma 4.2.19 implies that:

i. the unweighted power means Mt of all orders t ∈ [−∞,∞] on [0,∞) are
increasing;

ii. the unweighted power means Mt of finite orders t ∈ (−∞,∞) on (0,∞) are
strictly increasing;

iii. the unweighted power means Mt of finite positive orders t ∈ (0,∞) on [0,∞)
are strictly increasing.

Examples 5.2.8 i. The power means M∞ = max and M−∞ = min are in-
creasing but not strictly so, assuming that the interval I is nontrivial. (The
counterexample of Remark 4.2.20 is easily adapted to I.) Hence M±∞ are
not quasiarithmetic means.
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ii. The power means Mt of order t ∈ [−∞, 0] are not strictly increasing on
[0,∞) (again, as in Remark 4.2.20). So they are not quasiarithmetic on
[0,∞), even though they are quasiarithmetic on (0,∞).

Definition 5.2.9 M is decomposable if for all n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1 and xi
j ∈ I,

M
(
x1

1, . . . , x
1
k1
, . . . , xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

)
= M(a1, . . . , a1︸     ︷︷     ︸

k1

, . . . , an, . . . , an︸     ︷︷     ︸
kn

),

where ai = M
(
xi

1, . . . , x
i
ki

)
for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

We adopt the shorthand

r ∗ x = x, . . . , x︸  ︷︷  ︸
r

(5.3)

whenever r ≥ 1 and x ∈ R. Thus, the decomposability equation becomes

M
(
x1

1, . . . , x
1
k1
, . . . , xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

)
= M(k1 ∗ a1, . . . , kn ∗ an).

Decomposability is an unweighted analogue of the chain rule for weighted
means (Definition 4.2.23), as the following examples show.

Examples 5.2.10 i. For each t ∈ [−∞,∞], the power mean Mt is decom-
posable. This can of course be shown by direct calculation, but instead we
prove it using earlier results on weighted power means.

Take xi
j and ai as in Definition 5.2.9. Write

k = k1 + · · · + kn, p = (k1/k, . . . , kn/k) ∈ ∆n.

Then

p ◦ (uk1 , . . . ,ukn ) = uk,

so

Mt(x1
1, . . . , x

1
k1
, . . . , xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

)

= Mt
(
p ◦ (uk1 , . . . ,ukn ),

(
x1

1, . . . , x
1
k1

)
⊕ · · · ⊕

(
xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

))
= Mt

(
p, (a1, . . . , an)

)
,

by the chain rule for power means (Proposition 4.2.24). On the other hand,

Mt(k1 ∗ a1, . . . , kn ∗ an)

= Mt
(
p ◦ (uk1 , . . . ,ukn ), (k1 ∗ a1) ⊕ · · · ⊕ (kn ∗ an)

)
= Mt

(
p,

(
Mt(uk1 , k1 ∗ a1), . . . ,Mt(ukn , kn ∗ an)

))
= Mt

(
p, (a1, . . . , an)

)
,

by the chain rule again and consistency of Mt. Hence Mt is decomposable.
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ii. In particular, M1 is decomposable, from which it follows that all quasi-
arithmetic means are decomposable.

Remark 5.2.11 In the literature, decomposability is often stated in the asym-
metric form

M(x1, . . . , xk, y1, . . . , y`) = M(k ∗ a, y1, . . . , y`)

(k, ` ≥ 1, xi, y j ∈ I), where a = M(x1, . . . , xk). (This was the form used by
both Kolmogorov [190, 192] and Nagumo [257], for instance.) Under the mild
assumptions that M is symmetric and consistent, this is equivalent to the defi-
nition above, by a straightforward induction.

Definition 5.2.12 M is modular if for all

x1
1, . . . , x

1
k1
, . . . , xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn
∈ I, y1

1, . . . , y
1
k1
, . . . , yn

1, . . . , y
n
kn
∈ I

such that

M
(
xi

1, . . . , x
i
ki

)
= M

(
yi

1, . . . , y
i
ki

)
for each i, we have

M
(
x1

1, . . . , x
1
k1
, . . . , xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

)
= M

(
y1

1, . . . , y
1
k1
, . . . , yn

1, . . . , y
n
kn

)
.

In other words, M is modular if

M
(
x1

1, . . . , x
1
k1
, . . . , xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

)
is determined by k1, . . . , kn and

M
(
x1

1, . . . , x
n
1
)
, . . . , M

(
xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

)
.

Evidently this is true if M is decomposable.

Definition 5.2.13 Suppose that I is closed under multiplication. Then M is
homogeneous if

M(cx) = cM(x)

for all n ≥ 1, c ∈ I, and x ∈ In.

Examples 5.2.14 All the power means are homogeneous. But other quasi-
arithmetic means are not, as Theorem 5.1.12 shows.

It has already been mentioned that an important early result in the the-
ory of means was proved by Kolmogorov and Nagumo, independently in
1930 [190, 257]. What they showed was that any continuous, symmetric, con-
sistent, strictly increasing, decomposable sequence of functions (M : In →

I)n≥1 on a real interval I is a quasiarithmetic mean.
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One of the purposes of this book is to prove characterization theorems for
diversity measures. The measures that we characterize are closely related to
the power means Mt, where t ∈ [−∞,∞]. In particular, we want to include
M±∞. Since Kolmogorov and Nagumo’s theorem insists on a strictly increasing
mean, it is inadequate for our purpose. So, we follow a different path.

There is another difference between the results below and those of Kol-
mogorov and Nagumo. Our focus on power means makes it natural to impose a
homogeneity condition (in the light of Theorem 5.1.12). It turns out that when
homogeneity is assumed, the continuity condition in the Kolmogorov–Nagumo
theorem can be dropped.

In Section 5.3, we will characterize the power means of finite orders t ∈
(−∞,∞). We will use this result in Section 5.4 to achieve our goal of charac-
terizing the power means of all orders t ∈ [−∞,∞]. Our first steps are the same
as the first steps of Kolmogorov’s proof, and most of the lemmas in the re-
mainder of this section can be found in his paper [190] (translated into English
as [192]).

Our first lemma concerns repetition of terms.

Lemma 5.2.15 Let I be an interval and let (M : In → I)n≥1 be a symmetric,
consistent, decomposable sequence of functions. Then

M(r ∗ x1, . . . , r ∗ xn) = M(x1, . . . , xn) (5.4)

for all r, n ≥ 1 and x1, . . . , xn ∈ I.

Proof Write a = M(x1, . . . , xn). By symmetry, the left-hand side of equa-
tion (5.4) is equal to

M(x1, . . . , xn, . . . , x1, . . . , xn),

with rn terms in total. By decomposability, this is equal to M(rn ∗ a), which by
consistency is equal to a. �

The next group of lemmas begins to answer the question: given a quasi-
arithmetic mean M on an interval I, how can we construct from M a home-
omorphism φ such that M = Mφ? Proposition 5.1.10 tells us that there are
many homeomorphisms with this property. But it also tells us that if I is of
the form [a, b] for some real a < b, then there is a unique homeomorphism
φ : [a, b] → [0, 1] such that φ(a) = 0, φ(b) = 1, and M = Mφ. The function ψ
constructed in the next lemma will turn out to be the inverse of φ, restricted to
the rationals.

Lemma 5.2.16 Let a, b ∈ R with a < b. Let
(
M : [a, b]n → [a, b]

)
n≥1 be a

symmetric, consistent, decomposable sequence of functions.
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i. There is a unique function

ψ : [0, 1] ∩ Q→ [a, b]

satisfying

ψ(r/s) = M
(
(s − r) ∗ a, r ∗ b

)
for all integers 0 ≤ r ≤ s with s ≥ 1.

ii. ψ(0) = a and ψ(1) = b.

iii. For all n ≥ 1 and q1, . . . , qn ∈ [0, 1] ∩ Q,

M
(
ψ(q1), . . . , ψ(qn)

)
= ψ

(
1
n

n∑
i=1

qi

)
.

iv. If M is increasing then so is ψ, and if M is strictly increasing then so is ψ.

Proof For (i), uniqueness is immediate. To prove existence, we must show that
different representations r/s of the same rational number give the same value
of M((s − r) ∗ a, r ∗ b). Suppose that r/s = r′/s′. Then s′r = sr′, so using
Lemma 5.2.15 twice,

M
(
(s − r) ∗ a, r ∗ b

)
= M

(
s′(s − r) ∗ a, s′r ∗ b

)
= M

(
s(s′ − r′) ∗ a, sr′ ∗ b

)
= M

(
(s′ − r′) ∗ a, r′ ∗ b

)
.

This proves (i), and (ii) follows from the formula for ψ and consistency.
For (iii), express q1, . . . , qn as fractions over a common denominator, say

qi = ri/s. Then

M
(
ψ(q1), . . . , ψ(qn)

)
= M

(
s ∗ ψ(q1), . . . , s ∗ ψ(qn)

)
(5.5)

= M
(
(s − r1) ∗ a, r1 ∗ b, . . . , (s − rn) ∗ a, rn ∗ b

)
(5.6)

= M
(
(ns − r1 − · · · − rn) ∗ a, (r1 + · · · + rn) ∗ b

)
(5.7)

= ψ
( r1 + · · · + rn

ns

)
= ψ

(
1
n

n∑
i=1

qi

)
,

where equation (5.5) uses Lemma 5.2.15, equation (5.6) follows from decom-
posability and the definition of ψ, and equation (5.7) is by symmetry.

For (iv), let q, q′ ∈ [0, 1]∩Qwith q < q′. We may write q = r/s and q′ = r′/s
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for some integers 0 ≤ r < r′ ≤ s with s ≥ 1. Assuming that M is increasing,

M(q) = M
(
(s − r) ∗ a, r ∗ b

)
= M

(
(s − r′) ∗ a, (r′ − r) ∗ a, r ∗ b

)
≤ M

(
(s − r′) ∗ a, (r′ − r) ∗ b, r ∗ b

)
(5.8)

= M
(
(s − r′) ∗ a, r′ ∗ b

)
= M(q′),

with strict inequality in (5.8) if M is strictly increasing. �

We will chiefly be working with decomposable, homogeneous means on
(0,∞). Such a mean is automatically consistent:

Lemma 5.2.17 Let
(
M : (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a decomposable, homoge-

neous sequence of functions. Then M is consistent.

Proof For k ≥ 1, write ak = M(k∗1). By decomposability, ak = M(k∗ak). (This
follows from Definition 5.2.9 by taking n = 1, k1 = k, and x1

1 = · · · = x1
k = 1.)

Hence by homogeneity, ak = ak M(k ∗ 1) = a2
k , giving ak ∈ {0, 1}. But M takes

values in (0,∞), so ak = 1. Thus, for all x ∈ (0,∞)k,

M(k ∗ x) = xak = x

by homogeneity again. �

We will deduce that any symmetric such mean is multiplicative, in the fol-
lowing sense.

Definition 5.2.18 Let I be a real interval closed under multiplication. A se-
quence of functions (M : In → I)n≥1 is multiplicative if

M(x ⊗ y) = M(x)M(y)

for all n,m ≥ 1, x ∈ In, and y ∈ Im.

For instance, if a weighted mean is multiplicative in the sense of Defini-
tion 4.2.27 then its unweighted part

(
M(un,−)

)
n≥1 is multiplicative in the sense

just defined.

Lemma 5.2.19 Let
(
M : (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a symmetric, decomposable,

homogeneous sequence of functions. Then M is multiplicative.

Proof By Lemma 5.2.17, M is consistent. Let x ∈ (0,∞)n and y ∈ (0,∞)m.
Writing

bi = M(xiy1, . . . , xiym),
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we have

M(x ⊗ y) = M(m ∗ b1, . . . ,m ∗ bn) = M(b1, . . . , bn), (5.9)

by decomposability and Lemma 5.2.15 respectively. But by homogeneity,
bi = xiM(y). Substituting this into (5.9) and using homogeneity again gives
the result. �

Lemmas 5.2.15–5.2.19 are largely taken from Kolmogorov [190, 192], who,
assuming that M is continuous, went on to prove that the function ψ of
Lemma 5.2.16 extends to a continuous function on [0, 1]. But this is where
his path and ours diverge.

5.3 Strictly increasing homogeneous means

Here we prove two theorems on strictly increasing, symmetric, decomposable,
homogeneous, unweighted means (Table 5.1). First we show that on (0,∞),
such means are exactly the power means of finite order. From this we deduce
that on [0,∞), the means with these properties are exactly the power means of
finite positive order.

To show that any sequence of functions
(
M : (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 with suit-

able properties is a power mean of finite order, the main challenge is to show
that M is quasiarithmetic. We do this by showing that the restriction of M to
each closed bounded subinterval K ⊂ (0,∞) is quasiarithmetic, then invoking
Lemma 5.1.13. An important part of the proof that M|K is quasiarithmetic will
be to take the map

ψ : [0, 1] ∩ Q→ K

provided by Lemma 5.2.16 and extend it to a map [0, 1]→ K. For this, we use
a lemma of real analysis that has nothing intrinsically to do with means.

Lemma 5.3.1 Let ψ : [0, 1]∩Q→ R be a strictly increasing function. Suppose
that for all z ∈ [0, 1),

sup{ψ(p) : rational p ≤ z} = inf{ψ(q) : rational q > z}, (5.10)

and for all z ∈ (0, 1],

sup{ψ(p) : rational p < z} = inf{ψ(q) : rational q ≥ z}. (5.11)

Then ψ extends uniquely to a continuous function [0, 1]→ R, and this extended
function is strictly increasing.
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Equations (5.10) and (5.11) can be understood as follows. Taken over ratio-
nal z, they together state that the function ψ : [0, 1] ∩ Q → R is continuous.
When z is irrational, both (5.10) and (5.11) reduce to the equation

sup{ψ(p) : rational p < z} = inf{ψ(q) : rational q > z},

which states that ψ has no jump discontinuity at z. Thus, the result is that any
continuous, strictly increasing function on [0, 1] ∩ Q extends to a function on
[0, 1] with the same properties, as long as the original function has no jump
discontinuities.

Proof Uniqueness is immediate. For existence, first note that

sup{ψ(p) : rational p ≤ z} = inf{ψ(q) : rational q ≥ z} (5.12)

for all z ∈ [0, 1]. Indeed, if z ∈ Q then both sides are equal to ψ(z) (since ψ
is increasing), and if z < Q then (5.12) is equivalent to both (5.10) and (5.11).
Define a function ψ : [0, 1]→ R by taking ψ(z) to be either side of (5.12). Then
ψ|Q = ψ.

To see that ψ is strictly increasing, let z, z′ ∈ [0, 1] with z < z′. We can
choose rational q and p such that z ≤ q < p ≤ z′. Then by definition of ψ and
the fact that ψ is strictly increasing,

ψ(z) ≤ ψ(q) < ψ(p) ≤ ψ(z′),

as required.
Finally, we show that ψ is continuous. Since ψ is increasing, it suffices to

show that for all z ∈ [0, 1),

ψ(z) = inf
{
ψ(w) : w > z

}
,

and for all z ∈ (0, 1],

ψ(z) = sup
{
ψ(w) : w < z

}
.

We prove just the first of these equations, the second being similar. Let z ∈
[0, 1). Then

inf
{
ψ(w) : w > z

}
= inf

{
inf{ψ(q) : rational q ≥ w} : w > z

}
(5.13)

= inf
⋃
w>z

{ψ(q) : rational q ≥ w}

= inf{ψ(q) : rational q > z}

= inf{ψ(q) : rational q ≥ z} (5.14)

= ψ(z), (5.15)
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(0,∞)n M // (0,∞)

Kn
?�

OO

M|K //

φn

��

K
?�

OO

φ

��
[0, 1]n

ψn

ZZ

M1

// [0, 1]

ψ

ZZ

[0, 1] ∩ Q? _oo

ψ
nn

Figure 5.2 Maps involved in the proof of Theorem 5.3.2.

where (5.13) and (5.15) are by definition of ψ, and (5.14) follows from (5.10)
and (5.12). �

We now prove our characterization theorem for strictly increasing un-
weighted means on (0,∞) (Figure 5.2).

Theorem 5.3.2 Let
(
M : (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions. The

following are equivalent:

i. M is symmetric, strictly increasing, decomposable, and homogeneous;
ii. M = Mt for some t ∈ (−∞,∞).

Proof (ii) implies (i) by Examples 5.2.2, 5.2.7(ii), 5.2.10(i), and 5.2.14.
Now assume (i). The main part of the proof is to show that M restricts to

a quasiarithmetic mean on each nontrivial closed bounded subinterval K ⊂
(0,∞). Let K be such an interval.

First note that for each n ≥ 1, the function M : (0,∞)n → (0,∞) restricts
to a function M|K : Kn → K. Indeed, M is consistent by Lemma 5.2.17, and
increasing, so for all x1, . . . , xn ∈ K,

min{x1, . . . , xn} ≤ M(x1, . . . , xn) ≤ max{x1, . . . , xn},

giving M(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ K.
Next we show that the sequence of functions (M|K : Kn → K)n≥1 is a quasi-

arithmetic mean. This sequence is symmetric, consistent, strictly increasing
and decomposable, since M is. Let ψ : [0, 1] ∩ Q → K be the function defined
in Lemma 5.2.16. We will extend ψ to a continuous function [0, 1]→ K using
Lemma 5.3.1. For this, we have to verify the hypotheses of that lemma: that ψ
is strictly increasing (which is immediate from Lemma 5.2.16(iv)) and that ψ
satisfies equations (5.10) and (5.11). We prove only (5.10), the proof of (5.11)
being similar.
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Let z ∈ [0, 1). Put

u = sup{ψ(p) : rational p ≤ z}, v = inf{ψ(q) : rational q > z}.

We have to show that u = v. Since ψ is increasing, u ≤ v. It remains to show
that u ≥ v.

Let C > 1. We have v ∈ K ⊂ (0,∞), so v > 0, giving Cv > v. By definition
of v, we can therefore choose a rational q ∈ (z, 1] such that ψ(q) ≤ Cv. We can
then choose a rational p ∈ [0, z] such that 1

2 (p + q) > z. By definition of u, we
have ψ(p) ≤ u ≤ Cu. Now

CM(u, v) = M(Cu,Cv) (5.16)

≥ M(ψ(p), ψ(q)) (5.17)

= ψ
( 1

2 (p + q)
)

(5.18)

≥ v, (5.19)

where (5.16) is by homogeneity, (5.17) is because M is increasing, (5.18) fol-
lows from Lemma 5.2.16(iii), and (5.19) is because 1

2 (p+q) ∈ (z, 1]∩Q. Hence
CM(u, v) ≥ v for all C > 1, giving M(u, v) ≥ v. But then

v = M(v, v) ≥ M(u, v) ≥ v

(using consistency), so M(v, v) = M(u, v). Since M is strictly increasing, this
forces u = v, proving equation (5.10) in Lemma 5.3.1.

We have now shown that the function ψ : [0, 1] ∩ Q → K satisfies the hy-
potheses of Lemma 5.3.1. By that lemma, ψ extends uniquely to a continuous,
strictly increasing function [0, 1] → K, which we also denote by ψ. The ex-
tended function ψ is endpoint-preserving by Lemma 5.2.16(ii), and is therefore
a homeomorphism. Let φ : K → [0, 1] be its inverse.

We will prove that M|K = Mφ, or equivalently that

M
(
ψ(z1), . . . , ψ(zn)

)
= ψ

( 1
n (z1 + · · · + zn)

)
(5.20)

(zi ∈ [0, 1]). Indeed, for all z1, . . . , zn ∈ [0, 1],

M
(
ψ(z1), . . . , ψ(zn)

)
≥ sup

{
M

(
ψ(q1), . . . , ψ(qn)

)
: rational qi ≤ zi

}
(5.21)

= sup
{
ψ
( 1

n (q1 + · · · + qn)
)

: rational qi ≤ zi

}
(5.22)

= ψ
(
sup

{
1
n (q1 + · · · + qn) : rational qi ≤ zi

})
(5.23)

= ψ
( 1

n (z1 + · · · + zn)
)
, (5.24)

where (5.21) holds because M and ψ are increasing, (5.22) follows from
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Lemma 5.2.16(iii), equation (5.23) is a consequence of ψ : [0, 1] → K being a
strictly increasing bijection, and (5.24) is elementary. So

M
(
ψ(z1), . . . , ψ(zn)

)
≥ ψ

( 1
n (z1 + · · · + zn)

)
.

The same argument with the inequalities reversed and the suprema changed to
infima proves the opposite inequality, and equation (5.20) follows. So M|K =

Mφ, as claimed.
We have now shown that M restricts to a quasiarithmetic mean on each

nontrivial closed bounded subinterval of (0,∞). Hence by Lemma 5.1.13, M
itself is a quasiarithmetic mean. But M is homogeneous, so Theorem 5.1.12
now implies that M = Mt for some t ∈ (−∞,∞). �

From this theorem about means on (0,∞), we deduce a theorem about means
on [0,∞).

Theorem 5.3.3 Let
(
M : [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions. The

following are equivalent:

i. M is symmetric, strictly increasing, decomposable, and homogeneous;
ii. M = Mt for some t ∈ (0,∞).

Proof Certainly (ii) implies (i), by Examples 5.2.2–5.2.14. Now assume (i). If
0 , x ∈ [0,∞)n then M(x) > M(0) ≥ 0, so M(x) > 0. Hence M restricts to a
sequence of functions

M|(0,∞) : (0,∞)n → (0,∞).

By Theorem 5.3.2, M|(0,∞) = Mt for some t ∈ (−∞,∞).
To show that t > 0, note that

0 < M(1, 0) ≤ inf
δ>0

M(1, δ) = inf
δ>0

Mt(1, δ) = Mt(1, 0),

where in the last step we used the fact that Mt is continuous (Lemma 4.2.5)
and increasing. Hence Mt(1, 0) > 0. But Mt(1, 0) = 0 for all t ∈ [−∞, 0]
(Definition 4.2.1), so t ∈ (0,∞).

We now have to show that the equality M(x) = Mt(x), so far proved to hold
for all x ∈ (0,∞)n, holds for all x ∈ [0,∞)n.

First I claim that

M(1, 0) = Mt(1, 0). (5.25)

To prove this, we evaluate M(2, 1, 0) in two ways. Put a = M(1, 0) > 0. Since
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M is decomposable,

M(2, 1, 0) = M(2, a, a)

= Mt(2, a, a)

=
(

1
3 (2t + 2at)

)1/t
.

On the other hand, M(2, 0) = 2a by homogeneity, so, using decomposability
again,

M(2, 1, 0) = M(1, 2, 0)

= M(1, 2a, 2a)

= Mt(1, 2a, 2a)

=
( 1

3 (1 + 2t+1at)
)1/t

.

Equating these two expressions for M(2, 1, 0) gives a = (1/2)1/t, or equiva-
lently, M(1, 0) = Mt(1, 0), as claimed.

Now we prove that M(x) = Mt(x) for all n ≥ 1 and x ∈ [0,∞)n. By symme-
try, it suffices to prove this when

x = (x1, . . . , xm, k ∗ 0)

for some k,m ≥ 0 and x1, . . . , xm > 0. The proof is by induction on k for all
m simultaneously. We already have the result for k = 0. Suppose now that
k ≥ 1 and the result holds for k − 1. If m = 0 then the result is trivial (by
homogeneity), so suppose that m ≥ 1. We have

M(x1, . . . , xm, k ∗ 0)

= M
(
x1, . . . , xm−1, xm, 0, (k − 1) ∗ 0

)
= M

(
x1, . . . , xm−1, xmM(1, 0), xmM(1, 0), (k − 1) ∗ 0

)
(5.26)

= M
(
x1, . . . , xm−1, xmMt(1, 0), xmMt(1, 0), (k − 1) ∗ 0

)
(5.27)

= Mt
(
x1, . . . , xm−1, xmMt(1, 0), xmMt(1, 0), (k − 1) ∗ 0

)
(5.28)

= Mt
(
x1, . . . , xm−1, xm, 0, (k − 1) ∗ 0

)
(5.29)

= Mt(x1, . . . , xm, k ∗ 0),

where equations (5.26) and (5.29) are by decomposability and homogeneity of
M and Mt, equation (5.27) follows from equation (5.25), and equation (5.28)
is by inductive hypothesis. This completes the proof. �
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5.4 Increasing homogeneous means

The extremal cases M±∞ of the power means are neither strictly increasing
nor quasiarithmetic. Both of these factors put M±∞ outside the ambit of many
characterizations of means. However, we will prove characterization theorems
that include M±∞, mostly so as not to exclude the important Berger–Parker in-
dex D∞ (Example 4.3.5(iv)) from a later characterization theorem for diversity
measures.

We have already characterized the strictly increasing means, so our task now
is to characterize the means M that are increasing but not strictly so. Assuming
symmetry, we have

M(x1, . . . , xm, u) = M(x1, . . . , xm, v)

for some xi, u, v with u , v. Our aim is to deduce from this equation, and
the usual other hypotheses on M, that M is equal to either M∞ = max or
M−∞ = min.

Lemma 5.4.1 Let I be a real interval. Let (M : In → I)n≥1 be a symmetric,
decomposable sequence of functions. Let m ≥ 1 and x1, . . . , xm, u, v ∈ I with

M(x1, . . . , xm, u) = M(x1, . . . , xm, v).

Then

M(x1, . . . , xm, n ∗ u) = M(x1, . . . , xm, n ∗ v)

for all n ≥ 0.

Proof This is trivial for n = 0. Suppose inductively that n ≥ 0 and the result
holds for n. Since M is decomposable, it is modular (Definition 5.2.12). Now

M
(
x1, . . . , xm, (n + 1) ∗ u

)
= M(x1, . . . , xm, n ∗ u, u)

= M(x1, . . . , xm, n ∗ v, u) (5.30)

= M(x1, . . . , xm, u, n ∗ v) (5.31)

= M(x1, . . . , xm, v, n ∗ v) (5.32)

= M
(
x1, . . . , xm, (n + 1) ∗ v

)
,

where (5.30) and (5.32) use modularity and (5.31) is by symmetry. �

We deduce:

Lemma 5.4.2 Let I be an interval and let (M : In → I)n≥1 be a sequence of
functions that is symmetric, consistent, decomposable, and increasing but not
strictly so. Then there exist x, u, v ∈ I such that u , v but M(x, u) = M(x, v).
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Proof By symmetry, there exist n ≥ 0 and x1, . . . , xn, u, v ∈ I such that u , v
and

M(x1, . . . , xn, u) = M(x1, . . . , xn, v).

By consistency, n ≥ 1. Writing x = M(x1, . . . , xn), we have

M(n ∗ x, u) = M(n ∗ x, v)

by decomposability. Now

M(x, u) = M(n ∗ x, n ∗ u) = M(n ∗ x, n ∗ v) = M(x, v),

where the first and last equalities follow from Lemma 5.2.15 and the second
from Lemma 5.4.1. �

Our next lemma contains the main substance of the argument that if M is
increasing but not strictly so, then M = M±∞.

Lemma 5.4.3 Let
(
M : (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a symmetric, increasing, de-

composable, homogeneous sequence of functions. If there exist x ∈ (0,∞) and
distinct u, v ≥ x such that M(x, u) = M(x, v), then there exist a < b in (0,∞)
such that M(a, b) = a.

Proof Take x, u and v as described. We may assume without loss of generality
that u < v and (by homogeneity) that x = 1. We may therefore choose a real
number C > 1 and an integer N ≥ 1 such that u ≤ CN < CN+1 ≤ v. We will
prove that M(1,CN) = 1.

Since M is increasing, the hypothesis that M(1, u) = M(1, v) implies that

M
(
1,CN)

= M
(
1,CN+1).

It follows from Lemma 5.4.1 that

M
(
1, r ∗CN)

= M
(
1, r ∗CN+1)

for all r ≥ 0, then by homogeneity that

M
(
C s, r ∗C s+N)

= M
(
C s, r ∗C s+N+1) (5.33)

for all r, s ≥ 0.
I claim that

M
(
1, r ∗Ck) ≤ CN (5.34)

for all k, r ≥ 0. To prove this, first note that M is consistent, by Lemma 5.2.17.
When k ≤ N, we have Ck ≤ CN , so (5.34) holds because M is consistent and
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increasing. Now let k ≥ N and suppose inductively that (5.34) holds for k, for
all r. Then for all r,

M
(
1, r ∗Ck+1) = M

(
1, 1, 2r ∗Ck+1) (5.35)

≤ M
(
1,Ck−N , 2r ∗Ck+1) (5.36)

= M
(
1,Ck−N , 2r ∗Ck) (5.37)

≤ M
(
1, (2r + 1) ∗Ck) (5.38)

≤ CN , (5.39)

where equation (5.35) follows from Lemma 5.2.15, inequality (5.36) from the
fact that Ck−N ≥ 1, equation (5.37) from (5.33) (with s = k − N) and decom-
posability, inequality (5.38) from the fact that Ck−N ≤ Ck, and inequality (5.39)
from the inductive hypothesis. This completes the induction and the proof of
the claimed inequality (5.34).

It follows from (5.34) that

M
(
1,Ck1 , . . . ,Ckr

)
≤ CN (5.40)

for all r, k1, . . . , kr ≥ 0. Indeed, since M is increasing, the left-hand side
of (5.40) is at most M

(
1, r ∗Cmax ki

)
, which by (5.34) is at most CN .

We finish by using the tensor power trick (Tao [322], Section 1.9). For all
r ≥ 1,

M
(
1,CN)

= M
((

1,CN)⊗r
)1/r

by Lemma 5.2.19. Expanding the tensor power(
1,CN)⊗r

=
(
1,CN)

⊗ · · · ⊗
(
1,CN)

gives

M
(
1,CN)

= M
(
1,

(
r
1

)
∗CN , . . . ,

(
r

r − 1

)
∗C(r−1)N ,CrN

)1/r

≤ CN/r

for all r ≥ 1, by symmetry of M and inequality (5.40). Letting r → ∞, this
proves that M(1,CN) ≤ 1. But also

M
(
1,CN)

≥ M(1, 1) = 1,

since M is increasing and consistent. Hence M(1,CN) = 1 with CN > 1, com-
pleting the proof. �

The lemma just proved states that under certain hypotheses, M(a, b) =

min{a, b} for some distinct numbers a and b. The next lemma tells us that in that
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case, M(a, b) = min{a, b} for all a and b. Better still, M(x1, . . . , xn) = min xi

for all n ≥ 1 and all xi.

Lemma 5.4.4 Let
(
M : (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a symmetric, increasing, de-

composable, homogeneous sequence of functions. If M(a, b) = a for some
0 < a < b then M = M−∞.

Proof By homogeneity, we may assume that a = 1, so that b > 1 with
M(1, b) = 1.

First I claim that M(1, br) = 1 for all r ≥ 0. By Lemma 5.2.17, M is con-
sistent, which gives the case r = 0. Now suppose inductively that r ≥ 1 with
M(1, br−1) = 1. By Lemma 5.2.15 and the fact that M is increasing,

M(1, br) = M(1, 1, br, br) ≤ M(1, b, br, br). (5.41)

By inductive hypothesis and homogeneity, M(b, br) = b. Hence, using decom-
posability twice,

M(1, b, br, br) = M(1, b, b, br) = M(1, b, b, b). (5.42)

But M(1, b) = 1 = M(1, 1) by hypothesis and consistency, so by Lemma 5.4.1,

M(1, b, b, b) = M(1, 1, 1, 1) = 1. (5.43)

Putting together (5.41), (5.42) and (5.43) gives M(1, br) ≤ 1. But also
M(1, br) ≥ M(1, 1) = 1, so M(1, br) = 1, completing the induction and proving
the claim.

Next I claim that

M(x, y) = min{x, y} (5.44)

for all x, y ∈ (0,∞). By homogeneity, it is enough to prove this when x = 1 ≤ y;
then our task is to prove that M(1, y) = 1 for all y ≥ 1. Certainly

M(1, y) ≥ M(1, 1) = 1.

On the other hand, we can choose r ≥ 0 such that y ≤ br, and then

M(1, y) ≤ M(1, br) = 1

by the claim above. Hence M(1, y) = 1, as claimed.
Finally, we prove that

M(x1, . . . , xn) = min{x1, . . . , xn}

for all n ≥ 1 and x ∈ (0,∞)n. By symmetry, we may assume that x1 = mini xi.
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(0,∞)n M //

ρn

��

(0,∞)

ρ

��
(0,∞)n

M
// (0,∞)

Figure 5.3 Commutative diagram showing the relationship between a mean M
and its dual M, where ρ : x 7→ 1/x is the reciprocal map.

Then M(x1, xi) = x1 for all i, by equation (5.44). Hence

M(x1, x2, x3, x4, . . . , xn) = M(x1, x1, x3, x4, . . . , xn)

= M(x1, x1, x1, x4, . . . , xn)

= . . .

= M(x1, x1, x1, x1, . . . , x1)

= x1,

where the first equality follows from decomposability and the fact that
M(x1, x2) = x1, the second from decomposability and the fact that M(x1, x3) =

x1, and so on, while the last equality follows from the consistency of M. �

So far, we have focused on M−∞ = min rather than M∞ = max. Of course,
similar results hold for M∞ by reversing all the inequalities, but the situation is
handled most systematically by the following duality construction (Figure 5.3).
Given a sequence of functions

(
M : (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1, define another such

sequence M by

M(x1, . . . , xn) =
1

M
( 1

x1
, . . . , 1

xn

)
(x1, . . . , xn ∈ (0,∞)). For example, equation (4.11) (p. 105) implies that

Mt = M−t

for all t ∈ [−∞,∞]. Evidently M = M for any M.
We will use without mention the following lemma, whose proof is trivial:

Lemma 5.4.5 Let (M : (0,∞)n → (0,∞))n≥1 be a sequence of functions. Then
M is symmetric, consistent, increasing, strictly increasing, decomposable or
homogeneous (respectively) if and only if M is. �

The next result uses this duality.
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Proposition 5.4.6 Let
(
M : (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions

that is symmetric, decomposable, homogeneous, and increasing but not strictly
so. Then M = M±∞.

Proof By Lemma 5.2.17, M is consistent. By Lemma 5.4.2, we can choose
x, u, v ∈ (0,∞) with u , v but M(x, u) = M(x, v). Without loss of general-
ity, u < v. There are now three cases to consider, and we prove that in each,
M(a, b) ∈ {a, b} for some a < b in (0,∞).

Case 1: x ≤ u < v. By Lemma 5.4.3, M(a, b) = a for some a < b in (0,∞).
Case 2: u < x < v. We have

M(x, v) ≥ M(x, x) = x,

but also

M(x, v) = M(x, u) ≤ M(x, x) = x,

so M(x, v) = x. Putting a = x and b = v gives M(a, b) = a with a < b.
Case 3: u < v ≤ x. Then 1/x ≤ 1/v < 1/u with M(1/x, 1/v) = M(1/x, 1/u).

Hence by Lemma 5.4.3 applied to M, there exist B < A in (0,∞) such that
M(B, A) = B. Putting a = 1/A and b = 1/B gives M(b, a) = b with a < b.

So in all cases, we can choose a < b in (0,∞) such that M(a, b) ∈ {a, b}.
If M(a, b) = a then M = M−∞ by Lemma 5.4.4. Otherwise, M(a, b) = b,
so M(1/a, 1/b) = 1/b with 1/b < 1/a. Applying Lemma 5.4.4 to M gives
M = M−∞, or equivalently, M = M∞. �

This brings us to our third characterization theorem for unweighted power
means, this time including the extremal cases M±∞.

Theorem 5.4.7 Let
(
M : (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions. The

following are equivalent:

i. M is symmetric, increasing, decomposable, and homogeneous;
ii. M = Mt for some t ∈ [−∞,∞].

Proof (ii) implies (i) by Examples 5.2.2–5.2.14. Now assume (i). If M is
strictly increasing then M = Mt for some t ∈ (−∞,∞), by Theorem 5.3.2.
Otherwise, M = M±∞ by Proposition 5.4.6. �

Our fourth and final characterization theorem for unweighted power means
captures all the power means Mt, including M±∞, on the larger interval [0,∞).
It is an easy consequence of Theorem 5.4.7, but comes at the cost of a signifi-
cant extra hypothesis: that for each n ≥ 1, the function M : [0,∞)n → [0,∞) is
continuous.

We need one lemma in preparation:
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Lemma 5.4.8 Let
(
M : [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions, none

of which is identically zero. If M is increasing, decomposable, and homoge-
neous, then M is consistent.

Proof Let n ≥ 1. By the same argument as in Lemma 5.2.17, M(n∗1) ∈ {0, 1}.
Suppose for a contradiction that M(n∗1) = 0. Then by homogeneity, M(n∗x) =

0 for all x ∈ [0,∞). For all x ∈ [0,∞)n,

M(x) ≤ M
(
n ∗max

i
xi
)

= 0

since M is increasing. Hence M : [0,∞)n → [0,∞) is identically zero, contrary
to our hypothesis. Thus, M(n ∗ 1) = 1. It follows by homogeneity that M is
consistent. �

Theorem 5.4.9 Let
(
M : [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions. The

following are equivalent:

i. M is symmetric, increasing, decomposable, homogeneous and continuous,
and none of the functions M : [0,∞)n → [0,∞) is identically zero;

ii. M = Mt for some t ∈ [−∞,∞].

Proof It is straightforward that (ii) implies (i), with the continuity coming
from Lemma 4.2.5. Now assume (i).

By Lemma 5.4.8, M is consistent. Since M is also increasing, M(x) ≥
mini xi > 0 for all x ∈ (0,∞)n. Hence M restricts to a sequence of functions(

M|(0,∞) : (0,∞)n → (0,∞)
)
n≥1.

The functions M|(0,∞) are symmetric, increasing, decomposable and homoge-
neous, so by Theorem 5.4.7, there exists t ∈ [−∞,∞] such that M = Mt on
(0,∞). For each n ≥ 1, the functions

M,Mt : [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

are continuous and are equal on the dense subset (0,∞)n, so they are equal
everywhere. �

Remarks 5.4.10 i. The continuity condition in Theorem 5.4.9 cannot be
dropped. Indeed, take any t ∈ (0,∞] and define a function M : [0,∞)n →

[0,∞) for each n ≥ 1 by

M(x) =

Mt(x) if x ∈ (0,∞)n,

0 otherwise.

Then M satisfies all the conditions of Theorem 5.4.9(i) apart from continu-
ity, and is not a power mean.
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strictly increasing increasing

(0,∞) t ∈ (−∞,∞) t ∈ [−∞,∞]
Theorem 5.5.8 Theorem 5.5.10

[0,∞) t ∈ (0,∞) t ∈ [−∞,∞]
Theorem 5.5.9 Theorem 5.5.11

(also assume continuous in 2nd argument)

Table 5.2 Summary of characterization theorems for symmetric, absence-
invariant, consistent, modular, homogeneous, weighted means. For instance, the
top-left entry indicates that the strictly increasing such means on (0,∞) are ex-
actly the weighted power means Mt of order t ∈ (−∞,∞). Table 5.1 (p. 134) gives
the corresponding results on unweighted means.

ii. The hypothesis that none of the functions M : [0,∞)n → [0,∞) is identi-
cally zero cannot be dropped either. Indeed, take any t ∈ [−∞,∞] and any
integer k ≥ 1, and for x ∈ Rn, define

M(x) =

Mt(x) if n ≤ k,

0 if n > k.

Then M satisfies all the other conditions of Theorem 5.4.9(i), and is not a
power mean.

5.5 Weighted means

So far, this chapter has been directed towards characterization theorems for
unweighted means (Theorems 5.3.2, 5.3.3, 5.4.7 and 5.4.9, summarized in Ta-
ble 5.1). But we can now deduce characterization theorems for weighted means
with comparatively little work.

We do this in three steps. First, we record some elementary implications
between properties that a notion of weighted mean may or may not satisfy, and
between conditions on weighted and unweighted means. Second, we create a
method for converting characterization theorems for unweighted means into
characterization theorems for weighted means. Third, we apply that method to
the theorems just mentioned. This produces four theorems for weighted means,
summarized in Table 5.2.

The elementary implications (Lemmas 5.5.1–5.5.4) are shown in Figure 5.4.
In these lemmas, I denotes a real interval and M denotes a sequence of func-
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chain rule

repetition

increasing

transfer

symmetry

approximation

modularity

consistency

trivial

5.5.1

5.5.2

5.5.3

5.5.4

Figure 5.4 Implications between properties of weighted means (Lemmas 5.5.1–
5.5.4). The labels on the arrows indicate lemma numbers.

tions (M : ∆n × In → I)n≥1. The properties of means mentioned there were all
defined in Section 4.2 (apart from transfer and approximation, defined below)
and are summarized in Appendix B.

Plainly the chain rule implies modularity. There is also a kind of converse:

Lemma 5.5.1 If M is consistent and modular then M satisfies the chain rule.

Proof Let w ∈ ∆n, let p1 ∈ ∆k1 , . . . ,pn ∈ ∆kn , and let x1 ∈ Ik1 , . . . , xn ∈ Ikn ,
where n, ki ≥ 1 are integers. Write ai = M(pi, xi). By consistency,

M(pi, xi) = ai = M
(
u1, (ai)

)
for each i. Hence by modularity,

M
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn) = M

(
w ◦ (u1, . . . ,u1), (a1) ⊕ · · · ⊕ (an)

)
.

But the right-hand side is M
(
w, (a1, . . . , an)

)
, so the result is proved. �

Lemma 5.5.2 If M is consistent and satisfies the chain rule then M has the
repetition property.

Proof Let p ∈ ∆n and x ∈ In; suppose that xi = xi+1 for some i < n. We must
prove that

M(p, x) = M
(
(p1, . . . , pi−1, pi + pi+1, pi+2, . . . , pn),

(x1, . . . , xi−1, xi, xi+2, . . . , xn)
)
.

For ease of notation, let us assume that i = n − 1. (The general case is similar.)
By Lemma 2.1.9,

p = (p1, . . . , pn−2, pn−1 + pn) ◦ (u1, . . . ,u1, r)

for some r ∈ ∆2. Then

M(p, x) = M
(
(p1, . . . , pn−2, pn−1 + pn) ◦ (u1, . . . ,u1, r),

(x1) ⊕ · · · ⊕ (xn−2) ⊕ (xn−1, xn−1)
)
,
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so by the chain rule and consistency,

M(p, x) = M
(
(p1, . . . , pn−2, pn−1 + pn),(
M(u1, (x1)), . . . ,M(u1, (xn−2)),M(r, (xn−1, xn−1))

))
= M

(
(p1, . . . , pn−2, pn−1 + pn), (x1, . . . , xn−2, xn−1)

)
,

as required. �

Lemma 5.5.3 If M has the repetition property and is increasing, then M also
has the transfer property:

M(p, x) ≤ M
(
(p1, . . . , pi−1, pi − δ, pi+1 + δ, pi+2, . . . , pn), x

)
whenever 1 ≤ i < n, p ∈ ∆n, x ∈ In with xi ≤ xi+1, and 0 ≤ δ ≤ pi.

The transfer property states that a weighted mean increases when weight is
transferred from a smaller argument to a larger one.

Proof As in the last proof, we may harmlessly assume that i = n− 1. We have

M(p, x) = M
(
(p1, . . . , pn−2, pn−1 − δ, δ, pn), (x1, . . . , xn−2, xn−1, xn−1, xn)

)
(5.45)

≤ M
(
(p1, . . . , pn−2, pn−1 − δ, δ, pn), (x1, . . . , xn−2, xn−1, xn, xn)

)
(5.46)

= M
(
(p1, . . . , pn−2, pn−1 − δ, pn + δ), x

)
, (5.47)

where (5.45) and (5.47) hold by repetition and (5.46) holds because M is in-
creasing. �

Lemma 5.5.4 Suppose that M is symmetric and has the transfer property.
Then M also has the following approximation property: for all p ∈ ∆n, x ∈ In

and δ > 0, there exist p−,p+ ∈ ∆n such that all the coordinates of p− and p+

are rational,

max
i
|p−i − pi| < δ, max

i
|p+

i − pi| < δ,

and

M(p−, x) ≤ M(p, x) ≤ M(p+, x).

Proof We just prove the existence of such a p+, the argument for p− being
similar. By symmetry, we may assume that x1 ≤ · · · ≤ xn.

Choose δ1 ∈ [0, δ) with 0 ≤ p1 − δ ∈ Q. By the transfer property,

M(p, x) ≤ M
(
(p1 − δ1, p2 + δ1, p3, . . . , pn), x

)
.
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Next, choose δ2 ∈ [0, δ) such that 0 ≤ p2 +δ1−δ2 ∈ Q. By the transfer property,

M
(
(p1 − δ1, p2 + δ1, p3, . . . , pn), x

)
≤ M

(
(p1 − δ1, p2 + δ1 − δ2, p3 + δ2, p4, . . . , pn), x

)
.

Continuing in this way, we obtain n − 1 inequalities that together imply that

M(p, x) ≤ M
(
(p1 − δ1, p2 + δ1 − δ2, . . . , pn−1 + δn−2 − δn−1, pn + δn−1), x

)
.

The result follows by taking p+ to be the distribution on the right-hand side. �

Many properties of weighted means M(−,−) imply the corresponding prop-
erty of their unweighted counterparts M(un,−):

Lemma 5.5.5 Let I be an interval and let (M : ∆n × In → I)n≥1 be a sequence
of functions. If M is symmetric, consistent, increasing, or strictly increasing
(respectively), then so is the sequence of functions

(
M(un,−) : In → I

)
n≥1.

Moreover, if I is closed under multiplication and M is homogeneous then so is
(M(un,−))n≥1.

Proof Trivial. �

It was stated on p. 144 that decomposability is an unweighted analogue of
the chain rule. The following lemma supports that claim.

Lemma 5.5.6 Let I be a real interval and let (M : ∆n × In → I)n≥1 be a
sequence of functions that is consistent and satisfies the chain rule. Then(
M(un,−) : In → I

)
n≥1 is decomposable.

Proof Let n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1 and x1 ∈ Ik1 , . . . , xn ∈ Ikn . Write ai = M(uki , xi)
and k =

∑
ki. We must show that

M(uk, x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn) = M
(
uk, (k1 ∗ a1, . . . , kn ∗ an)

)
.

We have

uk = (k1/k, . . . , kn/k) ◦ (uk1 , . . . ,ukn ),

so by the chain rule,

M(uk, x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn) = M
(
(k1/k, . . . , kn/k), (a1, . . . , an)

)
. (5.48)

But by Lemma 5.5.2, M has the repetition property, which implies by induction
that the right-hand side of (5.48) is equal to

M
(
uk, (k1 ∗ a1, . . . , kn ∗ an)

)
.

This completes the proof. �
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We now make a tool for converting theorems on unweighted means into
theorems on weighted means.

Proposition 5.5.7 Let I be a real interval and let(
M,M′ : ∆n × In → I

)
n≥1

be two sequences of functions. Suppose that:

i. both M and M′ have the absence-invariance and repetition properties;
ii. M is symmetric and increasing;

iii. for each x ∈ In, the function M′(−, x) is continuous on the open simplex ∆◦n.

Suppose also that

M(un,−) = M′(un,−) : In → I

for all n ≥ 1. Then M = M′.

Proof First we prove that M(p,−) = M′(p,−) when the coordinates of p are
rational and nonzero. Write

p = (k1/k, . . . , kn/k),

where k1, . . . , kn are positive integers and k =
∑

ki. Let x ∈ In. Then by the
repetition property of M and induction,

M(p, x) = M
(
uk, (k1 ∗ x1, . . . , kn ∗ xn)

)
. (5.49)

The same argument applied to M′ gives

M′(p, x) = M′
(
uk, (k1 ∗ x1, . . . , kn ∗ xn)

)
. (5.50)

But the right-hand sides of (5.49) and (5.50) are equal by hypothesis, so
M(p, x) = M′(p, x).

Now we show by induction on n ≥ 1 that M(p, x) = M′(p, x) for all p ∈ ∆n

and x ∈ In.
For n = 1, we must have p = u1, hence M(p, x) = M′(p, x) by hypothesis.
Let n ≥ 2 and assume the result for n − 1. If pi = 0 for some i then

M(p, x) = M′(p, x) by inductive hypothesis and absence-invariance of M and
M′. Suppose, then, that p ∈ ∆◦n.

Let ε > 0. Since M′(−, x) is continuous at p, we can choose δ ∈ (0,mini pi)
such that for r ∈ ∆◦n,

max
i
|pi − ri| < δ =⇒ |M′(p, x) − M′(r, x)| < ε.
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By Lemma 5.5.3, M has the transfer property, so by Lemma 5.5.4, M also has
the approximation property. Choose p+ as in Lemma 5.5.4; then

|M′(p, x) − M′(p+, x)| < ε. (5.51)

Also, since p ∈ ∆◦n and

max
i
|pi − p+

i | < δ < min
i

pi,

we have p+ ∈ ∆◦n too. Now

M(p, x) ≤ M(p+, x) (5.52)

= M′(p+, x) (5.53)

< M′(p, x) + ε, (5.54)

where inequality (5.52) is one of the defining properties of p+, equation (5.53)
holds because the coordinates of p+ are rational and nonzero (using the first
step of the proof), and inequality (5.54) follows from (5.51). But this holds for
all ε > 0, so

M(p, x) ≤ M′(p, x).

A very similar argument, using the distribution p− of Lemma 5.5.4, proves the
opposite inequality. Hence M(p, x) = M′(p, x), completing the proof. �

We can now simply read off four characterization theorems for weighted
power means. They are summarized in Table 5.2, and are derived from the
four theorems on unweighted means shown in Table 5.1.

Theorem 5.5.8 Let
(
M : ∆n×(0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions.

The following are equivalent:

i. M is symmetric, absence-invariant, consistent, strictly increasing, modular,
and homogeneous;

ii. M = Mt for some t ∈ (−∞,∞).

Proof Part (ii) implies part (i) by the results in Section 4.2. Now assume (i).
The unweighted mean (

M(un,−) : (0,∞)n → (0,∞)
)
n≥1

is symmetric, strictly increasing, decomposable, and homogeneous (using
Lemmas 5.5.1 and 5.5.6 for decomposability). Hence by Theorem 5.3.2, there
is some t ∈ (−∞,∞) such that

M(un,−) = Mt(un,−)
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for all n ≥ 1. By Lemmas 5.5.1 and 5.5.2, M has the repetition property. Hence
by the previously-established properties of Mt, we can apply Proposition 5.5.7
with M′ = Mt, giving M = Mt. �

Theorem 5.5.8 is essentially due to Hardy, Littlewood and Pólya [135].
Some minor details aside, it is the conjunction of their Theorems 84 and 215,
translated out of the language of Stieltjes integrals and into elementary terms.
Section 6.21 of [135] gives details.

Theorem 5.5.9 Let
(
M : ∆n× [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions.

The following are equivalent:

i. M is symmetric, absence-invariant, consistent, strictly increasing, modular,
and homogeneous;

ii. M = Mt for some t ∈ (0,∞).

Proof This follows by exactly the same argument as for the last theorem, but
using Theorem 5.3.3 instead of Theorem 5.3.2. �

Theorem 5.5.10 Let
(
M : ∆n × (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of func-

tions. The following are equivalent:

i. M is symmetric, absence-invariant, consistent, increasing, modular, and
homogeneous;

ii. M = Mt for some t ∈ [−∞,∞].

Proof This follows from Theorem 5.4.7 by the same argument. �

Theorem 5.5.11 Let
(
M : ∆n × [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of func-

tions. The following are equivalent:

i. M is symmetric, absence-invariant, consistent, increasing, modular, homo-
geneous, and continuous in its second argument;

ii. M = Mt for some t ∈ [−∞,∞].

Proof This follows from Theorem 5.4.9 by the same argument again, this time
also noting that by consistency, none of the functions M(un,−) is identically
zero. �

We will use Theorem 5.5.10 to prove an axiomatic characterization of mea-
sures of the value of a community (Section 7.3) and, building on this, to char-
acterize the Hill numbers (Section 7.4).
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6

Species similarity and magnitude

Alfred Russel Wallace, who in parallel with Charles Darwin discovered what
we now call the theory of evolution, spent much of the 1850s travelling in
tropical south-east Asia and South America. On his return, he wrote widely on
what he had experienced, including the following description of the diversity
of a tropical forest ([343], p. 65):

If the traveller notices a particular species and wishes to find more like
it, he may often turn his eyes in vain in every direction. Trees of varied
forms, dimensions, and colours are around him, but he rarely sees any one
of them repeated. Time after time he goes towards a tree which looks like
the one he seeks, but a closer examination proves it to be distinct. He may
at length, perhaps, meet with a second specimen half a mile off, or may
fail altogether, till on another occasion he stumbles on one by accident.

One of Wallace’s observations was that besides there being a large number of
species, mostly rare, there was also a great deal of similarity between different
species. Clearly, any comprehensive account of the variety or diversity of life
has to incorporate the varying degrees of similarity between species. All else
being equal, a community of species that are closely related to one another
should be judged as less diverse than if they were highly dissimilar.

This is not an abstract concern. The Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development’s guide to biodiversity for policy makers recog-
nizes this same point, stating that

associated with the idea of diversity is the concept of distance, i.e., some
measure of the dissimilarity of the resources in question

([265], p. 25). With global biodiversity now being lost at historically unprece-
dented rates, it is crucial that politicians and scientists speak the same lan-
guage. However, most conventional measures of diversity, and all the ones

169
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170 Species similarity and magnitude

discussed in this text so far, fail to take the different dissimilarities between
species into account.

Here we solve this problem, defining a system of measures that depend not
only on the relative abundances of the species, but also on the varying similar-
ity between them (Sections 6.1 and 6.2). It was first introduced in a 2012 article
of Leinster and Cobbold [218]. We make no assumption about how similarity
is measured: it could be genetic, phylogenetic, functional, etc., leading to mea-
sures of genetic diversity, phylogenetic diversity, functional diversity, etc. As
such, the system is adaptable to a wide variety of scientific needs.

More specifically, we will encode the similarities between species as a real
matrix Z, continuing to represent the relative abundances of the species as a
probability distribution p. With this model of a community, we will define for
each q ∈ [0,∞] a measure DZ

q (p) of the diversity of the community. As for
the Hill numbers, the parameter q controls the extent to which the measure
emphasizes the common species at the expense of the rare ones. Under the
extreme hypothesis that different species never have anything in common, Z is
the identity matrix I and the diversity DI

q(p) reduces to the Hill number Dq(p).
In that sense, these similarity-sensitive diversity measures generalize the Hill
numbers.

Let p be a probability distribution on a finite set. We saw in Section 4.3
that the Hill numbers Dq(p), the Rényi entropies Hq(p) and the q-logarithmic
entropies S q(p) are all simple increasing transformations of one another.
The same is true in the more general context here. Thus, accompanying the
similarity-sensitive diversity measures DZ

q (p) are similarity-sensitive Rényi en-
tropies HZ

q (p) and q-logarithmic entropies S Z
q (p). Any metric on our finite set

gives rise naturally to a similarity matrix Z, as we shall see. So, we obtain def-
initions of the Rényi and q-logarithmic entropies of a probability distribution
on a finite metric space, extending the classical definitions on a finite set.

How is diversity maximized? For a fixed similarity matrix Z (and in par-
ticular, for a finite metric space), we can seek the probability distribution p
that maximizes the diversity or entropy of a given order q. As we saw in the
special case of the Hill numbers, different values of q can lead to different
judgements on which of two communities is the more diverse. So in principle,
both the maximizing distribution and the value of the maximum diversity de-
pend on q. However, it is a theorem that neither does. Every similarity matrix
has an unambiguous maximum diversity, independent of q, and a distribution
that maximizes the diversity of all orders q simultaneously. This is the subject
of Section 6.3.

The maximum diversity of a matrix Z is closely related to another quantity,
the magnitude of a matrix. The general concept of magnitude, expressed in
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the formalism of enriched categories, brings together a wide range of size-like
invariants in mathematics, including cardinality, Euler characteristic, volume,
surface area, dimension, and other geometric measures. Sections 6.4 and 6.5
are a broad-brush survey of magnitude, and demonstrate that maximum di-
versity – far from being tethered to ecology – has profound connections with
fundamental invariants of geometry.

6.1 The importance of species similarity

Here we introduce a family of measures of the diversity of an ecological com-
munity that take into account the varying similarities between species, follow-
ing work of Leinster and Cobbold [218].

These diversity measures will be almost completely neutral as to what ‘sim-
ilarity’ means or how it is quantified, just as the diversity measures discussed
earlier were neutral as to the meaning of abundance (Example 2.1.1). The fol-
lowing examples illustrate some of the ways in which similarity can be quan-
tified. In these examples, the similarity z between two species is measured on
a scale of 0 to 1, with 0 representing complete dissimilarity and 1 representing
identical species.

Examples 6.1.1 i. The similarity z between two species can be interpreted as
percentage genetic similarity (in any of several senses; typically one would
restrict to a particular part of the genome). With the rapid fall in the cost
of DNA sequencing, this way of quantifying similarity is increasingly com-
mon. It can be used even when the taxonomic classification of the organ-
isms concerned is unclear or incomplete, as is often the case for microbial
communities (a problem discussed by Johnson [159] and Watve and Gan-
gal [346], for instance).

ii. Functional similarity can also be quantified. For instance, suppose that we
have a list of k functional traits satisfied by some species but not others.
We can then define the similarity z between two species as j/k, where j
is the number of traits possessed by either both species or neither. (For an
overview of functional diversity, see Petchey and Gaston [277].)

iii. Similarity can also be measured phylogenetically, that is, in terms of an
evolutionary tree. For instance, z can be defined as the proportion of evo-
lutionary time before the two species diverged, relative to some fixed start
time.

iv. In the absence of better data, we can measure similarity crudely using tax-
onomy. For instance, we could define the similarity z between two species
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by

z =


1 if the species are the same,

0.8 if the species are different but of the same genus,

0.5 if the species are of different genera but the same family,

0 otherwise,

or similarly for any other choice of constants and number of taxonomic
levels.

v. More crudely still, we can define the similarity z between two species by

z =

1 if the species are the same,

0 if the species are different.

This definition embodies the assumption that different species never have
anything in common. Unrealistic as this is, we will see that it is implicit in
all of the measures of diversity defined in this book so far, and most of the
diversity measures common in the ecological literature.

Now consider a list of species, numbered as 1, . . . , n, and suppose that we
have fixed a way of quantifying the similarity between them. We obtain an n×n
matrix

Z =
(
Zi j

)
1≤i, j≤n,

where Zi j is the similarity between species i and j.
Formally, a real square matrix Z is a similarity matrix if Zi j ≥ 0 for all

i, j and Zii > 0 for all i. The examples above suggest additional hypotheses:
that Zi j ≤ 1 for all i, j, that Zii = 1 for all i, and that Z is symmetric. (Indeed,
in the paper [218] on which this section is based, the term ‘similarity matrix’
included the first two of these additional hypotheses.) But in most of what
follows, we will not need these extra assumptions, so we do not make them.

Examples 6.1.2 i. The genetic, functional, phylogenetic and taxonomic sim-
ilarity measures of Examples 6.1.1 give genetic, functional, phylogenetic
and taxonomic similarity matrices Z, taking Zi j to be any of the quantities z
described there.

ii. The very crude similarities z of Example 6.1.1(v), where distinct species are
taken to be completely dissimilar, give the identity similarity matrix Z = I.
We will call this the naive model of a community.

Example 6.1.3 Given any finite metric space, with distance d and points la-
belled as 1, . . . , n, we obtain an n × n similarity matrix Z by setting

Zi j = e−d(i, j).
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Thus, large distances correspond to small similarities. In the extreme, the met-
ric defined by d(i, j) = ∞ for all i , j corresponds to the naive model. (We
allow∞ as a distance in our metric spaces.) Any taxonomic similarity matrix of
the general type indicated in Example 6.1.1(iv) corresponds to an ultrametric
space, that is, a metric space satisfying the stronger form

d(i, k) ≤ max{d(i, j), d( j, k)}

of the triangle inequality.
From a purely mathematical viewpoint, this matrix Z =

(
e−d(i, j)) associated

with a finite metric space is highly significant, as we will discover when we
come to the theory of magnitude (Sections 6.4 and 6.5). From a biological
viewpoint, we may find ourselves starting with a measure of inter-species dif-
ference δ on a scale of 0 to ∞ (as in Warwick and Clarke [345], for instance),
in which case the transformation z = e−δ converts it into a similarity z on a
scale of 0 to 1. From both viewpoints, the choice of constant e is arbitrary, and
one should consider replacing it by any other constant, or equivalently, scaling
the distance by a linear factor. Again, this is a fundamental point in the theory
of magnitude, as demonstrated by the theorems in Section 6.5.

Example 6.1.4 A symmetric similarity matrix whose entries are all 0 or 1 cor-
responds to a finite reflexive graph with no multiple edges. Here, reflexive
means that there is an edge from each vertex to itself (a loop). The correspon-
dence works as follows: labelling the vertices of the graph as 1, . . . , n, we put
Zi j = 1 whenever there is an edge between i and j, and Zi j = 0 otherwise. One
says that Z is the adjacency matrix of the graph. The reflexivity means that
Zii = 1 for all i.

No ecological relevance is claimed for this family of examples, but mathe-
matically it is a natural special case, and it sheds light on computational aspects
of calculating maximum diversity (Remark 6.3.24).

Our earlier discussions of diversity modelled an ecological community
crudely as a finite probability distribution p = (p1, . . . , pn). Our new and less
crude model of a community has two components: a relative abundance dis-
tribution p ∈ ∆n and an n × n similarity matrix Z. We now build up to the
definition of the diversity of a community modelled in this way.

Treating p as a column vector, we can form the matrix product Zp, which
has entries

(Zp)i =

n∑
j=1

Zi j p j (6.1)

(1 ≤ i ≤ n). The quantity (6.1) is the expected similarity between an individual
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of species i and an individual chosen at random. It can therefore be understood
as the ordinariness of species i. If the diagonal entries of Z are all 1 (as in every
example above) then

(Zp)i =
∑

j

Zi j p j ≥ Zii pi = pi. (6.2)

This inequality states that a species appears more ordinary when the similari-
ties between species are recognized than when they are ignored.

By inequality (6.2), any species that is highly abundant is also highly ordi-
nary: large pi implies large (Zp)i. But even if species i is rare, its ordinariness
(Zp)i will be high if there is some common species very similar to it. The or-
dinariness of species i will even be high if it is similar to several species that
are each individually rare, but whose total abundance is large. (For example,
in Wallace’s tropical forest, many tree species have much higher ordinariness
(Zp)i than relative abundance pi.) This makes intuitive sense: the more thorny
bushes a region contains, the more ordinary any thorny bush will seem, even if
its particular species is rare.

Judgements about what is ‘ordinary’ depend on one’s perception of similar-
ity. If one wishes to make a strong distinction between different species, one
should use a similarity matrix Z whose off-diagonal entries are small, and this
will have the effect of lowering the ordinariness of every species.

Since (Zp)i measures how ordinary the ith species is, 1/(Zp)i measures how
special it is. In the case Z = I (the naive model of Example 6.1.2(ii)), this
reduces to 1/pi, which in Sections 2.4 and 4.3 we called the specialness or
rarity of species i. We have now extended that concept to our more refined
model.

When we modelled a community as a simple probability distribution, we
defined the diversity of a community to be the average specialness of an indi-
vidual within it. We do the same again now in our new model.

Definition 6.1.5 Let p ∈ ∆n, let Z be an n × n similarity matrix, and let q ∈
[0,∞]. The diversity of p of order q, with respect to Z, is

DZ
q (p) = M1−q(p, 1/Zp).

Here, the vector 1/Zp is defined as(
1/(Zp)1, . . . , 1/(Zp)n

)
.

Although there may be some values of i for which (Zp)i = 0, this can only
occur when pi = 0: for Zii > 0 by definition of similarity matrix, so if pi > 0
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then

(Zp)i =
∑

j

Zi j p j ≥ Zii pi > 0.

So by the convention in Remark 4.2.15, M1−q(p, 1/Zp) is well-defined. Explic-
itly,

DZ
q (p) =

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pi(Zp)q−1
i

)1/(1−q)

for q , 1,∞, and

DZ
1 (p) =

∏
i∈supp(p)

(Zp)−pi
i =

1
(Zp)p1

1 · · · (Zp)pn
n
,

DZ
∞(p) =

1
max

i∈supp(p)
(Zp)i

.

We could extend Definition 6.1.5 to negative q, but it would be misleading
to call DZ

q (p) ‘diversity’ when q is negative, for the reasons given in Re-
mark 4.4.4(ii). We therefore restrict to q ∈ [0,∞].

Examples 6.1.6 Here we consider some special values of Z and q, and in do-
ing so recover various earlier measures of diversity.

i. In the naive model Z = I, where distinct species are taken to be completely
dissimilar, Zp = p and so DZ

q (p) is just the Hill number Dq(p). In this sense,
the Hill numbers implicitly use the naive model of a community.

ii. For a general similarity matrix, the diversity of order 0 is

DZ
0 (p) =

∑
i∈supp(p)

pi

(Zp)i
.

This is a sum of contributions from all species present. The contribution
made by the ith species, pi/(Zp)i, is between 0 and 1, by inequality (6.2)
(assuming that Zii = 1). It is large when, relative to the size of the ith
species, there are not many individuals of other similar species – that is,
when the ith species is unusual. We discuss the quantity pi/(Zp)i in greater
depth in Example 7.1.7.

iii. In the naive model, the diversity of order∞ is the Berger–Parker index

DI
∞(p) = D∞(p) = 1

/
max

i
pi

(Example 4.3.5(iv)). It measures the dominance of the most common
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species, the idea being that in a diverse community, no species should be
too dominant. For a general similarity matrix, the diversity

DZ
∞(p) = 1

/
max

i∈supp(p)
(Zp)i

of order ∞ can be interpreted in the same way, but now with sensitivity to
species similarity: DZ

∞(p) is low not only if there is a single highly abundant
species, but also if there is some highly abundant cluster of species.

iv. The diversity of order 2 is

DZ
2 (p) = 1

/ n∑
i, j=1

piZi j p j = 1
/
pTZp.

(We continue to regard p as a column vector, so that its transpose pT is a
row vector.) The number pTZp is the expected similarity between a pair of
individuals chosen at random. This is a measure of a community’s lack of
diversity, and its reciprocal DZ

2 (p) therefore measures diversity itself.
For instance, take a probability distribution p on the vertices of a graph,

and let Z be the adjacency matrix (as in Example 6.1.4). Then DZ
2 (p) is the

reciprocal of the probability that two vertices chosen at random are adja-
cent (joined by an edge). Equivalently, if pairs of vertices are repeatedly
chosen at random, DZ

2 (p) is the expected number of trials needed in order
to find an adjacent pair.

Example 6.1.7 By Example 6.1.6(iv), one can estimate the diversity of or-
der 2 of a community by sampling pairs of individuals at random, recording
the similarity between them, calculating the mean of these similarities, then
taking the reciprocal. More generally, for any integer q ≥ 2, one can estimate
DZ

q (p) as follows. Sample q individuals at random from the community (with
replacement). Supposing that they are of species i1, . . . , iq, let us temporarily
refer to the product

Zi1i2 Zi1i3 · · · Zi1iq

as their ‘group similarity’. Let µq be the expected group similarity of q indi-
viduals from the community. Then

DZ
q (p) = µ

1/(1−q)
q .

This was first proved as Proposition A3 of the appendix to [218], and the proof
is also given here as Appendix A.5.

For instance, in the naive model, µq is the probability that q random individ-
uals are all of the same species, which is

∑
i pq

i . In this case, it is immediate
that Dq(p) = µ

1/(1−q)
q .
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This procedure for estimating the diversity of orders 2, 3, . . . has the advan-
tage that it does not require the organisms to be classified into species. All we
require is a measure of similarity between any pair of individuals. This is po-
tentially very useful in studies of microbial systems, where there is often no
complete taxonomic classification; all we have is a way of measuring the sim-
ilarity between two samples. We can estimate µq, hence DZ

q (p), by repeatedly
drawing q samples from the community, recording their group similarity, and
then taking the mean.

Both relative abundance and similarity can be quantified in whatever way
is appropriate to the scientific problem at hand. This makes the diversity mea-
sures DZ

q (p) highly versatile. For example, if the similarity coefficients Zi j are
defined genetically then DZ

q measures genetic diversity, and in the same way,
a phylogenetic, functional or taxonomic similarity matrix will produce a mea-
sure of phylogenetic, functional or taxonomic diversity.

The different diversity measures arising from different choices of similarity
matrix may produce opposing results. This is a feature, not a bug. For instance,
if over a period of time, a community undergoes an increase in genetic diversity
but a decrease in morphological diversity, the opposite trends are a point of
scientific interest.

When selecting a similarity matrix, a useful observation is that if

Z =

(
1 z
z 1

)
then

DZ
q
( 1

2 ,
1
2
)

=
2

1 + z
,

or equivalently

z =
2

DZ
q
( 1

2 ,
1
2
) − 1,

for all q ∈ [0,∞]. So, deciding on the similarity Zi j between species i and j is
equivalent to deciding on the diversity d of a community consisting of species
i and j in equal proportions:

Zi j =
2
d
− 1.

Taking d = 1 embodies the viewpoint that this two-species community con-
sists of effectively only one species, giving a similarity coefficient Zi j = 1: the
species are deemed to be identical. At the opposite extreme, if one decides that
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Species Abundance Abundance
in canopy in understorey

Prepona laertes 15 0
Archaeoprepona demophon 14 37
Zaretis itys 25 11
Memphis arachne 89 23
Memphis offa 21 3
Memphis xenocles 32 8

Table 6.1 Counts of butterflies of species in the subfamily Charaxinae, in the
canopy and understorey of an Ecuadorian rain forest site (Example 6.1.8; data
from Table 5 of DeVries et al. [81]).

such a community should have diversity 2 (‘effectively 2 species’) for all i and
j, this produces the naive matrix Z = I.

The flexibility afforded by the choice of similarity matrix may make it tempt-
ing to reject the measures DZ

q in favour of the simpler Hill numbers Dq, where
no such choice is necessary. However, it is a mathematical fact that doing so
amounts to choosing the naive model Z = I (Example 6.1.6(i)), which rep-
resents the extreme position that distinct species have nothing whatsoever in
common. This always leads to an overestimate of diversity (Lemma 6.2.3).
The framework of similarity matrices forces us to be transparent: using the
naive similarity matrix I is a choice, embodying ecological assumptions, just
as much as for any other similarity matrix.

The next example, adapted from [218] (Example 3), demonstrates how eco-
logical judgements can be altered by taking species similarity into account.
Extending the terminology of Chapter 4, we refer to the graph of DZ

q (p) against
q as a diversity profile.

Example 6.1.8 DeVries et al. ([81], Table 5) counted butterflies in the canopy
and understorey at a certain site in the Ecuadorian rain forest. In the subfamily
Charaxinae, the abundances were as shown in Table 6.1. We will compare the
diversity profiles of the canopy and the understorey in two ways, once using
the naive similarity matrix and once using a non-naive matrix.

With the naive similarity matrix I, the diversity profiles are as shown in
Figure 6.1(a). The profile of the canopy lies above that of the understorey un-
til about q = 5, after which the two profiles are near-identical. So, whatever
emphasis we may place on rare or common species, the canopy is at least as
diverse as the understorey.

Now let us compare the communities using a taxonomic similarity matrix.
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(b) Taxonomic similarity

Figure 6.1 Diversity profiles of butterflies in the canopy and understorey of a
rain forest site, using (a) the naive similarity matrix I; (b) a taxonomic similarity
matrix. Graphs adapted from Figure 3 of Leinster and Cobbold [218].

Put

Zi j =


1 if i = j,

0.5 if species i and j are different but of the same genus,

0 otherwise.

The resulting diversity profiles, shown in Figure 6.1(b), tell a different story.
For most values of q, it is the understorey that is more diverse. This can
be explained as follows. Most of the canopy population belongs to the three
species in the Memphis genus, so when we build into the model the principle
that species of the same genus tend to be somewhat similar, the canopy looks
less diverse than it did before. On the other hand, the understorey population
does not contain large numbers of individuals of different species but the same
genus, so factoring in taxonomic similarity does not cause its diversity to de-
crease so much.

The measures DZ
q , as well as unifying into one family many older diver-

sity measures, have also found application in a variety of ecological systems at
many scales, from microbes (Bakker et al. [26]), fungi (Veresoglou et al. [341])
and crustacean zooplankton (Jeziorski et al. [158]) to alpine plants (Chalman-
drier et al. [64]) and large arctic predators (Bromaghin et al. [50]). As one
would expect, incorporating similarity has been found to improve inferences
about the diversity of natural systems [341]. The measures have also been ap-
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plied in non-biological contexts such as computer network security (Wang et
al. [344]).

We now turn from diversity to entropy. In the simpler context of probability
distributions p on a finite set, we defined three closely related quantities for
each parameter value q: the Hill number Dq(p), the Rényi entropy Hq(p), and
the q-logarithmic entropy S q(p). They are related to one another by increasing,
invertible transformations:

Hq(p) = log Dq(p),

S q(p) = lnq Dq(p)

(equations (4.20)). Given also a similarity matrix Z, we define the similarity-
sensitive Rényi entropy HZ

q (p) and similarity-sensitive q-logarithmic en-
tropy S Z

q (p) by the same transformations:

HZ
q (p) = log DZ

q (p), (6.3)

S Z
q (p) = lnq DZ

q (p). (6.4)

In the first definition, q ∈ [0,∞], and in the second, q ∈ [0,∞).
Let us be explicit. For q , 1,∞, the similarity-sensitive Rényi entropy is

HZ
q (p) =

1
1 − q

log
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi(Zp)q−1
i ,

and in the exceptional cases,

HZ
1 (p) = −

∑
i∈supp(p)

pi log(Zp)i

(generalizing the Shannon entropy) and

HZ
∞(p) = − log max

i∈supp(p)
(Zp)i.

We now derive an explicit expression for S Z
q (p). By Lemma 4.2.29,

S Z
q (p) = lnq M1−q(p, 1/Zp) =

∑
i∈supp(p)

pi lnq
1

(Zp)i
.

Then applying the definition of lnq gives

S Z
q (p) =

1
1 − q

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pi(Zp)q−1
i − 1

)
when q , 1, and

S Z
1 (p) = HZ

1 (p) = −
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log(Zp)i.
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Figure 4.1, which schematically depicts the two families of deformed entropies
in the special case Z = I, applies equally to an arbitrary similarity matrix Z.

Example 6.1.9 The definitions above specialize to definitions of Rényi and
q-logarithmic entropies for a probability distribution on a finite metric space.
Indeed, let A = {1, . . . , n} be a finite metric space and write Z =

(
e−d(i, j)), as in

Example 6.1.3. For any probability distribution p on A, and for any parameter
value q, we have an associated Rényi entropy HZ

q (p) and q-logarithmic entropy
S Z

q (p). Naturally, these quantities depend on the metric. In the extreme case
where d(i, j) = ∞ for all i , j, we recover the standard definitions of the Rényi
and q-logarithmic entropies of a probability distribution on a finite set.

(One can speculate about extending the results of classical information the-
ory to the metric context. As usual, the elements of the set A = {1, . . . , n}
represent the source symbols and the distribution p specifies their frequencies,
but now we also have a metric d on the source symbols. It could be defined in
such a way that d(i, j) is small when the ith and jth symbols are easily mis-
taken for one another, or alternatively when one is an acceptable substitute for
the other, for applications such as the encoding of colour images.)

Example 6.1.10 For any similarity matrix Z, we can define a dissimilarity
matrix ∆ by ∆i j = 1 − Zi j. (Let us assume here that Zi j ≤ 1 for all i and j.) In
these terms, the 2-logarithmic entropy is

S Z
2 (p) = 1 −

∑
i, j

piZi j p j =
∑
i, j

pi∆i j p j = pT∆p.

Thus, S Z
2 (p) is the dissimilarity between a pair of individuals chosen at random.

This quantity, studied by the statistician C. R. Rao [283, 284], is known as
Rao’s quadratic entropy.

Of course, anything that can be expressed in terms of Z can also be expressed
in terms of ∆, and vice versa. An important early step towards similarity-
sensitive diversity measures was taken by Ricotta and Szeidl [293], who gave
a version of the entropy S Z

q (p) expressed in terms of a dissimilarity matrix ∆.

Example 6.1.11 Let Z be the adjacency matrix of a finite reflexive graph G
with vertex-set {1, . . . , n}, as in Example 6.1.4. Write i ∼ j to mean that vertices
i and j are joined by an edge, and i 6∼ j otherwise. Then the dissimilarity matrix
∆ of the last example has entries 1 for non-adjacent pairs and 0 for adjacent
pairs. Hence the 2-logarithmic entropy of a probability distribution p on G is
given by

S Z
2 (p) =

∑
i, j : i 6∼ j

pi p j.
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This is the probability that two vertices chosen at random according to p are
not joined by an edge. Thus, entropy is high when vertices of high probability
tend not to be adjacent. We will make more precise statements of this type in
Section 6.3, where we will solve the problem of maximizing entropy on a set
with similarities – and, in particular, maximizing entropy on a graph.

6.2 Properties of the similarity-sensitive diversity measures

Here we establish the algebraic and analytic properties of the similarity-
sensitive diversity measures DZ

q (p), extending the results already proved in
Section 4.4 for the Hill numbers (the case Z = I). Mathematically speaking,
most of the properties of the diversity measures are easy consequences of the
properties of means. However, they are given new significance by the ecologi-
cal interpretation.

Each of the listed properties of DZ
q (p) is a piece of evidence that these mea-

sures behave logically, in the way that should be required of any diversity
measure. Contrast, for instance, the behaviour of Shannon entropy in the oil
company argument of Example 2.4.11. Nearly all of the properties were first
established in the 2012 paper of Leinster and Cobbold [218].

In the naive model, diversity profiles are either strictly decreasing or constant
(Proposition 4.4.1), and we will show that this is also true in general case. But
whereas in the naive model, the condition for the profile to be constant is that
all species present have equal abundance pi, in the general case, the condition
is that all species present have equal ordinariness (Zp)i .

Proposition 6.2.1 Let Z be an n × n similarity matrix and let p ∈ ∆n. Then
DZ

q (p) is a decreasing function of q ∈ [0,∞]. It is constant if (Zp)i = (Zp) j for
all i, j ∈ supp(p), and strictly decreasing otherwise.

Proof Since DZ
q (p) = M1−q(p, 1/Zp), this follows from Theorem 4.2.8. �

The more similar the species in a population are perceived to be, the less the
perceived diversity. Our diversity measures conform to this intuition:

Lemma 6.2.2 Let Z′ and Z be n × n similarity matrices with Z′i j ≤ Zi j for all
i, j. Then DZ′

q (p) ≥ DZ
q (p) for all p ∈ ∆n and q ∈ [0,∞].

Proof Since DZ
q (p) = M1−q(p, 1/Zp), this follows from the fact that the power

means are increasing (Lemma 4.2.19). �

All of our examples of similarity matrices (Examples 6.1.2–6.1.4) have the
additional properties that all similarities are at most 1 and the similarity of
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each species to itself is 1. Assuming those properties, we can bound the range
of possible diversities:

Lemma 6.2.3 (Range) Let Z be an n × n similarity matrix such that Zi j ≤ 1
for all i, j and Zii = 1 for all i. Then

1 ≤ DZ
q (p) ≤ Dq(p) ≤ n

for all p ∈ ∆n and q ∈ [0,∞].

Proof Taking Z′ = I in Lemma 6.2.2 and using the hypotheses on Z gives

DZ
q (p) ≤ DI

q(p) = Dq(p),

and we already showed in Lemma 4.4.3(ii) that Dq(p) ≤ n. It remains to prove
that DZ

q (p) ≥ 1. For each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, we have

(Zp)i =

n∑
j=1

Zi j p j.

This is a mean, weighted by p, of numbers Zi j ∈ [0, 1]; hence (Zp)i ∈ [0, 1]
and so 1/(Zp)i ≥ 1. It follows that

DZ
q (p) = M1−q(p, 1/Zp) ≥ 1. �

Fix a matrix Z satisfying the hypotheses of Lemma 6.2.3. The minimum
diversity DZ

q (p) = 1 is attained by any distribution in which only one species
is present:

p = (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0).

Much more difficult is to maximize DZ
q (p) for fixed Z and variable p. We do

this in Section 6.3.
Since all of our examples of similarity matrices satisfy the hypotheses of

Lemma 6.2.3, the corresponding diversities always lie in the range [1, n]. The
maximum value of n is attained just when Z = I and p = un, by Lemmas 4.4.3
and 6.2.3.

In the case Z = I, we interpreted Dq(p) as the effective number of species in
the community (Section 4.3). The bounds in the previous paragraph encourage
us to interpret DZ

q (p) as the effective number of species for a general matrix Z
(at least if it satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma 6.2.3). More precisely, DZ

q (p)
is the effective number of completely dissimilar species, since a community of
n equally abundant, completely dissimilar species has diversity n.

It is nearly true that the diversity DZ
q (p) is continuous in each of q, Z and p.

The precise statement is as follows.
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Lemma 6.2.4 i. Let Z be an n × n similarity matrix and p ∈ ∆n. Then DZ
q (p)

is continuous in q ∈ [0,∞].
ii. Let q ∈ [0,∞] and p ∈ ∆n. Then DZ

q (p) is continuous in n × n similarity
matrices Z.

iii. Let q ∈ (0,∞) and let Z be an n × n similarity matrix. Then DZ
q (p) is con-

tinuous in p ∈ ∆n.

Part (i) states that diversity profiles are continuous, just as in the naive
model.

The first two parts follow immediately from results on power means, but the
third does not. The subtlety is that the sum

DZ
q (p) =

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pi(Zp)q−1
i

)1/(1−q)

(6.5)

in the definition of diversity is taken only over supp(p). Thus, if pi = 0 then
the contribution of the ith species to the sum is 0. However, if pi is nonzero but
small then (Zp)i may be small, which if q < 1 means that (Zp)q−1

i is large; we
need to show that, nevertheless, pi(Zp)q−1

i is close to 0.

Proof Part (i) follows from Lemma 4.2.7, and part (ii) from Lemma 4.2.5.
For part (iii), we split into three cases: q ∈ (1,∞), q ∈ (0, 1), and q = 1.
If q ∈ (1,∞) then the sum in equation (6.5) can equivalently be taken over

i ∈ {1, . . . , n} (and the summands are still well-defined), so the result is clear.
Now let q ∈ (0, 1). Define functions φ1, . . . , φn : ∆n → R by

φi(p) =

pi(Zp)q−1
i if pi > 0,

0 otherwise.

Then DZ
q (p) =

(∑n
i=1 φi(p)

)1/(1−q), so it suffices to show that each φi is continu-
ous.

Fix i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Write

∆(i)
n = {p ∈ ∆n : pi > 0}.

Then φi is continuous on ∆
(i)
n and zero on its complement, so all we have to

prove is that if p ∈ ∆n with pi = 0 then φi(r) → 0 as r → p, and we may as
well constrain r to lie in ∆

(i)
n . We have (Zr)i ≥ Ziiri, so

0 ≤ φi(r) ≤ ri(Ziiri)q−1 = Zq−1
ii rq

i (6.6)

(since q < 1). Note that Zii > 0 by definition of similarity matrix, so Zq−1
ii is

finite. As r → p, we have rq
i → pq

i = 0 (since q > 0). Hence the bounds (6.6)
give φi(r)→ 0, as required.
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Finally, consider q = 1. Define functions ψ1, . . . , ψn : ∆n → R by

ψi(p) =

(Zp)−pi
i if pi > 0,

1 otherwise.

Then DZ
q (p) =

∏n
i=1 ψi(p), so it suffices to show that each ψi is continuous.

Fix i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. As in the previous case, it suffices to show that if p ∈ ∆n

with pi = 0, then ψi(r) → 1 as r → p with r ∈ ∆
(i)
n . Writing K = max j Zi j, we

have

Ziiri ≤ (Zr)i =

n∑
j=1

Zi jr j ≤

n∑
j=1

Kr j = K,

so

K−ri ≤ ψi(r) ≤ Z−ri
ii r−ri

i . (6.7)

Now K ≥ Zii > 0, so K−ri → 1 and Z−ri
ii → 1 as r → p. Also, limx→0+ xx = 1,

so r−ri
i → 1 as r→ p. Hence the bounds (6.7) give ψi(r)→ 1 as r→ p. �

Remark 6.2.5 The cases q = 0 and q = ∞ were excluded from the statement
of Lemma 6.2.4(iii) because DZ

q (p) is not continuous in p when q is 0 or ∞.
We have already seen that DZ

0 is discontinuous even in the naive case Z = I,
where DZ

0 (p) = D0(p) is the species richness |supp(p)|. The diversity

DZ
∞(p) = 1

/
max

i∈supp(p)
(Zp)i

of order∞ is continuous when Z = I, but not in general. For example, let

Z =


1 1 0
1 1 1
0 1 1


(a similarity matrix that we will meet again in Example 6.3.20). For 0 ≤ t <
1/2, put

p =


1
2 − t
2t

1
2 − t

 .
Then

Zp =


1
2 + t

1
1
2 + t

 ,
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so

DZ
∞(p) =

1 if t > 0,

2 if t = 0.

Hence DZ
∞ is discontinuous.

The idea behind this counterexample is that the second species is so closely
related to the other two that it appears more ordinary than them ((Zp)2 =

maxi(Zp)i) even if it is very rare itself (t is small). However, if the second
species disappears entirely (t = 0) then its ordinariness (Zp)2 is excluded from
the maximum that defines DZ

∞(p), causing the discontinuity.

Next we establish three properties of the measures that are logically funda-
mental. We will deduce all of them from a naturality property (in the categor-
ical sense of natural transformations), following a strategy similar to the one
we used for power means (Section 4.2). Let

θ : {1, . . . ,m} → {1, . . . , n} (6.8)

be a map of sets (m, n ≥ 1), let p ∈ ∆m, and let Z be an n × n similarity matrix.
Then we obtain a pushforward distribution θp ∈ ∆m (Definition 2.1.10) and an
m × m similarity matrix Zθ defined by

(Zθ)ii′ = Zθ(i),θ(i′)

(i, i′ ∈ {1, . . . ,m}).

Lemma 6.2.6 (Naturality) With θ, p and Z as above,

DZθ
q (p) = DZ

q (θp)

for all q ∈ [0,∞].

Proof We use the naturality property of the power means (Lemma 4.2.14),
which implies that

M1−q(θp, x) = M1−q(p, xθ) (6.9)

for all x ∈ [0,∞)n. Let us adopt the convention that unless indicated otherwise,
the indices i and i′ range over {1, . . . ,m} and the indices j and j′ range over
{1, . . . , n}. Then(

(Zθ)p
)
i =

∑
i′

(Zθ)ii′ pi′ =
∑

i′
Zθ(i),θ(i′) pi′ ,(

Z(θp)
)

j =
∑

j′
Z j j′ (θp) j′ =

∑
j′

∑
i′∈θ−1( j′)

Z j j′ pi′ =
∑

i′
Z j,θ(i′) pi′ .
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Hence (
(Zθ)p

)
i = Z(θp)θ(i)

for all i, or equivalently,

(Zθ)p =
(
Z(θp)

)
θ. (6.10)

Now

DZ
q (θp) = M1−q

(
θp,

1
Z(θp)

)
= M1−q

(
p,

1
Z(θp)

θ

)
= M1−q

(
p,

1(
Z(θp)

)
θ

)
,

where the second equality follows from equation (6.9) and the others are im-
mediate. Equation (6.10) now gives

DZ
q (θp) = M1−q

(
p,

1
(Zθ)p

)
= DZθ

q (p),

as required. �

From naturality, we deduce three elementary properties of the diversity mea-
sures. (In the special case of the Hill numbers, Z = I, the first two already ap-
peared as Lemma 4.4.8.) First, diversity is independent of the order in which
the species are listed:

Lemma 6.2.7 (Symmetry) Let Z be an n×n similarity matrix, let p ∈ ∆n, and
let σ be a permutation of {1, . . . , n}. Define Z′ and p′ by Z′i j = Zσ(i),σ( j) and
p′i = pσ(i). Then DZ′

q (p′) = DZ
q (p) for all q ∈ [0,∞].

Proof By definition, Z′ = Zσ and p = σp′, so the result follows from
Lemma 6.2.6. �

Diversity is also unchanged by ignoring any species with abundance 0:

Lemma 6.2.8 (Absence-invariance) Let Z be an n × n similarity matrix, and
let p ∈ ∆n with pn = 0. Write Z′ for the restriction of Z to the first n−1 species,
and write p′ = (p1, . . . , pn−1) ∈ ∆n−1. Then DZ′

q (p′) = DZ
q (p) for all q ∈ [0,∞].

Proof Let θ be the inclusion {1, . . . , n − 1} ↪→ {1, . . . , n}. Then Z′ = Zθ and
p = θp′, so the result follows from Lemma 6.2.6. �

Third and finally, if two species are identical, then merging them into one
leaves the diversity unchanged:



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

188 Species similarity and magnitude

Lemma 6.2.9 (Identical species) Let Z be an n×n similarity matrix such that

Zin = Zi,n−1, Zni = Zn−1,i

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Let p ∈ ∆n. Write Z′ for the restriction of Z to the first
n − 1 species, and define p′ ∈ ∆n−1 by

p′j =

p j if j < n − 1,

pn−1 + pn if j = n − 1.

Then DZ′
q (p′) = DZ

q (p) for all q ∈ [0,∞].

Proof Define a function θ : {1, . . . , n} → {1, . . . , n − 1} by

θ(i) =

i if i < n,

n − 1 if i = n.

Then Z = Z′θ and p′ = θp, so the result follows from Lemma 6.2.6. �

The identical species property means that ‘a community of 100 species
that are identical in every way is no different from a community of only one
species’ (Ives [149], p. 102).

The boundaries between species can be changeable and somewhat arbitrary,
not only for microscopic life but even for well-studied large mammals. (For ex-
ample, the classification of the lemurs of Madagascar has changed frequently;
see Mittermeier et al [252].) The challenge this poses for the quantification of
diversity has long been recognized. Good wrote in 1982 of the need to measure
diversity in a way that resolves ‘the difficult “species problem” ’ and avoids
‘the Platonic all-or-none approach to the definition of species’ ([121], p. 562).

Incorporating species similarity into diversity measurement, as we have
done, allows these challenges to be met. In particular, our measures behave
reasonably when species are reclassified, as the following example shows.

Example 6.2.10 This hypothetical example is from [218]. Consider a system
of three totally dissimilar species with relative abundances p = (0.1, 0.3, 0.6).
Suppose that on the basis of new genetic evidence, the last species is reclas-
sified into two separate species of equal abundance, so that the relative abun-
dances become (0.1, 0.3, 0.3, 0.3).

If the two new species are assumed to be totally dissimilar to one another, the
diversity profile changes dramatically (Figure 6.2). For example, the diversity
of order ∞ jumps by 100%, from 1.66 . . . to 3.33 . . . Of course, it is wholly
unrealistic to assume that the new species are totally dissimilar, given that until
recently they were thought to be identical. But if, more realistically, the two
new species are assigned a high similarity, the diversity profile changes only
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Figure 6.2 Diversity profiles of a hypothetical community before and after a
species is reclassified (Example 6.2.10). (Figure adapted from [218], Figure 1.)

slightly. Figure 6.2 shows the profile based on similarities Z34 = Z43 = 0.9
between the two new species (and Zi j = 0 for i , j otherwise).

This sensible behaviour is guaranteed by two features of the diversity mea-
sures: the identical species property and continuity in Z. Indeed, if the two new
species were deemed to be identical then the profile would be unchanged. So
by continuity, if the new species are deemed to be nearly identical then the
profile is nearly unchanged.

For similar reasons, the diversity measures DZ
q behave reasonably under

changes of the level of resolution in the data. For example, suppose that an
initial, crude, survey of a community gathers population abundance data at
the genus level, a second survey records abundance at the species level, and
a third records abundance at the subspecies level. Provided that similarity is
measured coherently, the resulting three diversities will be comparable, in the
sense of being measured on the same scale. The more fine-grained the data
is, the more variation becomes visible, so the diversity will be greater for the
later surveys. But for the same reasons as in Example 6.2.10, it will not jump
disproportionately from one survey to the next. There will only be a large dif-
ference between the diversities calculated from the first and second surveys
if there is a large amount of variation within genera. Similarly, the difference
between the diversities obtained from the second and third surveys faithfully
reflects the amount of intraspecific variation.

In Propositions 4.4.10 and 4.4.12, we proved two forms of the chain rule for
the Hill numbers, interpreting them as formulas for the diversity of a commu-
nity spread across several islands in terms of the diversities and relative sizes
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of those islands. The islands were assumed to have no species in common. We
now derive two forms of the chain rule for the more general similarity-sensitive
diversity measures DZ

q (p), under the stronger assumption that the species on
different islands are not only distinct, but also completely dissimilar.

Thus, consider n island communities with relative abundance distributions
p1 ∈ ∆k1 , . . . ,pn ∈ ∆kn , similarity matrices Z1, . . . ,Zn, and relative sizes
w1, . . . ,wn (in the sense of Example 2.1.6). The species distribution of the
whole group is, then,

w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn) ∈ ∆k,

where k = k1 + · · · + kn. Assuming that the species on different islands are
completely dissimilar, the k × k similarity matrix Z for the whole group is the
block sum

Z = Z1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Zn =


Z1 0 · · · 0

0 Z2 . . .
...

...
. . .

. . . 0
0 · · · 0 Zn


.

So, the diversity of the whole is

DZ
q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
,

and our task is to express this in terms of the islands’ diversities DZi

q (pi) and
their relative sizes wi.

Proposition 6.2.11 (Chain rule) Let q ∈ [0,∞] and n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1. For
each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let Zi be a ki × ki similarity matrix and let pi ∈ ∆ki ; also, let
w ∈ ∆n. Write Z = Z1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Zn and di = DZi

q (pi).

i. We have

DZ
q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= M1−q(w,d/w)

=


(∑

wq
i d1−q

i
)1/(1−q) if q , 1,∞,∏

(di/wi)wi if q = 1,

min di/wi if q = ∞,

where d/w = (d1/w1, . . . , dn/wn) and the sum, product, and minimum are
over all i ∈ supp(w).

ii. For q < ∞,

DZ
q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= Dq(w) · M1−q(w(q),d),

where w(q) is the escort distribution defined after Proposition 4.4.10.
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Proof For (i), an elementary calculation shows that

Z
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= w1(Z1p1) ⊕ · · · ⊕ wn(Znpn).

Hence, using the chain rule for the power means and then the homogeneity of
the power means,

DZ
q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= M1−q

(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn),

1
w1(Z1p1)

⊕ · · · ⊕
1

wn(Znpn)

)
= M1−q

(
w,

(
M1−q

(
p1,

1
w1(Z1p1)

)
, . . . ,M1−q

(
pn,

1
wn(Znpn)

)))
= M1−q

(
w,

(
d1

w1
, . . . ,

dn

wn

))
.

This proves the first equality in (i), and the second follows from the explicit
formulas for the power means. Lemma 4.4.11 then gives (ii). �

In particular, the diversity of the overall community depends only on the
sizes and diversities of the islands:

Corollary 6.2.12 (Modularity) In the situation of Proposition 6.2.11, the to-
tal diversity DZ

q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
depends only on q, w, and DZ

q (p1), . . . ,
DZ

q (pn). �

A further consequence of the chain rule is also important. Suppose that the
islands all have the same size and the same diversity, d. (For example, the
islands will have the same diversity if they all have the same species dis-
tributions, but on disjoint sets of species; or formally, if k1 = · · · = kn and
p1 = · · · = pn.) Then in the notation of Proposition 6.2.11,

d/w =
(
d/(1/n), . . . , d/(1/n)

)
= (nd, . . . , nd),

so

DZ
q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= nd.

In other words, the diversity of a group of n islands, each having diversity d,
is nd. This is the replication principle for the similarity-sensitive measures
DZ

q . It generalizes the replication principle for the Hill numbers, noted at the
end of Section 4.4. The fact that our diversity measures satisfy it means that
they do not suffer from the problems described in the oil company example
(Example 2.4.11).

Since the diversity DZ
q , Rényi entropies HZ

q , and q-logarithmic entropies S Z
q

are all related to one another by invertible transformations, the chain rule for
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DZ
q can be translated into chain rules for HZ

q and S Z
q . In the case of S Z

q , it takes
a simple form, generalizing the chain rule for q-logarithmic entropy (equa-
tion (4.2)):

Proposition 6.2.13 (Chain rule) Let q ∈ [0,∞). For w, pi, Zi and Z as in
Proposition 6.2.11,

S Z
q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= S q(w) +

∑
i∈supp(w)

wq
i · S

Zi

q (pi).

Proof Proposition 6.2.11(i) gives

lnq
(
DZ

q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

))
= lnq

(
M1−q(w,d/w)

)
.

By definition of S Z
q (equation (6.4)) and Lemma 4.2.29, an equivalent state-

ment is that

S Z
q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
=

∑
i∈supp(w)

wi lnq
di

wi
.

But writing di/wi = (1/wi)di and applying the formula (1.18) for the q-
logarithm of a product, the right-hand side is∑

i∈supp(w)

wi

(
lnq

1
wi

+

(
1
wi

)1−q

lnq di

)
=

∑
i∈supp(w)

wi lnq
1
wi

+
∑

i∈supp(w)

wq
i lnq di

= S q(w) +
∑

i∈supp(w)

wq
i · S

Z
q (pi). �

6.3 Maximizing diversity

Consider a community made up of organisms drawn from a fixed list of
species, whose similarities to one another are known. Suppose that we can
control the abundances of the species within the community. How should we
choose those abundances in order to maximize the diversity, and what is the
maximum diversity achievable?

In mathematical terms, fix an n × n similarity matrix Z. The fundamental
questions are these:

• Which distributions p maximize the diversity DZ
q (p) of order q?

• What is the value of the maximum diversity, supp∈∆n
DZ

q (p)?
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In principle, the answers to both questions depend on q. After all, we have
seen that when comparing two abundance distributions, different values of q
may produce different judgements on which of the distributions is more di-
verse (as in Examples 4.3.9 and 6.1.8). For instance, there seems no reason to
suppose that a distribution maximizing diversity of order 1 will also maximize
diversity of order 2. Similarly, we have seen nothing to suggest that the maxi-
mum diversity supp DZ

1 (p) of order 1 should be equal to the maximum diversity
of order 2.

However, it is a theorem that as long as Z is symmetric, the answers to
both questions are indeed independent of q. That is, every symmetric similarity
matrix has an unambiguous maximum diversity, and there is a distribution p
that maximizes DZ

q (p) for all q simultaneously.
This result was first stated and proved by Leinster [209]. An improved proof

and further results were given in a paper of Leinster and Meckes [219], from
which much of this section is adapted. We omit most proofs, referring to [219].

Before stating the theorem, let us explore the maximum diversity problem
informally.

Examples 6.3.1 If there is only one species (n = 1) then the problem is trivial.
If there are two then, assuming that Z is symmetric, their roles are interchange-
able, so the distribution that maximizes diversity will clearly be (1/2, 1/2).

Now consider a three-species pond community consisting of two highly sim-
ilar species of frog and one species of newt. If we ignore the similarity between
the species of frog and give the three species equal status, then the maximiz-
ing distribution should be uniform: (1/3, 1/3, 1/3). But intuitively, this is not
the distribution that maximizes diversity, since it is 2/3 frog and 1/3 newt. At
the other extreme, if we treat the two frog species as identical, then diversity
is maximized when there are equal quantities of frogs and newts (as in the
two-species example); so, the distribution (1/4, 1/4, 1/2) should maximize di-
versity. In reality, with a reasonable measure of similarities between species,
the distribution that maximizes diversity should be somewhere between these
two extremes. We will see in Example 6.3.16 that this is indeed the case.

For the rest of this section, fix an integer n ≥ 1 and an n × n symmetric
similarity matrix Z. The symmetry hypothesis matters, as we will see in Ex-
ample 6.3.17.

Theorem 6.3.2 (Maximum diversity) i. There exists a probability distribu-
tion on {1, . . . , n} that maximizes DZ

q for all q ∈ [0,∞] simultaneously.
ii. The maximum diversity supp∈∆n

DZ
q (p) is independent of q ∈ [0,∞].

Proof This is Theorem 1 of [219]. �
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q

q
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Figure 6.3 Visualizations of Theorem 6.3.2: (a) in terms of how different values
of q rank the set of distributions, and (b) in terms of diversity profiles.

Let us say that a probability distribution p ∈ ∆n is maximizing (with respect
to Z) if DZ

q (p) maximizes DZ
q for each q ∈ [0,∞]. Theorem 6.3.2(ii) immedi-

ately implies that the diversity profile of a maximizing distribution is flat:

Corollary 6.3.3 Let p be a maximizing distribution. Then DZ
q (p) = DZ

q′ (p) for
all q, q′ ∈ [0,∞]. �

Theorem 6.3.2 can be understood as follows (Figure 6.3(a)). Each particular
value of the viewpoint parameter q ranks the set of all distributions p in order
of diversity, with p placed above p′ when DZ

q (p) > DZ
q (p′). Different values of

q rank the set of distributions differently. Nevertheless, there is a distribution
pmax that is at the top of every ranking. This is the content of Theorem 6.3.2(i).

Alternatively, we can visualize the theorem in terms of diversity profiles
(Figure 6.3(b)). Diversity profiles may cross, reflecting the different priorities
embodied by different values of q. But there is at least one distribution pmax

whose profile is above every other profile; moreover, its profile is constant.
If diversity is seen as a positive quality, then pmax is the best of all possible
worlds.

Associated with the matrix Z is a real number: the constant value of any
maximizing distribution.

Definition 6.3.4 The maximum diversity of the matrix Z is Dmax(Z) =

supp∈∆n
DZ

q (p), for any q ∈ [0,∞].

By Theorem 6.3.2(ii), Dmax(Z) is independent of q.
Later, we will see how to compute the maximizing distributions and maxi-

mum diversity of a matrix. For now, we just note a trivial example:

Example 6.3.5 Let Z be the n× n identity matrix I. We have already seen that
DI

q(p) = Dq(p) is maximized when p is the uniform distribution un, and that the
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maximum value is n (Lemma 4.4.3(ii)). It is a special case of Theorem 6.3.2(ii)
that this maximum value, n, is independent of q. In the notation just introduced,
Dmax(I) = n.

If a distribution p maximizes diversity of order 2, must it also maximize
diversity of orders 1 and∞, for instance? The answer turns out to be yes:

Corollary 6.3.6 Let p ∈ ∆n. If p maximizes DZ
q for some q ∈ (0,∞] then p

maximizes DZ
q for all q ∈ [0,∞].

Proof This is Corollary 2 of [219]. �

The significance of this result is that if we wish to find a distribution that
maximizes diversity of all orders q, all we need to do is to find one that maxi-
mizes diversity of whichever nonzero order is most convenient.

The hypothesis that q > 0 cannot be dropped from Corollary 6.3.6. Indeed,
take Z = I. Then DI

0(p) is species richness (the cardinality of supp(p)), which
is maximized by any distribution p of full support. On the other hand, when
q > 0, the diversity DI

q(p) = Dq(p) is maximized only when p is uniform
(Lemma 4.4.3(ii)).

Remark 6.3.7 Since the similarity-sensitive Rényi entropy HZ
q and similarity-

sensitive q-logarithmic entropy S Z
q are increasing transformations of DZ

q , the
same distributions that maximize DZ

q for all q also maximize HZ
q and S Z

q for all
q. And since HZ

q = log DZ
q , the maximum similarity-sensitive Rényi entropy,

supp HZ
q (p), is also independent of q: it is simply log Dmax(Z).

In contrast, the maximum similarity-sensitive q-logarithmic entropy,
supp S Z

q (p), is not independent of q. It is lnq Dmax(Z), which varies with q.
This is one advantage of the Rényi entropy (and its exponential) over the q-
logarithmic entropy.

Theorem 6.3.2 guarantees the existence of a maximizing distribution pmax,
but does not tell us how to find one. It also states that DZ

q (pmax) is independent
of q, but does not tell us its value. Our next theorem repairs both omissions. To
state it, we need some definitions.

Definition 6.3.8 A weighting on a matrix M is a column vector w such that

Mw =


1
...

1

.
Lemma 6.3.9 Let M be a matrix. Suppose that M and its transpose MT each
have at least one weighting. Then

∑
i wi is independent of the choice of weight-

ing w on M.
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Proof Let w and w′ be weightings on M. Choose a weighting v on MT. Then

∑
i

wi = (1 · · · 1)w =
(
MTv

)Tw = vTMw = vT


1
...

1

 =
∑

j

v j.

Similarly,
∑

i w′i =
∑

j v j. Hence
∑

i wi =
∑

i w′i . �

Definition 6.3.10 Let M be a matrix such that both M and MT have at least
one weighting. Its magnitude |M| is

∑
i wi, where w is any weighting on M.

By Lemma 6.3.9, the magnitude is independent of the choice of weighting.

Remarks 6.3.11 i. When M is symmetric (the case of interest here), |M| is
defined as long as M has at least one weighting.

ii. When M is invertible, M has exactly one weighting. Its entries are the row-
sums of M−1. Thus, |M| is the sum of all the entries of M−1.

Definition 6.3.12 A vector v = (vi) over R is nonnegative if vi ≥ 0 for all i,
and positive if vi > 0 for all i.

For a nonempty subset B ⊆ {1, . . . , n}, let ZB denote the submatrix (Zi j)i, j∈B

of Z. This is also a symmetric similarity matrix. Suppose that we have a non-
negative weighting w on ZB. Then w , 0, so

∑
j∈B w j , 0. We can therefore

define a probability distribution ŵ ∈ ∆n by normalizing and extending by 0:

ŵi =

wi/|ZB| if i ∈ B,

0 otherwise

(i ∈ {1, . . . , n}).

Theorem 6.3.13 (Computation of maximum diversity) i. The maximum
diversity of Z is given by

Dmax(Z) = max
B
|ZB|, (6.11)

where the maximum is over all nonempty B ⊆ {1, . . . , n} such that ZB admits
a nonnegative weighting.

ii. The set of maximizing distributions is⋃
B

{ŵ : nonnegative weightings w on B},

where the union is over all B attaining the maximum in (6.11).

Proof This is Theorem 2 of [219]. �
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Remark 6.3.14 Let B ⊆ {1, . . . , n} be a subset attaining the maximum
in (6.11), and let w be a nonnegative weighting on ZB, so that ŵ ∈ ∆n is a
maximizing distribution. A short calculation shows that

(Zŵ)i =
1
|ZB|

for all i ∈ B. In particular, (Zŵ)i is constant over i ∈ B. This can be understood
as follows. For the Hill numbers (the case Z = I), the maximizing distribution
takes the relative abundances pi to be the same for all species i. This is no
longer true when inter-species similarities are taken into account. Instead, the
maximizing distributions have the property that the ordinariness (Zp)i is the
same for all species i that are present.

Determining which species are present in a maximizing distribution is not
straightforward. In particular, maximizing distributions do not always have full
support, a phenomenon discussed at the end of this section.

Theorem 6.3.13 provides a finite-time algorithm for computing the maxi-
mizing diversity of Z, as well as all its maximizing distributions, as follows.

For each of the 2n−1 nonempty subsets B of {1, . . . , n}, perform some simple
linear algebra to find the space of nonnegative weightings on ZB. If this space
is nonempty, call B feasible and record the magnitude |ZB|. Then Dmax(Z) is
the maximum of all the recorded magnitudes. For each feasible B such that
|ZB| = Dmax(Z), and each nonnegative weighting w on ZB, the distribution ŵ is
maximizing. This generates all of the maximizing distributions.

This algorithm takes exponentially many steps in n, and Remark 6.3.24 pro-
vides strong evidence that no algorithm can compute maximum diversity in
polynomial time. But the situation is not as hopeless as it might appear, for
two reasons.

First, each step of the algorithm is fast, consisting as it does of solving a
system of linear equations. For instance, using a standard laptop and a standard
computer algebra package, with no attempt at optimization, the maximizing
distributions of 25× 25 matrices were computed in a few seconds. Second, for
certain classes of matrices Z, the computing time can be reduced dramatically,
as we will see.

We first consider some examples, starting with the most simple cases.

Example 6.3.15 Take a 2 × 2 similarity matrix

Z =

(
1 z
z 1

)
,

where 0 ≤ z < 1. Let us run the algorithm just described.
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Z =

 1 0.9 0.4
0.9 1 0.4
0.4 0.4 1

 newt
frog species A

frog species B
0.9

0.4

0.4

Figure 6.4 Hypothetical three-species system. Distances between species indicate
degrees of dissimilarity between them (not to scale).

• First we determine for which nonempty B ⊆ {1, . . . , n} the submatrix ZB has
a nonnegative weighting, and record the magnitudes of those that do.

When B = {1}, the submatrix ZB is (1); this has a unique nonnegative
weighting w = (1), so |ZB| = 1. The same is true for B = {2}. When B =

{1, 2}, we have ZB = Z, which has a unique nonnegative weighting

w =
1

1 + z

(
1
1

)
(6.12)

and magnitude |ZB| = 2/(1 + z).
• The maximum diversity of Z is given by

Dmax(Z) = max
{

1, 1,
2

1 + z

}
,

and 2/(1 + z) > 1, so Dmax(Z) = 2/(1 + z). The unique maximizing dis-
tribution is the normalization of the weighting (6.12), which is the uniform
distribution u2.

That the maximizing distribution is uniform conforms to the intuitive expec-
tation of Example 6.3.1. The computed value of Dmax(Z) also conforms to the
expectation that the maximum diversity should be a decreasing function of the
similarity between the species.

Example 6.3.16 Now consider the three-species pond community of Exam-
ple 6.3.1, with similarities as shown in Figure 6.4. Implementing the algorithm
or using Proposition 6.3.25 below reveals that the unique maximizing distribu-
tion is (0.478, 0.261, 0.261) (to 3 decimal places). This confirms the intuitive
guess of Example 6.3.1.

One of our standing hypotheses on Z is symmetry. Without it, the main the-
orem fails in every respect:

Example 6.3.17 Let Z =
(

1 1/2
0 1

)
, which is a similarity matrix but not sym-

metric. Consider a distribution p = (p1, p2) ∈ ∆2. If p is (1, 0) or (0, 1) then
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DZ
q (p) = 1 for all q. Otherwise,

DZ
0 (p) = 3 −

2
1 + p1

, (6.13)

DZ
2 (p) =

2
3(p1 − 1/2)2 + 5/4

, (6.14)

DZ
∞(p) =


1

1−p1
if p1 ≤ 1/3,

2
1+p1

if p1 ≥ 1/3.
(6.15)

It follows that supp∈∆2
DZ

0 (p) = 2. However, no distribution maximizes DZ
0 ; we

have DZ
0 (p) → 2 as p → (1, 0), but DZ

0 (1, 0) = 1. Equations (6.14) and (6.15)
imply that

sup
p∈∆2

DZ
2 (p) = 1.6, sup

p∈∆2

DZ
∞(p) = 1.5,

with unique maximizing distributions (1/2, 1/2) and (1/3, 2/3) respectively.
Thus, when Z is not symmetric, the main theorem fails comprehensively:

the supremum supp∈∆n
DZ

0 (p) may not be attained; there may be no distribution
maximizing supp∈∆n

DZ
q (p) for all q simultaneously; and that supremum may

vary with q.

Perhaps surprisingly, nonsymmetric similarity matrices Z do have practical
uses. For example, it is shown in Proposition A7 of the appendix to Leinster
and Cobbold [218] that the mean phylogenetic diversity measures of Chao,
Chiu and Jost [65] are a special case of the measures DZ

q (p), obtained by tak-
ing a particular Z constructed from the phylogenetic tree concerned. This Z
is usually nonsymmetric, reflecting the asymmetry of evolutionary time. More
generally, the case for dropping the symmetry axiom for metric spaces was
made by Lawvere (p. 138–139 of [202]), and Gromov has argued that sym-
metry ‘unpleasantly limits many applications’ (p. xv of [129]). So, the fact
that the maximum diversity theorem fails for nonsymmetric Z is an important
restriction.

Now consider finite, undirected graphs with no multiple edges (henceforth,
graphs for short). As in Example 6.1.4, any such graph corresponds to a sym-
metric similarity matrix. What, then, is the maximum diversity of the adjacency
matrix of a graph?

The answer requires some terminology. Recall that vertices x and y of a
graph are said to be adjacent, written as x ∼ y, if there is an edge between
them. (In particular, every vertex of a reflexive graph is adjacent to itself.) A
set of vertices is independent if no two distinct vertices are adjacent. The
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independence number α(G) of a graph G is the number of vertices in an
independent set of greatest cardinality.

Proposition 6.3.18 Let G be a reflexive graph with adjacency matrix Z. Then
the maximum diversity Dmax(Z) is equal to the independence number α(G).

Proof We will maximize the diversity of order ∞. For any probability distri-
bution p on the vertex-set {1, . . . , n},

DZ
∞(p) = 1

/
max

i∈supp(p)

∑
j : i∼ j

p j. (6.16)

First we show that Dmax(Z) ≥ α(G). Choose an independent set B of cardi-
nality α(G), and define p ∈ ∆n by

pi =

1/α(G) if i ∈ B,

0 otherwise.

For each i ∈ supp(p) = B, the sum on the right-hand side of equation (6.16) is
1/α(G). Hence DZ

∞(p) = α(G), giving Dmax(Z) ≥ α(G).
Now we show that Dmax(Z) ≤ α(G). By equation (6.16), an equivalent state-

ment is that for each p ∈ ∆n, there is some i ∈ supp(p) such that∑
j : i∼ j

p j ≥
1

α(G)
. (6.17)

Let p ∈ ∆n. Choose an independent set B ⊆ supp(p) with maximal cardinality
among all independent subsets of supp(p). Then every vertex in supp(p) is
adjacent to at least one vertex in B, otherwise we could adjoin it to B to make
a larger independent subset. This gives the inequality∑

i∈B

∑
j : i∼ j

p j =
∑
i∈B

∑
j∈supp(p) : i∼ j

p j ≥
∑

j∈supp(p)

p j = 1.

So we can choose some i ∈ B such that
∑

j : i∼ j p j ≥ 1/#B, where # denotes car-
dinality. But #B ≤ α(G) since B is independent, so the desired inequality (6.17)
follows. �

Remark 6.3.19 The first part of the proof (together with Corollary 6.3.6)
shows that a maximizing distribution on a reflexive graph can be constructed
by taking the uniform distribution on some independent set of greatest cardi-
nality, then extending by zero to the whole vertex-set. Except in the trivial case
of a graph with no edges between distinct vertices, this maximizing distribution
never has full support.
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Example 6.3.20 The reflexive graph G = •−•−• (loops not shown) has adja-

cency matrix Z =

(
1 1 0
1 1 1
0 1 1

)
. The independence number of G is 2; this, then, is

the maximum diversity of Z. There is a unique independent set of cardinality
2, and a unique maximizing distribution, (1/2, 0, 1/2).

Example 6.3.21 The reflexive graph •−•−•−• also has independence num-
ber 2. There are three independent sets of maximal cardinality, so by Re-
mark 6.3.19, there are at least three maximizing distributions,( 1

2 , 0,
1
2 , 0

)
,

( 1
2 , 0, 0,

1
2
)
,

(
0, 1

2 , 0,
1
2
)
,

all with different supports. (The possibility of multiple maximizing distribu-
tions was also observed in the case q = 2 by Pavoine and Bonsall [272].) In
fact, there are further maximizing distributions not constructed in the proof of
Proposition 6.3.18, namely,

( 1
2 , 0, t,

1
2 − t

)
and

( 1
2 − t, t, 0, 1

2
)

for all t ∈ (0, 1
2 ).

Example 6.3.22 Kolmogorov’s notion of the ε-entropy of a metric space [191]
is approximately an instance of maximum diversity, assuming that one is inter-
ested in its behaviour as ε→ 0 rather than for individual values of ε.

Let A be a finite metric space. Given ε > 0, the ε-covering number Nε(A)
is the smallest number of closed ε-balls needed to cover A. But also associated
with ε is the graph Gε(A) whose vertices are the points of A and with an edge
between a and b whenever d(a, b) ≤ ε. Write Zε(A) for the adjacency matrix
of Gε(A). From Proposition 6.3.18, it is not hard to deduce that

Nε(A) ≤ Dmax(Zε(A)) ≤ Nε/2(A)

(Example 11 of [219]).
We have repeatedly seen that quantities called entropy tend to be the

logarithms of quantities called diversity. Kolmogorov’s ε-entropy of A is
log Nε(A), and, by the inequalities above, is closely related to the logarithm
of maximum diversity.

The moral of the proof of Proposition 6.3.18 is that by performing the simple
task of maximizing diversity of order∞, we automatically maximize diversity
of all other orders. Here is an example of how this observation can be exploited.

Every graph G has a complement G, with the same vertex-set as G; two
vertices are adjacent in G if and only if they are not adjacent in G. Thus, the
complement of a reflexive graph is irreflexive (has no loops), and vice versa.
A set B of vertices in an irreflexive graph X is a clique if all pairs of distinct
elements of B are adjacent in X. The clique number ω(X) of X is the maximal
cardinality of a clique in X. Thus, ω(X) = α

(
X
)
.
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We now recover a result of Berarducci, Majer and Novaga (Proposition 5.10
of [35]).

Corollary 6.3.23 (Berarducci, Majer and Novaga) Let X be an irreflexive
graph. Then

sup
p

∑
(i, j) : i∼ j

pi p j = 1 −
1

ω(X)
,

where the supremum is over probability distributions p on the vertex-set of X
and the sum is over ordered pairs of adjacent vertices of X.

Proof Write {1, . . . , n} for the vertex-set of X, and Z for the adjacency matrix
of the reflexive graph X. Then for all p ∈ ∆n,

∑
(i, j) : i∼ j in X

pi p j =

n∑
i, j=1

pi p j −
∑

(i, j) : i∼ j in X

pi p j

= 1 −
n∑

i, j=1

piZi j p j

= 1 −
1

DZ
2 (p)

.

Hence by Proposition 6.3.18,

sup
p∈∆n

∑
(i, j) : i∼ j in X

pi p j = 1 −
1

Dmax(p)
= 1 −

1

α
(
X
) = 1 −

1
ω(X)

.
�

It follows from this proof and Remark 6.3.19 that
∑

(i, j) : i∼ j pi p j can be maxi-
mized as follows: take the uniform distribution on some clique in X of maximal
cardinality, then extend by zero to the whole vertex-set. This distribution max-
imizes the probability that two vertices chosen at random are adjacent, as in
Example 6.1.6(iv).

Remark 6.3.24 Proposition 6.3.18 implies that computationally, finding the
maximum diversity of an arbitrary symmetric n × n similarity matrix is at
least as hard as finding the independence number of a reflexive graph with
n vertices. This is a very well-studied problem, usually presented in its dual
form (find the clique number of an irreflexive graph) and called the maximum
clique problem [179]. It is NP-hard. Hence, assuming that P , NP, there is
no polynomial-time algorithm for computing maximum diversity, nor even for
computing the support of a maximizing distribution.
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We now return to general symmetric similarity matrices, addressing two re-
maining questions: when are maximizing distributions unique, and when do
they have full support?

Recall that a real symmetric matrix Z is positive definite if xTZx > 0 for all
0 , x ∈ Rn, and positive semidefinite if xTZx ≥ 0 for all x ∈ Rn. Equivalently,
Z is positive definite if all its eigenvalues are positive, and positive semidefinite
if they are all nonnegative. A positive definite matrix is invertible and therefore
has a unique weighting.

Proposition 6.3.25 i. If Z is positive semidefinite and has a nonnegative
weighting w, then Dmax(Z) = |Z| and w/|Z| is a maximizing distribution.

ii. If Z is positive definite and its unique weighting w is positive then w/|Z| is
the unique maximizing distribution.

Proof This is Proposition 3 of [219]. �

In particular, if |Z| is positive semidefinite and has a nonnegative weighting,
then computing its maximum diversity is trivial.

When Z is positive definite and its unique weighting is positive, its unique
maximizing distribution eliminates no species. Here are two classes of such
matrices Z.

Example 6.3.26 Call Z ultrametric if Zik ≥ min{Zi j,Z jk} for all i, j, k and
Zii > Z jk for all i, j, k with j , k. For instance, the matrix Z =

(
e−d(i, j)) of

any ultrametric space is ultrametric; see Example 6.1.3. If Z is ultrametric then
Z is positive definite with positive weighting, by Proposition 2.4.18 of Lein-
ster [214].

(The positive definiteness of ultrametric matrices was also proved, earlier, by
Varga and Nabben [340], and a different proof still was given in Theorem 3.6
of Meckes [248]. An earlier, indirect proof of the positivity of the weighting
can be found in Pavoine, Ollier and Pontier [273].)

Such matrices arise in practice. For instance, Z is ultrametric if it is defined
from a phylogenetic or taxonomic tree as in Examples 6.1.1(iii) and (iv).

Example 6.3.27 The identity matrix Z = I is certainly positive definite with
positive weighting. By topological arguments, there is a neighbourhood U of I
in the space of symmetric matrices such that every matrix in U also has these
properties. (See the proofs of Propositions 2.2.6 and 2.4.6 of Leinster [214].)

Quantitative versions of this result are also available. For instance, suppose
that Zii = 1 for all i, j and that Z is strictly diagonally dominant, that is,
Zii >

∑
j,i Zi j for all i. Then Z is positive definite with positive weighting

(Proposition 4 of Leinster and Meckes [219]).
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oak
pine

Figure 6.5 Hypothetical community consisting of one species of oak (�) and ten
species of pine (•), to which one further species of pine is then added (◦). Dis-
tances between species indicate degrees of dissimilarity (not to scale).

In summary, if our similarity matrix Z is ultrametric, or if it is close to the
matrix I that encodes the naive model, then it enjoys many special properties:
the maximum diversity is equal to the magnitude, there is a unique maximizing
distribution, the maximizing distribution has full support, and both the maxi-
mizing distribution and the maximum diversity can be computed in polynomial
time.

We saw in Examples 6.3.20 and 6.3.21 that for some similarity matrices
Z, no maximizing distribution has full support. Mathematically, this simply
means that maximizing distributions sometimes lie on the boundary of ∆n.
But ecologically, it may sound shocking: is it reasonable that diversity can be
increased by eliminating some species?

We argue that it is. For example, consider a forest consisting of one species
of oak and ten species of pine, with all species equally abundant. Suppose that
an eleventh species of pine is added, with the same abundance as all the exist-
ing species (Figure 6.5). This makes the forest even more heavily dominated by
pine than it was before, so it is intuitively reasonable that the diversity should
decrease. But now running time backwards, the conclusion is that if we start
with a forest containing the oak and all eleven pine species, then eliminating
the eleventh should increase the diversity.

To clarify further, recall that diversity is defined in terms of the relative
abundances only. Thus, eliminating the ith species causes not only a decrease in
pi, but also an increase in the other relative abundances p j. If the ith species is
particularly ordinary within the community (like the eleventh species of pine),
then eliminating it increases the relative abundances of less ordinary species,
resulting in a community that is more diverse.

The instinct that maximizing diversity should not eliminate any species is
based on the assumption that the distinction between species is of high value.
(After all, if two species were very nearly identical – or in the extreme, actually
identical – then losing one would be of little importance.) If one wishes to make
that assumption, one must build it into the model. This is done by choosing a
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similarity matrix Z with a low similarity coefficient Zi j for each i , j. Thus,
Z is close to the identity matrix I (assuming that similarity is measured on a
scale of 0 to 1). Example 6.3.27 guarantees that in this case, there is a unique
maximizing distribution and it does not, in fact, eliminate any species.

The fact that maximizing distributions can eliminate some species has previ-
ously been discussed in the ecological literature in the case of Rao’s quadratic
entropy (q = 2): see Izsák and Szeidl [150], Pavoine and Bonsall [272], and
references therein. The same phenomenon was observed and explored by Shi-
matani in genetics [309], again in the case q = 2.

We finish by stating necessary and sufficient conditions for a symmetric sim-
ilarity matrix Z to admit at least one maximizing distribution of full support,
so that diversity can be maximized without eliminating any species. We also
state necessary and sufficient conditions for every maximizing distribution to
have full support. The latter conditions are genuinely more restrictive. For in-
stance, if Z =

( 1 1
1 1

)
then every distribution is maximizing, so some but not all

maximizing distributions have full support.

Proposition 6.3.28 The following are equivalent:

i. there exists a maximizing distribution for Z of full support;
ii. Z is positive semidefinite and has at least one positive weighting.

Proof This is Proposition 5 of [219]. �

Proposition 6.3.29 The following are equivalent:

i. every maximizing distribution for Z has full support;
ii. Z has exactly one maximizing distribution, which has full support;

iii. Z is positive definite with positive weighting;
iv. Dmax(ZB) < Dmax(Z) for every nonempty proper subset B of {1, . . . , n}.

Proof This is Proposition 6 of [219]. �

Let us put our results on maximum diversity into context. First, they belong
to the huge body of work on maximum entropy. For example, among all prob-
ability distributions on R with a given mean and variance, the one with the
maximum entropy is the normal distribution [230, 29]. Given the fundamental
nature of the normal distribution, this fact alone would be motivation enough
to seek maximum entropy distributions in other settings (such as the one at
hand), quite apart from the importance of maximum entropy in thermodynam-
ics, machine learning, and so on.

Second, the maximum diversity theorem (Theorem 6.3.2) is stated for prob-
ability distributions on finite sets equipped with a similarity matrix, but it can



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

206 Species similarity and magnitude

be generalized to compact Hausdorff spaces A equipped with a suitable func-
tion Z : A×A→ [0,∞) measuring similarity between points. This more general
theorem was recently proved by Leinster and Roff [221], along with a version
of the computation theorem (Theorem 6.3.13). It encompasses both the finite
case and the case of a compact metric space with similarities Z(a, b) = e−d(a,b).

Third, maximum diversity is closely related to the emerging invariant known
as magnitude, as now described.

6.4 Introduction to magnitude

In the solution to the maximum diversity problem, a supporting role was played
by the notion of the magnitude of a matrix (Definition 6.3.10). Theorem 6.3.13
implies that the maximum diversity of a symmetric similarity matrix Z is al-
ways equal to the magnitude of one of its principal submatrices ZB, and Ex-
amples 6.3.26 and 6.3.27 describe classes of matrix for which the maximum
diversity is actually equal to the magnitude.

The definition of magnitude was introduced without motivation, and may
appear to be nothing but a technicality. But in fact, magnitude is an answer to
the following very broad conceptual challenge.

For many types of objects in mathematics, there is a canonical notion of
size. For example:

• Every set A (finite, say) has a cardinality |A|, which satisfies the inclusion-
exclusion formula

|A ∪ B| = |A| + |B| − |A ∩ B|

(for subsets A and B of some larger set) and the multiplicativity formula

|A × B| = |A| · |B|.

• Every measurable subset A of Euclidean space has a volume Vol(A), which
satisfies similar formulas:

Vol(A ∪ B) = Vol(A) + Vol(B) − Vol(A ∩ B),

Vol(A × B) = Vol(A) · Vol(B).

• Every sufficiently well-behaved topological space A has an Euler character-
istic χ(A), which again satisfies

χ(A ∪ B) = χ(A) + χ(B) − χ(A ∩ B),

χ(A × B) = χ(A) · χ(B).
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a1

a2

a3

a4
a5

Figure 6.6 The objects and maps of a finite category (identity maps not shown).

(Here, inclusion-exclusion holds for subspaces A and B of some larger
space, under suitable hypotheses. Technically, it is best to work in the
setting of either cohomology with compact supports, as in Section 3.3 of
Hatcher [138], or tame topology, as in Chapter 4 of van den Dries [338] or
Chapter 3 of Ghrist [114].) The insight that Euler characteristic is the topo-
logical analogue of cardinality is principally due to Schanuel, who compared
Euler’s investigation of spaces of negative ‘cardinality’ (Euler characteris-
tic) with Cantor’s investigation of sets of infinite cardinality:

Euler’s analysis, which demonstrated that in counting suitably ‘finite’
spaces one can get well-defined negative integers, was a revolutionary
advance in the idea of cardinal number – perhaps even more important
than Cantor’s extension to infinite sets, if we judge by the number of
areas in mathematics where the impact is pervasive.

([301], Section 3).

The close resemblance between these invariants suggests a challenge: find a
general notion of the size of a mathematical object, encompassing these three
invariants and others. And this challenge has a solution: the magnitude of an
enriched category.

Enriched categories are very general structures, and the theory of the magni-
tude of an enriched category sweeps across many parts of mathematics, most of
them very distant from diversity measurement. This section and the next paint
a broad-brush picture, omitting all details. General references for this material
are Leinster and Meckes [220] and Leinster [214].

We begin with ordinary categories. A finite category A consists of, first of
all, a finite directed multigraph, that is, a finite collection of objects a1, . . . , an

together with a finite set Hom(ai, a j) for each i and j, whose elements are to
be thought of as maps or arrows from ai to a j (Figure 6.6). It is also equipped
with an associative operation of composition of maps and an identity map on
each object. (See Mac Lane [234], for instance.)

Any finite category A gives rise to an n × n matrix ZA whose (i, j)-entry is
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|Hom(ai, a j)|, the number of maps from ai to a j. The magnitude |A| ∈ Q of the
category A is defined to be the magnitude |ZA| of the matrix ZA, if it exists.

Here we have used the notation | · | for two purposes: first for the cardinality
of a finite set, then for the magnitude of a category. This is deliberate. In both
cases, | · | is a measure of the size of the structure concerned.

For example, if A has no maps except for identities then ZA is the n × n
identity matrix, so the magnitude |A| is the cardinality n of its set of objects.
Less trivially, any (small) category A has a classifying space BA (also called its
nerve or geometric realization), which is a topological space constructed from
A by starting with one 0-simplex for each object of A, then pasting in one 1-
simplex for each map in A, one 2-simplex for each commutative triangle in A,
and so on (Segal [305]). It is a theorem that

|A| = χ(BA), (6.18)

under finiteness conditions to ensure that the Euler characteristic of BA is well-
defined (Proposition 2.11 of Leinster [208]). So, the situation is similar to
group homology: the homology of a group G can be defined either through
a direct algebraic formula (as for |A|) or as the homology of its classifying
space (as for χ(BA)), and it is a theorem that the two are equal.

Example 6.4.1 Let A = (•⇒ •) (identity maps not shown). Then

ZA =

(
1 2
0 1

)
,

giving

Z−1
A =

(
1 −2
0 1

)
and so

|A| = |ZA| = 1 + (−2) + 0 + 1 = 0.

On the other hand, BA = S 1, so χ(BA) = 0, confirming equation (6.18).

Equation (6.18) shows how, under hypotheses, magnitude for categories can
be derived from Euler characteristic for topological spaces. In the other di-
rection, we can derive topological Euler characteristic from categorical mag-
nitude. Let M be a finitely triangulated manifold. Then associated with the
triangulation, there is a category AM whose objects are the simplices s1, . . . , sn

of the triangulation, with one map si → s j whenever si ⊆ s j, and with no maps
si → s j otherwise. Then

χ(M) = |AM |



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

6.4 Introduction to magnitude 209

(Section 3.8 of Stanley [317] and Section 2 of Leinster [208]).
The moral of the last two results is that topological Euler characteristic and

categorical magnitude each determine the other (under suitable hypotheses).
Indeed, the magnitude of a category is often called its Euler characteristic;
see, for instance, Leinster [208], Berger and Leinster [37], Fiore, Lück and
Sauer [103, 104], Noguchi [261, 262, 263], and Tanaka [320].

Further theorems connect the magnitude of a category to the Euler character-
istic of an orbifold (Proposition 2.12 of [208]) and to the Baez–Dolan cardinal-
ity of a groupoid (Example 2.7 of [208] and Section 3 of Baez and Dolan [23]),
both of which are rational numbers, not usually integers. The notion of mag-
nitude can also be seen as an extension of the theory of Möbius inversion for
posets (most commonly associated with the name of Rota [298]), which itself
generalizes the classical Möbius function of number theory; see [208, 213] for
explanation.

The definition of the magnitude of a category involved |Hom(ai, a j)|, the
cardinality of the set of maps from ai to a j. Thus, we used the notion of the
cardinality of a finite set to define the magnitude of a finite category. We can
envisage that if Hom(ai, a j) were some other kind of structure with a preex-
isting notion of size, a similar definition could be made. And indeed, this idea
can be implemented in the language of enriched categories, as follows.

A monoidal category is, loosely speaking, a category V equipped
with a product operation satisfying reasonable conditions. Section VII.1 of
Mac Lane [234] gives the full definition, but the following examples will be all
that we need here.

Examples 6.4.2 Typical examples of monoidal categories are the category Set
of sets with the cartesian product × and the category Vect of vector spaces with
the tensor product ⊗.

A less obvious example is the category whose objects are the elements of
the interval [0,∞], with one map x → y whenever x ≥ y, and with no maps
x → y otherwise. Here we take + as the ‘product’ operation. (We could also
take ordinary multiplication as the product, but it is + that will be of interest
here.)

Now fix a monoidal category V , with product denoted by ⊗. Loosely, a
category enriched in V , or V -category, A, consists of:

• a set a, b, . . . of objects of A;
• for each pair (a, b) of objects of A, an object Hom(a, b) of V ;
• for each triple (a, b, c) of objects of A, a map

Hom(a, b) ⊗ Hom(b, c)→ Hom(a, c) (6.19)
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in V (called composition in A),

subject to conditions. (For the full definition, see Section 1.2 of Kelly [182] or
Section 6.2 of Borceux [45].)

Examples 6.4.3 The following examples of enriched categories are depicted
in Figure 6.7.

i. A category enriched in (Set,×) is just an ordinary category. So, an enriched
category is not a category with special properties; it is something more gen-
eral than a category.

ii. A category enriched in (Vect,⊗) is a linear category: a category equipped
with a vector space structure on each of the sets Hom(a, b), in such a way
that composition is bilinear.

iii. As first observed by Lawvere [202], any metric space A can be viewed as
a category A enriched in ([0,∞],+): the objects of A are the points of A,
while Hom(a, b) ∈ [0,∞] is the distance d(a, b), and the composition (6.19)
is the triangle inequality

d(a, b) + d(b, c) ≥ d(a, c).

Thus, categories, linear categories and metric spaces are all instances of
a single general concept: enriched category. This enables constructions and
insights to be passed backwards and forwards between them, a strategy that
proves to have great power.

In particular, it is straightforward to generalize the definition of the mag-
nitude of a finite category to finite enriched categories. Let V be a monoidal
category equipped with a function | · | that assigns to each object X of V an el-
ement |X| of some ring. This function | · | is to play the role of the cardinality of
a finite set, and we therefore impose the requirements that it is isomorphism-
invariant and multiplicative:

X � Y =⇒ |X| = |Y |, |X ⊗ Y | = |X| · |Y |.

(Section 1.3 of Leinster [214] gives details.) Then any V -category A with
finitely many objects, a1, . . . , an, gives rise to a matrix

ZA =
(
|Hom(ai, a j)|

)
i, j.

The magnitude |A| of A is defined to be the magnitude of ZA, if it exists.

Example 6.4.4 If we begin with the monoidal category V of finite sets
equipped with the cartesian product, with the cardinality function | · | on finite
sets, then we recover the notion of the magnitude of a finite category.
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monoidal
categories

• V
• Set

• Vect
• [0,∞]

enriched
categories

V
-categories

categories

linearcategories

m
etric

spaces

Figure 6.7 Schematic diagram of monoidal and enriched categories.

Example 6.4.5 Let V be the category of finite-dimensional vector spaces over
some field, with the tensor product, and put |X| = dim X for finite-dimensional
vector spaces X. Then we obtain a notion of the magnitude |A| of a lin-
ear category A with finitely many objects and finite-dimensional hom-spaces
Hom(a, b). By definition, |A| is the magnitude of the matrix(

dim Hom(a, b)
)
a,b∈A.

For instance, let E be an associative algebra over an algebraically closed field.
In the representation theory of algebras, an important linear category associ-
ated with E is IP(E), the category of indecomposable projective E-modules.
Under finiteness hypotheses on E, it is a theorem that IP(E) has magnitude

|IP(E)| =
∞∑

n=0

(−1)n dim ExtnE(S , S ), (6.20)

where S is the direct sum of the simple E-modules (Theorem 1.1 of Chuang,
King and Leinster [67]). The matrix ZIP(E) is better known as the Cartan ma-
trix of E. The right-hand side of equation (6.20) is called the Euler form
χ(S , S ) of the pair (S , S ), and is another manifestation of the concept of Euler
characteristic.

The examples so far of the magnitude of an enriched category have been
closely related to other, older invariants. But when we apply the definition to
metric spaces, we obtain something new.
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Let V be the monoidal category [0,∞], with product +. For x ∈ [0,∞],
define

|x| = e−x ∈ R.

(Recall that | · | is required to be ‘multiplicative’, that is, must convert the tensor
product on V into multiplication. In this case, this means |x+y| = |x| · |y|, which
by Corollary 1.1.11(i) essentially forces |x| = cx for some constant c.) Then we
obtain a notion of the magnitude of a finite V -category, and in particular, of a
finite metric space.

In explicit terms, the definition is as follows. Let A = {a1, . . . , an} be a finite
metric space. Form the n × n matrix

ZA =
(
e−d(ai,a j)).

Invert ZA (if possible); then the magnitude |A| of A is the sum of all n2 entries
of Z−1

A .
Here we have used Remark 6.3.11(ii) on the magnitude of a matrix in terms

of its inverse. Since ZA is a square matrix of real numbers, it is usually invert-
ible, and in fact it is always invertible when A is a subspace of Euclidean space
(Theorem 2.5.3 of Leinster [214] or Section 4 of Meckes [248]).

Examples 6.4.6 i. The magnitude of the zero-point space is 0, and the mag-
nitude of the one-point space is 1.

ii. Consider the metric space A consisting of two points distance ` apart:

• oo
` // •

Then

|A| = sum of entries of
(
e−0 e−`

e−` e−0

)−1

=
2

1 + e−`
,

as illustrated in Figure 6.8.
This example can be understood as follows. When ` is small, the two

points are barely distinguishable, and may appear to be only one point (at
poor resolution, for instance). As ` increases, the two points acquire in-
creasingly separate identities, and correspondingly, the magnitude increases
towards 2. In the extreme, when ` = ∞, the two points are entirely sepa-
rated and the magnitude is exactly 2. This example and others suggest that
we can usefully think of the magnitude of a finite metric space as the ‘effec-
tive number of points’, or, more fully, the effective number of completely
separate points.
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Figure 6.8 The magnitude of a two-point space A, with points distance ` apart
(Example 6.4.6(ii)).

`
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 0.0001  0.01  1  100

|A|

`

Figure 6.9 The magnitude of a certain three-point metric space A (Exam-
ple 6.4.6(iv)). Note the logarithmic scale.

iii. Let A be a finite metric space in which all nonzero distances are ∞. Then
ZA = I and |A| is just the cardinality of A. This also fits with the interpreta-
tion of magnitude as the effective number of points.

iv. This example is adapted from Willerton ([354], Figure 1). Let A be a three-
point space with the points arranged in a long thin triangle, as in Figure 6.9.
When ` is small, the space appears to be just a single point, and the magni-
tude is close to 1. When ` is moderate, the space appears to have two points,
and the magnitude is about 2. When ` is large, the distinction between all
three points is clearly visible, and the magnitude is close to 3.

Empirical data such as this suggests a connection between magnitude and
persistent homology. Indeed, results of Otter [266] have begun to establish
such a connection. We return to this topic at the end of the section.

Every metric space A belongs to a one-parameter family (tA)t>0 of spaces,
where tA denotes A scaled up by a factor of t. So, magnitude assigns to each
finite metric space A not just a number |A|, but a (partially-defined) function:
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K2,3

-1

 0

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 0 0.35  1  2  3  4

t

|tK2,3|

Figure 6.10 The complete bipartite graph K2,3 and its magnitude function (Exam-
ple 6.4.7). The singularity is at log

√
2 ≈ 0.35.

its magnitude function
(0,∞) → R

t 7→ |tA|.

For instance, Figures 6.8 and 6.9 show the magnitude functions of a certain
two-point space and a certain three-point space.

Example 6.4.7 Magnitude functions can behave wildly. Consider the com-
plete bipartite graph K2,3 (Figure 6.10), regarded as a metric space as follows:
the points of the space are the vertices of the graph, and the distance between
two vertices is the number of edges in a shortest path between them.

The magnitude function of K2,3 has several striking features: it is sometimes
negative, sometimes greater than the number of points, sometimes undefined,
and sometimes decreasing in the scale factor t. Example 2.2.7 of Leinster [214]
gives details.

However, the magnitude function of a finite metric space never behaves too
badly. It can be shown that the magnitude function has only finitely many sin-
gularities (none for subspaces of Euclidean space), that it is increasing for
t � 0, and that |tA| converges to the cardinality of A as t → ∞ (Proposi-
tion 2.2.6 of Leinster [214]). In particular, this last statement implies that the
magnitude function of a space knows its cardinality.

In Example 6.4.7, we started from a graph, constructed the metric space
whose points are the vertices and whose distances are shortest path-lengths,
and considered the magnitude of that space. This is a construction of general
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interest, investigated in Leinster [215]. In this context, we replace the real num-
ber e−1 in the definition of magnitude by a formal variable x. The magnitude
of a graph can then be expressed as either a rational function or a power series
in x with integer coefficients (Section 2 of [215]). For example, the graphs

all have magnitude

5 + 5x − 4x2

(1 + x)(1 + 2x)
= 5 − 10x + 16x2 − 28x3 + 52x4 − 100x5 + · · ·

(Example 4.11 of [215]). The magnitude of a graph shares some invariance
properties with one of the most important graph invariants of all, the Tutte
polynomial. For instance, it is invariant under Whitney twists when the points
of identification are adjacent. But it is not a specialization of the Tutte polyno-
mial: it carries information that the Tutte polynomial does not.

Graph magnitude satisfies multiplicativity and inclusion-exclusion princi-
ples:

|G × H| = |G| · |H|,

|G ∪ H| = |G| + |H| − |G ∩ H|

(where the latter is under quite strict hypotheses), shown as Lemma 3.6 and
Theorem 4.9 of Leinster [215]. As such, it has a reasonable claim to being the
graph-theoretic analogue of cardinality.

As additional evidence for this claim, Hepworth and Willerton [142] con-
structed a graded homology theory of graphs whose Euler characteristic is
magnitude. In more detail: since their homology theory is graded, the Euler
characteristic of a graph is not a single number but a sequence of numbers,
which when construed as a power series is exactly the graph’s magnitude.
Thus, their homology theory is a categorification of magnitude in the same
sense that the Khovanov homology of knots and links [187] is a categorifica-
tion of the Jones polynomial. It is a finer invariant than magnitude, in that there
are graphs with the same magnitude but different homology groups (Gu [131],
Appendix A; see also Summers [318]).

Not only the definition of magnitude for graphs, but also some theorems
about it, can be categorified. For instance, Hepworth and Willerton proved
that the multiplicativity and inclusion-exclusion theorems for magnitude lift
to Künneth and Mayer–Vietoris theorems in homology. In this sense, known
properties of the magnitude of graphs are shadows of functorial results in ho-
mology.



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

216 Species similarity and magnitude

Hepworth and Willerton’s idea even works in the full generality of enriched
categories. That is, the magnitude of an enriched category (a numerical invari-
ant) can be categorified to a graded homology theory for enriched categories
(an algebraic invariant). As in the case of graphs, ‘categorified’ means that the
Euler characteristic of the homology theory is exactly magnitude. This mag-
nitude homology for enriched categories was defined and developed in work
led by Shulman [222]. It is a kind of Hochschild homology.

Since metric spaces are a special kind of enriched category, this construction
provides a new homology theory for metric spaces. It is genuinely metric rather
than topological. For example, the first magnitude homology of a closed subset
X of Rn is trivial if and only if X is convex ([222], Section 4). Indeed, all of
the magnitude homology groups of a convex subset of Rn are trivial, a metric
analogue of the topological fact that the homology of a contractible space is
trivial. This was proved independently by Kaneta and Yoshinaga (Corollary 5.3
of [174]) and by Jubin (Theorem 7.2 of [172]). Gomi [117] states a slogan:

The more geodesics are unique, the more magnitude homology is trivial.

Methods for computing the magnitude homology of metric spaces have
recently been developed and applied to calculate specific homology groups.
Gomi developed spectral sequence techniques and used them to prove results
on the magnitude homology groups of circles ([118], Section 4). Kaneta and
Yoshinaga [174] showed that while ordinary topological homology detects the
existence of holes, magnitude homology detects the diameter of holes, in a
sense made precise in their Theorem 5.7. Asao proved that if a space contains a
closed geodesic then its second magnitude homology group is nontrivial (The-
orem 5.3 of [19]), while Gomi [117] proved general results on the second and
third magnitude homology groups of metric spaces.

Magnitude homology is not the first homology theory of metric spaces: there
is also persistent homology, fundamental in the field of topological data analy-
sis. (For expository accounts of persistent homology, see Ghrist [113] or Carls-
son [59].) Otter [266] has proved results relating the two homology theories,
introducing for this purpose a notion of ‘blurred magnitude homology’; see
also Govc and Hepworth [123] and Cho [66].

Finally, Hepworth [141] has introduced a theory of magnitude cohomology
for enriched categories. It carries a product that formally resembles the ordi-
nary cup product, but is noncommutative. For finite metric spaces, magnitude
cohomology is a complete invariant: the cohomology ring of such a space de-
termines it uniquely up to isometry.
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6.5 Magnitude in geometry and analysis

Most metric spaces of geometric interest are not finite. The general enriched-
categorical concept of magnitude provides no definition of the magnitude of an
infinite metric space. On the other hand, there are several plausible strategies
for extending the definition of magnitude from finite to compact metric spaces.
Meckes [248, 249] showed that as long as the space satisfies a certain classical
condition, they all give the same outcome.

The condition is that the space must be of negative type. We do not need the
original definition here, but Meckes refined old results of Schoenberg [304] to
show that A is of negative type if and only if the matrix ZtB is positive definite
for every finite B ⊆ A and real t > 0 (Theorem 3.3 of [248]). A great many
spaces are of negative type, including all subspaces of Rn with the Euclidean or
`1 (taxicab) metric, all ultrametric spaces, real and complex hyperbolic space,
and spheres with the geodesic metric. A list can be found in Theorem 3.6
of [248].

The most direct way to state the extended definition of magnitude is as fol-
lows.

Definition 6.5.1 Let A be a compact metric space of negative type. The mag-
nitude of A is

|A| = sup{|B| : finite subsets B ⊆ A} ∈ [0,∞].

Equivalently, one can choose a sequence B1 ⊆ B2 ⊆ · · · ⊆ A of finite sub-
spaces Bn of A such that

⋃
Bn is dense in A, then put |A| = limn→∞|Bn|. Equiv-

alently again, one can define the magnitude of A by the variational formula

|A| = sup
µ

µ(A)2∫
A

∫
A e−d(a,b) dµ(a) dµ(b)

, (6.21)

where the supremum is over the finite signed Borel measures µ on A for which
the denominator is nonzero.

This last characterization is related to yet another formulation. A weight
measure on A is a finite signed Borel measure µ such that∫

A
e−d(a,b) dµ(b) = 1

for all a ∈ A. This definition was introduced by Willerton ([352], Section 1.1),
and is the continuous analogue of the notion of weighting (Definition 6.3.8). If
µ is a weight measure on A then |A| = µ(A), by Theorem 2.3 of Meckes [248] or
Proposition 5.3.6 of Leinster and Meckes [220]. However, not every compact
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metric space of negative type admits a weight measure. Most weightings are
distributions of a more general kind, defined in Meckes [249].

The equivalence of these and other definitions of magnitude was established
by Meckes [248, 249], using techniques of harmonic and functional analysis.

We now give some examples of compact spaces A and their magnitude func-
tions t 7→ |tA|.

Example 6.5.2 The magnitude function of a straight line [0, `] of length ` is
given by

|t · [0, `]| = 1 + 1
2` · t.

Several proofs are known, as in Theorem 7 of Leinster and Willerton [223],
Theorem 2 of Willerton [352], and Proposition 3.2.1 of Leinster [214]. The
easiest proof uses weight measures. Let δ0 and δ` denote the point measures at
0 and `, let λ[0,`] denote Lebesgue measure on [0, `], and put

µ = 1
2 (δ0 + λ[0,`] + δ`).

It is easily verified that µ is a weight measure on [0, `]. Hence

|[0, `]| = 1 + 1
2`,

and so the magnitude function of [0, `] is given by

|t · [0, `]| = 1 + 1
2` · t.

Example 6.5.3 Magnitude is multiplicative with respect to the `1 product of
metric spaces, that is, the product space with the metric given by adding the
distances in the two factors (Proposition 3.1.4 of Leinster [214]). This has the
following consequence. Equip Rn with the `1 metric:

d(x, y) =

n∑
i=1

|xi − yi|

(x, y ∈ Rn). Then by the previous example, the magnitude function of a rectan-
gle

A = [0, `] × [0,m] ⊆ R2

is given by

|tA| =
(
1 + 1

2` · t
)(

1 + 1
2 m · t

)
= 1 + 1

2 (` + m) · t + 1
4`m · t

2.

Up to a constant factor, the coefficient of t2 is the area of A, the coefficient
of t is the perimeter of A, and the constant term is the Euler characteristic of
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A. Similar statements apply to higher-dimensional boxes (Corollary 3.4.3 of
Leinster [214]).

For rectangles, and for nonempty convex sets in general, the Euler charac-
teristic is always 1. As such, it may seem pretentious to call the constant term
the ‘Euler characteristic’. This usage will be justified shortly.

To begin to explain the geometric content of magnitude, we need to recall the
concept of intrinsic volumes (Klain and Rota [188] or Section 4.1 of Schnei-
der [303]), which with different normalizations are also known as quermassin-
tegrals or Minkowski functionals.

Consider all reasonable ways of measuring the size of compact convex sub-
sets of Rn (which in the present discussion will just be called convex sets). In
the plane R2, there are at least three ways to measure a set: take its area, its
perimeter, or its Euler characteristic. These are 2-, 1-, and 0-dimensional mea-
sures, respectively. The general fact is that there are n + 1 canonical ways of
measuring convex subsets of Rn, which define functions

V0, . . . ,Vn : {convex subsets of Rn} → R.

Here Vi is i-dimensional, in the sense that Vi(tA) = tiVi(A), and Vi(A) is called
the ith intrinsic volume of A.

The ith intrinsic volume of a convex set A ⊆ Rn can be defined as fol-
lows. Choose at random an i-dimensional linear subspace L of Rn, take the
orthogonal projection πL(A) of A onto L, then take its i-dimensional volume
Vol(πL(A)). Up to a constant factor, Vi(A) is the expected value of Vol(πL(A)).

Example 6.5.4 Let A be a convex subset of R3. Then V0(A) is 0 if A is empty,
and 1 otherwise. (In both cases, V0(A) is the Euler characteristic of A.) The first
intrinsic volume V1(A) is proportional to the expected length of the projection
of A onto a random line, and is called the mean width of A. The second in-
trinsic volume V2(A) is proportional to the expected area of the projection of A
onto a random plane, and it is a theorem of Cauchy that this is proportional to
the surface area of A (Klain and Rota [188], Theorem 5.5.2). Finally, V3(A) is
just the volume of A.

Each of the intrinsic volumes Vi on convex sets is isometry-invariant, con-
tinuous with respect to the Hausdorff metric, and a valuation: Vi(∅) = 0 and

Vi(A ∪ B) = Vi(A) + Vi(B) − Vi(A ∩ B)

whenever A, B and A∪ B are convex. The same is, therefore, true of any linear
combination of the intrinsic volumes. A celebrated theorem of Hadwiger [132]
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states that such linear combinations are the only isometry-invariant continuous
valuations on convex sets.

The intrinsic volumes can be adapted to more general classes of space and to
different geometries. For instance, we can speak of the volume or surface area
of a sufficiently smooth subset of Rn, and in that context, the intrinsic volumes
are closely related to curvature measures. (See Section 2.1.1 of Alesker and
Fu [8] for a concise review of the relationship, Morvan [253] or Gray [125]
for full accounts of curvature measures, and Alesker [6] for a survey of some
more recent developments.) The intrinsic volumes can also be defined on any
finite union of convex sets (as in Klain and Rota [188]). At these levels of
generality, V0 is no longer trivial; it is the Euler characteristic. This justifies
‘Euler characteristic’ as the right name for V0 even in the case of convex sets.

The next example uses a notion of intrinsic volume adapted to Rn with the
`1 metric.

Example 6.5.5 Generalizing Example 6.5.3, let A ⊆ Rn be a convex body,
that is, a convex set with nonempty interior. Give A the `1 metric. Then the
magnitude function of A is the polynomial

|tA| =
n∑

i=0

1
2i V ′i (A) · ti

(Theorem 5.4.6(2) of Leinster and Meckes [220]). Here V ′i (A) is the `1 ana-
logue of the ith intrinsic volume of A, discussed in [220] and in Section 5 of
Leinster [211]. Explicitly, it is the sum of the i-dimensional volumes of the
projections of A onto the i-dimensional coordinate subspaces of Rn. The sig-
nificance of 2i is that the volume of the unit ball in the 1-norm on Rn is 2i/i!.

So, for convex bodies inRn equipped with the `1 metric, the magnitude func-
tion is a polynomial whose degree is the dimension and whose ith coefficient
is an i-dimensional geometric measure.

For the Euclidean rather than `1 metric on Rn, results on magnitude are
harder. Until 2015, the only convex subset of Rn whose magnitude was known
was the line segment. But a significant advance was made by Barceló and
Carbery [28], who used PDE methods to prove:

Theorem 6.5.6 (Barceló and Carbery) Let n ≥ 1 be odd. Then:

i. the magnitude function t 7→ |tBn| of the n-dimensional unit Euclidean ball
Bn is a rational function over Z of the radius t;
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ii. the magnitude functions of B1, B3 and B5 are given by

|tB1| = 1 + t,

|tB3| =
1
3!

(6 + 12t + 6t2 + t3),

|tB5| =
1
5!

360 + 1080t + 525t2 + 135t4 + 18t5 + t6

3 + t
.

Proof Part (i) is Theorem 4 of [28]. For part (ii), the formulas for |tB3| and |tB5|

are Theorems 2 and 3 of [28], and the formula for |tB1| is Example 6.5.2 (not
due to Barceló and Carbery, but included in the statement for completeness).�

In the `1 metric on Rn, the magnitude of a ball is a polynomial in its ra-
dius, by Example 6.5.5. In the Euclidean metric, it is no longer a polynomial,
but it is the next best thing: a rational function. Subsequent work of Willer-
ton [356, 355] identified exactly which rational function |tBn| is, in terms of
Bessel polynomials and Hankel determinants.

Theorem 6.5.6 is stated under the hypothesis that n is odd, a condition im-
posed in order to put the proof into the realm of differential rather than pseu-
dodifferential equations. The magnitude of even-dimensional balls remains un-
known. Even the 2-dimensional disc B2 has unknown magnitude, although nu-
merical experiments suggest that it is a certain quadratic polynomial in the
radius (Willerton [350], Section 3.2).

Barceló and Carbery also proved a result on general compact sets (Theo-
rem 1 of [28]):

Theorem 6.5.7 (Barceló and Carbery) For all n ≥ 1 and compact A ⊆ Rn,

Vol(A) = cn lim
t→∞

|tA|
tn ,

where the constant cn is n! Vol(Bn). �

The volume of the Euclidean unit ball Bn is given by a standard classical for-
mula, as in Propositions 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 of Klain and Rota [188], for instance.

By Theorem 6.5.7, we can extract the volume of a set from its magnitude
function. This substantiates the earlier claim that the general notion of the mag-
nitude of an enriched category encompasses the notion of volume.

Better still, using methods of global analysis, Gimperlein and Goffeng
proved (Theorem 2(d) of [115]):

Theorem 6.5.8 (Gimperlein and Goffeng) Let n ≥ 1 be odd, and let A ⊆ Rn

be a bounded set with smooth boundary such that A is the closure of its interior.
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222 Species similarity and magnitude

Then the magnitude function of A has an asymptotic expansion

|tA| ∼
∞∑

i=0

mi(A)tn−i as t → ∞,

and up to a known constant factor (depending on n and i but not A), the coef-
ficient mi(A) is equal to the intrinsic volume Vn−i(A) for i = 0, 1, 2. �

Recent work of Gimperlein, Goffeng and Louca, so far unpublished, re-
moves the restriction that n is odd.

For instance, m0(A) = Vol(A)/n! Vol(Bn) (as in Theorem 6.5.7) and m1(A) is
proportional to the (n − 1)-dimensional surface area of A. In the statement of
Theorem 6.5.8, the term ‘intrinsic volume’ has been extended beyond its usual
context of convex sets. A more precise statement for i = 2 is that m2(A) is
proportional to the integral over ∂A of the mean curvature of ∂A (which when
A is convex is itself proportional to Vn−2(A)).

The magnitude of a metric space does not satisfy the inclusion-exclusion
principle in the strongest conceivable sense, since otherwise, every n-point
space would have magnitude n. But Gimperlein and Goffeng showed that
magnitude does satisfy inclusion-exclusion in an asymptotic sense, using tech-
niques related to the heat equation proof of the Atiyah–Singer index theorem
and making essential use of complex scale factors t. Indeed, for subsets A, B
and A ∩ B of Rn satisfying the regularity conditions of Theorem 6.5.8,

|t(A ∪ B)| + |t(A ∩ B)| − |tA| − |tB| → 0 as t → ∞

(Remark 3 of [115]). This is further evidence for the claim that magnitude
should be regarded as a measure of size.

Finally, we return to diversity. Meckes defined the maximum diversity of a
compact space A of negative type as

Dmax(A) = sup
µ

1∫
A

∫
A e−d(a,b) dµ(a) dµ(b)

,

which is similar to the formula (6.21) for magnitude, except that now the supre-
mum runs over only the Borel probability measures µ, as opposed to all signed
measures. (In principle, the formula is for the maximum diversity of order 2,
but Theorem 7.1 of Leinster and Roff [221] implies that the maximum diversity
of every order is the same.) Evidently Dmax(A) ≤ |A|.

When A is a subset of Euclidean space, Dmax(A) is equal to a classical quan-
tity, the Bessel capacity C(n+1)/2(A). As Meckes showed, a deep result from
the theory of capacities provides an upper bound on |A|/Dmax(A) in terms of
n alone (Corollary 6.2 of [249]). Thus, magnitude is never very different from
this Bessel capacity.
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6.5 Magnitude in geometry and analysis 223

Meckes [249] exploited the connection between magnitude and maximum
diversity to extract information about the dimension of a compact set A ⊆ Rn

from its magnitude function. We have already met some families of spaces
where the magnitude function is a polynomial whose degree is the dimension
(Example 6.5.5). But here we allow non-integer dimensions too.

One of the most important notions of fractional dimension is the Minkowski
or box-counting dimension (Section 3.1 of Falconer [96]). The Minkowski
dimension of a subset of Rn is always greater than or equal to the Hausdorff
dimension, and equality often holds. (See p. 43 of [96] for a summary of how
the two dimensions are related.) For instance, both the Minkowski and the
Hausdorff dimensions of the middle-thirds Cantor set are log 2/ log 3. Write
dimM A for the Minkowski dimension of a compact set A ⊆ Rn, if defined.

Roughly speaking, the following result states that |tA| grows like tdimM A

when t is large. Thus, we can can recover the Minkowski dimension of a space
from its magnitude function. It is due to Meckes (Corollary 7.4 of [249]).

Theorem 6.5.9 (Meckes) Let A be a compact subset of Rn. Then

dimM A = lim
t→∞

log|tA|
log t

,

with one side of the equation defined if and only if the other is. �

For instance, if A is a subset of Rn with nonzero volume, then |tA| grows
like tn when t is large, and by the volume theorem of Barceló and Carbery, the
ratio |tA|/tn converges to a known constant times the volume of A. When A is
the middle-thirds Cantor set, |tA| grows like tlog 2/ log 3. (In fact, the magnitude
function of the Cantor set also has a kind of hidden periodicity, as shown in
Section 3 of Leinster and Willerton [223].) For convex subsets of Rn, more
precise statements can be made; Meckes bounds the magnitude function of a
convex set by a polynomial whose coefficients are proportional to its intrinsic
volumes ([250], Theorem 1).

Theorem 6.5.9 demonstrates the usefulness of the concept of maximum di-
versity for pure-mathematical purposes in geometry and analysis, indepen-
dently of any biological application.
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7

Value

Quite apart from many theoretical and practical problems that continue
to affect the species concept and its application, is it appropriate for con-
servation purposes to regard all species as equal in this manner? To a
conservationist, regardless of relative abundance, is Welwitschia equal to
a species of Taraxacum? Is the panda equivalent to one species of rat?

– Vane-Wright et al. ([339], p. 237)

Putting aside entropy and diversity, let us consider a very general question:

What is the value of the whole in terms of its parts?

Although the question in this form is far too vague to admit a mathematical
treatment, we will see that once posed precisely, it has a complete answer.
From that answer, the concept of diversity arises automatically. The answer
also leads to a unique characterization of the Hill numbers (or equivalently,
the Rényi entropies), more powerful than the characterization theorem in Sec-
tion 4.5.

We will consider a ‘whole’ divided into n ‘parts’ of relative sizes p1, . . . , pn,
which are assigned values v1, . . . , vn respectively (Figure 7.1). The question is
how to aggregate those values into a single value σ(p, v) for the whole, mea-

p1

v1n
p2

v2n
p3

v3n p4
v4n
p5

v5n

Figure 7.1 A whole divided into 5 parts, with relative sizes (p1, . . . , p5) ∈ ∆5 and
values (v1, . . . , v5).
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Value 225

sured in the same units as the values vi of the parts. This aggregation method
should have sensible properties. For instance, if we put together two parts of
equal size and equal value, v, the result should have value 2v.

One simple method is to ignore the sizes of the parts and just sum their
values, so that

σ(p, v) = v1 + · · · + vn

(or better,σ(p, v) =
∑

i∈supp(p) vi). But there are many other possibilities. In fact,
we will define a one-parameter family (σq) of value measures. They include as
special cases the Hill numbers Dq, the more general similarity-sensitive diver-
sity measures DZ

q of Chapter 6, certain phylogenetic diversity measures (due to
Chao, Chiu and Jost [65]), and, essentially, the `p norms. For example, when a
community is divided into n species in proportions p1, . . . , pn, and each species
is assigned the same value, 1, the value of the whole according to σq is the Hill
number of order q:

σq
(
p, (1, . . . , 1)

)
= Dq(p).

In most of the cases just listed, the whole is taken to be an ecological com-
munity and the parts are its species. But there is an important complementary
situation, in which the whole is still a community but the parts are taken to
be subcommunities. For instance, the community might be divided geographi-
cally into regions, and we might attempt to evaluate the community as a whole
based on the sizes and values of those regions. In the case where value is inter-
preted as diversity, that is exactly what we did when we derived the chain rule
for diversity (Propositions 4.4.10 and 6.2.11). Indeed, the function σq can be
seen as an embodiment of the chain rules for Dq and DZ

q , in a sense explained
in Example 7.1.8.

We begin by defining the value measures σq and analysing some special
cases (Section 7.1), with important examples from both ecology and the analy-
sis of social welfare. We then introduce the Rényi relative entropies, which are
very closely related to the value measures σq. (The q-logarithmic relative en-
tropies were already covered in Section 4.1.) As a bonus, we use the Rényi and
q-logarithmic relative entropies to provide further evidence for the canonical
nature of the Fisher metric on probability distributions (Remark 7.2.3(i)).

Using our earlier results on means, we then prove that the only value mea-
sures with reasonable properties are those belonging to the family (σq) (Sec-
tion 7.3). From this we deduce that for communities modelled as their relative
abundance distributions, the only reasonable measures of diversity are the Hill
numbers (Section 7.4).

We have already proved a characterization theorem for the Hill numbers Dq
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226 Value

in Section 4.5, showing that for a fixed q, if a diversity measure D has certain
properties depending on q, then it must be equal to Dq. But in the theorem
proved in this chapter, there is no ‘q’ mentioned in the hypotheses, and the
conclusion is that D must be equal to Dq for some q. In short, the earlier theo-
rem characterized the Hill numbers individually, but this theorem characterizes
them as a family.

7.1 Introduction to value

Here we consider sequences of functions(
σ : ∆n × [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

)
n≥1,

which will be referred to as value measures. We regard a pair (p, v) ∈
∆n × [0,∞)n as representing a whole made up of n disjoint parts with rela-
tive sizes p1, . . . , pn and values v1, . . . , vn, and we regard σ(p, v) as the value
that σ assigns to the whole.

A special role is played by the family(
σq

)
q∈[−∞,∞]

of value measures, defined by

σq(p, v) = M1−q(p, v/p)

(n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, v ∈ [0,∞)n). The convention adopted in Remark 4.2.15 ensures
that σq(p, v) is always well-defined. We call σq the value measure of order
q. Explicitly, when q , 1,±∞,

σq(p, v) =

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i v1−q

i

)1/(1−q)

,

unless q > 1 and vi = 0 for some i ∈ supp(p), in which case σq(p, v) = 0. For
q ∈ {1,±∞},

σ−∞(p, v) = max
i∈supp(p)

vi

pi
,

σ1(p, v) =
∏

i∈supp(p)

( vi

pi

)pi

,

σ∞(p, v) = min
i∈supp(p)

vi

pi
.

Examples 7.1.1 i. Consider a set of k individuals, divided into n equivalence
classes (‘parts’), with the ith part consisting of ki individuals. Let pi = ki/k
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7.1 Introduction to value 227

be the proportion of individuals in the ith part. Let v1, . . . , vn ∈ [0,∞) be
any values assigned to the parts. Then

σq(p, v) = M1−q

(
p,

(
kv1

k1
, . . . ,

kvn

kn

))
,

or equivalently,

σq(p, v) = k · M1−q

(
p,

(
v1

k1
, . . . ,

vn

kn

))
. (7.1)

This can be understood as follows. If the value vi of the ith part is shared
out evenly among its ki members, then the value per individual in the ith
part is vi/ki. Hence the mean value per individual in the whole is

M1−q

(
p,

(
v1

k1
, . . . ,

vn

kn

))
.

So, equation (7.1) states that

value of whole = number of individuals ×mean value per individual.

This is the basic conceptual relationship between value measures and
means.

ii. If in (i) we interpret ‘mean’ as arithmetic mean, then we are in the case
q = 0, and σ0 is simply given by

σ0(p, v) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

vi

(as in the introduction to this chapter). But we have seen repeatedly in this
book that the arithmetic mean is not the only useful kind. The other power
means should always be considered alongside it, and in this case, they give
the whole family (σq).

Remark 7.1.2 The value measures σq and the power means Mt are sequences
of functions of the same type:(

σq,Mt : ∆n × [0,∞)n → [0,∞)
)
n≥1.

However, Example 7.1.1(i) makes clear that there should be no overlap be-
tween the classes of value measures and means. Indeed, a reasonable value
measure σ should satisfy

σ
(
un, (v, . . . , v)

)
= nv,

whereas a minimal requirement of a mean M is the consistency condition

M
(
un, (x, . . . , x)

)
= x.
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228 Value

So, no reasonable mean is a reasonable value measure. We return to the rela-
tionship between means and value measures in Section 7.3.

For positive parameters q, the value of the whole is never more than the sum
of the values of its parts:

Lemma 7.1.3 For all q ≥ 0, p ∈ ∆n, and v ∈ [0,∞)n,

σq(p, v) ≤
n∑

i=1

vi.

For q > 0, equality holds if and only if v is a scalar multiple of p.

So for fixed
∑

vi, the value of the whole is maximized when value is spread
evenly across the constituent parts, in proportion to their sizes.

Proof For all q ≥ 0,

σq(p, v) = M1−q(p, v/p) ≤ M1(p, v/p) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

vi ≤

n∑
i=1

vi.

Assuming now that q > 0, equality holds in the first inequality if and only if
vi/pi is constant over i ∈ supp(p) (by Theorem 4.2.8), and in the second if and
only if vi = 0 for all i < supp(p). The result follows. �

The next two examples illuminate the meaning of the parameter q. They
concern the case where the parts are of equal size (p = un), so that the value
measures σq are given by

σq(un, v) = n · M1−q(un, v)

(q ∈ [−∞,∞], v ∈ [0,∞)n).

Example 7.1.4 A classical question in welfare economics is how to take a
group of agents, each of which has an assigned utility, and aggregate their
individual utilities into a measure of the utility of the group as a whole. For in-
stance, the agents might be the citizens of a society, and the utility of a citizen
might be their individual level of welfare, wealth or well-being. The challenge,
then, is to combine them into a single number representing the collective wel-
fare of the society. (As a general reference for all of this example, we refer to
Section 1.2 and Chapter 3 of Moulin [254].)

Specifically, fix n, and take a group of n individuals with respective utilities
v1, . . . , vn ≥ 0. A collective utility function assigns a real number f (v) to each
such tuple v = (v1, . . . , vn). For example,

σq(un,−) : [0,∞)n → R
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7.1 Introduction to value 229

is a collective utility function for each q ∈ [−∞,∞].
More important than the collective utility function f itself is its associated

social welfare ordering, which is the relation � on [0,∞)n defined by

v � v′ ⇐⇒ f (v) ≤ f (v′).

In the case of the welfare of the citizens of a society, v � v′ is interpreted as the
judgement that when the welfare levels of the citizens are v1, . . . , vn, society is
in a poorer state than when they are v′1, . . . , v

′
n.

Of course, such judgements depend on a choice of collective utility function
f . When f = σq(un,−), different values of q correspond to different view-
points, some of which are associated with particular schools of political phi-
losophy. The case q = 0 is

σ0(un,−) : v 7→
∑

vi,

so that the collective welfare is simply the sum of the individual welfares. This
function is associated with classical utilitarianism, with its roots in the philos-
ophy of Jeremy Bentham and in John Stuart Mill’s ‘sum total of happiness’.
When q = ∞, the collective utility function is

σ∞(un,−) : v 7→ n min vi,

so that

v � v′ ⇐⇒ min vi ≤ min v′i .

This viewpoint on collective welfare is associated with the philosophy of John
Rawls: a society should be judged by the welfare of its most miserable citizen.
An intermediate position is q = 1, where

σ1(un,−) : v 7→ n ·
(∏

vi

)1/n

and so

v � v′ ⇐⇒
∏

vi ≤
∏

v′i .

In this context, the product operation v 7→
∏

vi is known as the Nash collective
utility function, and has special properties not shared by any other collective
utility function (unsurprisingly, given the special role played by the case q = 1
in the context of entropy).

An important property of collective utility functions is the Pigou–Dalton
principle. In the language of wealth, this states that transferring a small amount
of wealth from a richer citizen to a poorer one is beneficial to the overall wel-
fare of society. Formally, let v ∈ [0,∞)n and i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n} with vi < v j, and
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230 Value

let 0 ≤ δ ≤ (v j − vi)/2; define v′ ∈ [0,∞)n by

v′k =


vi + δ if k = i,

v j − δ if k = j,

vk otherwise.

The Pigou–Dalton principle is that v � v′ for all such v, i, j, and δ.
When q ∈ [0,∞], an elementary calculation shows that σq(un,−) satisfies

the Pigou–Dalton principle. Thus, redistribution is regarded positively. On the
other hand, the Pigou–Dalton principle fails for all q ∈ [−∞, 0). In fact, for q ∈
(−∞, 0), redistribution from richer to poorer always strictly decreases overall
welfare. In the extreme case q = −∞, the collective utility function is

σ−∞(un,−) : v 7→ n max
i

vi,

so that the welfare of a society is proportional to the welfare of its most priv-
ileged citizen. (Recall that n is fixed.) Thus, from the viewpoint of q = −∞,
collective welfare is optimized when all the wealth is transferred to a single
individual. In the welfare economics literature, negative values of q are often
excluded.

(The family (σq(un,−)) of collective utility functions that we have used is
different from the family used in economics texts such as Moulin [254], but
only superficially. In the literature, it is conventional to use the functions

v 7→
∑

vt
i (t ∈ (0,∞)),

v 7→
∑

log vi,

v 7→ −
∑

vt
i (t ∈ (−∞, 0)),

whereas we have been using

v 7→ σq(un, v) =

nq/(q−1)
(∑

v1−q
i

)1/(1−q)
if 1 , q ∈ (−∞,∞),

n
∏

v1/n
i if q = 1.

(7.2)

But reparametrizing with q = 1 − t, the induced social welfare orderings are
identical.)

Example 7.1.5 In contexts such as collective welfare and diversity, it is natural
to restrict the parameter q to be positive. But for negative parameters q, the
value measures σq also define something important, at least when the parts are
of equal size: the `p norms. Indeed, for −∞ < q ≤ 0, equation (7.2) gives

σq(un, v) = nq/(q−1)‖v‖1−q,

where the norm ‖ · ‖1−q is as defined in Example 9.3.2.
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7.1 Introduction to value 231

We now show that all of the diversity measures discussed in previous chap-
ters are encompassed by the value measures σq.

Example 7.1.6 Consider an ecological community made up of species with
relative abundances p1, . . . , pn. In the absence of other information, it is natural
to give all the species the same value, 1. We have

σq
(
p, (1, . . . , 1)

)
= M1−q(p, 1/p) = Dq(p),

so the value assigned to the community by σq is the Hill number Dq(p).

Example 7.1.7 Now let us enrich our model of the community with an n × n
similarity matrix Z. Assume that the diagonal entries of Z are all 1 (as discussed
on p. 172). Based on this model, what value vi can we reasonably assign to each
species?

In Section 6.1, we considered the quantity

(Zp)i =

n∑
j=1

Zi j p j

associated with the ith species. This is the expected similarity between an in-
dividual of species i and an individual chosen from the community at random.
We called (Zp)i the ordinariness of species i, and 1/(Zp)i its specialness.

This might seem to suggest using 1/(Zp)i as the value of the ith species.
However, 1/(Zp)i is a measure of the specialness of an individual of the ith
species, whereas vi is supposed to measure the value of the ith part (species)
as a whole. We therefore define vi to be the specialness per individual in the
species multiplied by the size of the species:

vi =
pi

(Zp)i
.

When Z is the naive similarity matrix I, this formula reduces to vi = 1, as in
Example 7.1.6. More generally, if species i is completely dissimilar to all other
species (Zi j = 0 for all i , j) then vi = 1. In any case, vi ≤ 1, since (Zp)i ≥ pi

(inequality (6.2), p. 174). Lower values vi indicate that in comparison to the
size of the ith species, there are many individuals belonging to species similar
to it. This agrees with the intuition that such a species contributes little to the
diversity of the whole.

With this definition of v as p/Zp, we recover the similarity-sensitive diver-
sity measures DZ

q of Chapter 6:

σq(p,p/Zp) = M1−q(p, 1/Zp) = DZ
q (p),

by definition of DZ
q .
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Example 7.1.8 Now take a community of individuals that are not only clas-
sified into a number of species (with similarities encoded in a matrix Z), but
also divided into n disjoint subcommunities. Thus, each individual belongs
to exactly one species and exactly one subcommunity. We will assume that
the different subcommunities share no species, and that species in different
subcommunities are completely dissimilar (as in Example 2.4.9 and Proposi-
tions 4.4.10 and 6.2.11, where the subcommunities were called ‘islands’).

Write wi for the population size of the ith subcommunity relative to the
whole community, so that

∑
wi = 1. Also write di for the diversity of order q

of the ith subcommunity. Then by the chain rule for the similarity-sensitive di-
versities (Proposition 6.2.11), the diversity of order q of the whole community
is

σq(w,d).

This is the fundamental relationship between value and diversity. If value is
taken to mean diversity of order q, then σq correctly aggregates the values of
the parts of a community to give the value of the whole.

Example 7.1.9 In the ecological settings discussed, we have only ever consid-
ered the relative abundances of species. But absolute abundances sometimes
matter. What happens if we measure the value of a species within a community
as its absolute abundance?

Consider a community of individuals divided into n species, with absolute
abundances A1, . . . , An. Writing A =

∑
Ai, the relative abundances are pi =

Ai/A. For all q ∈ [−∞,∞],

σq
(
p, (A1, . . . , An)

)
= M1−q

(
p,

(
A1

p1
, . . . ,

An

pn

))
= M1−q

(
p, (A, . . . , A)

)
= A.

So, the value of the whole is simply the total abundance.
In this example, the value measures σq give us no interesting new quantity.

The answer to the question posed is trivial. But it is also reasonable: if the
value of each part of a community is taken to be just the number of individuals
it contains, it is natural that the value of the whole community is measured in
that way too.

We conclude this introduction to value with a more substantial example.

Example 7.1.10 Here we describe the phylogenetic diversity measures of
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Figure 7.2 Simple examples of phylogenetic trees, with present-day species la-
belled as 1, 2, . . . Tree (a) is ultrametric, but trees (b) and (c) are not. Tree (c) has
five branches, shown as thick lines and labelled as b1, . . . , b5.

Chao, Chiu and Jost [65] and show that they too are a special case of the value
measures σq.

A phylogenetic tree is a depiction of the evolutionary history of a group
of species, as in Figure 7.2. (For a general guide to the subject, see Lemey et
al. [224].) The vertical axis indicates time, or some proxy for time; the horizon-
tal distances in the trees mean nothing. Figure 7.2(a) shows nine species de-
scended from a single species. In that example, the tree is ultrametric, mean-
ing that the tips of the tree (the present-day species) are all at the same height.

Evolutionary history is often inferred from genetic data, with the number
of genetic mutations used as a means of estimating time. Because the rate of
genetic mutation is not constant (and for other reasons), the trees produced in
this way are generally not ultrametric. Figure 7.2(b) shows an example.

From a phylogenetic tree, we can extract the following information:

• the set of present-day species, which we label as 1, . . . , S ;

• the set B of branches;

• the binary relation C, where for a present-day species r and a branch b, we
write r C b if r is descended from b;

• the length L(b) ≥ 0 of each branch b.

These four pieces of information are the only aspects of a tree that we will
need for the present purposes. For instance, the tree of Figure 7.2(c) has S = 3,
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B = {b1, b2, b3, b4, b5}, and

1 C b1, 1 C b2, 1 C b3,

2 C b1, 2 C b2, 2 C b4,

3 C b1, 3 C b5.

We do not require that the present-day species are all descended from a com-
mon ancestor within the time span considered; that is, the ‘tree’ may actually
consist of several disjoint trees (a forest, in mathematical terminology).

We will consider measures of community diversity based on two factors:
a phylogenetic tree for the species, and their present-day relative abundance
distribution (π1, . . . , πS ). To do this, we introduce some notation.

For each branch b, write

π(b) =
∑

r : rCb

πr, (7.3)

which is the total relative abundance of present-day species descended from
branch b. So if the tree is ultrametric then whenever we draw a horizontal line
across the tree (representing a particular point t in evolutionary time), the sum
of π(b) over all branches b intersecting that line is 1. For any given point in
evolutionary time, we therefore have a probability distribution on the set of
species present then, although as Chao et al. warn, ‘These abundances [π(b)]
are not estimates of the actual abundances of these ancestral species at time t,
but rather measures of their importance for the present-day assemblage’ ([65],
Section 4(a)).

For each present-day species r ∈ {1, . . . , S }, write

Lr =
∑

b : rCb

L(b).

This is the length of the lineage of species r within the tree. For the tree to be
ultrametric means that L1 = · · · = LS . Whether or not it is ultrametric, we can
define the average lineage length L by any of three equivalent formulas:

L =
∑

r

πrLr =
∑

r,b : rCb

πrL(b) =
∑

b

π(b)L(b).

Hence L is the expected lineage length of an individual chosen at random from
the present-day community.

Chao, Chiu and Jost defined a phylogenetic diversity measure as follows. For
each time point t in the period under consideration, they took the abundance
distribution described below equation (7.3). They then took its Hill number of
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order q, and formed the average of these Hill numbers over all times t. After
some simplification, the result is the diversity measure

CCJq =

(∑
b

L(b)

L
π(b)q

)1/(1−q)

for 1 , q ∈ [0,∞), and

CCJ1 =
∏

b

π(b)−
L(b)

L
π(b)
.

(Their derivation is on its surest footing when the tree is ultrametric. Discussion
of what can go wrong otherwise is in the supplement to Chao et al. [65] and
in Example A20 of the appendix to Leinster and Cobbold [218].) For example,
the case q = 0 is simply

CCJ0 =
1

L

∑
b

L(b).

Up to a factor of L, this is the total length of all the branches in the tree, which
is known as Faith’s phylogenetic diversity [95].

We now show that Chao, Chiu and Jost’s measure CCJq is a simple instance
of the value measure σq. For this, we consider the phylogenetic tree as our
whole and the branches as its parts. The value of a branch b is defined as

v(b) =
L(b)

L
,

the proportion of evolutionary time over which the branch extends. It is purely
a measure of the branch’s historical duration, and is independent of the abun-
dances of present-day species. We define the relative size p(b) of the branch to
be

p(b) =
π(b)L(b)

L
.

In other words, p(b) is the product of π(b), the proportion of present-day indi-
viduals descended from branch b, and L(b)/L, the relative length of the branch.
Then

∑
b p(b) = 1.
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236 Value

With these definitions, the value σq(p, v) of the community is

σq(p, v) =

(∑
b

p(b)qv(b)1−q
)1/(1−q)

=

(∑
b

π(b)qL(b)q

L
q

L(b)1−q

L
1−q

)1/(1−q)

=

(∑
b

L(b)

L
π(b)q

)1/(1−q)

= CCJq

(q , 1,∞). Similarly, σ1(p, v) = CCJ1.
The community value σq(p, v) = CCJq is unitless, since the individual

branch values v(b) = L(b)/L are unitless. We could alternatively put v(b) =

L(b), which might be measured in years or number of mutations. Then σq(p, v)
would be measured in the same units, and σ0(p, v) would be exactly Faith’s
phylogenetic diversity, without the factor of 1/L.

In summary, the value measures σq unify not only the Hill numbers Dq, the
similarity-sensitive diversity measures DZ

q , and the diversity of a community
divided into completely dissimilar subcommunities (Example 7.1.8), but also
some known measures of phylogenetic diversity.

One could also assign a value to each species in a more literal, utilitarian
sense (perhaps monetary). Solow and Polasky noted that ‘one justification for
species conservation is that some species may provide a future medical benefit’
([316], p. 98), and analysed diversity from that viewpoint. This line of enquiry
is worthwhile not only for the evident scientific reasons, but also because it is
how Solow and Polasky arrived at the mathematically profound invariant now
called magnitude (as related on p. 9). But we will not pursue it, instead making
a connection between value measures and established quantities in information
theory.

7.2 Value and relative entropy

The value measure σq is a simple transformation of a classical object of study,
the Rényi relative entropy or Rényi divergence (Rényi [291], Section 3). In
this short section, we describe the relationship between value, relative entropy,
and some of the other quantities that we have considered. This provides useful
context, although nothing here is logically necessary for anything that follows.
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7.2 Value and relative entropy 237

For q ∈ [−∞,∞] and probability distributions p, r ∈ ∆n, the Rényi entropy
of order q of p relative to r is defined as

Hq(p ‖ r) =
1

q − 1
log

∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i r1−q

i

when q , 1,±∞, and in the exceptional cases by

H−∞(p ‖ r) = log min
i∈supp(p)

pi

ri
,

H1(p ‖ r) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log
pi

ri
= H(p ‖ r),

H∞(p ‖ r) = log max
i∈supp(p)

pi

ri
.

In all cases,

Hq(p ‖ r) = log Mq−1(p,p/r) = − log M1−q(p, r/p)

(by the duality equation (4.11), p. 105), giving

Hq(p ‖ r) = − logσq(p, r). (7.4)

Rényi relative entropy can take the value ∞. But as for classical relative en-
tropy (q = 1, p. 65), it is convenient to restrict to pairs (p, r) such that pi = 0
whenever ri = 0; then Hq(p ‖ r) < ∞ for all q.

The Rényi relative entropies share with the classical version the basic prop-
erty that Hq(p ‖ p) = 0 for all distributions p. When q > 0, they also share its
positive definiteness property, stated in the classical case as Lemma 3.1.4:

Lemma 7.2.1 For all q > 0 and p, r ∈ ∆n,

Hq(p ‖ r) ≥ 0,

with equality if and only if p = r.

Proof This follows from equation (7.4) and Lemma 7.1.3, since
∑n

i=1 ri = 1.�

In the definition above of Rényi relative entropy, both arguments were re-
quired to be probability distributions, whereas the second argument v of the
value measure σq can be any vector of nonnegative reals. In fact, when Rényi
introduced his relative entropies, he allowed p and r to be ‘generalized prob-
ability distributions’ (vectors of nonnegative reals summing to at most 1), and
he inserted a normalizing factor of

∑
pi accordingly (Section 3 of [291]). But

we will consider relative entropy only for pairs of genuine probability distri-
butions.
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Just as Rényi relative entropy of order q is closely related to the value mea-
sure σq, so too is q-logarithmic relative entropy

S q(p ‖ r) = −
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi lnq
ri

pi

(Definition 4.1.7). The formula for q-logarithmic relative entropy in terms of
value is the same as the formula (7.4) for Rényi relative entropy in terms of
value, but with the logarithm replaced by the q-logarithm:

S q(p ‖ r) = − lnq σq(p, r)

(−∞ < q < ∞). To prove this, we use Lemma 4.2.29:

S q(p ‖ r) = −M1
(
p, lnq(r/p)

)
= − lnq M1−q(p, r/p)

= − lnq σq(p, r).

Hence σq(−,−), Hq(− ‖ −) and S q(− ‖ −) are all simple transformations of one
another.

Rényi relative entropy shares with ordinary relative entropy the property that

Hq(p ‖ un) = Hq(un) − Hq(p)

(q ∈ [−∞,∞], p ∈ ∆n). In this respect, Rényi relative entropy has slightly more
convenient algebraic properties than q-logarithmic relative entropy: compare
the formula for S q(p ‖ un) in Remark 4.1.8.

Remark 7.2.2 In Remark 4.3.3, we observed that for any differentiable func-
tion λ : (0,∞)→ R satisfying λ(1) = 0 and λ′(1) = 1, the formula

1
1 − q

λ

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i

)
defines a one-parameter family of deformations of Shannon entropy, in the
sense that it converges to H(p) as q→ 1. A similar statement holds for relative
entropy: for any such function λ, the generalized relative entropy

1
q − 1

λ

( ∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i r1−q

i

)
converges to the ordinary relative entropy H(p ‖ r) as q → 1. Taking λ =

log gives Rényi relative entropy, and taking λ(x) = x − 1 gives q-logarithmic
relative entropy.

Remarks 7.2.3 Here we relate the deformed relative entropies to the Fisher
metric on probability distributions.
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7.2 Value and relative entropy 239

i. In Section 3.4, we showed that although the square root of ordinary rela-
tive entropy is not a distance function on the open simplex ∆◦n (that is, not
a metric in the sense of metric spaces), it is an infinitesimal metric in the
Riemannian sense. As we saw, it is proportional to the Fisher metric, which
itself is proportional to the standard Riemannian metric on the positive or-
thant of the unit sphere, transferred to ∆◦n via the bijection p↔ √p.

It is natural to ask what happens if we apply the same procedure to the
Rényi relative entropy of order q, or the q-logarithmic relative entropy, for
some q , 1. Do we obtain some new, deformed, Fisher-like metric on ∆◦n?

The answer turns out to be no. Using Hq(−‖−) or S q(−‖−) instead of the
ordinary relative entropy H(− ‖ −) simply multiplies the induced metric on
∆◦n by a constant factor of q. More generally, the same is true of any family
of deformations of relative entropy of the type constructed in Remark 7.2.2.
(We omit the proof, but it is similar to the argument for ordinary relative en-
tropy; compare also Section 2.7 of Ay, Jost, Lê and Schwachhöfer [22] and
Chapter 3 of Amari [12].) It follows that the q-analogues of Fisher distance
and Fisher information (defined as in equation (3.17)) are proportional to
the classical Fisher distance and information, and that the q-analogue of the
Jeffreys prior is exactly equal to the classical notion.

The moral is that the Fisher metric on probability distributions is a very
stable, canonical concept. However we may choose to deform relative en-
tropy, the induced metric is always essentially the same.

ii. The parameter value q = 1/2 plays a special role. The Rényi and q-
logarithmic relative entropies of order 1/2 are

H1/2(p ‖ r) = −2 log
∑ √

piri, S 1/2(p ‖ r) = 2
(
1 −

∑ √
piri

)
.

Both are symmetric in p and r (and q = 1/2 is the only parameter value
with this property). In fact, both are increasing, invertible transformations
of the Fisher distance

dF(p, r) = 2 cos−1
(∑ √

piri

)
.

Thus, the Rényi relative entropy of order 1/2 of a pair of distributions de-
termines the Fisher distance between them. Similarly, knowing either the
(1/2)-logarithmic entropy of (p, r) or the value of order 1/2,

σ1/2(p, r) =

(∑ √
piri

)2
,

determines the Fisher distance between p and r.
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7.3 Characterization of value

Here we show that the only value measures with reasonable properties are
those of the form σq for some q ∈ [−∞,∞].

We defined the value measure σq on the nonnegative half-line [0,∞), but it
restricts to a sequence of functions(

σq : ∆n × (0,∞)n → (0,∞)
)
n≥1

on the strictly positive reals. It is this family (σq)q∈[−∞,∞] that we will char-
acterize. A similar theorem on [0,∞) can be proved, at the cost of an extra
hypothesis (Remark 7.3.5), but we will focus on strictly positive values. Thus,
we will identify a list of conditions on a sequence of functions(

σ : ∆n × (0,∞)n → (0,∞)
)
n≥1 (7.5)

that are satisfied by σq for each q ∈ [−∞,∞], but not by any other σ.
We begin by describing those conditions.
Recall that a weighted mean M on (0,∞) is a sequence of functions of the

same type as a value measure on (0,∞):(
M : ∆n × (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1.

Although the classes of reasonable means and reasonable value measures are
intended to be disjoint (Remark 7.1.2), some of the properties that one expects
of a mean can also be expected of a value measure. We therefore reuse some
of the terminology defined previously for weighted means, and summarized in
Appendix B.

In what follows, let σ denote a sequence of functions as in (7.5). Then σ

may or may not have the following properties, all defined previously in the
context of weighted means.

Symmetry. For σ to be symmetric (Definition 4.2.10(i)) means that the value
of the whole is independent of the order in which the parts are listed.

Absence-invariance. For σ to be absence-invariant (Definition 4.2.10(ii))
means that a part that is absent (pi = 0) makes no contribution to
the value of the whole, and might as well be ignored.

Increasing. For σ to be increasing (Definition 4.2.18) means that the parts
make a positive (or at least, nonnegative) contribution to the whole:
if the value of one part increases and the rest stay the same, this does
not cause the value of the whole to become smaller.

Homogeneity. Homogeneity of σ (Definition 4.2.21) means that the value of
the whole and the values of the parts are measured in the same units.
For instance, if the value of each part is measured in kilograms then
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Figure 7.3 The chain rule for value measures, as in equation (7.6). Here, the whole
is divided into n = 3 parts, the first part is divided into k1 = 4 subparts, the second
into k2 = 2 subparts, and the third into k3 = 5 subparts.

so is the value of the whole. Converting to grams multiplies both by
1000.

Chain rule. The chain rule for σ (Definition 4.2.23) is the most complicated
of the properties that we will need, but it is logically fundamental. It
states that

σ
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), v1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ vn)

= σ
(
w,

(
σ(p1, v1), . . . , σ(pn, vn)

))
(7.6)

for all n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki , and vi ∈ (0,∞)ki .
This is a recursivity property (Figure 7.3). It means that our method

σ of aggregating value behaves consistently when the whole is di-
vided into parts which are further divided into subparts.

Suppose, for example, that we are performing some evaluation of
the whole planetary landmass, and that we have already assigned a
value to each country. We could first use σ to compute the value of
each continent, then use σ again on those continental values to com-
pute the global value. This is the right-hand side of equation (7.6),
if vi

j denotes the value of the jth country on the ith continent, pi is
the relative size distribution of the countries on the ith continent, and
w is the relative size distribution of the continents. Alternatively, we
could ignore the intermediate level of continents and use σ to com-
pute the global value directly from the country values. This gives the
left-hand side of equation (7.6). The two methods for computing the
global value should give the same result, and the chain rule states that
they do.
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We make two further definitions for value measures σ on (0,∞).

Definition 7.3.1 σ is continuous in positive probabilities if for each n ≥ 1
and v ∈ (0,∞)n, the function

σ(−, v) : ∆◦n → (0,∞)
p 7→ σ(p, v)

on the open simplex is continuous.

This condition only involves continuity in the sizes of the parts present, not
their values. The restriction to the interior of the simplex means that we do
not forbid value measures that make a sharp distinction between presence and
absence.

Definition 7.3.2 σ is an effective number if

σ
(
un, (1, . . . , 1)

)
= n

for all n ≥ 1.

Assuming homogeneity, the effective number property is equivalent to

σ
(
un, (v, . . . , v)

)
= nv (7.7)

for all n ≥ 1 and v ∈ (0,∞). That is, if we put together n parts of equal size and
equal value, v, the result has value nv.

Remark 7.3.3 Let σ be an absence-invariant value measure. Then σ(p, v) is
independent of vi for i < supp(p). Indeed, writing supp(p) = {i1, . . . , ik} with
i1 < · · · < ik, absence-invariance implies that

σ(p, v) = σ
(
(pi1 , . . . , pik ), (vi1 , . . . , vik )

)
. (7.8)

So we can consistently extend the definition of σ(p, v) to pairs (p, v) where vi

need not be within the permissible range (0,∞), or even defined at all, when
i < supp(p). In that case, we define σ(p, v) to be the right-hand side of equa-
tion (7.8). This convention is exactly analogous to the convention for means
introduced in Remark 4.2.15, and to the usual convention for integrals of func-
tions undefined on a set of measure zero.

We now prove that the properties listed above uniquely characterize the fam-
ily of value measures (σq).

Theorem 7.3.4 Let
(
σ : ∆n × (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions.

The following are equivalent:
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i. σ is symmetric, absence-invariant, increasing, homogeneous, continuous in
positive probabilities and an effective number, and satisfies the chain rule;

ii. σ = σq for some q ∈ [−∞,∞].

Proof To prove that (ii) implies (i), let q ∈ [−∞,∞]. That σq is symmetric,
absence-invariant, increasing, homogeneous, and continuous in positive prob-
abilities follows from the definition

σq(p, v) = M1−q(p, v/p)

ofσq and the corresponding properties of M1−q (Lemmas 4.2.11, 4.2.19, 4.2.22
and 4.2.6(i)). That σq is an effective number follows from the consistency of
M1−q, and the chain rule for σq follows from the chain rule for M1−q (Proposi-
tion 4.2.24).

Conversely, assume that σ satisfies the conditions in (i). Define a sequence
of functions (

M : ∆n × (0,∞)n → (0,∞)
)
n≥1

by

M(p, x) = σ(p,px)

(p ∈ ∆n, x ∈ (0,∞)n). Although it may be that (px)i = 0 for some i, in which
case σ(p,px) is strictly speaking undefined, this can only happen when pi = 0;
hence σ(p,px) can be interpreted according to the convention of Remark 7.3.3.

We will prove that M is a power mean. We do this by showing that M sat-
isfies the hypotheses of Theorem 5.5.10: M is symmetric, absence-invariant,
increasing, homogeneous, modular, and consistent. The first four follow from
the corresponding properties of σ. It remains to prove that M is modular and
consistent.

For modularity, let w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki , and xi ∈ (0,∞)ki . Using the chain rule
and homogeneity properties of σ, we find that

M
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn)

= σ
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn),w1p1x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ wnpnxn)

= σ
(
w,

(
σ
(
p1,w1p1x1), . . . , σ(

pn,wnpnxn)))
= σ

(
w,

(
w1M(p1, x1), . . . ,wnM(pn, xn)

))
= M

(
w,

(
M(p1, x1), . . . ,M(pn, xn)

))
.

Hence M satisfies the chain rule, and is therefore modular.
Proving that M is consistent is equivalent, by homogeneity, to showing that

σ(p,p) = 1
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for all n ≥ 1 and p ∈ ∆n. We do this in three steps.
First suppose that the coordinates of p are positive and rational, so that p =

(k1/k, . . . , kn/k) for some positive integers ki summing to k. Then

uk = p ◦ (uk1 , . . . ,ukn ),

so by the chain rule for σ,

σ(uk, k ∗ 1) = σ
(
p,

(
σ(uk1 , k1 ∗ 1), . . . , σ(ukn , kn ∗ 1)

))
.

By the effective number property of σ, this means that

k = σ
(
p, (k1, . . . , kn)

)
.

Dividing through by k and using the homogeneity of σ gives 1 = σ(p,p), as
required.

For the second step, let p be any point in ∆◦n. Let ε > 0. Sinceσ is continuous
in positive probabilities, there is some δ > 0 such that for r ∈ ∆◦n,

‖p − r‖ < δ =⇒ |σ(p,p) − σ(r,p)| < ε/2, (7.9)

where ‖ · ‖ denotes Euclidean length. We can choose r ∈ ∆◦n with rational
coordinates such that

‖p − r‖ < δ, max
i

pi

ri
≤ 1 +

ε

2
, min

i

pi

ri
≥ 1 −

ε

2
.

Since σ is increasing and homogeneous,

σ(r,p) ≤ σ
(
r,

(
max

i

pi

ri

)
r
)

=

(
max

i

pi

ri

)
σ(r, r),

which by the first step gives

σ(r,p) ≤ max
i

pi

ri
≤ 1 +

ε

2
.

Similarly, σ(r,p) ≥ 1 − ε/2, so

|σ(r,p) − 1| ≤ ε/2.

This, together with (7.9) and the triangle inequality, implies that |σ(p,p)−1| <
ε. But ε was arbitrary, so σ(p,p) = 1.

Third and finally, take any p ∈ ∆n. Write supp(p) = {i1, . . . , ik} with i1 <

· · · < ik, and write r = (pi1 , . . . , pik ) ∈ ∆◦k . Then

σ(p,p) = σ(r, r) = 1,

where the first equality holds for the reasons given in Remark 7.3.3, and the
second follows from the second step above.

This completes the proof that M is consistent. We have now shown that M
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satisfies the hypotheses of Theorem 5.5.10. By that theorem, M = M1−q for
some q ∈ [−∞,∞]. It follows that

σ(p, v) = M1−q(p, v/p) = σq(p, v)

for all n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, and v ∈ (0,∞)n. �

Remark 7.3.5 A similar characterization theorem can be proved for values
in [0,∞) instead of (0,∞), using Theorem 5.5.11 on means on [0,∞). In this
case, we have to strengthen the continuity requirement, also asking that σ(p, v)
is continuous in v for each fixed p.

Theorem 7.3.4 can be translated into a characterization theorem for either
the Rényi relative entropies or the q-logarithmic relative entropies, using the
observations in Section 7.2. This translation exercise is left to the reader.

7.4 Total characterization of the Hill numbers

The axiomatic approach to diversity measurement is to specify mathematical
properties that we want the concept of diversity to possess, then to prove a
theorem classifying all the diversity measures with the specified properties.

Here we do this for the simple but very commonplace model of a commu-
nity as its relative abundance distribution p = (p1, . . . , pn). We prove that any
measure p 7→ D(p) satisfying a handful of intuitive properties must be one
of the Hill numbers Dq. To do this, we use the characterization theorem for
value measures (Theorem 7.3.4). The strategy is to construct from our hypo-
thetical diversity measure D a value measure σ, apply Theorem 7.3.4 to show
that σ = σq for some q, and deduce from this that D = Dq.

This is the second characterization theorem for the Hill numbers that we
have proved, and it is more powerful than the first (Theorem 4.5.1), in the
sense that the hypotheses are simpler and have more direct ecological explana-
tions. Another difference is that the previous theorem fixed a parameter value
q, whereas the one below characterizes Dq for all q simultaneously. Further
discussion of the differences can be found at the end of the introduction to this
chapter.

Consider, then, a sequence of functions(
D : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1,

intended to measure the diversity D(p) of any community of n species with
relative abundances p = (p1, . . . , pn). What properties would we expect D to
possess?
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We already discussed some desirable properties in Section 4.4, arguing that
any reasonable diversity measure D ought to be symmetric, absence-invariant,
and continuous in positive probabilities, and that it should obey the replication
principle. To fix the scale on which we are working, we also ask that a commu-
nity consisting of only one species has diversity 1. Formally, D is normalized
if D(u1) = 1.

We impose one further condition on our hypothetical diversity measure.
Consider a pair of islands, perhaps with different population sizes, with no
species in common. Replace the population of the first island by a population
of the same abundance but greater or equal diversity, still sharing no species
with the second island. Then the diversity of the two-island community should
be greater than or equal to what it was originally.

More generally, consider a group of several islands, perhaps with different
population sizes, with no species shared between islands. Replace the popula-
tion of each island by a population of the same abundance but greater or equal
diversity, and still with no shared species between islands. Then the diversity
of the whole island group should be greater than or equal to what it was orig-
inally. Although this condition is superficially stronger than the special case
described in the previous paragraph, it is equivalent by induction. We formal-
ize it as follows.

Definition 7.4.1 A sequence of functions
(
D : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 is modular-

monotone if

D(pi) ≤ D(̃pi) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}

=⇒ D
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
≤ D

(
w ◦ (̃p1, . . . , p̃n)

)
for all n, ki, k̃i ≥ 1 and w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki and p̃i ∈ ∆k̃i

.

For comparison, recall that by definition, D is modular if and only if

D
(
pi) = D

(̃
pi) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}

=⇒ D
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= D

(
w ◦ (̃p1, . . . , p̃n)

)
(Definition 4.4.14). Modular-monotonicity implies modularity (Lemma 7.4.4),
and like modularity, it is a basic requirement for a diversity measure.

Example 7.4.2 Let q ∈ [−∞,∞]. The Hill number Dq is modular-monotone,
since by the chain rule for Dq (Proposition 4.4.10),

Dq
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= M1−q

(
w,

(
Dq(p1)/w1, . . . ,Dq(pn)/wn

))
,

and the power mean M1−q is increasing.
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We will prove:

Theorem 7.4.3 Let
(
D : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions. The fol-

lowing are equivalent:

i. D is symmetric, absence-invariant, continuous in positive probabilities,
normalized and modular-monotone, and satisfies the replication principle;

ii. D = Dq for some q ∈ [−∞,∞].

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof, and to a refinement of the
theorem that excludes negative values of q. We have already shown that (ii)
implies (i), so it remains to prove the converse.

For the rest of this section, let(
D : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1

be a sequence of functions satisfying the six conditions in Theorem 7.4.3(i).
We begin our proof by proving that the assumed properties of D imply some

of the other desirable properties discussed in Section 4.4.

Lemma 7.4.4 D is an effective number and modular.

Proof For the effective number property, we have

D(un) = D(un ⊗ u1) = nD(u1) = n

for each n ≥ 1, by replication and normalization.
Modularity follows from modular-monotonicity, since in the notation of

Definition 4.4.14, if D(pi) = D(̃pi) then D(pi) ≤ D(̃pi) ≤ D(pi). �

The next few results establish that D is multiplicative. This is harder. First
we prove the weaker statement that D(p ⊗ r) depends only on D(p) and D(r).

Lemma 7.4.5 Let p ∈ ∆m, p′ ∈ ∆m′ , r ∈ ∆n, and r′ ∈ ∆n′ . Then

D(p) = D(p′), D(r) = D(r′) =⇒ D(p ⊗ r) = D(p′ ⊗ r′).

Proof Suppose that D(p) = D(p′) and D(r) = D(r′). By definition of ⊗ and
modularity,

D(p ⊗ r) = D
(
p ◦ (r, . . . , r)

)
= D

(
p ◦ (r′, . . . , r′)

)
= D(p ⊗ r′).

By symmetry of D, the order of the factors in the tensor product is irrelevant,
so D(p ⊗ r′) = D(p′ ⊗ r′) by the same argument. The result follows. �
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∆◦n

p1
p2

p3 . . .
p′

p

(0,∞)
D(p1)
∈ Q

D(p2)
∈ Q

D(p3)
∈ Q

· · ·

D(p′)
= D(p)

Figure 7.4 Schematic illustration of Lemma 7.4.6.

As the next step in showing that D is multiplicative, we prove a technical
lemma (Figure 7.4).

Lemma 7.4.6 Let n ≥ 1 and p ∈ ∆◦n. Then there exists a sequence (p j)∞j=1 in
∆◦n converging to a point p′ ∈ ∆◦n, such that D(p j) is rational for all j and
D(p′) = D(p).

Proof We can choose a continuous map γ : [0, 1] → ∆◦n such that γ(0) =

un and γ(1) = p. (For example, take γ(t) = (1 − t)un + tp.) By continuity
in positive probabilities, Dγ[0, 1] is connected and is therefore a subinterval
of (0,∞). It contains D(γ(0)), which by the effective number property is n,
and also contains D(γ(1)) = D(p). Hence Dγ[0, 1] contains all real numbers
between n and D(p). Either D(p) = n or D(p) , n, and in either case, there is
some sequence (d j)∞j=1 of rational numbers in Dγ[0, 1] that converges to D(p)
and is either increasing or decreasing. (In the case D(p) = n, we can simply
take d j = n for all j.)

Since d1 ∈ Dγ[0, 1], we can choose t1 ∈ [0, 1] such that D(γ(t1)) = d1. Then
by continuity in positive probabilities, Dγ[t1, 1] is an interval containing d1 and
D(γ(1)) = D(p). But (d j) is an increasing or decreasing sequence converging
to D(p), so the interval Dγ[t1, 1] also contains d2. Hence we can choose t2 ∈
[t1, 1] such that D(γ(t2)) = d2. Continuing in this way, we obtain an increasing
sequence (t j)∞j=1 in [0, 1] with D(γ(t j)) = d j for all j ≥ 1.

Put p j = γ(t j) ∈ ∆◦n for each j ≥ 1. Then D(p j) = d j ∈ Q for all j. Also put
t = sup j t j ∈ [0, 1] and p′ = γ(t) ∈ ∆◦n. Then t j → t as j→ ∞, so

p j = γ(t j)→ γ(t) = p′

as j → ∞. Since D is continuous in positive probabilities, this implies that
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D(p j) → D(p′) as j → ∞. But also D(p j) = d j → D(p) as j → ∞, by
definition of the sequence (d j). Hence D(p′) = D(p), as required. �

Lemma 7.4.7 D is multiplicative.

Proof Let p ∈ ∆m and r ∈ ∆n. We have to show that D(p ⊗ r) = D(p)D(r).
First suppose that D(p) is rational, say D(p) = a/b for positive integers a

and b. Since D is an effective number, bD(p) = D(ua). Hence by replication,

D(ub ⊗ p) = D(ua). (7.10)

Now

bD(p ⊗ r) = D(ub ⊗ p ⊗ r) (7.11)

= D(ua ⊗ r) (7.12)

= aD(r), (7.13)

where (7.11) and (7.13) follow from the replication principle for D, and (7.12)
follows from (7.10) and Lemma 7.4.5. Hence

D(p ⊗ r) = (a/b)D(r) = D(p)D(r),

as required.
Next we prove that D(p⊗ r) = D(p)D(r) in the case that p ∈ ∆◦m and r ∈ ∆◦n.

Choose a sequence (p j) in ∆◦m converging to p′ ∈ ∆◦m as in Lemma 7.4.6. By
the previous paragraph,

D(p j ⊗ r) = D(p j)D(r) (7.14)

for all j ≥ 1. Now p j ⊗ r ∈ ∆◦mn for all j, and p j ⊗ r→ p′ ⊗ r as j→ ∞. Hence,
taking the limit as j → ∞ in equation (7.14) and using continuity in positive
probabilities,

D(p′ ⊗ r) = D(p′)D(r).

But D(p′) = D(p), so by Lemma 7.4.5,

D(p ⊗ r) = D(p)D(r),

as required.
Finally, we prove multiplicativity for an arbitrary p ∈ ∆m and r ∈ ∆n. By

symmetry, we may suppose that p = (p1, . . . , pm′ , 0, . . . , 0) with p1, . . . , pm′ >

0. Write p′ = (p1, . . . , pm′ ) ∈ ∆m′ , and similarly r′ ∈ ∆n′ . By the previous
paragraph, D(p′ ⊗ r′) = D(p′)D(r′). On the other hand, by absence-invariance,
D(p′) = D(p) and D(r′) = D(r). Hence by Lemma 7.4.5, D(p⊗r) = D(p)D(r),
completing the proof. �
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The plan for the rest of the proof of Theorem 7.4.3 is as follows. We wish to
show that D = Dq for some q. We know that the Hill number Dq satisfies the
chain rule

Dq
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= σq

(
w,

(
Dq(p1), . . . ,Dq(pn)

))
(Example 7.1.8). Our diversity measure D is modular, which means that D

(
w◦

(p1, . . . ,pn)
)

is some function of w and D(p1), . . . ,D(pn). We will therefore be
able to define a function σ by

D
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= σ

(
w,

(
D(p1), . . . ,D(pn)

))
. (7.15)

Roughly speaking, we then show that the assumed good properties of the diver-
sity measure D imply good properties of σ, deduce from our earlier character-
ization of value measures that σ = σq for some q, and conclude that D = Dq.

There is a subtlety. In order to use the characterization of value measures
(Theorem 7.3.4), we need σ to be defined on all pairs σ(p, v) with p ∈ ∆n and
v ∈ (0,∞)n, whereas equation (7.15) only defines σ(p, v) on vectors v whose
coordinates vi can be expressed as values of the diversity measure D. And it
may happen that some elements of (0,∞) do not arise as values of D. Indeed,
if D = Dq then Dq(r) ≥ 1 for all distributions r.

For this reason, we now analyse the set of real numbers that arise as diversi-
ties D(p). Write

im D =

∞⋃
n=1

D∆n ⊆ (0,∞).

The case of the Hill numbers shows that the situation is not entirely simple:

Example 7.4.8 For q ∈ [−∞,∞], the Hill number Dq has image

im Dq =


[1,∞) if q > 0,

{1, 2, 3, . . .} if q = 0,

{1} ∪ [2,∞) if q < 0.

(7.16)

The statement for q > 0 follows from the facts that Dq(p) ≥ 1 for all
p (Lemma 4.4.3(i)), Dq is an effective number (equation (4.25)), and Dq

is continuous (Lemma 4.4.6(ii)). For q = 0, the result is immediate, since
D0(p) = |supp(p)|.

Now let q < 0. Since diversity profiles are decreasing (Proposition 4.4.1),

Dq(p) ≥ |supp(p)|

for all p. If |supp(p)| = 1 then p = (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0) and so Dq(p) = 1.
Otherwise, |supp(p)| ≥ 2, so Dq(p) ∈ [2,∞). Hence im Dq ⊆ {1} ∪ [2,∞). To
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prove the opposite inclusion, first note that both 1 = Dq(u1) and 2 = Dq(u2)
belong to im Dq. An elementary calculation shows that

Dq(t, 1 − t)→ ∞ as t → 0+.

Since Dq : ∆◦2 → (0,∞) is continuous (Lemma 4.4.6(i)), Dq∆◦2 is an interval
that contains 2 and is unbounded above. Hence Dq∆◦2 ⊇ [2,∞), completing the
proof of the last clause of equation (7.16).

Lemma 7.4.9 im D is closed under multiplication.

Proof This follows from the multiplicativity of D (Lemma 7.4.7). �

Lemma 7.4.10 Suppose that D , D0. Then im D ⊇ [L,∞) for some L > 0.

Proof If D∆◦n is a one-element set for each n ≥ 1 then by the effective number
property, D∆◦n = {n} for each n. Hence by absence-invariance, D = D0, a
contradiction.

We can therefore choose n ≥ 1 such that D∆◦n has more than one element,
which by continuity in positive probabilities implies that D∆◦n is a nontrivial
interval. Since D is an effective number, this interval contains n. Now n , 1
(since D∆◦1 is trivial), so n ≥ 2, so im D ∩ [1,∞) contains a nontrivial interval.
Since both im D and [1,∞) are closed under multiplication, so is im D∩[1,∞).

It is now enough to prove that any subset B of [1,∞) that is closed under
multiplication and contains a nontrivial interval must contain [L,∞) for some
L ≥ 1. Indeed, since B contains a nontrivial interval, B ⊇ [b, b1+1/r] for some
real b > 1 and positive integer r. Since B is closed under multiplication, it is
closed under positive integer powers, so for every integer m ≥ r,

B ⊇ [bm, bm+m/r] ⊇ [bm, bm+1].

Hence

B ⊇
⋃
m≥r

[bm, bm+1] = [br,∞),

using b > 1 in the last step. �

We now construct from D a value measure σ. The construction proceeds in
two steps. First, since D is modular, we can consistently define a sequence of
functions (

ρ : ∆n × (im D)n → im D
)
n≥1

by

ρ
(
w,

(
D(p1), . . . ,D(pn)

))
= D

(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
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for all n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n and pi ∈ ∆ki . Second, we extend ρ to a sequence
of functions defined on not just ∆n × (im D)n, but the whole of ∆n × (0,∞)n:

Lemma 7.4.11 Suppose that D , D0. Then there is a unique homogeneous
sequence of functions (

σ : ∆n × (0,∞)n → (0,∞)
)
n≥1

such that

σ
(
w,

(
D(p1), . . . ,D(pn)

))
= D

(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
for all n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n, and pi ∈ ∆ki .

In brief, there is a unique homogeneous extension of ρ from im D to (0,∞).

Proof We begin by establishing a homogeneity property of ρ:

ρ(w, cx) = cρ(w, x) (7.17)

for all w ∈ ∆n, x ∈ (im D)n, and c ∈ im D. (The left-hand side is well-defined
since im D is closed under multiplication, by Lemma 7.4.9.) To prove this, for
each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, choose pi ∈ ∆ki such that D(pi) = xi, and choose r ∈ ∆m

such that D(r) = c. Then

ρ(w, cx) = ρ
(
w,

(
D(p1)D(r), . . . ,D(pn)D(r)

))
(7.18)

= ρ
(
w,

(
D(p1 ⊗ r), . . . ,D(pn ⊗ r)

))
(7.19)

= D
(
w ◦ (p1 ⊗ r, . . . ,pn ⊗ r)

)
(7.20)

= D
((

w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)
)
⊗ r

)
(7.21)

= D
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
D(r) (7.22)

= cρ(w, x), (7.23)

where equation (7.18) is by definition of pi and r, equations (7.19) and (7.22)
are by multiplicativity of D (Lemma 7.4.7), equations (7.20) and (7.23) are by
definition of ρ, and (7.21) is by associativity of composition of distributions
(Remark 2.1.8). This proves the claimed homogeneity equation (7.17).

We now prove the uniqueness and existence stated in the lemma.

Uniqueness Let p ∈ ∆n and v ∈ (0,∞)n. By Lemma 7.4.10, im D contains
all sufficiently large real numbers, so we can choose c ∈ (0,∞) such that cv ∈
(im D)n. Then ρ(p, cv) is defined, and any sequence of homogeneous functions
σ extending ρ satisfies

σ(p, v) = 1
cρ(p, cv).

This proves uniqueness.
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Existence First I claim that for all p ∈ ∆n, v ∈ (0,∞)n, and c, d ∈ (0,∞) such
that cv, dv ∈ (im D)n,

1
cρ(p, cv) = 1

dρ(p, dv). (7.24)

Indeed, since im D contains all sufficiently large real numbers, we can choose
a > 0 such that ac, ad ∈ im D. Then

ad · ρ(p, cv) = ρ(p, acdv)

by the homogeneity property (7.17) of ρ. Similarly,

ac · ρ(p, dv) = ρ(p, acdv).

Combining the last two equations gives equation (7.24), as claimed.
It follows that there is a unique sequence of functions(

σ : ∆n × (0,∞)n → (0,∞)
)
n≥1

satisfying

σ(p, v) = 1
cρ(p, cv) (7.25)

whenever p ∈ ∆n, v ∈ (0,∞)n and c ∈ (0,∞) with cv ∈ (im D)n.
It remains to prove that σ is homogeneous. Let p ∈ ∆n, v ∈ (0,∞)n, and

a ∈ (0,∞); we must show that

σ(p, av) = aσ(p, v). (7.26)

Choose d ∈ (0,∞) such that adv, dv ∈ (im D)n. By the claim just proved,

1
adρ(p, adv) = 1

dρ(p, dv),

or equivalently,
1
dρ(p, d · av) = a · 1

dρ(p, dv).

But by the defining property (7.25) of σ, this is exactly the desired equa-
tion (7.26). �

Example 7.4.12 Consider the case D = Dq. We have

σq

(
w,

(
Dq(p1), . . . ,Dq(pn)

))
= Dq

(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
for all w and pi, by Example 7.1.8. Moreover, σq is homogeneous. Hence by
the uniqueness part of Lemma 7.4.11, σ = σq.

We have now constructed from our diversity measure D a value measure σ.
From our standing assumption that D has certain good properties, it follows
that σ has good properties too:
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Lemma 7.4.13 Suppose that D , D0. Then σ is symmetric, absence-
invariant, increasing, homogeneous, continuous in positive probabilities and
an effective number, and satisfies the chain rule.

Proof The symmetry, absence-invariance and effective number properties of
D imply the corresponding properties of σ. The modular-monotonicity of D
implies that ρ, hence σ, is increasing. Homogeneity is one of the defining prop-
erties of σ (Lemma 7.4.11). It remains to prove continuity in positive proba-
bilities and the chain rule.

To prove that σ is continuous in positive probabilities, let v ∈ (0,∞)n; we
wish to prove that

σ(−, v) : ∆◦n → (0,∞)

is continuous. Choose c ∈ (0,∞) such that cv ∈ (im D)n. Then σ(−, v) =
1
cρ(−, cv). It therefore suffices to prove that

ρ(−, x) : ∆◦n → (0,∞)

is continuous for every x ∈ (im D)n. For each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, choose pi ∈ ∆ki

such that xi = D(pi). By absence-invariance, we may assume that each pi has
full support. For all w ∈ ∆n, we have

ρ(w, x) = D
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
,

and if w has full support then so does w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn). Thus, the restriction of
ρ(−, x) to ∆◦n is the composite of the continuous maps

∆◦n
// ∆◦k1+···+kn

D // (0,∞)

w � // w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn).

It is therefore continuous, as claimed.
To prove that σ satisfies the chain rule, we first prove a chain rule for ρ:

ρ
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn) = ρ

(
w,

(
ρ(p1, x1), . . . , ρ(pn, xn)

))
(7.27)

for all w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki , and xi ∈ (im D)ki . To see this, begin by choosing for
each i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and j ∈ {1, . . . , ki} a probability distribution ri

j such that
D(ri

j) = xi
j. Then by definition of ρ, the left-hand side of equation (7.27) is

equal to

D
((

w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)
)
◦
(
r1

1, . . . , r
1
k1
, . . . , rn

1, . . . , r
n
kn

))
.

By associativity of composition of distributions (Remark 2.1.8), this is equal
to

D
(
w ◦

(
p1 ◦

(
r1

1, . . . , r
1
k1

)
, . . . , pn ◦

(
rn

1, . . . , r
n
kn

)))
.
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By definition of ρ, this in turn is equal to

ρ
(
w,

(
D
(
p1 ◦

(
r1

1, . . . , r
1
k1

))
, . . . , D

(
pn ◦

(
rn

1, . . . , r
n
kn

))))
,

which by definition of ρ again is equal to the right-hand side of (7.27). This
proves the claimed chain rule (7.27) for ρ.

We now want to prove the chain rule for σ:

σ
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), v1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ vn) = σ

(
w,

(
σ(p1, v1), . . . , σ(pn, vn)

))
for all w ∈ ∆n, pi ∈ ∆ki , and vi ∈ (0,∞)ki . We may choose c ∈ (0,∞) such that
cvi

j ∈ im D for all i, j. Then by definition of σ and the chain rule (7.27) for ρ,

σ
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), v1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ vn) = 1

cρ
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), cv1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ cvn)

= 1
cρ

(
w,

(
ρ(p1, cv1), . . . , ρ(pn, cvn)

))
= 1

cρ
(
w,

(
cσ(p1, v1), . . . , cσ(pn, vn)

))
= σ

(
w,

(
σ(p1, v1), . . . , σ(pn, vn)

))
,

as required. �

We are now ready to prove that when a community is modelled as a proba-
bility distribution, the Hill numbers are the only sensible measures of diversity.

Proof of Theorem 7.4.3 We have to show that D = Dq for some q ∈ [−∞,∞].
If D = D0, this is immediate. Otherwise, by Lemma 7.4.13, σ is a value mea-
sure satisfying the hypotheses of Theorem 7.3.4. By that theorem, σ = σq for
some q ∈ [−∞,∞]. Let p ∈ ∆n. Then

D(p) = D
(
p ◦ (u1, . . . ,u1︸     ︷︷     ︸

n

)
)

= ρ
(
p,

(
D(u1), . . . ,D(u1)

))
(7.28)

= ρ
(
p, (1, . . . , 1)

)
(7.29)

= σq
(
p, (1, . . . , 1)

)
(7.30)

= Dq(p), (7.31)

where equation (7.28) is by definition of ρ, equation (7.29) holds because D
is normalized, equation (7.30) holds because σ extends ρ and σ = σq, and
equation (7.31) is from Example 7.1.6. Hence D = Dq. �

The theorem axiomatically characterizes the whole family (σq)q∈[−∞,∞] of
Hill numbers. But as argued in Remark 4.4.4(ii), Dq probably does not deserve
to be called a measure of diversity when q is negative. We may therefore wish
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to characterize the Hill numbers Dq for which q ≥ 0, and the following result
achieves this.

Lemma 7.4.14 Let q ∈ [−∞,∞]. The following are equivalent:

i. Dq(p) ≤ Dq(un) for all n ≥ 1 and p ∈ ∆n;
ii. Dq(p) ≤ 2 for all p ∈ ∆2;

iii. q ∈ [0,∞].

Proof (i) implies (ii) trivially, (ii) implies (iii) by Remark 4.4.4(ii), and (iii)
implies (i) by Lemma 4.4.3(ii). �

Remark 7.4.15 Our characterization theorem for the Hill numbers can easily
be translated into a characterization theorem for the Rényi or q-logarithmic
entropies, using the transformations of Section 7.2. However, the hypotheses
of Theorem 7.4.3 are particularly natural in the context of diversity.

When translated into terms of q-logarithmic entropy, Theorem 7.4.3 is of
the same general type as a result of Forte and Ng [107] (also stated as Theo-
rem 6.3.12 of Aczél and Daróczy [3]). Apart from some differences in hypothe-
ses, Forte and Ng’s characterization excludes the case q = 0, which from the
point of view of diversity measurement is a serious drawback: the Hill number
D0 is species richness, the most common diversity measure of all.
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8

Mutual information and metacommunities

From the viewpoint of information theory, there is a conspicuous omission
from this text so far. Given a random variable X taking values in a finite set,
we have a measure of the information associated with X: its entropy H(X).
But suppose that we are also given another random variable Y , not necessarily
independent of X, taking values in another finite set. If we know the value of
X, how much information does that give us about the value of Y?

For instance, Y might be a function of X, in which case knowing the value
of X gives complete information about Y . Or, at the other extreme, X and Y
might be independent, in which case knowing the value of X tells us nothing
about Y . We would like to quantify the dependence between the two variables.
The covariance and correlation coefficients will not do, since they are usually
only defined for random variables taking values in Rn; and while they can be
defined in greater generality, there is no definition for an arbitrary pair of finite
sets.

From the viewpoint of diversity measurement, there is also something miss-
ing. We know how to quantify the diversity of a single community. But when
we have several associated or adjacent communities – for instance, the gut
microbiomes of healthy and unhealthy adults, or the aquatic life in areas of
different salinity near the mouth of a river – some natural questions present
themselves. How much variation is there between the communities? Which
contribute most to the overall diversity? Which are most or least typical in the
context of the system as a whole? The diversity measures discussed so far give
no answers to such questions.

We will see that these two problems, one information-theoretic and one eco-
logical, have the same solution.

Our starting point is the classical information-theoretic concept of mutual
information (a measure of the dependence between two random variables) and
the closely related concepts of conditional and joint entropy. These are in-

257
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258 Mutual information and metacommunities

troduced in Section 8.1. Then we take exponentials of all these quantities,
which produces a suite of meaningful measures of an ecological metacom-
munity (large community) divided into smaller subcommunities. The two ran-
dom variables in play here correspond to a choice of species and a choice of
subcommunity. Some of the measures reflect features of individual subcom-
munities (Section 8.2), while others encapsulate information about the entire
metacommunity (Section 8.3). We establish the many good logical properties
of these measures in Section 8.4.

All of the entropies and diversities in this chapter can be reduced to relative
entropy (Section 8.5). In the diversity case, they are also usefully expressed in
terms of value, in the sense of Chapter 7. Reducing the various metacommunity
and subcommunity measures to one single concept provides new insights into
their ecological meaning.

The diversity measures treated in this chapter are a very special case of those
introduced in work of Reeve et al. [290]. In the terminology of Chapter 6, it
is the case q = 1 (no deformation) and Z = I (no inter-species similarity).
The framework of Reeve et al. allows a general q (variable emphasis on rare or
common species) and a general Z (to model the varying similarities between
species). Section 8.6 is a sketch of the development for a general q, the details
of which lie outside the scope of this book.

8.1 Joint entropy, conditional entropy and mutual
information

Shannon entropy H assigns a real number H(p) to each probability distribution
p, but information theory also associates several quantities with any pair of
probability distributions. To organize them, it is helpful to distinguish between
two types of quantity: those defined for a pair of distributions on the same set,
and those defined for a pair of distributions on potentially different sets.

We have already met two quantities of the first type: the relative entropy
H(p ‖ r) and cross entropy H×(p ‖ r) of two distributions p and r on the same
finite set (Chapter 3).

We now introduce the standard information-theoretic quantities of the sec-
ond type. The material in this section is all classical, and can be found in texts
such as Cover and Thomas ([69], Chapter 2) and MacKay ([236], Chapter 8).
As usual, we only consider probability distributions on finite sets. But it is
convenient to switch from the language of probability distributions to that of
random variables.

So, for the rest of this section, we consider a random variable X taking
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values in a finite set X, and another random variable Y taking values in a finite
set Y. Assuming that X and Y have the same sample space, we also have the
random variable (X,Y), which takes values in X ×Y.

Given x ∈ X and y ∈ Y, we write Pr((X,Y) = (x, y)) as Pr(X = x,Y = y).
We usually abbreviate Pr(X = x) as Pr(x), etc. Thus, by definition, X and Y are
independent if and only if

Pr(x, y) = Pr(x) Pr(y)

for all x ∈ X and y ∈ Y. The conditional probability of x given y is

Pr(x | y) =
Pr(x, y)
Pr(y)

,

and is defined as long as Pr(y) > 0.
The Shannon entropy of the random variable X is the Shannon entropy of

its distribution:

H(X) =
∑

x : Pr(x)>0

Pr(x) log
1

Pr(x)
.

Here and below, the variable x in summations is assumed to run over the set X
unless indicated otherwise, and similarly for y in Y.

Joint entropy

The general definition of the entropy of a random variable can be applied to
the random variable (X,Y), giving

H(X,Y) =
∑

x,y : Pr(x,y)>0

Pr(x, y) log
1

Pr(x, y)
,

the joint entropy of X and Y .

Examples 8.1.1 i. Suppose that X and Y are independent. If X has distribu-
tion p and Y has distribution r then (X,Y) has distribution p ⊗ r, so

H(X,Y) = H(X) + H(Y)

by Corollary 2.2.10.
ii. Suppose that Y is a one-element set. Then the distribution of Y is uniquely

determined, H(Y) = 0, and H(X,Y) = H(X).
iii. Suppose that X = Y and X = Y . Then H(X,Y) = H(X) = H(Y).
iv. Generalizing the last two examples, let us say that Y is determined by X

if for all x ∈ X such that Pr(x) > 0, there is a unique y ∈ Y such that
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H(X,Y)

H(X) H(Y)

H(X | Y) I(X; Y) H(Y | X)

Figure 8.1 Venn diagram showing entropic quantities associated with a pair of
random variables taking values in different sets: the Shannon entropies H(X) and
H(Y), the joint entropy H(X,Y), the conditional entropies H(X | Y) and H(Y | X),
and the mutual information I(X; Y).

Pr(x, y) > 0. Writing this element y as f (x), we then have Pr(x, f (x)) =

Pr(x), or equivalently, Pr( f (x) | x) = 1. The joint entropy is given by

H(X,Y) =
∑

x,y : Pr(x,y)>0

Pr(x, y) log
1

Pr(x, y)

=
∑

x : Pr(x)>0

Pr(x) log
1

Pr(x)

= H(X).

Conditional entropy

The definitions of the conditional entropies H(X |Y) and H(Y |X) and the mutual
information I(X; Y) are suggested by the schematic diagram of Figure 8.1. The
diagram depicts the joint entropy H(X,Y) as the union of the two discs and
H(X | Y) as the complement of the second disc in the union. This suggests:

Definition 8.1.2 The conditional entropy of X given Y is

H(X | Y) = H(X,Y) − H(Y).

We now explore this definition. For each y ∈ Y such that Pr(y) > 0, there is
a random variable X | y taking values in X, with distribution

Pr
(
(X | y) = x

)
= Pr(x | y)

(x ∈ X). Like all random variables, it has an entropy, H(X | y). The name
‘conditional entropy’ is explained by part (ii) of the following result.
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Lemma 8.1.3 i. H(X | Y) =
∑

x,y : Pr(x,y)>0

Pr(x, y) log
1

Pr(x | y)
.

ii. H(X | Y) =
∑

y : Pr(y)>0

Pr(y)H(X | y).

Proof For (i), first note that Pr(y) =
∑

x Pr(x, y) for each y ∈ Y, and in partic-
ular, Pr(y) > 0 if there exists an x such that Pr(x, y) > 0. Hence

H(Y) =
∑

x,y : Pr(x,y)>0

Pr(x, y) log
1

Pr(y)
. (8.1)

It follows that

H(X | Y) =
∑

x,y : Pr(x,y)>0

Pr(x, y) log
1

Pr(x, y)
−

∑
x,y : Pr(x,y)>0

Pr(x, y) log
1

Pr(y)

=
∑

x,y : Pr(x,y)>0

Pr(x, y) log
Pr(y)

Pr(x, y)

=
∑

x,y : Pr(x,y)>0

Pr(x, y) log
1

Pr(x | y)
,

proving (i). This in turn is equal to∑
y : Pr(y)>0

Pr(y)
∑

x : Pr(x|y)>0

Pr(x | y) log
1

Pr(x | y)
=

∑
y : Pr(y)>0

Pr(y)H(X | y),

proving (ii). �

The conditional entropy H(X | Y) is, therefore, the expected entropy of the
conditional random variable X | y when y is chosen at random. It follows that
H(X | Y) ≥ 0, or equivalently, that H(X,Y) ≥ H(Y).

Examples 8.1.4 Consider again the four scenarios of Examples 8.1.1.

i. Suppose that X and Y are independent. Then by Example 8.1.1(i),

H(X | Y) = H(X), H(Y | X) = H(Y).

Knowing the value of Y gives no information on the value of X, nor vice
versa. This is the situation shown in Figure 8.2(a).

ii. Suppose that Y is a one-element set. Then by Example 8.1.1(ii),

H(X | Y) = H(X,Y) − H(Y) = H(X),

H(Y | X) = H(X,Y) − H(X) = 0.
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H(X) H(Y)

(a)

H(Y)

H(X)

(b)

Figure 8.2 Venn diagrams for the cases in which (a) the random variables X and
Y are independent; (b) Y is determined by X.

iii. Suppose that X = Y and X = Y . By Example 8.1.1(iii), H(X | Y) = 0. This
is intuitively plausible: once we know the value of Y , we know the value of
X with certainty, so its probability distribution is concentrated on a single
element and therefore has entropy 0. Similarly, H(Y | X) = 0.

iv. More generally, suppose that Y is determined by X (Figure 8.2(b)). Then by
Example 8.1.1(iv),

H(X | Y) = H(X) − H(Y), (8.2)

H(Y | X) = 0.

Since H(X | Y) ≥ 0, we have

H(Y) ≤ H(X)

whenever Y is determined by X.

Remark 8.1.5 In most texts, Lemma 8.1.3(ii) is taken as the definition of con-
ditional entropy, and the equation H(X | Y) = H(X,Y) − H(Y) that we took as
our definition is proved as a theorem. This theorem is called the chain rule. In
other words, the chain rule states that

H(X,Y) = H(Y) +
∑

y : Pr(y)>0

Pr(y)H(X | y). (8.3)

It is essentially the same as what we have been calling the chain rule throughout
this text (beginning in Proposition 2.2.8). This can be seen as follows.

Write X = {1, . . . , k} and Y = {1, . . . , n}. Write w = (w1, . . . ,wn) ∈ ∆n for
the distribution of Y; thus, wi = Pr(Y = i) for each i ∈ Y. Also, for each i ∈ Y
and j ∈ X, define pi

j by

wi pi
j = Pr(X = j,Y = i),

so that pi = (pi
1, . . . , pi

k) ∈ ∆k is the distribution of the random variable X | i.
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(Here we have assumed that Pr(i) > 0; otherwise, choose pi ∈ ∆k arbitrarily.)
Then w◦ (p1, . . . ,pn) ∈ ∆nk is the joint distribution of X and Y . In this notation,
equation (8.3) states that

H
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= H(w) +

∑
i : wi>0

wiH(pi).

This is exactly the chain rule in our usual sense.

Mutual information

In Figure 8.1, the intersection of the two discs is labelled as I(X; Y), and the
inclusion-exclusion principle suggests the formula

H(X,Y) = H(X) + H(Y) − I(X; Y).

We define I(X; Y) to make this true:

Definition 8.1.6 The mutual information of X and Y is

I(X; Y) = H(X) + H(Y) − H(X,Y).

Evidently I is symmetric:

I(X; Y) = I(Y; X). (8.4)

Alternative expressions for I, in terms of conditional rather than joint entropy,
follow immediately from the definitions and are also suggested by the Venn
diagram:

I(X; Y) = H(X) − H(X | Y) = H(Y) − H(Y | X). (8.5)

Mutual information can be expressed in two further ways still:

Lemma 8.1.7 i. I(X; Y) =
∑

x,y : Pr(x,y)>0

Pr(x, y) log
Pr(x, y)

Pr(x) Pr(y)
.

ii. I(X; Y) =
∑

y : Pr(y)>0

Pr(y)H
(
(X | y) ‖ X

)
.

The right-hand side of (ii) refers to the random variables X | y and X taking
values in X, and the relative entropy of the first with respect to the second.

Proof For (i), we have

I(X; Y) = H(X) − H(X | Y)

=
∑

x,y : Pr(x,y)>0

Pr(x, y) log
1

Pr(x)
−

∑
x,y : Pr(x,y)>0

Pr(x, y) log
Pr(y)

Pr(x, y)
,
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by equation (8.1) and Lemma 8.1.3(i). Collecting terms, the result follows.
To prove (ii), we use (i) and the equation Pr(x, y) = Pr(y) Pr(x | y):

I(X; Y) =
∑

x,y : Pr(y)>0,Pr(x|y)>0

Pr(y) Pr(x | y) log
Pr(x | y)

Pr(x)

=
∑

y : Pr(y)>0

Pr(y)H
(
(X | y) ‖ X

)
,

as required. �

The formula in (ii) can be interpreted as follows. For probability distribu-
tions p and r on the same finite set, H(p ‖ r) can be understood as the informa-
tion gained when learning that the distribution of a random variable is p, when
one had previously believed that it was r. Thus, H((X |y)‖X) is the information
gained about X by learning that Y = y. Consequently,∑

y : Pr(y)>0

Pr(y)H((X | y) ‖ X)

is the expected information about X gained by learning the value of Y . This is
the mutual information I(X; Y). Briefly put, it is the information that Y gives
about X.

For instance, if X and Y are independent, then knowing the value of Y gives
us no clue as to the value of X, so one would expect that I(X; Y) = 0. And
indeed, X | y has the same distribution as X (for each y), so H

(
(X | y) ‖ X

)
= 0,

giving I(X; Y) = 0. We examine the extremal cases more systematically in
Proposition 8.1.12.

Of course, Lemma 8.1.7(ii) has a counterpart with X and Y interchanged,
and the symmetry property I(X; Y) = I(Y; X) of mutual information (equa-
tion (8.4)) implies that∑

y : Pr(y)>0

Pr(y)H
(
(X | y) ‖ X

)
=

∑
x : Pr(x)>0

Pr(x)H
(
(Y | x) ‖ Y

)
.

That is: the information that Y gives about X is equal to the information that X
gives about Y . This explains the word ‘mutual’.

Examples 8.1.8 We consider again the four cases of Examples 8.1.1 and 8.1.4,
using the results derived there.

i. If X and Y are independent then I(X; Y) = 0: neither variable gives any
information about the other.

ii. If Y is a one-element set then I(X; Y) = 0. From one viewpoint, knowing
the value of X gives no information about the value of Y , since the value of
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K L

X

Z

Y

Figure 8.3 Random subsets (Example 8.1.9). The subset Z is the whole lozenge,
X = Z ∩ K is shaded as , and Y = Z ∩ L is shaded as .

Y is predetermined anyway. From the other, knowing the value of Y gives
no information about the value of X (or indeed, about anything).

iii. If X = Y and X = Y then I(X; Y) = H(X) = H(Y). This is the maxi-
mal value that I(X; Y) can take (by Proposition 8.1.12(iii) below), which is
intuitively plausible: knowing X gives complete information about Y .

iv. Generally, if Y is determined by X, then I(X; Y) = H(Y). As in (iii), this
tells us that knowledge of X gives certain knowledge of Y (even though
knowledge of Y does not, in this case, give certain knowledge of X).

The Venn diagram of Figure 8.1 is not merely a metaphor or an analogy. It
depicts a specific example:

Example 8.1.9 For this example, first note that joint entropy, conditional en-
tropy and mutual information can be defined using logarithms to any base. Just
as we write H(2)(X) = H(X)/ log 2 (Remark 2.2.1), let us write the base 2 ver-
sion of joint entropy as H(2)(X,Y) = H(X,Y)/ log 2, and similarly for H(2)(X |Y)
and I(2)(X; Y).

Fix finite subsets K and L of some set. Let Z denote a subset of K∪L chosen
uniformly at random, and put

X = Z ∩ K, Y = Z ∩ L

(Figure 8.3). Then X and Y are uniformly distributed random variables taking
values in the power sets P(K) and P(L) respectively, so

H(2)(X) = log2
(
2|K|

)
= |K|,

H(2)(Y) = log2
(
2|L|

)
= |L|.

The random variable (X,Y), which takes values in P(K)×P(L), is uniformly
distributed on the set of pairs{

(A, B) ∈P(K) ×P(L) : A = C ∩ K and B = C ∩ L for some C ⊆ K ∪ L
}
.
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Such pairs are in one-to-one correspondence with subsets of K ∪ L, so the
entropy of (X,Y) is equal to the entropy of the uniform distribution on P(K ∪
L). Hence

H(2)(X,Y) = log2
(
2|K∪L|) = |K ∪ L|.

Then by definition of conditional entropy and mutual information,

H(2)(X | Y) = |K ∪ L| − |L| = |K \ L|,

H(2)(Y | X) = |K ∪ L| − |K| = |L \ K|,

I(2)(X; Y) = |K| + |L| − |K ∪ L| = |K ∩ L|.

So, this example realizes the various entropies shown in the Venn diagram of
Figure 8.1 as actual cardinalities.

Extremal cases

We finish this introduction to joint entropy, conditional entropy and mutual
information by finding their maximal and minimal values in terms of ordinary
entropy. Here is the central fact.

Lemma 8.1.10 I(X; Y) ≥ 0, with equality if and only if X and Y are indepen-
dent.

Proof Lemma 8.1.7(ii) states that

I(X; Y) =
∑

y : Pr(y)>0

Pr(y)H
(
(X | y) ‖ X

)
.

Given y ∈ Y such that Pr(y) > 0, Lemma 3.1.4 implies that H
(
(X | y) ‖ X

)
≥ 0,

with equality if and only if Pr(x | y) = Pr(x) for all x ∈ X. Thus, I(X; Y) ≥ 0,
with equality if and only if Pr(x | y) = Pr(x) for all x, y such that Pr(y) > 0. But
this condition is equivalent to X and Y being independent. �

Remark 8.1.11 Given three random variables X, Y and Z with the same sam-
ple space, one can define a threefold mutual information I(X; Y; Z) by the same
inclusion-exclusion principle that has guided us so far:

I(X; Y; Z) =
(
H(X)+H(Y)+H(Z)

)
−
(
H(X,Y)+H(X,Z)+H(Y,Z)

)
+H(X,Y,Z).

But in contrast to the binary case, I(X; Y; Z) is sometimes negative. For exam-
ple, this is the case when all three random variables take values in {0, 1} and
(X,Y,Z) is uniformly distributed on the four triples

(0, 0, 0), (0, 1, 1), (1, 0, 1), (1, 1, 0),
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with probability zero on the other four. For discussion of this and other multi-
variate information measures, see Timme et al. [323], especially Section 4.2.

The following proposition gathers together the various maximal and mini-
mal values and the conditions under which they are attained. All the results are
as one would guess from the Venn diagrams of Figure 8.1 and 8.2.

Proposition 8.1.12 i. Joint entropy is bounded as follows:

a. max{H(X),H(Y)} ≤ H(X,Y) ≤ H(X) + H(Y);
b. H(X,Y) = max{H(X),H(Y)} if and only if X is determined by Y or Y is

determined by X;
c. H(X,Y) = H(X) + H(Y) if and only if X and Y are independent.

ii. Conditional entropy is bounded as follows:

a. 0 ≤ H(X | Y) ≤ H(X);
b. H(X | Y) = 0 if and only if X is determined by Y;
c. H(X | Y) = H(X) if and only if X and Y are independent.

iii. Mutual information is bounded as follows:

a. 0 ≤ I(X; Y) ≤ min{H(X),H(Y)};
b. I(X; Y) = 0 if and only if X and Y are independent;
c. I(X; Y) = min{H(X),H(Y)} if and only if X is determined by Y or Y is

determined by X.

Proof We begin with (ii), using Lemma 8.1.3(ii):

H(X | Y) =
∑

y : Pr(y)>0

Pr(y)H(X | y).

For each y such that Pr(y) > 0, Lemma 2.2.4(i) implies that H(X | y) ≥ 0, with
equality if and only if there is some x such that Pr(x | y) = 1. So, H(X | Y) ≥
0, with equality if and only if X is determined by Y . For the upper bound,
Lemma 8.1.10 gives

H(X) − H(X | Y) = I(X; Y) ≥ 0,

with equality if and only if X and Y are independent.
For (i), we have

H(X,Y) − H(X) = H(Y | X) ≥ 0,

with equality if and only if Y is determined by X (by (ii)). Hence H(X,Y) ≥
max{H(X),H(Y)}, and if equality holds then Y is determined by X or vice
versa. Conversely, suppose without loss of generality that Y is determined by
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X. We have H(X,Y) = H(X) by Example 8.1.1(iv) and H(Y) ≤ H(X) by Exam-
ple 8.1.4(iv), so H(X,Y) = max{H(X),H(Y)}, as required. For the upper bound
on H(X,Y), we have

H(X) + H(Y) − H(X,Y) = I(X; Y) ≥ 0

with equality if and only if X and Y are independent, by Lemma 8.1.10.
For (iii), the lower bound and its equality condition were proved as

Lemma 8.1.10. The upper bound follows from the lower bound in (i) by sub-
tracting from H(X) + H(Y):

max{H(X),H(Y)} ≤ H(X,Y)

⇐⇒ H(X) + H(Y) −max{H(X),H(Y)} ≥ H(X) + H(Y) − H(X,Y)

⇐⇒ min{H(X),H(Y)} ≥ I(X; Y),

with the same condition for equality as in (i). �

Remark 8.1.13 Given random variables X and Y taking values in finite sets X
and Y respectively, there is a random variable X ⊗ Y taking values in X × Y,
the independent coupling of X and Y , with distribution

Pr
(
X ⊗ Y = (x, y)

)
= Pr(X = x) Pr(Y = y)

(x ∈ X, y ∈ Y). That is, if X has distribution p and Y has distribution r then
X ⊗ Y has distribution p ⊗ r. Then

H(X ⊗ Y) = H(X) + H(Y)

by Corollary 2.2.10, so the upper bound in Proposition 8.1.12(i) is equivalent
to

H(X,Y) ≤ H(X ⊗ Y).

Another way to state this is as follows. Take probability distributions p on X
and r onY. Then among all probability distributions on X×Y with marginals
p and r, none has greater entropy than p ⊗ r.

This is a special property of Shannon entropy. It does not hold for any of the
other Rényi entropies Hq or q-logarithmic entropies S q except, trivially, when
q = 0. Counterexamples are given in Appendix A.6. There is a substantial lit-
erature on the entropy of couplings; see, for instance, Sason [300], Kovačević,
Stanojević and Šenk [195], and references therein.
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8.2 Diversity measures for subcommunities

In the next two sections, we introduce quantities measuring features of a large
community of organisms (a metacommunity) divided into smaller commu-
nities (subcommunities), to answer the ecological questions posed in the in-
troduction to this chapter. As before, we use terminology inspired by ecology,
even though the mathematics applies far more generally to any types of object.

We have already discussed several times a special type of metacommunity,
namely, a group of islands (Examples 2.1.6, 2.4.9, 2.4.11, etc.). There, the sub-
communities are the islands, the metacommunity is the union of all of them,
and a very strong assumption is made: that no species are shared between is-
lands. Although this is a useful hypothetical extreme case, it is not realistic.
In the metacommunities that we are about to consider, each species may be
present in one, many, or all of the subcommunities, in any proportions.

In ecology, there is established terminology for measures of metacommunity
diversity:

• the alpha-diversity is the average diversity of the subcommunities (in some
sense of ‘average’);

• the beta-diversity is the variation between the subcommunities;
• the gamma-diversity is the diversity of the whole metacommunity (the

global diversity), ignoring its division into subcommunities.

These terms were introduced by the ecologist Robert Whittaker in an influen-
tial paper of 1960 ([348], p. 320). As Tuomisto observed in a survey paper on
beta-diversity, ‘Obviously, Whittaker (1960) did not have an exact definition
of beta diversity in mind’ ([330], p. 2). However, a large number of specific
proposals have been made for defining these three quantities mathematically.
Some early work on the subject may have been inspired by analysis of variance
(ANOVA) in statistics, where one seeks to quantify within-group and between-
group variation. But the broad concepts of alpha-, beta- and gamma-diversity
acquired their own independent standing long ago.

This section and the next are largely based on a paper of Reeve et al. [290]
that sets out a comprehensive and non-traditional suite of diversity measures
for metacommunities and their subcommunities. The system of measures is
highly flexible, incorporating both the parameter q (to allow different empha-
sis on rare and common species) and the similarity matrix Z (to encode the
different similarities between species). Here, we confine ourselves to the very
special case where q = 1 and Z = I (thus, ignoring inter-species similarity).
Even so, we will be able to see some of the power and subtlety of the system.

We begin by fixing our notation (Figure 8.4). The metacommunity consists
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(
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)
Figure 8.4 Notation for the relative abundances in a metacommunity.

of a collection of individuals, each of which belongs to exactly one of S species
(numbered as 1, . . . , S ) and exactly one of N subcommunities (numbered as
1, . . . ,N). We write Pi j for the proportion or relative abundance of individuals
belonging to the ith species and the jth subcommunity. Thus,

∑
i, j Pi j = 1. We

adopt the convention that the index i ranges over the set {1, . . . , S } of species
and the index j ranges over the set {1, . . . ,N} of subcommunities.

For each species i, write

pi =
∑

j

Pi j,

which is the relative abundance of species i in the whole metacommunity. Then∑
i pi = 1. For each subcommunity j, write

w j =
∑

i

Pi j,

which is the relative size of subcommunity j in the metacommunity. Then∑
j w j = 1.
In purely mathematical terms, the matrix P defines a probability distribution

on the set {1, . . . , S } × {1, . . . ,N}, with marginal distributions

p = (p1, . . . , pS ), w = (w1, . . . ,wN).

To translate into the language of random variables, we will consider a random
variable (X,Y) taking values in {1, . . . , S } × {1, . . . ,N}, with distribution P.
Then X is a random variable with values in {1, . . . , S } and distribution p, and
Y is a random variable with values in {1, . . . ,N} and distribution w. Thus, X is
a random species and Y is a random subcommunity.

What are the ecological meanings of the joint entropy, conditional entropy
and mutual information of the random variables X and Y? And what are the
roles of relative and cross entropy? We have seen that when measuring diver-
sity, it is more appropriate to use the exponential of entropy than entropy itself



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

8.2 Diversity measures for subcommunities 271

(Section 2.4, especially Example 2.4.7). So it is better to ask: what are the eco-
logical meanings of the exponentials of relative entropy, mutual information,
and so on?

We now proceed to answer these questions, following throughout the nota-
tion and terminology of Reeve et al. [290].

First, consider the two entropies defined for a pair of distributions on the
same set: relative and cross entropy. The jth subcommunity has species distri-
bution

P• j/w j =
(
P1 j/w j, . . . , PS j/w j

)
,

which is the normalization of the jth column P• j of the matrix P. (Assume that
the jth subcommunity is nonempty: w j > 0.) We write

α j(P) = D(P• j/w j) = exp H(P• j/w j)

for the diversity of order 1 of the jth subcommunity, and call it the subcom-
munity alpha-diversity. Thus, α j(P) depends on the jth subcommunity only,
and is unaffected by the rest of the metacommunity. Here D denotes the Hill
number D1 of order 1 (as in Section 2.4); no other value of the parameter q is
under consideration.

As well as considering the jth subcommunity in isolation, we can compare
its species distribution P• j/w j with the species distribution p of the whole meta-
community, using the relative entropy H(P• j/w j ‖ p). Better, we can use the
exponential of relative entropy, which is a relative diversity in the sense of
Section 3.3. Thus, we define the subcommunity beta-diversity β j(P) by

β j(P) = D(P• j/w j ‖ p) =
∏

i

(
Pi j

piw j

)Pi j/w j

. (8.6)

This is the diversity of the species distribution of the jth subcommunity rela-
tive to that of the metacommunity. As established in Section 3.3, it reflects the
unusualness or atypicality of the subcommunity in the context of the metacom-
munity as a whole. For example, if the subcommunity is exactly representative
of the whole metacommunity then β j(P) takes its minimum possible value, 1.

(Reeve et al. also defined quantities called α j and β j, not discussed here. The
bars are used in that work to indicate normalization by subcommunity size.)

Alternatively, we can compare a subcommunity with the metacommunity
using cross entropy rather than relative entropy. The exponential D×(P• j/w j‖p)
of the cross entropy is a cross diversity (again in the sense of Section 3.3), and
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is called the subcommunity gamma-diversity,

γ j(P) = D×(P• j/w j ‖ p) =
∏

i

(
1
pi

)Pi j/w j

. (8.7)

Thus, γ j(P) is the cross diversity of the species distribution of the jth subcom-
munity with respect to that of the metacommunity. It is the average rarity of
species in the subcommunity, measuring rarity by the standards of the meta-
community (and using the geometric mean as our notion of average). For ex-
ample, if the subcommunity is exactly representative of the metacommunity
then γ j(P) is just the diversity of the metacommunity.

Other examples of relative diversity and cross diversity were given in Sec-
tion 3.3, illustrating the ecological meanings of high or low values of β j(P) or
γ j(P).

Equation (3.6) (p. 67) implies that

α j(P) · β j(P) = γ j(P). (8.8)

This identity can be understood as follows:

• α j(P) measures how unusual the average individual is within the subcom-
munity;

• β j(P) measures how unusual the subcommunity is within the metacommu-
nity;

• γ j(P) measures how unusual the average individual in the subcommunity is
within the metacommunity.

Thus, equation (8.8) partitions the global diversity measure γ j(P) into compo-
nents measuring diversity at different levels of resolution.

In the next section, we explain the connection between, on the one hand, the
subcommunity alpha-, beta- and gamma-diversities just defined, and, on the
other, what ecologists usually call alpha-, beta- and gamma-diversity, which
are quantities associated with the metacommunity. We will use the language of
random variables. In that language, the subcommunity measures that we have
just defined are given by

α j(P) = exp
(
H(X | j)

)
,

β j(P) = exp
(
H

(
(X | j) ‖ X

))
,

γ j(P) = exp
(
H×

(
(X | j) ‖ X

))
,

since the distribution of the conditional random variable X | j is the species
distribution P• j/w j in the jth subcommunity.
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Figure 8.5 The metacommunity gamma-diversities, shown in (a), are the expo-
nentials of the entropies shown in (b). For instance, A(P) = exp H(X | Y).

8.3 Diversity measures for metacommunities

In the last section, the alpha-, beta- and gamma-diversities of the jth subcom-
munity were defined by comparing two random variables taking values in the
set of species: X | j, which is the species of an individual chosen at random from
the jth subcommunity, and X, which is the species of an individual chosen at
random from the whole metacommunity.

In this section, we derive measures of the metacommunity by comparing
two random variables taking values in different sets: the species X and the
subcommunity Y of an individual chosen at random from the metacommunity.
Specifically, we consider the exponentials of their joint entropy, conditional
entropies, and mutual information.

Figure 8.5(a) summarizes the situation, with the previous Venn diagram for
entropies (Figure 8.1) reproduced in (b) for reference. The notation in (a) is
again taken from Reeve et al. [290], and each term is now explained in turn.
Tables 8.1 and 8.2 give summaries.

Metacommunity gamma-diversity

First consider the random variable X for species. The exponential of its Shan-
non entropy H(X) is

D(p) =
∏

i∈supp(p)

(
1
pi

)pi

.

This is simply the diversity of order 1 of the species distribution p of the whole
metacommunity, ignoring its division into subcommunities. (Throughout this
section, all diversities are of order 1.) We write G(P) = D(p) and call it the
metacommunity gamma-diversity.

The metacommunity gamma-diversity G(P) is related to the subcommunity
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Quantity Name Formula Description

exp H(X) G(P)
∏

i

(
1
pi

)pi

Effective no. of species in metacommunity,
ignoring division into subcommunities

exp H(Y) D(w)
∏

j

(
1

w j

)w j

Effective no. of subcommunities in meta-
community, ignoring division into species

exp H(X,Y) A(P)
∏

i, j

(
1

Pi j

)Pi j

Effective no. of (species, subcommunity)
pairs

exp H(X | Y) A(P)
∏

i, j

(
w j

Pi j

)Pi j

Average effective no. of species per
subcommunity

exp H(Y | X) R(P)
∏

i, j

(
pi

Pi j

)Pi j

Redundancy of subcommunities

exp I(X; Y) B(P)
∏

i, j

(
Pi j

piw j

)Pi j

Effective no. of isolated subcommunities

Table 8.1 Formulas for and descriptions of the metacommunity diversity mea-
sures. The first product is over the support of p, the second is over the support of
w, and the others are over the support of P.

Name Range Minimized when Maximized when

G(P) [1, S ] Only one species in Species in metacommunity
metacommunity are balanced

D(w) [1,N] Only one subcommunity in Subcommunities are same
metacommunity size

A(P) [1, S N] Only one species and one Subcommunities are same
subcommunity in size and all balanced
metacommunity

A(P) [1, S ] Each subcommunity contains Each subcommunity is
only one species balanced

R(P) [1,N] Subcommunities share no Subcommunities have same
species size and composition

B(P) [1,N] Subcommunities have same Subcommunities have same
composition size and share no species

Table 8.2 Minimum and maximum values of the metacommunity diversity mea-
sures. The bounds shown depend only on S and N; tighter bounds are given in the
text. Balanced means that all species have equal abundance.
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gamma-diversities γ1(P), . . . , γN(P) as follows:

G(P) =
∏

i, j : i∈supp(p)

(
1
pi

)Pi j

=
∏

j

γ j(P)w j

= M0

(
w,

(
γ1(P), . . . , γN(P)

))
. (8.9)

Here we have used the definition of pi as
∑

j Pi j and the formula (8.7) for
γ j(P). So, the metacommunity gamma-diversity G(P) is the geometric mean
of the subcommunity gamma-diversities γ j(P), weighted by the sizes of the
subcommunities.

In this sense, the subcommunity gamma-diversity γ j(P) is the mean contri-
bution per individual of the jth subcommunity to the metacommunity diversity.

The metacommunity gamma-diversity is constrained by the bounds

1 ≤ G(P) ≤ S ,

by Lemma 2.4.3. It attains the lower bound G(P) = 1 when the metacommu-
nity consists of a single species, and the upper bound G(P) = S when all S
species have equal abundance in the metacommunity (regardless of how they
are distributed across the subcommunities).

Now consider the random variable Y for subcommunities. The exponential
of H(Y) is

D(w) =
∏

j∈supp(w)

(
1

w j

)w j

.

It measures how evenly the population is distributed across the subcommuni-
ties (regardless of how it is distributed across species). It is bounded by

1 ≤ D(w) ≤ N

(by Lemma 2.4.3 again), with D(w) = 1 when the metacommunity contains
only one nonempty subcommunity and D(w) = N when the populations of the
N subcommunities are of equal size.

Metacommunity alpha-diversities

The joint entropy H(X,Y) has exponential

D(P) =
∏

(i, j)∈supp(P)

(
1

Pi j

)Pi j

.
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Here we are treating the S × N matrix P as a probability distribution on the
set {1, . . . , S } × {1, . . . ,N}. So, D(P) is the effective number of (species, sub-
community) pairs, in the sense of Section 2.4. It is the species diversity that
the metacommunity would have if individuals in different subcommunities
were decreed to be of different species (as in the island scenario). We write
A(P) = D(P) and call it the raw metacommunity alpha-diversity.

Since A(P) measures diversity as if no species were shared between sub-
communities, it overestimates the true diversity. Indeed, taking exponentials in
the inequalities

H(X) ≤ H(X,Y) ≤ H(X) + H(Y)

of Proposition 8.1.12(i) gives

G(P) ≤ A(P) ≤ D(w)G(P). (8.10)

The upper bound states that the factor of overestimation is at most D(w), the
effective number of subcommunities.

The minimum value A(P) = G(P) occurs when H(X,Y) = H(X), which
by Proposition 8.1.12(ii) means that Y is determined by X: the subcommunity
is determined by the species. So, A(P) = G(P) when no species are shared
between subcommunities.

The maximum value A(P) = D(w)G(P) occurs when H(X,Y) = H(X) +

H(Y). By Proposition 8.1.12(i), this is true just when X and Y are independent.
Equivalently, A(P) attains its maximum when the metacommunity is well-
mixed, meaning that each of the subcommunity species distributions P• j/w j

is equal to the metacommunity species distribution p.
In summary: A(P) does not overestimate G(P) at all when the subcommuni-

ties share no species, whereas the overestimation is most pronounced when all
of the subcommunities have identical composition.

Since 1 ≤ G(P) ≤ S and 1 ≤ D(w) ≤ N, the inequalities (8.10) imply the
cruder bounds

1 ≤ A(P) ≤ S N.

This conforms with the interpretation of A(P) as the effective number of
(species, subcommunity) pairs. The minimum A(P) = 1 is attained when there
is only one species present and only one nonempty subcommunity. The maxi-
mum A(P) = S N is attained when the metacommunity is well-mixed and the
subcommunities all have the same size.

Next consider conditional entropy. By Lemma 8.1.3(i), the conditional en-
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tropy H(X | Y) is given by

H(X | Y) =
∑

i, j : Pr(i, j)>0

Pr(i, j) log
Pr( j)

Pr(i, j)
.

The normalized metacommunity alpha-diversity A(P) is its exponential:

A(P) = exp H(X | Y) =
∏

i, j : Pi j>0

(
w j

Pi j

)Pi j

. (8.11)

To understand A, we use one of the other formulas for conditional entropy:

H(X | Y) =
∑

j : Pr( j)>0

Pr( j)H(X | j) (8.12)

(Lemma 8.1.3(ii)). The random variable X | j is the species of a random in-
dividual from the jth subcommunity, so taking exponentials throughout equa-
tion (8.12) gives

A(P) =
∏

j : w j>0

α j(P)w j

= M0

(
w,

(
α1(P), . . . , αN(P)

))
. (8.13)

Hence A(P) is the geometric mean of the individual subcommunity diversities
α j(P), weighted by their sizes. It is therefore an alpha-diversity in the tradi-
tional sense (Remark 3.3.9 and p. 269).

To find the maximum and minimum values of A, we take exponentials
throughout the inequalities

0 ≤ H(X | Y) ≤ H(X)

(Proposition 8.1.12(ii)). This gives

1 ≤ A(P) ≤ G(P), (8.14)

with A(P) = 1 when each subcommunity contains at most one species and
A(P) = G(P) when the metacommunity is well-mixed. Since G(P) ≤ S , we
also have the cruder bounds

1 ≤ A(P) ≤ S ,

with A(P) = S when each subcommunity contains all S species in equal pro-
portions.

The raw and normalized metacommunity alpha-diversities, A(P) and A(P),
are linked by the equation

A(P) = A(P)/D(w), (8.15)
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Quantity Name (i) (ii) (iii) (iv)
Well-mixed Only one Subcomms Isolated
metacomm subcomm are species subcomms

exp H(X) G(P) D(p) D(p) D(p) D(p)

exp H(Y) D(w) D(w) 1 D(p) D(w)

exp H(X,Y) A(P) D(p)D(w) D(p) D(p) D(w)A(P)

exp H(X | Y) A(P) D(p) D(p) 1 A(P)

exp H(Y | X) R(P) D(w) 1 1 1

exp I(X; Y) B(P) 1 1 D(p) D(w)

Table 8.3 Summary of Examples 8.3.1 and 8.3.2.

which is the exponential of the definition

H(X | Y) = H(X,Y) − H(Y)

of conditional entropy.

Examples 8.3.1 Here we take the four running examples of Section 8.1 and
translate them into ecological terms. The results below follow immediately
from those examples, and are summarized in the first few rows of Table 8.3.

i. Suppose that the metacommunity is well-mixed. Then P = p⊗w and A(P) =

D(P) = D(p)D(w). Each subcommunity has the same species composition
as the metacommunity, so the mean subcommunity diversity A(P) is the
same as the metacommunity diversity G(P).

ii. Suppose that the metacommunity consists of a single subcommunity. Then
N = 1, w = (1), and P = p. The effective number A(P) of (species, subcom-
munity) pairs is just the effective number D(p) of species, and since there is
only one subcommunity, the average subcommunity diversity A(P) is also
D(p).

iii. Suppose that the subcommunities are exactly the species. Thus, N = S ,
w = p, and P is the diagonal matrix with entries p1, . . . , pS . The effec-
tive number A(P) of (species, subcommunity) pairs is again just D(p), but
since each subcommunity has a diversity of 1, the average subcommunity
diversity A(P) is now 1.

iv. Finally, suppose that all subcommunities are isolated (share no species).
Nothing special can be said about A(P), the mean subcommunity diversity,
since it is unaffected by the degree of overlap of species between subcom-
munities. As always, A(P) = D(w)A(P).
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The redundancy of a metacommunity

We have already considered one conditional entropy, H(X | Y). The other,

H(Y | X) =
∑

i, j : Pr(i, j)>0

Pr(i, j) log
Pr(i)

Pr(i, j)
,

has exponential

R(P) =
∏

i, j : Pi j>0

(
pi

Pi j

)Pi j

. (8.16)

This is the redundancy of the metacommunity. The word is meant in the fol-
lowing sense: if some subcommunities were to be destroyed, how much of the
diversity in the metacommunity would be preserved? High redundancy means
that there is enough repetition of species across subcommunities that loss of
some subcommunities would probably not cause great loss of diversity.

We now justify this interpretation. For each species i, consider the relative
abundances Pi1, . . . , PiN of that species within the N subcommunities, and nor-
malize to obtain a probability distribution

Pi •/pi = (Pi1/pi, . . . , PiN/pi)

on the set {1, . . . ,N} of subcommunities. (We assume in this explanation that
pi > 0.) Then D(Pi •/pi) measures the extent to which the ith species is spread
evenly across the subcommunities; for instance, it takes its maximum value N
when there is the same amount of species i in every subcommunity. This is the
‘redundancy’ of the ith species.

To obtain a measure of the redundancy of the whole metacommunity, we
take the geometric mean ∏

i∈supp(p)

D(Pi •/pi)pi (8.17)

of the redundancies of the species, weighted by their relative abundances. But
this is exactly R(P), since, using Lemma 8.1.3(ii),∏

i∈supp(p)

D(Pi •/pi)pi = exp
( ∑

i∈supp(p)

piH(Pi •/pi)
)

= exp
( ∑

i : Pr(i)>0

Pr(i)H(Y | i)
)

= exp H(Y | X)

= R(P).
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In conclusion, R(P) is the average species redundancy (8.17): the effective
number of subcommunities across which a typical species is spread.

A different way to understand redundancy is through the equation

R = A/G, (8.18)

which is the exponential of the definition

H(Y | X) = H(X,Y) − H(X)

of conditional entropy. The gamma-diversity G(P) is the effective number of
species in the metacommunity, whereas A(P) is the effective number of species
if we pretend that individuals in different subcommunities are always of differ-
ent species. The amount by which A(P) overestimates G(P) reflects the extent
to which species are, in reality, shared across subcommunities: thus, it mea-
sures redundancy.

Bounds on the redundancy can be obtained by dividing inequalities (8.10)
by G(P). This gives

1 ≤ R(P) ≤ D(w),

with the same extremal cases as for (8.10): redundancy takes its minimum
value of 1 when no species are shared between subcommunities, and its maxi-
mum value of D(w) when the species distributions in the subcommunities are
all the same. It follows that

1 ≤ R(P) ≤ N,

with R(P) = N when the subcommunities have not only the same composition,
but also the same size.

Metacommunity beta-diversity

Finally, consider the mutual information I(X; Y). By Lemma 8.1.7(i), its expo-
nential B(P) is given by

B(P) =
∏

i, j : Pi j>0

(
Pi j

piw j

)Pi j

.

This is the metacommunity beta-diversity. (In Reeve et al. [290], it is called
the ‘normalized’ beta-diversity, and there is also a ‘raw’ beta-diversity B(P),
not treated here.) By the discussion of mutual information in Section 8.1, B(P)
can be understood as the exponential of the amount of information that knowl-
edge of an individual’s species gives us about its subcommunity – or equiva-
lently, vice versa.
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Loosely, then, B(P) measures the alignment between subcommunity struc-
ture and species structure. It is a beta-diversity in the traditional sense of Re-
mark 3.3.9 and p. 269.

By Proposition 8.1.12(iii) on mutual information,

1 ≤ B(P) ≤ min{G(P),D(w)}. (8.19)

The minimum B(P) = 1 is attained when X and Y are independent, that
is, the metacommunity is well-mixed. In that case, knowing an individual’s
species does not help us to guess its subcommunity, nor vice versa. By Propo-
sition 8.1.12(iii), there are two cases in which the maximum is attained. One
is where X is determined by Y , that is, there is at most one species in each
subcommunity. Then by Example 8.1.4(iv),

B(P) = G(P) ≤ D(w).

In this case, knowing the subcommunity to which an individual belongs en-
ables us to infer its species with certainty. The other case in which the max-
imum is attained is where Y is determined by X, that is, the subcommunities
are isolated. Then

B(P) = D(w) ≤ G(P)

by Example 8.1.4(iv) again, and knowing an individual’s species enables us to
infer its subcommunity with certainty.

We can also interpret B as the effective number of isolated subcommunities.
Indeed, since 1 ≤ D(w) ≤ N, the inequalities (8.19) imply that

1 ≤ B(P) ≤ N. (8.20)

The maximum B(P) = N occurs when the N subcommunities are isolated
and of equal size. We will see in Proposition 8.4.8 and Corollary 8.4.10 that
B satisfies a chain rule and a replication principle, supporting the effective
number interpretation.

For yet another viewpoint on B, recall from equations (8.5) that

H(X | Y) + I(X; Y) = H(X).

Taking exponentials throughout gives

A B = G, (8.21)

that is,

alpha-diversity × beta-diversity = gamma-diversity.

This equation partitions the diversity of the metacommunity (gamma) into two
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components: the average diversity within subcommunities (alpha) and the vari-
ation between subcommunities (beta). The general principle has a long history,
going back to the foundational work of Whittaker (p. 321 of [348] and p. 232
of [349]).

From equations (8.21), (8.15) and (8.18), it follows that

B(P) =
G(P)

A(P)
=

G(P)D(w)
A(P)

=
D(w)
R(P)

,

giving

B(P) =
D(w)
R(P)

.

So when the subcommunity sizes w are fixed, the effective number B(P) of
isolated subcommunities is inversely proportional to the redundancy R(P).
This is reasonable: R(P) measures overlap of species between subcommuni-
ties, whereas B(P) measures how disjoint the subcommunities are.

(Matters are more subtle outside the case q = 1, Z = I to which we have
confined ourselves. When q , 1 in the work of Reeve et al., the dependency
between B and R breaks down, in the strong sense that the two quantities no
longer determine one another; they convey different information.)

Examples 8.3.2 We return to the four scenarios of Examples 8.3.1, finding
the redundancy R(P) and metacommunity beta-diversity B(P). The results are
summarized in Table 8.3.

i. A well-mixed metacommunity is maximally redundant (R(P) = D(w)),
since all subcommunities are identical. For the same reason, the effective
number B(P) of isolated subcommunities is just 1.

ii. If the metacommunity consists of a single subcommunity (N = 1) then the
redundancy R(P) and effective number B(P) of isolated subcommunities
both take their minimum values of 1.

iii. Suppose that the subcommunities are exactly the species. Then the meta-
community is minimally redundant (R(P) = 1), reflecting the fact that each
species is present in just one subcommunity: losing any of the subcommu-
nities means losing a species. And since subcommunities are species, the
effective number B(P) of isolated subcommunities is the effective number
D(p) of species.

iv. More generally, suppose that all subcommunities are isolated. The redun-
dancy is minimal (R(P) = 1), since no species is repeated across subcom-
munities. The effective number B(P) of isolated subcommunities is simply
the diversity D(w) of the subcommunity distribution w, which is reasonable
since, in fact, the subcommunities are isolated.
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Just as the metacommunity gamma-diversity G(P) is the geometric mean
of the subcommunity gamma-diversities γ j(P), and just as the metacom-
munity alpha-diversity A(P) is the geometric mean of the subcommunity
alpha-diversities α j(P), the metacommunity beta-diversity B(P) is the geo-
metric mean of the subcommunity beta-diversities β j(P). Indeed, recall from
Lemma 8.1.7(ii) that

I(X; Y) =
∑

j : Pr( j)>0

Pr( j)H
(
(X | j) ‖ X

)
.

Taking exponentials throughout gives

B(P) =
∏

j : w j>0

β j(P)w j

= M0

(
w,

(
β1(P), . . . , βN(P)

))
, (8.22)

as claimed.
We have seen that β j(P) measures how unusual the jth subcommunity is in

the context of the metacommunity. Taking the geometric mean over all sub-
communities gives B(P), which is therefore an overall measure of the atypical-
ity or isolation of the subcommunities within the metacommunity.

Further connections between beta-diversity and information-theoretic quan-
tities are described in the first appendix of the paper [290] of Reeve et al.

8.4 Properties of the metacommunity measures

In this chapter so far, we have introduced a system of measures of the diversity
and structure of a metacommunity, and explained their behaviour in a variety
of hypothetical examples. But just as a measure of the diversity of a single
community should not be accepted or used until it can be shown to behave
logically (Section 2.4), the metacommunity measures should also be required
to have sensible logical and algebraic properties. Here we show that they do.

Independence

We begin by showing that the alpha-diversity A and beta-diversity B are in-
dependent – not in the sense of probability theory, but in the sense of certain
knowledge. An informal example illustrates the idea. Assume for simplicity
that every person in the world is either dark-haired or fair-haired, and either
brown-eyed or blue-eyed. These two variables, hair colour and eye colour,
are not independent in the probabilistic sense: people with dark hair are more
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284 Mutual information and metacommunities

likely to have dark eyes. However, they are independent in a weaker sense:
knowing an individual’s hair colour gives no certain knowledge of their eye
colour, nor vice versa. All four combinations occur.

The formal definition is as follows.

Definition 8.4.1 Let J, K and L be sets. Functions

K

J

κ 77

λ '' L

are independent if for all k ∈ κJ and ` ∈ λJ, there exists j ∈ J such that
κ( j) = k and λ( j) = `.

For κ and λ to be independent means that if I choose in secret an element j of
J, and tell you the value of κ( j) ∈ K, you gain no certain information about the
value of λ( j). (For by definition of independence, the image under λ of the fibre
κ−1{κ( j)} is no smaller than the whole image λJ.) Of course, the same is also
true with the roles of κ and λ reversed. In the informal example above, J is the
set of all people, K = {dark hair, fair hair}, and L = {brown eyes, blue eyes}.

We have discussed the general goal of decomposing any measure of
metacommunity diversity (any ‘gamma-diversity’) into within-group (alpha)
and between-group (beta) components. The alpha-diversity and beta-diversity
should be independent, otherwise the word ‘decomposition’ is not deserved:
certain values of alpha would exclude certain values of beta, and vice versa.
This requirement has been recognized in ecology since at least the 1984 work
of Wilson and Shmida [357]. As Jost put it:

Since [alpha- and beta-diversity] measure completely different aspects of
regional diversity, they must be free to vary independently; alpha should
not put mathematical constraints on the possible values of beta, and vice
versa. If beta depended on alpha, it would be impossible to compare beta
diversities of regions whose alpha diversities differed.

([165], p. 2428.)
We will show that the decomposition

A B = G

(equation (8.21)) passes this test. Since the number N of subcommunities is
usually known in advance, but the number S of species may not be, we interpret
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independence as meaning that for each N ≥ 1, the functions

R∐
S≥1

∆S N

A 77

B ''
R

are independent. Here ∆S N is understood as the set of S × N matrices P of
nonnegative reals summing to 1, so that the disjoint union

∐
S≥1 ∆S N is the set

of all such matrices P with N columns and any number of rows.
Independence of these two functions means that given a metacommunity

divided into a known number N of subcommunities, knowledge of the mean
diversity A(P) of the subcommunities does not restrict the range of possible
values of B(P), the effective number of isolated subcommunities. Thus, B(P)
can still take all the values that it could have taken had we not known A(P).
Equivalently, independence means that knowing the value of B(P) does not
enable us to deduce anything about A(P). We prove this now.

Proposition 8.4.2 (Independence of alpha- and beta-diversities) For each
N ≥ 1, the functions

∐
S≥1

∆S N

A //

B
// R

are independent.

Proof We have already shown that A(P) ≥ 1 and 1 ≤ B(P) ≤ N for all P ∈∐
S≥1 ∆S N (inequalities (8.14) and (8.20)). So it suffices to show that given any

a ∈ [1,∞) and b ∈ [1,N], there exist some S ≥ 1 and some S × N matrix
P ∈ ∆S N such that A(P) = a and B(P) = b.

One way to do this is as follows. Choose an integer T ≥ a. The diversity
measure D : ∆T → R is continuous (Lemma 2.4.4) with minimum 1 and max-
imum T (Lemma 2.4.3), so we can choose some t ∈ ∆T such that D(t) = a.
Similarly, we can choose some w ∈ ∆N such that D(w) = b.

Now consider a metacommunity made up of N subcommunities of relative
sizes w1, . . . ,wN , with no shared species, where each subcommunity contains
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T species in proportions t1, . . . , tT . Thus, there are T N species in all, and

P =



w1t1 0 0
...

... · · ·
...

w1tT 0 0
0 w2t1 0
...

... · · ·
...

0 w2tT 0

...
...

...

0 0 wN t1
...

... · · ·
...

0 0 wN tT



.

The species distribution P• j/w j in the jth subcommunity is

(0, . . . , 0, t1, . . . , tT , 0, . . . , 0),

so its diversity α j(P) is D(t) = a. But A(P) is an average of α1(P), . . . , αN(P)
(equation (8.13)), so A(P) = a. Moreover, the subcommunities are isolated, so
by Example 8.3.2(iv), B(P) = D(w) = b. �

In the same sense, the average subcommunity diversity A and the redun-
dancy R are independent:

Proposition 8.4.3 (Independence of alpha-diversity and redundancy) For
each N ≥ 1, the functions

∐
S≥1

∆S N

A //

R
// R

are independent.

Proof The proof is similar to that of the last proposition. We have already seen
that A(P) ∈ [1,∞) and R(P) ∈ [1,N] for all P ∈

∐
S≥1 ∆S N . So it suffices to

show that given a ∈ [1,∞) and r ∈ [1,N], there exist an integer S ≥ 1 and an
S × N matrix P ∈ ∆S N such that A(P) = a and R(P) = r.

To prove this, choose an integer S ≥ a and distributions p ∈ ∆S ,w ∈ ∆N

such that D(p) = a and D(w) = r. Consider a well-mixed metacommunity
made up of N subcommunities of relative sizes w1, . . . ,wN , each with the same
S species in proportions p1, . . . , pS . Thus, P = p ⊗ w. By Examples 8.3.1(i)
and 8.3.2(i), A(P) = D(p) = a and R(P) = D(w) = r. �
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Identical subcommunities

When we were analysing the diversity of a single community, we argued that
any similarity-sensitive diversity measure should be unchanged if a species is
reclassified into two identical smaller species, and we proved that the diversity
measures DZ

q do indeed enjoy this property (Lemma 6.2.9, Example 6.2.10,
and the text afterwards). It follows by continuity that if a species is divided into
two nearly identical parts, the diversity increases only slightly. This is sensible
behaviour, given that diversity is intended to measure the effective number of
completely dissimilar species (p. 183).

The same principle applies to B, the effective number of isolated subcom-
munities in a metacommunity. Dividing a subcommunity into two smaller sub-
communities of identical composition should not change B. In other words,
the effective number of isolated subcommunities should not be changed by the
presence or absence of boundaries between subcommunities that are identical.
The average subcommunity diversity A should be similarly unaffected.

In summary, then, the decomposition of global diversity into within-
subcommunity and between-subcommunity components,

A B = G, (8.23)

should be unaffected by arbitrary decisions about where subcommunity bound-
aries lie. This is best explained by example.

Example 8.4.4 Suppose that we are interested in the tree diversity of a coun-
try that is divided into administrative districts with no ecological significance.
Suppose further that in a particular pair of neighbouring districts, the distribu-
tions of tree species are identical. In that case, the partitioning (8.23) of the
overall diversity into within- and between-district components should be the
same as if the neighbouring districts had been merged into one. The effective
number of isolated subcommunities should be invariant under the removal or
addition of ecologically irrelevant boundaries.

Example 8.4.5 Suppose that we are studying the various species of grass on a
hillside. To investigate the varying abundances of different species at different
altitudes, we divide the hillside into height bands (0–10m, 10–20m, etc.) and
regard them as subcommunities.

The beta-diversity B measures the effective number of isolated or disjoint
subcommunities, so if it turns out that the bottom two height bands have the
same species distribution, then B should be the same as if they were considered
as a single band (0–20m).

In short, we require that the decomposition (8.23) of metacommunity diver-



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

288 Mutual information and metacommunities

sity into alpha and beta components is ecologically meaningful, not an artefact
of the particular subcommunity division chosen. As far as possible, the de-
composition should be independent of resolution (that is, how fine or coarse
the subcommunity division may be). In general, the finer the division one uses,
the more variation between subcommunities one will observe. But if a subcom-
munity is ecologically uniform (has the same species distribution throughout)
then dividing it further should make no difference to B or A.

We now give a formal statement and proof of the desired invariance prop-
erty of A, B and G. To minimize notational overhead, we consider splitting a
single subcommunity into two rather than splitting every subcommunity into
an arbitrary number of smaller parts; but the general case follows by induction.

In the standard notation of this chapter, take an S × N matrix P ∈ ∆S N with
species distribution p ∈ ∆S and subcommunity size distribution w ∈ ∆N , so
that pi =

∑
j Pi j and w j =

∑
i Pi j. Split the last subcommunity into two parts

of relative sizes t and 1 − t (where 0 ≤ t ≤ 1), and suppose that the two parts
have the same species distribution. Then the new relative abundance matrix is
the S × (N + 1) matrix P′ given by

P′i j =


Pi j if 1 ≤ j ≤ N − 1,

tPiN if j = N,

(1 − t)PiN if j = N + 1.

Proposition 8.4.6 (Identical subcommunities) In the situation described,

A(P′) = A(P), B(P′) = B(P), G(P′) = G(P).

(In Reeve et al. [290], the splitting of a subcommunity into smaller parts
with the same species distribution is called ‘shattering’, so the result is that A,
B and G are invariant under shattering.)

The idea behind the proof is that A is the average diversity of the subcom-
munity of an individual chosen at random, and this quantity is unchanged if a
well-mixed subcommunity is split into smaller parts.

Proof Write p′ ∈ ∆S and w′ ∈ ∆N+1 for the row- and column-sums of P′.
Then for each i ∈ {1, . . . , S },

p′i =

N−1∑
j=1

Pi j + tPiN + (1 − t)PiN =

N∑
j=1

Pi j = pi,
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so p′ = p, and for each j ∈ {1, . . . ,N + 1},

w′j =

S∑
i=1

P′i j =


w j if j ≤ N − 1,

twN if j = N,

(1 − t)wN if j = N + 1.

First, G(P′) = D(p′) = D(p) = G(P), so G(P′) = G(P). (This is also clear
informally, since the definition of metacommunity gamma-diversity G does not
refer to the division into subcommunities.)

Next, to calculate A(P′), consider the subcommunity alpha-diversities
α j(P′). For each j ∈ {1, . . . ,N + 1} such that w′j > 0, the species distribution of
subcommunity j is

P′
• j/w

′
j =

P• j/w j if 1 ≤ j ≤ N − 1,

P•N/wN if j ∈ {N,N + 1},

giving

α j(P′) =

α j(P) if 1 ≤ j ≤ N − 1,

αN(P) if j ∈ {N,N + 1}.

Equation (8.13) then gives

A(P′) = M0

(
w′,

(
α1(P′), . . . , αN(P′), αN+1(P′)

))
= M0

((
w1, . . . ,wN−1, twN , (1 − t)wN

)
,
(
α1(P), . . . , αN(P), αN(P)

))
= M0

(
(w1, . . . ,wN−1,wN),

(
α1(P), . . . , αN−1(P), αN(P)

))
(8.24)

= A(P),

where in equation (8.24) we used the repetition property of the power means
(Lemma 4.2.11). Hence A(P′) = A(P).

Finally, by equation (8.23),

B(P′) =
G(P′)

A(P′)
=

G(P)

A(P)
= B(P),

completing the proof. �

Although A, B and G have the invariance property just established, the re-
dundancy R and raw metacommunity alpha-diversity A do not:

Example 8.4.7 Consider a metacommunity consisting of a single subcommu-
nity, as in Examples 8.3.1(ii) and 8.3.2(ii). Suppose that it is ecologically ho-
mogeneous, and split it arbitrarily into new subcommunities of relative sizes
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w1, . . . ,wN . Then the species distributions in the new subcommunities are iden-
tical. As we see from columns (i) and (ii) of Table 8.3, the global diversity G,
average subcommunity diversity A and effective number B of isolated subcom-
munities are the same before and after the division.

On the other hand, the effective number A of (species, subcommunity) pairs
is greater by a factor of D(w) in the newly divided metacommunity. This is be-
cause A counts individuals of the same species but different subcommunities as
being in different groups, and therefore depends directly on the subcommunity
divisions, however arbitrary they may be. The redundancy R is also greater
by a factor of D(w) in the divided metacommunity, because it too measures
properties of the subcommunity division (namely, the effective number of sub-
communities that a typical species is spread across). So it is reasonable that
A and R increase when a subcommunity is split into smaller units, even when
that subcommunity is well-mixed.

Chain rule, modularity and replication principle

For measures of the diversity of a single community, we have seen that the
most important algebraic properties are the chain rule and the principles of
modularity and replication. Here we show that versions of these properties
also hold for the metacommunity measures.

Consider a group of islands, each divided into several regions (Figure 8.6).
Each island can be considered as a metacommunity, and has associated with it
all the metacommunity measures A, A, R, B, etc., discussed above. On the other
hand, the whole island group can be considered as a metacommunity made up
of regions, ignoring the intermediate level of islands. Can the redundancy of
the whole island group be computed from the redundancies and relative sizes
of the individual islands? If so, how? And the same questions can be asked for
all the other metacommunity measures.

To give a precise statement of the problem and its solution, we need some
notation and terminology.

We consider a multicommunity divided into m metacommunities, which
have no species in common. The kth metacommunity (1 ≤ k ≤ m) is further
divided into Nk subcommunities and S k species; the subcommunities of each
metacommunity may have species in common. There are N1 + · · · + Nm sub-
communities and S 1 + · · ·+ S m species in the multicommunity as a whole. The
relative sizes (that is, relative population abundances) of the metacommunities
are denoted by x1, . . . , xm, so that x = (x1, . . . , xm) ∈ ∆m.

Write Pk for the relative abundance matrix of the kth metacommunity di-
vided into its subcommunities. Thus, Pk is an S k × Nk matrix. Write pk ∈ ∆S k
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metacommunity 1

x1

metacommunity 2

x2

· · ·

· · ·

metacommunity m

xm

︸                                                                                               ︷︷                                                                                               ︸
multicommunity

Figure 8.6 Terminology for the chain rule, modularity principle and replication
principle. A multicommunity is divided into m metacommunities, with no species
in common, of relative sizes x1, . . . , xm. Each metacommunity is further divided
into subcommunities, which may have species in common. In the example shown,
there are m = 4 metacommunities, divided into N1 = 4, N2 = 5, N3 = 2 and N4 =

3 subcommunities, respectively. We may choose to ignore the metacommunity
level and view the multicommunity as divided into

∑
k Nk = 14 subcommunities.

for the relative abundance distribution of species in the kth metacommunity,
and wk ∈ ∆Nk for the relative sizes of its subcommunities. Since the meta-
communities share no species, the relative abundance matrix P? of the mul-
ticommunity (with respect to its division into subcommunities, ignoring the
metacommunity level) is the matrix block sum

P? = x1P1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xmPm (8.25)

=


x1P1 0 · · · 0

0 x2P2 . . .
...

...
. . .

. . . 0
0 · · · 0 xmPm


.

The relative abundance distribution p? of species in the multicommunity is
given by

p? = x1p1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xmpm = x ◦ (p1, . . . ,pm) ∈ ∆S 1+···+S m ,

and the relative size distribution w? of the N1 + · · ·+ Nk subcommunities in the
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multicommunity is given by

w? = x1w1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xmwm = x ◦ (w1, . . . ,wm).

The main result is:

Proposition 8.4.8 (Chain rule) With notation as above,

G(P?) = D(x) ·
∏

k

G(Pk)xk ,

D(w?) = D(x) ·
∏

k

D(wk)xk ,

A(P?) = D(x) ·
∏

k

A(Pk)xk ,

A(P?) =
∏

k

A(Pk)xk ,

R(P?) =
∏

k

R(Pk)xk ,

B(P?) = D(x) ·
∏

k

B(Pk)xk ,

where the products are over all k ∈ {1, . . . ,m} such that xk > 0.

Proof The statement on gamma-diversity is simply the chain rule for the di-
versity of a single community (Corollary 2.4.8):

G(P?) = D(p?)

= D
(
x ◦ (p1, . . . ,pm)

)
= D(x) ·

∏
k

D(pk)xk

= D(x) ·
∏

k

G(Pk)xk .

The same argument gives the formula for D(w?). It also gives the formula for
A(P?), as follows. When the matrices P? and P1, . . . , Pm are regarded as finite
probability distributions, equation (8.25) implies that P? can be obtained from
x ◦ (P1, . . . , Pm) by permutation of its entries and insertion of zeros. By the
symmetry and absence-invariance of D, it follows that

D(P?) = D
(
x ◦ (P1, . . . , Pm)

)
.

The chain rule for D then gives

D(P?) = D(x) ·
∏

k

D(Pk)xk ,
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or equivalently,

A(P?) = D(x) ·
∏

k

A(Pk)xk .

This proves the first three equations. Since the last three left-hand sides can
be calculated from the first three (Figure 8.5), the rest of the proof is routine.
Indeed, by equation (8.15),

A(P?) =
A(P?)
D(w?)

=
∏

k

(
A(Pk)
D(wk)

)xk

=
∏

k

A(Pk)xk ,

and similarly, by equation (8.18),

R(P?) =
A(P?)
G(P?)

=
∏

k

(
A(Pk)
G(Pk)

)xk

=
∏

k

R(Pk)xk .

Finally, by equation (8.21),

B(P?) =
G(P?)

A(P?)
= D(x) ·

∏
k

(
G(Pk)

A(Pk)

)xk

= D(x) ·
∏

k

B(Pk)xk ,

completing the proof. �

In particular, each multicommunity measure (such as A(P?)) is determined
by the corresponding metacommunity measures (such as A(P1), . . . , A(Pm))
and the relative sizes of the metacommunities (x1, . . . , xm). This is the modu-
larity property of the measures G, A, A, R and B.

The formulas in Proposition 8.4.8 can be restated more compactly in terms
of the value measure σ1 (defined in Section 7.1) and the geometric mean M0.
Write

A(P•) =
(
A(P1), . . . , A(Pm)

)
∈ Rm,

and similarly for the other measures. Then Proposition 8.4.8 states:

Corollary 8.4.9 In the notation of Proposition 8.4.8,

G(P?) = σ1
(
x,G(P•)

)
, D(w?) = σ1

(
x,D(w•)

)
, A(P?) = σ1

(
x, A(P•)

)
,

A(P?) = M0
(
x, A(P•)

)
, R(P?) = M0

(
x,R(P•)

)
,

B(P?) = σ1
(
x, B(P•)

)
. �

Here, the first row consists of exponentials of ordinary and joint entropies,
the second of exponentials of conditional entropies, and the last of the expo-
nential of mutual information.

An essential distinction is clear. The formulas in the first and third rows are
value measures, meaning that the multicommunity measure G(P?) aggregates
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the measures G(P1), . . . ,G(Pm) of the islands of which the multicommunity
is comprised, and similarly for D(w?), A(P?) and B(P?). Those in the sec-
ond row are means: A(P?) averages the island measures A(P1), . . . , A(Pm), and
similarly for R(P?).

The point is clarified by considering a specific case. Suppose that the m is-
lands are identical in almost every way: they have the same size, the same num-
ber S of species, the same division into subcommunities, and the same species
distribution within each subcommunity. The only difference is that each island
uses a disjoint set of species. Thus, G(Pk), D(wk), A(Pk), A(Pk), R(Pk) and
B(Pk) are all independent of k ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, and x = um.

Corollary 8.4.10 (Replication) In this situation,

G(P?) = mG(P1), D(w?) = mD(w1), A(P?) = mA(P1),

A(P?) = A(P1), R(P?) = R(P1),

B(P?) = mB(P1). �

Example 8.4.11 Take a single island divided into subcommunities, then make
a copy of it, using a disjoint set of species for the copy. In the new, larger
system consisting of both islands, four of the metacommunity measures are
twice what they were for a single island: the effective number G of species, the
diversity of the relative size distribution of the subcommunities, the effective
number A of (species, subcommunity) pairs, and the effective number B of
isolated subcommunities.

But the other two remain the same. The mean diversity of the subcommuni-
ties, A, is unchanged, because the subcommunities on the second island have
the same abundance distributions as those on the first. The redundancy, R, is
also unchanged, because the two islands have no species in common. Put an-
other way, the average spread of species across subcommunities is the same in
the two-island system as on either island individually.

8.5 All entropy is relative

The title of this section has two meanings. First, the definition of the entropy
of a probability distribution on a finite set is implicitly relative to the uniform
distribution. Hence on a general measurable space, ordinary entropy does not
even make sense; only relative entropy does. This point was discussed in Sec-
tion 3.4.

Here we explore a different meaning: that all of the entropies associated
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with a pair of random variables – cross, joint, conditional, and mutual infor-
mation – can be reduced to relative entropy. This reduction sheds new light on
the subcommunity and metacommunity diversity measures.

We examine each type of entropy in turn, beginning with ordinary Shannon
entropy. Let X be a random variable taking values in a finite set X, and let UX
denote a random variable uniformly distributed in X. We have already seen
that

H(X) = log|X| − H(X ‖ UX) (8.26)

(Example 3.1.2), which expresses ordinary entropy in terms of relative entropy
together with the cardinality |X| of the set X.

For cross entropy, let X1 and X2 be random variables taking values in the
same finite set X. By equations (3.6) and (8.26),

H×(X1 ‖ X2) = H(X1 ‖ X2) + H(X1)

= log|X| + H(X1 ‖ X2) − H(X1 ‖ UX), (8.27)

expressing cross entropy in terms of relative entropy and |X|.
Now let X and Y be random variables, not necessarily independent, taking

values in finite sets X and Y respectively. Thus, the random variable (X,Y)
takes values in X ×Y. By equation (8.26), the joint entropy of X and Y is

H(X,Y) = log|X| + log|Y| − H
(
(X,Y) ‖ UX ⊗ UY

)
, (8.28)

where ⊗ denotes the independent coupling of random variables (as in Re-
mark 8.1.13). Here we have used the observation that UX ⊗ UY is uniformly
distributed on X ×Y.

By the explicit formula for mutual information in Lemma 8.1.7(i),

I(X; Y) = H
(
(X,Y) ‖ X ⊗ Y

)
. (8.29)

Thus, mutual information is not merely expressible in terms of relative en-
tropy; it is an instance of relative entropy. By Lemma 3.1.4 on relative entropy,
I(X; Y) ≥ 0 with equality if and only if (X,Y) and X ⊗ Y are identically dis-
tributed, that is, X and Y are independent. This gives another proof of the lower
bound in Proposition 8.1.12(iii).

It remains to consider conditional entropy.

Lemma 8.5.1 Take random variables V and W on the same sample space,
with values in finite sets V and W respectively. Also take random variables
V ′ and W ′, with values inV andW respectively. Then

H
(
(V,W) ‖ V ′ ⊗W ′

)
= H

(
(V,W) ‖ V ⊗W ′) + H(V ‖ V ′).
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Equations of this type are called Pythagorean identities (as in Theorem 4.2 of
Csiszár and Shields [74]), because of the features that relative entropy shares
with a squared distance (Section 3.4).

Proof By definition, the right-hand side is∑
v,w : Pr(V=v,W=w)>0

Pr(V = v,W = w) log
Pr(V = v,W = w)

Pr(V = v) Pr(W ′ = w)

+
∑

v : Pr(V=v)>0

Pr(V = v) log
Pr(V = v)
Pr(V ′ = v)

.

But since Pr(V = v) =
∑

w Pr(V = v,W = w), the second term is equal to∑
v,w : Pr(V=v,W=w)>0

Pr(V = v,W = w) log
Pr(V = v)
Pr(V ′ = v)

.

Collecting terms and cancelling gives the result. �

We return to our setting of random variables X and Y taking values in finite
sets X and Y. By equations (8.26) and (8.29), we can express the conditional
entropy as

H(X | Y) = H(X) − I(X; Y)

= log|X| −
{
H(X ‖ UX) + H

(
(X,Y) ‖ X ⊗ Y

)}
,

which by Lemma 8.5.1 gives a formula for conditional entropy in terms of
relative entropy:

H(X | Y) = log|X| − H
(
(X,Y) ‖ UX ⊗ Y

)
. (8.30)

For example, if we fix X, Y and Y but allow X to vary, the conditional entropy
H(X | Y) is greatest when the relative entropy H

(
(X,Y) ‖UX ⊗ Y

)
is least. This

happens when (X,Y) has the same distribution as UX ⊗ Y , that is, when X is
independent of Y and uniformly distributed.

We have now reduced each of the various kinds of entropy to relative en-
tropy. The purpose of this reduction is to illuminate the various measures of
subcommunity and metacommunity diversity. In this setting, relative entropy
is replaced by relative diversity (introduced in Section 3.3), and the concept of
value (Chapter 7) also plays an important part. The results are summarized in
Table 8.4.

As before in this chapter, let P ∈ ∆S N be an S × N matrix representing
the relative abundances of S species in N subcommunities, write p ∈ ∆S for
the overall relative abundance vector of the species, and write w ∈ ∆N for the
relative sizes of the subcommunities. We will often want to refer to the relative
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α j(P) = σ
(
P• j, 1S

)
β j(P) = D

(
P• j ‖ p

)
γ j(P) = σ

(
P• j, P• j/p

)
A(P) = σ(P, 1S ⊗ w) B(P) = D(P ‖ p ⊗ w) G(P) = σ(p, 1S )

A(P) = σ(P, 1S ⊗ 1N) R(P) = σ(P,p ⊗ 1N)

Table 8.4 The subcommunity and metacommunity measures expressed in terms
of relative diversity D(− ‖ −) and value σ.

abundance distribution P• j/w j of species in the jth subcommunity, so let us
write

P• j = P• j/w j = (P1 j/w j, . . . , PS j/w j) ∈ ∆S

for each j ∈ {1, . . . ,N} such that w j > 0.
We begin with beta-diversity. The subcommunity measure β j(P) is the rela-

tive diversity

β j(P) = D
(
P• j ‖ p

)
by definition (equation (8.6)); its interpretation was discussed in Sections 3.3
and 8.2. The metacommunity measure B(P), which is the effective number of
isolated subcommunities, is given by

B(P) = D(P ‖ p ⊗ w).

This is simply the exponential of equation (8.29) (taking (X,Y) to have distri-
bution P). Here P is the distribution of (species, subcommunity) pairs, p ⊗ w
is the hypothetical distribution of (species, subcommunity) pairs in which the
overall proportions of species and subcommunities are correct but the subcom-
munities all have the same composition, and B(P) is the diversity of the first
relative to the second. It is the divergence of our metacommunity from being
well-mixed.

The minimal value of B(P), which is 1, is taken when the metacommunity is
well-mixed. Fixing w and letting P and p vary, the maximum value of B(P) is
D(w) (inequality (8.19)). This maximum is attained when the metacommunity
is as far as possible from being well-mixed, that is, when the subcommunities
share no species.

To interpret the other subcommunity and metacommunity measures in terms
of relative diversity, we use the value measure

σ1 : ∆n × [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

(p, v) 7→

n∏
i=1

( vi

pi

)pi

,
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defined in Section 7.1. Since we are currently abbreviating D1 as D and work-
ing exclusively with the parameter value q = 1, we also abbreviate σ1 as σ.
Note that when v is a probability distribution on {1, . . . , n},

σ(p, v) =
1

D(p ‖ v)
. (8.31)

We now consider the metacommunity gamma-diversity G(P). By equa-
tion (8.26) for ordinary entropy in terms of relative entropy,

G(P) = D(p) =
S

D(p ‖ uS )
.

But the reciprocal of D(−‖−) is σ (equation (8.31)), which is homogeneous in
its second argument, so

G(P) = σ(p, 1S )

where

1S = (1, . . . , 1) ∈ [0,∞)S .

The same conclusion also follows from Example 7.1.6, where we showed that
the diversity of a species distribution p is the value of the community when
each species is given value 1.

The gamma-diversity of the jth subcommunity, γ j(P), is by definition the
cross diversity

γ j(P) = D×
(
P• j ‖ p

)
.

Directly from the definition of σ, we also have

γ j(P) = σ
(
P• j, P• j/p

)
. (8.32)

In this expression, the value Pi j/pi of species i is high if it is common in sub-
community j but rare in the metacommunity as a whole. Thus, γ j(P) is high
if subcommunity j is rich in species that are globally rare. This supports the
earlier interpretation of γ j(P) as the contribution of subcommunity j to meta-
community diversity (p. 275).

Taking the exponential of the formula (8.28) for joint entropy in terms of
relative entropy gives

A(P) =
S N

D(P ‖ uS ⊗ uN)
= σ(P, 1S ⊗ 1N).

This is the effective number of (species, subcommunity) pairs. It takes no ac-
count of the extent to which the same species appear in different subcommuni-
ties, simply treating these S N pairs as separate classes. This formula is another
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instance of Example 7.1.6, which expressed the diversity of a single commu-
nity in terms of value. So too is the value expression for the diversity α j(P) of
subcommunity j in isolation:

α j(P) = D
(
P• j

)
= σ

(
P• j, 1S

)
.

The average subcommunity diversity A(P) and the redundancy R(P) are both
exponentials of conditional entropies, so by equation (8.30),

A(P) =
S

D(P ‖ uS ⊗ w)
= σ(P, 1S ⊗ w), (8.33)

R(P) =
N

D(P ‖ p ⊗ uN)
= σ(P,p ⊗ 1N). (8.34)

Hence by Lemma 7.1.3, the average subcommunity diversity A(P) is greatest
when Pi j is proportional to (1S ⊗ w)i j = w j, that is, when each subcommunity
has a uniform species distribution. Similarly, the redundancy R(P) is great-
est when Pi j is proportional to (p ⊗ 1N)i j = pi, that is, when each species is
distributed uniformly across subcommunities. These observations confirm the
upper bounds on A(P) and R(P) obtained in Section 8.3.

8.6 Beyond

The entropies and diversities discussed in this chapter so far are all situated in
the case q = 1 and Z = I (hence, not incorporating any notion of similarity or
distance between species). In this short section, we sketch the definitions for
a general q, omitting proofs and details. A more detailed development can be
found in Reeve et al. [290], on which this section is based.

In generalizing from q = 1 to an arbitrary q ∈ [0,∞], we replace the Shan-
non entropy H by the Rényi entropy Hq, and its exponential D by the Hill
number Dq. The Rényi analogue of relative entropy has already been discussed
(Section 7.2), and Rényi-type analogues of conditional entropy and mutual in-
formation have appeared in other works such as Arimoto [17] and Csiszár [72].

In terms of diversity, q controls the comparative importance attached to rare
and common species, and to smaller and larger subcommunities. (See the dis-
cussion at the end of Section 4.3.) We obtain the q-analogues of each of α j,
γ j, A, A, R and G by taking its expression in terms of value σ (Table 8.4) and
replacing σ by σq. The q-analogue of β j(P) is 1/σq

(
P• j,p

)
, as Table 8.4 and

equation (8.31) would lead one to expect. But the situation for B is more subtle,
and for this we refer to Reeve et al. [290].
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The previously-established relationships

A = M0
(
w, (α1, . . . , αN)

)
,

B = M0
(
w, (β1, . . . , βN)

)
,

G = M0
(
w, (γ1, . . . , γN)

)
(equations (8.13), (8.22) and (8.9)) continue to hold with M1−q in place of M0.
Moreover, all of the bounds and extremal cases established in Section 8.3 and
listed in Table 8.2 remain true without alteration for general q, as proved in the
second appendix of Reeve et al. [290].

Example 8.6.1 In the q = 1 setting, we proved that

1 ≤
A(P)
G(P)

≤ D(w)

(equation (8.10)), or equivalently,

0 ≤
A(P)
G(P)

− 1 ≤ D(w) − 1.

These inequalities persist for arbitrary q, and in particular for q = 0, where
they reduce to the elementary statement that

0 ≤
|supp(P)|
|supp(p)|

− 1 ≤ N − 1. (8.35)

Here, |supp(p)| is the number of species present in the metacommunity,
|supp(P)| is the number of pairs (i, j) such that species i is present in sub-
community j, and we are assuming that no subcommunity is empty (so that
|supp(w)| = N).

For instance, suppose that our metacommunity is divided into just two sub-
communities (N = 2), so that (8.35) reads

0 ≤
|supp(P)|
|supp(p)|

− 1 ≤ 1. (8.36)

The middle term in (8.36) is known as the Jaccard index, after the early
twentieth-century botanist Paul Jaccard [151]. (For a modern reference, see
p. 172–3 of Magurran [238].) Traditionally, one writes a for the number of
species present in both subcommunities, b for the number present in the first
only, and c for the number present in the second only; then the middle term
in (8.36) is

(a + b) + (a + c)
a + b + c

− 1 =
a

a + b + c
.
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In other words, the Jaccard index is the proportion of species in the meta-
community that are present in both subcommunities. It is, therefore, a sim-
ple measure of how much the two subcommunities overlap. The q-analogue
A(P)
G(P) − 1 therefore functions as a generalization of Jaccard’s index to an arbi-
trary number of subcommunities and an arbitrary degree q of emphasis on rare
or common species. (I thank Richard Reeve for this observation.)

Several good properties of the metacommunity measures were proved in
Section 8.4: independence of A and B, independence of A and R, the identical
subcommunities property, chain rules for the various metacommunity mea-
sures, and the consequent modularity and replication principles. All of these
results extend without change to an arbitrary q ∈ [0,∞], as shown in the sec-
ond appendix of Reeve et al. [290].

In contrast, the equations

α jβ j = γ j, A B = G

are a special feature of the case q = 1. These relationships ultimately derive
from the identity

M0(p, xy) = M0(p, x)M0(p, y)

(p ∈ ∆n, x, y ∈ [0,∞)n), which becomes false when M0 is replaced by M1−q.
For arbitrary q, there appears to be no formula for G in terms of A and B.
That is, although A and B are canonical measures of average diversity within
subcommunities and of variation between them, they do not together determine
the diversity G of the metacommunity. As we have seen many times, and as
Shannon himself recognized, entropy of order 1 has uniquely good properties.

The challenge of partitioning metacommunity diversity into within- and
between-subcommunity components, for arbitrary q, was taken up by
Jost [165, 168], who proposed formulas for alpha- and beta-diversities. When
q = 1, they are equal to our A and B, but for q , 1, they disagree. Jost’s
measures satisfy the relationship

alpha × beta = gamma

for arbitrary q, but his beta-diversity does not have the ‘identical subcommuni-
ties’ property of Proposition 8.4.6. (The second appendix of Reeve et al. [290]
gives a counterexample.) That is, an artificial division of a subcommunity into
two identically-composed smaller subcommunities can cause a change in the
alpha- and beta-diversities that Jost proposed.

In summary, the generalization of the metacommunity and subcommunity
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diversity measures from q = 1 to an arbitrary q ∈ [0,∞] is mostly straightfor-
ward, as long as we abandon the idea that metacommunity gamma-diversity
must be determined by metacommunity alpha- and beta-diversities.

However, to incorporate a species similarity matrix Z into the measures re-
quires more care. We do not discuss this generalization here; again, the reader
is referred to Reeve et al. [290].
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9

Probabilistic methods

Much of this book is about characterization theorems for entropies, diversities
and means, and the conditions that characterize these quantities are mostly
functional equations. In this chapter, we will see how to solve certain functional
equations using results from probability theory, following the pioneering 2011
work of Aubrun and Nechita [20]. The technique is demonstrated first with
their startlingly simple characterization of the `p norms, and then with a similar
theorem for the power means, different from the characterizations in Chapter 5.

Functional equations are completely deterministic entities, with no stochas-
tic element. How, then, can the power of probability theory be brought to bear?

A simple analogy demonstrates the general idea. Suppose that we want to
multiply out the expression

(x + y)1000 = (x + y)(x + y) · · · (x + y)

as a sum of terms xayb. Which terms xayb appear, and how many of them are
there?

The standard answer is, of course, that all the terms in the expansion satisfy
a + b = 1000 with a, b ≥ 0, and that the number of such terms is exactly
1000!/a!b!. But there is a different kind of answer: that most of the terms
are of the form xayb where a and b are each about 500. To see this, we can
contemplate the process of multiplying out the brackets, in which one has to
go through all 21000 ways of making 1000 choices between x and y. If we flip a
fair coin 1000 times, we usually obtain about 500 each of heads and tails, and
this is the reason why most values of a and b are about 500.

This alternative answer has several distinguishing features. It is approxi-
mate, and the approximation is obtained by probabilistic reasoning. Depend-
ing on the degree of precision required for the purpose at hand, and depending
on the meanings of ‘most’ and ‘about’, this approximation may be all that we

303
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need. It is also simpler than the first, precise, answer. All of these features are
also displayed by the probabilistic method described in this chapter.

For us, the key theorem from probability theory is a variational formula for
the moment generating function (Section 9.1). Conceptually, this formula can
be understood as the convex conjugate of Cramér’s large deviation theorem
(Section 9.2). The probabilistic method is applied to characterize the `p norms
in Section 9.3 and the power means in Section 9.4.

This chapter assumes some basic probability theory, but not much more than
the language of random variables. The most technically sophisticated part, Sec-
tion 9.2, is for context only and is not logically necessary for anything that
follows.

9.1 Moment generating functions

In this short section, we give a variational formula for the moment generating
function of any real random variable. It can be found in Cerf and Petit [62],
who call it a ‘dual equality’, a name explained in the next section. The proof
given here is different from theirs.

Let X be a real random variable. The moment generating function of X is
the function

mX : R → [0,∞]
λ 7→ E

(
eλX),

where E denotes expected value.

Theorem 9.1.1 Let X, X1, X2, . . . be independent identically distributed real
random variables. Write

Xr = 1
r (X1 + · · · + Xr)

(r ≥ 1). Then

mX(λ) = sup
x∈R, r≥1

eλx Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r (9.1)

for all λ ≥ 0, where the supremum is over all real x and positive integers r.

We allow infinite values on either side of equation (9.1).
The proof, given below, uses the elementary result of probability

theory known as Markov’s inequality (Grimmett and Stirzaker [128],
Lemma 7.2(7)):
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Lemma 9.1.2 (Markov) Let Z be a random variable taking nonnegative real
values. Then for all z ∈ R,

E(Z) ≥ z · Pr(Z ≥ z).

This is intuitively clear: if one third of the people in a room are at least 60
years old, then the mean age is at least 20.

For the proof, we use some standard notation: given S ⊆ R, let IS : R → R
denote the indicator function (or characteristic function) of S , defined by

IS (x) =

1 if x ∈ S ,

0 otherwise.

Proof We have

Z ≥ z · I[z,∞)(Z),

by considering the cases Z ≥ z and Z < z separately. Hence

E(Z) ≥ E
(
z · I[z,∞)(Z)

)
= z · Pr(Z ≥ z). �

Proof of Theorem 9.1.1 Let λ ≥ 0. We prove equation (9.1) by showing that
each side is greater than or equal to the other.

First we show that

mX(λ) ≥ sup
x∈R, r≥1

eλx Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
.

Let x ∈ R and r ≥ 1; we must show that

E
(
eλX)r

≥ erλx Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)
.

And indeed,

E
(
eλX)r

= E
(
eλ(X1+···+Xr)) (9.2)

= E
(
erλXr

)
≥ erλx Pr

(
erλXr ≥ erλx) (9.3)

≥ erλx Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)
, (9.4)

where (9.2) holds because X, X1, X2, . . . are independent and identically dis-
tributed, (9.3) follows from Markov’s inequality, and (9.4) holds because erλy

is increasing in y ∈ R.
Now we prove the opposite inequality,

mX(λ) ≤ sup
x∈R, r≥1

eλx Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
. (9.5)
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The strategy is to show that E
(
eλX I[−a,a](X)

)
is bounded above by the right-

hand side of (9.5) for each a > 0, then to deduce that the same is true of
E(eλX) = mX(λ) itself.

Let a > 0 and δ > 0 be real numbers. We can choose an integer d ≥ 1 and
real numbers v0, . . . , vd such that

−a = v0 < v1 < · · · < vd = a

and vk ≤ vk−1 + δ for all k ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Then for all integers s ≥ 1,

E
(
eλX I[−a,a](X)

)s
= E

(
eλX1 I[−a,a](X1) · · · eλXs I[−a,a](Xs)

)
(9.6)

≤ E
(
esλXs I[−a,a]

(
Xs

))
(9.7)

≤

d∑
k=1

Pr
(
vk−1 ≤ Xs ≤ vk

)
esλvk (9.8)

≤

d∑
k=1

Pr
(
Xs ≥ vk−1

)
esλvk−1 esλδ (9.9)

≤ esλδd sup
x∈R

esλx Pr
(
Xs ≥ x

)
,

where (9.6) holds because X, X1, X2, . . . are independent and identically dis-
tributed, (9.7) holds because the mean of a collection of numbers in the in-
terval [−a, a] also belongs to that interval, (9.8) follows from the definition of
expected value, and (9.9) follows from the defining properties of v0, . . . , vd.
Hence

E
(
eλX I[−a,a](X)

)
≤ eλδd1/s sup

x∈R
eλx Pr

(
Xs ≥ x

)1/s

≤ eλδd1/s sup
x∈R, r≥1

eλx Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
.

This holds for all real δ > 0 and integers s ≥ 1, so we can let δ → 0 and
s→ ∞, which gives

E
(
eλX I[−a,a](X)

)
≤ sup

x∈R, r≥1
eλx Pr

(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
.

Finally, letting a→ ∞ and using the monotone convergence theorem gives the
desired inequality (9.5). �

The following example is the only instance of Theorem 9.1.1 that we will
need.

Example 9.1.3 Let n ≥ 1 and c1, . . . , cn ∈ R. Let X, X1, X2, . . . be indepen-
dent random variables with distribution 1

n
∑n

i=1 δci , where δc denotes the point
mass at a real number c. Thus, the random variables take values c1, . . . , cn with
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probability 1/n each, adding probabilities if there are repeats among the ci.
For instance, if n = 3 and (c1, c2, c3) = (7, 7, 8), then X takes value 7 with
probability 2/3 and 8 with probability 1/3.

The moment generating function of X is given by

mX(λ) = 1
n (ec1λ + · · · + ecnλ)

(λ ∈ R). On the other hand, for r ≥ 1,

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)
= 1

nr

∣∣∣{(i1, . . . , ir) : ci1 + · · · + cir ≥ rx
}∣∣∣.

Hence by Theorem 9.1.1, for all λ ≥ 0,

ec1λ + · · · + ecnλ = sup
x∈R, r≥1

eλx
∣∣∣{(i1, . . . , ir) : ci1 + · · · + cir ≥ rx

}∣∣∣1/r. (9.10)

This is a completely deterministic statement about real numbers c1, . . . , cn, λ.

Theorem 9.1.1 gives the value of mX(λ) for λ ≥ 0 only, but it is easy to
deduce the value for negative λ:

Corollary 9.1.4 In the context of Theorem 9.1.1,

mX(λ) = sup
x∈R, r≥1

eλx Pr
(
Xr ≤ x

)1/r

for all λ ≤ 0.

Proof Apply Theorem 9.1.1 to −X and −λ, renaming x as −x. �

9.2 Large deviations and convex duality

This section is not logically necessary for anything that follows, but places the
moment generating function formula of Theorem 9.1.1 into a wider context.
Briefly put, that formula is the convex conjugate of Cramér’s large deviation
theorem. Here we explain what this means and why it is true.

Cramér’s theorem

Let X, X1, X2, . . . be independent identically distributed real random variables,
with mean µ, say. Given x ∈ R, what can be said about Pr

(
Xr ≥ x

)
for large

integers r?
The law of large numbers implies that

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)
→

1 if x < µ,

0 if x > µ
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as r → ∞ (assuming that E(|X|) is finite). However, it is silent on the question
of how fast Pr

(
Xr ≥ x

)
converges as r → ∞.

Consider, then, the central limit theorem. Loosely, this states that when r
is large, the distribution of Xr is approximately normal. This enables us to
estimate Pr

(
Xr ≥ x

)
for large r; but again, it does not help us with the rate of

convergence.
More exactly, assume without loss of generality that µ = 0. Then for each

r ≥ 1, the random variable

√
r Xr =

1
√

r
(X1 + · · · + Xr)

has mean 0 and the same variance (σ2, say) as X. The central limit theorem
states that as r → ∞, the distribution of

√
r Xr converges to the normal dis-

tribution with mean 0 and variance σ2. This gives a way of estimating the
probability

Pr
(

1
√

r (X1 + · · · + Xr) ≥ x
)

= Pr
(
Xr ≥

x
√

r

)
for any x ∈ R and large integer r. But the original question was about Pr

(
Xr ≥

x
)
, not Pr

(
Xr ≥ x/

√
r
)
. In other words, we are interested in larger deviations

from the mean than those addressed by the central limit theorem.
So, neither the law of the large numbers nor the central limit theorem tells

us the rate of convergence of Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)
as r → ∞. But large deviation theory

does. Roughly speaking, the basic fact is that for each x ∈ R there is a constant
k(x) ∈ [0, 1] such that

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)
≈ k(x)r

when r is large. If x > µ then k(x) < 1, so the decay of Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)
as r → ∞ is

exponential. The precise result is this.

Theorem 9.2.1 (Cramér) Let X, X1, X2, . . . be independent identically dis-
tributed real random variables, and let x ∈ R. Then the limit

lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r

exists and is equal to

inf
λ≥0

E(eλX)
eλx .

Part of this statement is an easy consequence of Markov’s inequality. Indeed,
we used Markov’s inequality in equations (9.2)–(9.4) to show that

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
≤
E(eλX)

eλx
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for each r ≥ 1 and λ ≥ 0, so if the limit in Cramér’s theorem does exist then
it is at most the stated infimum. We do not prove Cramér’s theorem here, but
a short proof can be found in Cerf and Petit [62] (who deduce it from Theo-
rem 9.1.1 using the convex duality that we are about to discuss), or see standard
probability texts such as Grimmett and Stirzaker ([128], Theorem 5.11(4)).

Example 9.2.2 When X is distributed normally with mean µ and variance σ2,
its moment generating function is

E
(
eλX) = exp

(
λµ + 1

2λ
2σ2).

Hence
E
(
eλX)
eλx = exp

( 1
2σ

2 · λ2 − (x − µ) · λ
)
.

Minimizing E(eλX)/eλx over λ ≥ 0 therefore reduces to the routine task of
minimizing a quadratic. This done, Cramér’s theorem gives

lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
=


1 if x ≤ µ,

exp
(
−

(x − µ)2

2σ2

)
if x ≥ µ.

As one would expect, this is a decreasing function of x but an increasing func-
tion of both µ and σ.

As this example suggests, it is natural to split Cramér’s theorem into two
cases, according to whether x is greater than or less than E(X):

Corollary 9.2.3 Let X, X1, X2, . . . be independent identically distributed real
random variables.

i. For all x ≥ E(X),

lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
= inf

λ∈R

E
(
eλX)
eλx ,

and for all x ≤ E(X),

lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≤ x

)1/r
= inf

λ∈R

E
(
eλX)
eλx .

(Note that both infima are over all λ ∈ R, in contrast to Theorem 9.2.1.)
ii. For all x ≤ E(X),

lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
= 1,

and for all x ≥ E(X),

lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≤ x

)1/r
= 1.
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Proof For both parts, we use the inequality ex ≥ 1 + x, which implies that

E
(
eλX)
eλx = E

(
eλ(X−x)) ≥ E(1 + λ(X − x)

)
= 1 + λ

(
E(X) − x

)
(9.11)

for all λ, x ∈ R. We also use the fact that

E
(
e0X)
e0x = 1 (9.12)

for all x ∈ R.
For (i), let x ≥ E(X). When λ ≤ 0, (9.11) and (9.12) give

E
(
eλX)
eλx ≥ 1 =

E
(
e0X)
e0x , (9.13)

so the infimum in Theorem 9.2.1 is unchanged if we allow λ to range over all
of R. This gives the first equation of (i). The second follows by applying the
first to −X and −x, renaming λ as −λ.

For (ii), let x ≤ E(X). When λ ≥ 0, (9.11) and (9.12) again imply (9.13),
so the infimum in Theorem 9.2.1 is 1. This gives the first equation of (ii), and
again, the second follows by applying the first to −X and −x. �

Convex duality

To relate the formula for moment generating functions in Theorem 9.1.1 to
Cramér’s theorem, we use the principle of convex duality.

Definition 9.2.4 Let f : R → [−∞,∞] be a function. Its convex conjugate or
Legendre–Fenchel transform is the function f ∗ : R→ [−∞,∞] defined by

f ∗(λ) = sup
x∈R

(
λx − f (x)

)
. (9.14)

The theory of convex conjugates is developed thoroughly in texts such as
Borwein and Lewis [47] and Rockafellar [296]. Here we give a brief summary
tailored to our needs.

Examples 9.2.5 i. Let f : R → R be a differentiable function such that
f ′ : R→ R is an increasing bijection. Then for each λ ∈ R, the function

x 7→ λx − f (x)

has a unique critical point xλ = f ′−1(λ), which is also the unique global
maximum. Hence

f ∗(λ) = λxλ − f (xλ).



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

9.2 Large deviations and convex duality 311

x

f (x)

gradient λ

(0,− f ∗(λ))
xλ

Figure 9.1 The relationship between a differentiable function f and its convex
conjugate f ∗ (Example 9.2.5(i)).

In graphical terms, for each real number λ, there is a unique tangent line to
the graph of f with gradient (slope) λ, and its equation is

y = λx − f ∗(λ)

(Figure 9.1). Thus, f ∗(λ) is the negative of the y-intercept of this tangent
line. The convex conjugate f ∗ therefore describes f in terms of its envelope
of tangent lines.

ii. Let p, q ∈ (1,∞) be conjugate exponents, that is, 1/p + 1/q = 1. Then the
functions x 7→ |x|p/p and x 7→ |x|q/q are convex conjugate to one another,
as can be shown using (i).

iii. More generally, let f , g : R → R be differentiable functions such that f ′

and g′ are increasing and f ′(0) = 0 = g′(0). It can be shown that if
f ′, g′ : R → R are mutually inverse then f and g are mutually convex con-
jugate (Section I.9 of Zygmund [360]). At this level of generality, convex
duality has also been called Young complementarity or Young duality, as
in [360] or Section 14D of Arnold [18].

Lemma 9.2.6 For every function f : R → [−∞,∞], the convex conjugate
f ∗ : R→ [−∞,∞] is convex.

Before we can prove this, we need to state what it means for a function into
[−∞,∞] to be convex. If the function takes only finite values, or takes ∞ but
not −∞ as a value, or vice versa, then the meaning is clear. If it takes both
−∞ and ∞ as values then the matter is more delicate; a careful treatment can
be found in Section 2.2.2 of Willerton [353] (ultimately derived from Law-
vere [203]). Fortunately, we can avoid the issue here. If f ≡ ∞ then f ∗ ≡ −∞,
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in which case f ∗ is convex by any reasonable definition. Otherwise, f ∗ never
takes the value −∞, so the problem does not arise.

Proof Let λ, µ ∈ R and p ∈ [0, 1]. Then

f ∗
(
pλ + (1 − p)µ

)
= sup

x∈R

(
pλx + (1 − p)µx − f (x)

)
= sup

x∈R

(
p[λx − f (x)] + (1 − p)[µx − f (x)]

)
≤ sup

y,z∈R

(
p[λy − f (y)] + (1 − p)[µz − f (z)]

)
= p f ∗(λ) + (1 − p) f ∗(µ),

as required. �

The examples above suggest that often f ∗∗ = f . By Lemma 9.2.6, this can-
not be true unless f is convex. For finite-valued f , that is the only restriction:

Theorem 9.2.7 (Legendre–Fenchel) Let f : R → R be a convex function.
Then f ∗∗ = f .

Proof This standard result can be found in textbooks on convex analysis; see
Theorem 4.2.1 of Borwein and Lewis [47] or Section 14C of Arnold [18], for
instance. A proof is also included as Appendix A.7. �

Remarks 9.2.8 i. Theorem 9.2.7 is a very special case of the full Legendre–
Fenchel theorem. For a start, we restricted to finite-valued functions, thus
avoiding the semicontinuity requirement on f that is needed when values of
±∞ are allowed. But much more significantly, the duality can be general-
ized beyond functions on R to functions on a finite-dimensional real vector
space X.

In that context, the convex conjugate of a function f : X → [−∞,∞]
is a function f ∗ : X∗ → [−∞,∞] on the dual vector space X∗. The func-
tion f ∗ is defined by the same formula (9.14) as before, now understanding
the term λx to mean the functional λ ∈ X∗ evaluated at the vector x ∈ X.
For the Legendre–Fenchel theorem at this level of generality, see Theo-
rem 4.2.1 of Borwein and Lewis [47], Theorem 12.2 of Rockafellar [296],
or Fenchel [98].

ii. The Legendre–Fenchel theorem for vector spaces is itself an instance of
a more general duality still, recently discovered by Willerton [353]. It is
framed in terms of enriched categories, as follows.

Let V be a complete symmetric monoidal closed category. In the rest
of this remark, all categories, functors, adjunctions, etc., are taken to be
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enriched in V . For any categories A and B and functor M : Aop × B → V ,
there is an induced adjunction

[Aop,V ]� [B,V ]op

between functor categories, in which both functors are defined by mapping
into M. For instance, given X ∈ [Aop,V ], the resulting functor B→ V is

b 7→ [Aop,V ]
(
X,M(−, b)

)
(b ∈ B). On the other hand, any adjunction restricts canonically to an equiv-
alence between full subcategories, consisting of its fixed points. Here, this
gives a dual equivalence

C � Dop (9.15)

between a full subcategory C of [Aop,V ] and a full subcategory D of
[B,V ]. Pavlovic calls either of the categories C and Dop the nucleus of
M (Definition 3.9 of [271]).

Willerton showed that the Legendre–Fenchel theorem is a special case
of this very general categorical construction. Let V be the ordered set
([−∞,∞],≥), regarded as a category in the standard way, and with monoidal
structure defined by addition. Any real vector space X gives rise to a cate-
gory enriched in V : the objects are the elements of X, and Hom(x, y) ∈ V is
0 if x = y and∞ otherwise. The usual pairing between a vector space and its
dual gives a canonical functor M : (X∗)op × X → V . Applying the general
construction above then gives a dual equivalence (9.15) between two en-
riched categories. As Willerton showed, this is precisely the convex duality
established by the classical Legendre–Fenchel theorem for [−∞,∞]-valued
functions on finite-dimensional vector spaces.

The dual of Cramér’s theorem

As before, let X, X1, X2, . . . be independent identically distributed real random
variables. In Corollary 9.2.3(i), Cramér’s theorem was restated as

inf
λ∈R

E(eλX)
eλx =

limr→∞ Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r if x ≥ E(X),

limr→∞ Pr
(
Xr ≤ x

)1/r if x ≤ E(X).

Taking logarithms and changing sign, an equivalent statement is that

(log mX)∗(x) =

− limr→∞
1
r log Pr

(
Xr ≥ x

)
if x ≥ E(X),

− limr→∞
1
r log Pr

(
Xr ≤ x

)
if x ≤ E(X).

(9.16)
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It is a general fact that log mX , called the cumulant generating function of
X, is a convex function (Appendix A.8). So by taking convex conjugates on
each side of (9.16) and using the Legendre–Fenchel theorem, we will obtain
an expression for log mX and, therefore, the moment generating function mX

itself.
Specifically, equation (9.16) and the Legendre–Fenchel theorem imply that

for all λ ∈ R,

log mX(λ) =

max
{

sup
x≥E(X)

(
λx + lim

r→∞
1
r log Pr

(
Xr ≥ x

))
, sup

x≤E(X)

(
λx + lim

r→∞
1
r log Pr

(
Xr ≤ x

))}
,

or equivalently,

mX(λ) = max
{

sup
x≥E(X)

eλx lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
, sup

x≤E(X)
eλx lim

r→∞
Pr

(
Xr ≤ x

)1/r
}
.

(9.17)
Let λ ≥ 0. We analyse the second supremum in equation (9.17). The quantity
eλx limr→∞ Pr

(
Xr ≤ x

)1/r is increasing in x, so the supremum is attained when
x = E(X). But by Corollary 9.2.3(ii),

lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≤ E(X)

)1/r
= 1,

so the second supremum is just eλE(X). On the other hand, Corollary 9.2.3(ii)
also states that for all x ≤ E(X),

lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
= 1,

so the second supremum can be expressed as

sup
x≤E(X)

eλx lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
.

Hence by (9.17),

mX(λ) = sup
x∈R

eλx lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
. (9.18)

We have derived equation (9.18) as the convex dual of Cramér’s theorem. It
is very nearly the moment generating function formula of Theorem 9.1.1. The
only difference is that where (9.18) has a limit as r → ∞, Theorem 9.1.1 has a
supremum over r ≥ 1. However, Cerf and Petit showed that the two forms are
equivalent:

lim
r→∞

Pr
(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r
= sup

r≥1
Pr

(
Xr ≥ x

)1/r (9.19)
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([62], p. 928). In this sense, Theorem 9.1.1 can also be regarded as the dual of
Cramér’s theorem.

Remark 9.2.9 In their work, Cerf and Petit [62] travelled the opposite path
from the one just described. They started by proving Theorem 9.1.1, took con-
vex conjugates, and thus, with the aid of (9.19), deduced Cramér’s theorem.

9.3 Multiplicative characterization of the p-norms

Here we show how probabilistic methods can be used to solve functional equa-
tions, following Aubrun and Nechita [20]. We give a version of their theorem
that among all coherent ways of putting a norm on each of the vector spaces
R0,R1,R2, . . ., the only ones satisfying a certain multiplicativity condition are
the p-norms.

Definition 9.3.1 Let n ≥ 0. A norm ‖ · ‖ on Rn is a function Rn → [0,∞),
written as x 7→ ‖x‖, with the following properties:

i. ‖x‖ = 0 =⇒ x = 0;
ii. ‖cx‖ = |c| ‖x‖ for all c ∈ R and x ∈ Rn;

iii. ‖x + y‖ ≤ ‖x‖ + ‖y‖ for all x, y ∈ Rn (the triangle inequality).

Example 9.3.2 Let n ≥ 0 and p ∈ [1,∞]. The p-norm or `p norm ‖ · ‖p on Rn

is defined by

‖x‖p =

( n∑
i=1

|xi|
p
)1/p

for p < ∞, and for p = ∞ by

‖x‖∞ = max
1≤i≤n
|xi|

(x ∈ Rn). Then ‖x‖∞ = limp→∞ ‖x‖p, by Lemma 4.2.7 on power means: writing
|x| = (|x1|, . . . , |xn|),

‖x‖p = n1/pMp(un, |x|)→ M∞(un, |x|) = ‖x‖∞

as p→ ∞.

Example 9.3.3 Let φ : [0,∞)→ [0,∞) be an increasing convex function such
that φ−1{0} = {0}. For n ≥ 0, put

Kn =

{
x ∈ Rn :

n∑
i=1

φ(|xi|) ≤ 1
}
,
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which is a convex subset of Rn. Then for x ∈ Rn, put

‖x‖ = inf{λ ≥ 0 : x ∈ λKn}.

It can be shown that ‖ · ‖ is a norm on Rn (known as an Orlicz norm), whose
unit ball {x ∈ Rn : ‖x‖ ≤ 1} is Kn. For instance, taking φ(x) = xp for some
p ∈ [1,∞) gives the p-norm of Example 9.3.2.

Fix p ∈ [1,∞]. The p-norms on the sequence of spaces R0,R1,R2, . . . are
compatible with one another in the following two ways.

First, the p-norm of a vector is unchanged by permuting its entries or insert-
ing zeros. For instance,

‖(x1, x2, x3)‖p = ‖(x2, 0, x3, x1)‖p. (9.20)

Generally, writing n = {1, . . . , n}, any injection f : n→ m induces an injective
linear map f∗ : Rn → Rm, defined by

( f∗x) j =

xi if j = f (i) for some i ∈ {1, . . . , n},

0 otherwise

(x ∈ Rn, j ∈ {1, . . . ,m}). Then the p-norm has the property that

‖ f∗x‖p = ‖x‖p (9.21)

for all injections f : n→ m and all x ∈ Rn. For example, equation (9.20) is the
instance of equation (9.21) where f is the map {1, 2, 3} → {1, 2, 3, 4} defined
by f (1) = 4, f (2) = 1, and f (3) = 3.

Second, the p-norm satisfies a multiplicativity law. Let x ∈ Rn and y ∈ Rm,
and recall from equation (4.12) (p. 110) the definition of x ⊗ y ∈ Rnm. Then

‖x ⊗ y‖p = ‖x‖p ‖y‖p.

For instance,

‖(Ax, Ay, Az, Bx, By, Bz)‖p = ‖(A, B)‖p‖(x, y, z)‖p

for all A, B, x, y, z ∈ R.
These two properties of the p-norms determine them completely, as we shall

see.

Definition 9.3.4 i. A system of norms consists of a norm ‖ · ‖ on Rn for each
n ≥ 0, such that for each n,m ≥ 0 and injection f : n→ m,

‖ f∗x‖ = ‖x‖

for all x ∈ Rn.
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ii. A system of norms ‖ · ‖ is multiplicative if

‖x ⊗ y‖ = ‖x‖ ‖y‖

for all n,m ≥ 0, x ∈ Rn, and y ∈ Rm.

Examples 9.3.5 i. For each p ∈ [1,∞], the p-norm ‖ · ‖p is a multiplicative
system of norms.

ii. Fix a function φ as in Example 9.3.3. The norms ‖ · ‖ defined there always
form a system of norms, but it is not in general multiplicative.

Remark 9.3.6 The notion of a system of norms can be recast in two equiva-
lent ways. First, instead of only considering Rn for natural numbers n, we can
consider

RI = {functions I → R} = {families (xi)i∈I of reals}

for arbitrary finite sets I. (This was the approach taken in Leinster [212].) We
then require the equation ‖ f∗x‖ = ‖x‖ to hold for every injection f : I → J
between finite sets. In particular, taking f to be a bijection, the norm on RJ

determines the norm on RI for all sets I of the same cardinality as J. So, the
norm on Rn determines the norm on RI for all n-element sets I. It follows that
this apparently more general notion of a system of norms is equivalent to the
original one.

In the opposite direction, we can construe a system of norms as a norm on
the single space c00 of infinite real sequences with only finitely many nonzero
entries, subject to a symmetry axiom. (This was the approach taken in Aubrun
and Nechita [20].) To state the multiplicativity property, we have to choose a
bijection between the set of nonnegative integers and its cartesian square, but
by symmetry, the definition of multiplicativity is unaffected by that choice.

We now come to the main theorem of this section. In its present form, it
was first stated by Aubrun and Nechita [20]. The result also follows from The-
orem 3.9 of an earlier paper of Fernández-González, Palazuelos and Pérez-
Garcı́a [100] (at least, putting aside some delicacies concerning ‖ · ‖∞). The
arguments in [100] are very different, coming as they do from the theory of
Banach spaces. We will consider only Aubrun and Nechita’s method.

Theorem 9.3.7 Every multiplicative system of norms is equal to ‖ · ‖p for some
p ∈ [1,∞].

The proof will rest on the moment generating function formula of Theo-
rem 9.1.1. Specifically, we will need the following consequence of that theo-
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rem. Given v = (v1, . . . , vn) ∈ Rn and t ∈ R, write

N(v, t) =
∣∣∣{i ∈ {1, . . . , n} : vi ≥ t

}∣∣∣.
Proposition 9.3.8 (Aubrun and Nechita) Let p ∈ [1,∞), n ≥ 0, and x ∈
(0,∞)n. Then

‖x‖p = sup
u>0, r≥1

u · N
(
x⊗r, ur)1/rp

,

where the supremum is over real u > 0 and integers r ≥ 1.

This formula was central to Aubrun and Nechita’s argument in [20], al-
though not quite stated explicitly there.

Proof In equation (9.10) (Example 9.1.3), put ci = log xi and λ = p. Then

xp
1 + · · · + xp

n = sup
y∈R, r≥1

epy
∣∣∣{(i1, . . . , ir) : xi1 · · · xir ≥ ery}∣∣∣1/r

= sup
u>0, r≥1

upN
(
x⊗r, ur)1/r

,

and the result follows by taking pth roots throughout. �

We now embark on the proof of Theorem 9.3.7, roughly following Aubrun
and Nechita [20], but with some simplifications described in Remark 9.3.10.
In the words of Aubrun and Nechita, the proof proceeds by ‘examining the
statistical distribution of large coordinates of the rth tensor power x⊗r (r large)’
([20], Section 1.1; notation adapted).

For the rest of this section, let ‖ · ‖ be a multiplicative system of norms.

Step 1: elementary results We begin by deriving some elementary properties
of the norms ‖ · ‖. For n ≥ 0, write 1n = (1, . . . , 1) ∈ Rn.

Lemma 9.3.9 Let n ≥ 0 and x, y ∈ Rn.

i. If yi = ±xi for each i then ‖x‖ = ‖y‖.
ii. If 0 ≤ x ≤ y then ‖x‖ ≤ ‖y‖.

iii. ‖1m‖ ≤ ‖1n‖ whenever 0 ≤ m ≤ n.

Proof For (i), the vector x ⊗ (1,−1) is a permutation of y ⊗ (1,−1), so by
definition of system of norms,

‖x ⊗ (1,−1)‖ = ‖y ⊗ (1,−1)‖.

But by multiplicativity, this equation is equivalent to

‖x‖ ‖(1,−1)‖ = ‖y‖ ‖(1,−1)‖.
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x = (x1, x2)

y = (y1, y2)

(y1,−y2)(−y1,−y2)

(−y1, y2)

Figure 9.2 The vector x in the convex hull of the set S , as in the proof of
Lemma 9.3.9(ii), shown for n = 2.

Hence ‖x‖ = ‖y‖.
For (ii), let S be the set of vectors of the form (ε1y1, . . . , εnyn) ∈ Rn with

εi = ±1. Recall that the convex hull of S is the set of vectors expressible as∑
s∈S λss for some nonnegative reals (λs)s∈S summing to 1. A straightforward

induction shows that the convex hull of S is
n∏

i=1

[−yi, yi] = [−y1, y1] × · · · × [−yn, yn]

(Figure 9.2). But x ∈
∏

[−yi, yi], and ‖s‖ = ‖y‖ for each s ∈ S by part (i).
Hence, writing x =

∑
λss and using the triangle inequality,

‖x‖ ≤
∑
s∈S

λs‖s‖ =
∑
s∈S

λs‖y‖ = ‖y‖.

For (iii), let 0 ≤ m ≤ n. We have

‖1m‖ = ‖(

n︷              ︸︸              ︷
1, . . . , 1︸  ︷︷  ︸

m

, 0, . . . , 0)‖ ≤ ‖1n‖,

where the equality follows from the definition of system of norms and the
inequality follows from part (ii). �

Step 2: finding p The idea now is that since ‖1n‖p = n1/p for all p ∈ [1,∞]
and n ≥ 1, we should be able to recover p from ‖ · ‖ by examining the sequence(
‖1n‖

)
n≥1.

Indeed, for all m, n ≥ 1, multiplicativity gives

‖1mn‖ = ‖1m ⊗ 1n‖ = ‖1m‖ ‖1n‖.
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Moreover, Lemma 9.3.9(iii) implies that the sequence
(
‖1n‖

)
n≥1 is increasing.

Hence by Theorem 1.2.1 applied to the sequence
(
log ‖1n‖

)
n≥1, there exists

c ≥ 0 such that ‖1n‖ = nc for all n ≥ 1. Now

2c = ‖(1, 1)‖ ≤ ‖(1, 0)‖ + ‖(0, 1)‖ = 2 · ‖(1)‖ = 2 · 1c = 2,

so c ∈ [0, 1]. Put p = 1/c ∈ [1,∞]. Then

‖1n‖ = n1/p = ‖1n‖p

for all n ≥ 1.
We will show that ‖x‖ = ‖x‖p for all n ≥ 0 and x ∈ Rn. By definition

of system of norms and Lemma 9.3.9(i), it is enough to prove this when x ∈
(0,∞)n. The case n = 0 is trivial, so we can also restrict to n ≥ 1.

Step 3: the case p = ∞ This case needs separate handling, and is straightfor-
ward anyway. We show directly that if p = ∞ (that is, if ‖1n‖ = 1 for all n ≥ 1)
then ‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖∞.

Let x ∈ (0,∞)n, and choose j such that x j = ‖x‖∞. Then by Lemma 9.3.9(ii),

‖x‖ ≤ ‖(x j, . . . , x j)‖ = x j‖1n‖ = x j.

But also

‖x‖ ≥ ‖(0, . . . , 0︸  ︷︷  ︸
j−1

, x j, 0, . . . , 0︸  ︷︷  ︸
n− j

)‖ = ‖(x j)‖ = x j‖11‖ = x j.

Hence ‖x‖ = x j = ‖x‖∞, as required.
So, we may assume henceforth that p ∈ [1,∞).

Step 4: exploiting the variational formula for p-norms We now use the
formula for p-norms in Proposition 9.3.8: for x ∈ (0,∞)n,

‖x‖p = sup
u>0, r≥1

(
ur N(x⊗r, ur)1/p

)1/r
.

(This is where the probability theory is used, as Proposition 9.3.8 was derived
from the variational formula for moment generating functions.) Since m1/p =

‖1m‖ for all m, an equivalent statement is that

‖x‖p = sup
u>0, r≥1

∥∥∥(N(x⊗r, ur) ∗ ur)∥∥∥1/r
. (9.22)

Here we have used the notation ∗ introduced after Definition 5.2.9.
The expression (9.22) for ‖x‖p has the feature that it makes no mention of p.

We will use it to prove first that ‖x‖ ≥ ‖x‖p, then that ‖x‖ ≤ ‖x‖p.
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Step 5: the lower bound Let x ∈ (0,∞)n. We show that ‖x‖ ≥ ‖x‖p. By (9.22)
and multiplicativity, it is equivalent to show that

‖x⊗r‖ ≥
∥∥∥(N(x⊗r, ur) ∗ ur)∥∥∥

for all real u > 0 and integers r ≥ 1. But this is clear, since by Lemma 9.3.9(ii)
and the definition of system of norms,

‖x⊗r‖ ≥
∥∥∥( nr︷                 ︸︸                 ︷

ur, . . . , ur︸     ︷︷     ︸
N(x⊗r ,ur)

, 0, . . . , 0
)∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥(N(x⊗r, ur) ∗ ur)∥∥∥.
Step 6: the upper bound Let x ∈ (0,∞)n. We show that ‖x‖ ≤ ‖x‖p. The
argument is structurally very similar to the second part of the proof of Theo-
rem 9.1.1, and uses the tensor power trick (Tao [322], Section 1.9).

Let θ ∈ (1,∞). We will prove that ‖x‖ ≤ θ‖x‖p. Since mini xi > 0, we can
choose an integer d ≥ 1 and real numbers u0, . . . , ud such that

min
i

xi = u0 < u1 < · · · < ud = max
i

xi

and uk/uk−1 < θ for all k ∈ {1, . . . , d}.
Let r ≥ 1. We have the vector x⊗r ∈ Rnr

, and we define a new vector
yr ∈ R

nr
by rounding up each coordinate of x⊗r to the next element of the

set {ur
1, . . . , u

r
d}. (Formally, define a map fr : [ur

0, u
r
d] → [ur

0, u
r
d] by fr(w) = ur

k,
where k ∈ {1, . . . , d} is least such that w ≤ ur

k. Then yr is obtained from x⊗r by
applying fr in each coordinate.)

By construction, x⊗r ≤ yr, and the number nk,r of coordinates of yr equal to
ur

k is at most N(x⊗r, ur
k−1). Hence

‖x⊗r‖ ≤ ‖yr‖ (9.23)

=
∥∥∥(n1,r ∗ ur

1, . . . , nd,r ∗ ur
d
)∥∥∥ (9.24)

≤

d∑
k=1

∥∥∥((n1,r + · · · + nk−1,r) ∗ 0, nk,r ∗ ur
k, (nk+1,r + · · · + nd,r) ∗ 0

)∥∥∥ (9.25)

=

d∑
k=1

‖(nk,r ∗ ur
k)‖ (9.26)

≤ d max
1≤k≤d

‖(nk,r ∗ ur
k)‖ (9.27)

≤ dθr max
1≤k≤d

‖(nk,r ∗ ur
k−1)‖ (9.28)

≤ dθr max
1≤k≤d

∥∥∥(N(x⊗r, ur
k−1) ∗ ur

k−1
)∥∥∥ (9.29)

≤ dθr‖x‖rp, (9.30)
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where (9.23) is by Lemma 9.3.9(ii), (9.24) is by symmetry and definition
of nk,r, (9.25) is by the triangle inequality, (9.26) is by definition of sys-
tem of norms, (9.27) is elementary, (9.28) is by hypothesis on u0, . . . , ud and
Lemma 9.3.9(ii), (9.29) uses Lemma 9.3.9(iii), and (9.30) follows from (9.22).
Hence by multiplicativity,

‖x‖ = ‖x⊗r‖1/r ≤ d1/rθ‖x‖p.

This holds for all integers r ≥ 1 and real numbers θ > 1. Letting r → ∞ and
θ → 1 gives ‖x‖ ≤ ‖x‖p, completing the proof of Theorem 9.3.7.

Remark 9.3.10 The proof of Theorem 9.3.7 originally given by Aubrun and
Nechita relied on both Cramér’s theorem and the Legendre–Fenchel theorem.
Effectively, they used Cramér’s theorem and convex duality to derive the mo-
ment generating function formula of Theorem 9.1.1 in the specific case re-
quired.

However, Cerf and Petit [62] showed how the moment generating function
formula can be proved without these tools. (In fact, they used it as part of their
proof of Cramér’s theorem.) The proof of the moment generating function for-
mula given in Section 9.1 is similarly elementary. Our proof of Theorem 9.3.7
works directly from the moment generating function formula, and does not,
therefore, need Cramér’s theorem, the Legendre–Fenchel theorem, or even the
notion of convex conjugate.

Aubrun and Nechita went on to prove similar characterizations of the Lp

norms (Theorem 1.2 of [20]) and the Schatten p-norms (their Theorem 4.2).
The main focus of the article of Fernández-González, Palazuelos and Pérez-
Garcı́a [100] was also the Lp norms (their Theorem 3.1). We do not discuss
these results further.

9.4 Multiplicative characterization of the power means

From the multiplicative characterization of the p-norms, we derive a multi-
plicative characterization of the power means of order at least 1. It differs from
the characterizations of power means in Section 5.5 in that it does not assume
modularity. Instead, it uses the multiplicativity condition of Definition 4.2.27,
as well as a convexity axiom that provides the connection with norms.

Definition 9.4.1 A sequence of functions
(
M : ∆n × [0,∞)n → [0,∞)

)
n≥1 is

convex if

M
(
p, 1

2 (x + y)
)
≤ max

{
M(p, x),M(p, y)

}
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for all n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, and x, y ∈ [0,∞)n.

Example 9.4.2 The power mean Mt is multiplicative for all t ∈ [−∞,∞]
(Corollary 4.2.28). If t ∈ [1,∞] then Mt is also convex. To show this, it suffices
to prove the inequality in Definition 9.4.1 in the case where p has full support.
In that case, Mt can be expressed in terms of ‖ · ‖t by the formula

Mt(p, x) = ‖p1/tx‖t

(x ∈ [0,∞)n), where both the power and the product of vectors are defined
coordinatewise. Now, for x, y ∈ [0,∞)n,

Mt
(
p, 1

2 (x + y)
)

=
∥∥∥ 1

2 p1/tx + 1
2 p1/ty

∥∥∥
t

≤ 1
2

∥∥∥p1/tx
∥∥∥

t + 1
2

∥∥∥p1/ty
∥∥∥

t

= 1
2
(
Mt(p, x) + Mt(p, y)

)
≤ max

{
Mt(p, x),Mt(p, y)

}
,

by the triangle inequality for ‖ · ‖t. Thus, Mt is convex for t ∈ [1,∞].
On the other hand, Mt is not convex for t ∈ [−∞, 1), since then

Mt

(( 1
2 ,

1
2
)
, 1

2
(
(1, 0) + (0, 1)

))
= 1

2

but

max
{
Mt

(( 1
2 ,

1
2
)
, (1, 0)

)
,Mt

(( 1
2 ,

1
2
)
, (0, 1)

)}
= Mt

(( 1
2 ,

1
2
)
, (1, 0)

)
=


( 1

2
)1/t if t ∈ (0, 1),

0 if t ∈ [−∞, 0],

which is strictly less than 1/2.

The multiplicative characterization of the power means is as follows. For a
review of the terminology used in (i), see Appendix B.

Theorem 9.4.3 Let
(
M : ∆n×[0,∞)n → [0,∞)

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions.

The following are equivalent:

i. M is natural, consistent, increasing, multiplicative, and convex;
ii. M = Mt for some t ∈ [1,∞].

The proof follows shortly.

Remarks 9.4.4 i. We have already made some elementary inferences from
combinations of the properties in part (i) of the theorem. In the proof
of Lemma 4.2.11 (p. 107), we showed that naturality implies symmetry,
absence-invariance and repetition. Since M is increasing, Lemma 5.5.3 then
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implies that M also has the transfer property. Moreover, M is homogeneous,
since for all p ∈ ∆n, x ∈ [0,∞)n, and c ∈ [0,∞),

M(p, cx) = M
(
u1 ⊗ p, (c) ⊗ x

)
= M

(
u1, (c)

)
M(p, x)

= cM(p, x),

by definition of ⊗, multiplicativity, and consistency.
ii. Theorem 9.4.3 first appeared as Theorem 1.3 of Leinster [212]. There,

the result was stated with a superficially weaker consistency axiom: that
M(u1, (x)) = x for all x ∈ [0,∞). But in the presence of the naturality prop-
erty, this easily implies full consistency: for naturality implies repetition (as
just noted), which in turn implies that

M
(
p, (x, . . . , x)

)
= M

(
(p1 + · · · + pn), (x)

)
= M

(
u1, (x)

)
= x

for all p ∈ ∆n and x ∈ [0,∞).

We now embark on the proof of Theorem 9.4.3. Certainly (ii) implies (i), by
Lemmas 4.2.14, 4.2.17 and 4.2.19, Corollary 4.2.28, and Example 9.4.2. For
the converse, and for the rest of this section, let M be a sequence of functions
satisfying the conditions in Theorem 9.4.3(i). We will prove that M = Mt for
some t ∈ [1,∞].

Step 1: finding t The observation behind this step is that

Mt
(
(p, 1 − p), (1, 0)

)
= p1/t

for all p ∈ (0, 1).
Define a function f : (0, 1)→ [0,∞) by

f (p) = M
(
(p, 1 − p), (1, 0)

)
.

By multiplicativity and repetition (proved in Remark 9.4.4(i)),

f (p) f (r) = M
(
(p, 1 − p), (1, 0)

)
· M

(
(r, 1 − r), (1, 0)

)
= M

(
(p, 1 − p) ⊗ (r, 1 − r), (1, 0) ⊗ (1, 0)

)
= M

((
pr, p(1 − r), (1 − p)r, (1 − p)(1 − r)

)
, (1, 0, 0, 0)

)
= M

(
(pr, 1 − pr), (1, 0)

)
= f (pr)

for all p, r ∈ (0, 1). By transfer (Remark 9.4.4(i)), f is increasing. If f (r) = 0
for some r ∈ (0, 1) then for all p ∈ (0, 1),

f (p) = f (p/r) f (r) = 0 = p∞.
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If not, then f defines an increasing multiplicative function (0, 1) → (0,∞), so
by Corollary 1.1.16, there is some constant c ∈ [0,∞) such that f (p) = pc

for all p ∈ (0, 1). So in either case, there is a constant c ∈ [0,∞] such that
f (p) = pc for all p ∈ (0, 1). But

f
( 1

2
)

= M
(
u2, (1, 0)

)
= M

(
u2, (0, 1)

)
by symmetry, so ( 1

2
)c

= f
( 1

2
)

= max
{
M

(
u2, (1, 0)

)
,M

(
u2, (0, 1)

)}
≥ M

(
u2,

( 1
2 ,

1
2
))

= 1
2

by convexity and consistency. It follows that c ∈ [0, 1]. Put t = 1/c ∈ [1,∞]:
then

M
(
(p, 1 − p), (1, 0)

)
= p1/t = Mt

(
(p, 1 − p), (1, 0)

)
(9.31)

for all p ∈ (0, 1).

Step 2: constructing a system of norms Here we take our inspiration from
the relationship

‖x‖t = n1/t Mt
(
un, (|x1|, . . . , |xn|)

)
(x ∈ Rn) between the t-norm and the power mean of order t.

For each n ≥ 1, define a function ‖ · ‖ : Rn → [0,∞) by

‖x‖ = n1/t M
(
un, (|x1|, . . . , |xn|)

)
(x ∈ Rn). To cover the case n = 0, let ‖ · ‖ : R0 → [0,∞) be the function whose
single value is 0. The next few lemmas show that ‖ · ‖ is a multiplicative system
of norms.

Lemma 9.4.5 n−1/t = M
(
un, (1, 0, . . . , 0)

)
for all n ≥ 1.

Proof By the defining property of t (equation (9.31)) and the repetition prop-
erty of M, both sides are equal to M

(
(1/n, 1 − 1/n), (1, 0)

)
. �

Lemma 9.4.6 For each n ≥ 0, the function ‖ · ‖ : Rn → [0,∞) is a norm.

Proof This is trivial when n = 0; suppose that n ≥ 1. We verify the three
conditions in the definition of norm (Definition 9.3.1).
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First, we have to prove that if 0 , x ∈ Rn then ‖x‖ , 0. We may assume by
symmetry that x1 , 0, and then

‖x‖ ≥ n1/t M
(
un, (|x1|, 0, . . . , 0)

)
= n1/t |x1|M

(
un, (1, 0, . . . , 0)

)
= |x1| > 0

by definition of ‖x‖, the increasing and homogeneity properties of M, and
Lemma 9.4.5.

The homogeneity of M implies that ‖cx‖ = |c| ‖x‖ for all x ∈ Rn and c ∈ R.
It remains to prove the triangle inequality, which we do in stages. First let

x, y ∈ Rn with ‖x‖, ‖y‖ ≤ 1 and xi, yi ≥ 0 for all i. Using the convexity of M,∥∥∥ 1
2 x + 1

2 y
∥∥∥ = n1/t M

(
un,

1
2 (x + y)

)
≤ n1/t max

{
M(un, x),M(un, y)

}
= max

{
‖x‖, ‖y‖

}
≤ 1.

It follows that

‖λx + (1 − λ)y‖ ≤ 1 (9.32)

for all dyadic rationals λ = k/2` ∈ [0, 1], by induction on `. We now show
that (9.32) holds for all λ ∈ [0, 1]. Indeed, given λ ∈ [0, 1] and ε > 0, we can
choose a dyadic rational λ′ ∈ [0, 1] such that

λ ≤ (1 + ε)λ′, 1 − λ ≤ (1 + ε)(1 − λ′),

and then

‖λx + (1 − λ)y‖ ≤ ‖(1 + ε)λ′x + (1 + ε)(1 − λ′)y‖
= (1 + ε)‖λ′x + (1 − λ′)y‖
≤ 1 + ε,

where in the first inequality, we used the assumptions that M is increasing and
xi, yi ≥ 0. This holds for all ε > 0, proving the claimed inequality (9.32).

Now take any x, y ∈ Rn with xi, yi ≥ 0 for all i. We will prove that

‖x + y‖ ≤ ‖x‖ + ‖y‖. (9.33)

This is immediate if x = 0 or y = 0. Supposing otherwise, put

x̂ =
x
‖x‖

, ŷ =
y
‖y‖

, λ =
‖x‖

‖x‖ + ‖y‖
.
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Then ‖x̂‖ = ‖ŷ‖ = 1, so by inequality (9.32) applied to x̂, ŷ and λ,

‖x + y‖ = (‖x‖ + ‖y‖) ‖λx̂ + (1 − λ)ŷ‖ ≤ ‖x‖ + ‖y‖.

Finally, take any x, y ∈ Rn. To prove the triangle inequality (9.33), put x′ =

(|x1|, . . . , |xn|) and y′ = (|y1|, . . . , |yn|). Then ‖x‖ = ‖x′‖ and ‖y‖ = ‖y′‖ by
definition of ‖ · ‖, and

‖x + y‖ ≤ ‖x′ + y′‖

since M is increasing. By the inequality proved in the previous paragraph,

‖x′ + y′‖ ≤ ‖x′‖ + ‖y′‖,

and the triangle inequality (9.33) follows. �

Lemma 9.4.7 ‖ · ‖ is a multiplicative system of norms.

Proof We have just shown that ‖ · ‖ is a norm on Rn for each individual n.
Symmetry of M implies symmetry of ‖ · ‖, so to show that ‖ · ‖ is a system of
norms, it suffices to prove that

‖(x1, . . . , xn)‖ = ‖(x1, . . . , xn, 0)‖ (9.34)

for all n ≥ 1 and x ∈ Rn. By definition of ‖·‖ and Lemma 9.4.5, equation (9.34)
is equivalent to

M
(
un, (|x1|, . . . , |xn|)

)
M

(
un, (1, 0, . . . , 0)

) =
M

(
un+1, (|x1|, . . . , |xn|, 0)

)
M

(
un+1, (1, 0, . . . , 0, 0)

) ,
or equivalently,

M
(
un+1, (1, 0, . . . , 0, 0)

)
· M

(
un, (|x1|, . . . , |xn|)

)
= M

(
un, (1, 0, . . . , 0)

)
· M

(
un+1, (|x1|, . . . , |xn|, 0)

)
.

But by multiplicativity and symmetry, both sides are equal to

M
(
un(n+1), (|x1|, . . . , |xn|, 0, . . . , 0︸  ︷︷  ︸

n2

)
)
,

proving (9.34).
Finally, the system of norms ‖ ·‖ is multiplicative, by multiplicativity of M.�

Step 3: using the norm theorem It now follows from Theorem 9.3.7 that
‖ · ‖ = ‖ · ‖s for some s ∈ [1,∞]. Thus, ‖x‖s = n1/t M(un, x) for all n ≥ 1 and
x ∈ [0,∞)n. But also, ‖x‖s = n1/sMs(un, x), so

n1/t M(un, x) = n1/sMs(un, x)
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for all n ≥ 1 and x ∈ [0,∞). Putting n = 2 and x = (1, 1), and using the
consistency of both M and Ms, gives s = t. Hence for all n ≥ 1 and x ∈ [0,∞)n,

M(un, x) = Mt(un, x).

Step 4: arbitrary weights We have now shown that M(un,−) = Mt(un,−) for
all n ≥ 1. To extend the equality to arbitrary weights, we use Proposition 5.5.7,
taking M′ = Mt there. The hypotheses of that proposition are satisfied, by
Remark 9.4.4(i) and Lemma 4.2.6(i). Hence M = Mt.

This completes the proof of Theorem 9.4.3, the multiplicative characteriza-
tion of the power means.
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10

Information loss

Grothendieck came along and said, ‘No, the Riemann–Roch theorem is
not a theorem about varieties, it’s a theorem about morphisms between
varieties.’ – Nicholas Katz (quoted in [152], p. 1046).

This short chapter tells the following story. A measure-preserving map be-
tween finite probability spaces can be regarded as a deterministic process. As
such, it loses information. We can attempt to quantify how much information
is lost. It turns out that as soon as we impose a few reasonable requirements
on this quantity, it is highly constrained: up to a constant factor, it must be the
difference between the entropies of the domain and the codomain. That is our
main theorem.

This result is essentially another characterization of Shannon entropy, and
first appeared in a 2011 paper of Baez, Fritz and Leinster [25]. The broad idea
is to shift the focus from objects (finite probability spaces) to maps between
objects (measure-preserving maps). Entropy is an invariant of finite probabil-
ity spaces; information loss is an invariant of measure-preserving maps. The
shift of emphasis from objects to maps is integral to category theory, and has
borne fruit such as the Grothendieck–Riemann–Roch theorem alluded to in the
opening quotation, as well as the considerably more humble characterization
of information loss described here.

In full categorical generality, a map X
f
−→ Y of any kind can be viewed

as an object X parametrized by another object Y. An object X can be viewed

as a map of a special kind, namely, the unique map X
!X
−→ 1 to the terminal

object 1 of the category concerned. In the case at hand, we associate with any

probability space X the unique measure-preserving map X
!X
−→ 1 to the one-

point space 1, and the information loss of the map !X is equal to the entropy of
the space X. Thus, entropy is a special case of information loss.

An advantage of working with information loss rather than entropy (that is,

329



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

330 Information loss

maps rather than objects) is that the characterization theorems take on a new
simplicity. For instance, the conditions in our main result (Theorem 10.2.1)
look just like the linearity or homomorphism conditions that appear throughout
mathematics. In contrast, the chain rule for entropy, while justifiable in many
other ways, has a more complicated algebraic form.

We begin with a review of measure-preserving maps, then define informa-
tion loss (Section 10.1). After recording a few simple properties of informa-
tion loss, we prove that they characterize it uniquely (Section 10.2). An analo-
gous and even simpler result is then proved for q-logarithmic information loss
(q , 1). Both of these theorems first appeared in the 2011 paper of Baez, Fritz
and Leinster [25].

10.1 Measure-preserving maps

So far in this text, we have focused on probability distributions on finite sets
of the special form {1, . . . , n}. Here, it is convenient to use arbitrary finite sets.
The difference is cosmetic, but does cause some shifts in notation, as follows.

Definition 10.1.1 i. Let X be a finite set. A probability distribution p on X
is a family (pi)i∈X of nonnegative real numbers such that

∑
i∈X pi = 1. We

write ∆X for the set of probability distributions on X.
ii. A finite probability space is a pair (X,p) whereX is a finite set and p ∈ ∆X.

The set ∆X is topologized as a subspace of the product space RX.

Definition 10.1.2 Let (Y, s) and (X,p) be finite probability spaces. A
measure-preserving map (Y, s)→ (X,p) is a function f : Y → X such that

pi =
∑

j∈ f −1(i)

s j (10.1)

for all i ∈ X.

An equivalent statement is that f : (Y, s) → (X,p) is measure-preserving if
and only if ∑

i∈V

pi =
∑

j∈ f −1V

s j (10.2)

for all V ⊆ X. Indeed, (10.1) is the case of (10.2) where V = {i}, and (10.2)
follows from (10.1) by summing over all i ∈ V.

Remarks 10.1.3 i. For any finite probability space (Y, s) and function f from
Y to another finite set X, there is an induced probability distribution f s on
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X, the pushforward of s along f . It is defined by the obvious generalization
of Definition 2.1.10:

( f s)i =
∑

j∈ f −1(i)

s j

(i ∈ X). In these terms, a function f : (Y, s)→ (X,p) is measure-preserving
if and only if f s = p.

ii. Finite probability spaces and measure-preserving maps form a category
FinProb. We note in passing that by (i), the forgetful functor FinProb →
FinSet is a discrete opfibration. In fact, FinProb is the category of elements
of the functor FinSet→ Set defined on objects byX 7→ ∆X and on maps by
pushforward. (For the categorical terminology used here, see for instance
Riehl [294], Definition 2.4.1 and Exercise 2.4.viii.)

Although a measure-preserving map need not be literally surjective, it is
essentially so, in the sense that all elements not in the image have probability
zero.

Example 10.1.4 Let Y = {a, à, â, b, c, ç, . . .} be the set of symbols in the
French language, and let s ∈ ∆Y be their frequency distribution (as in Ex-
ample 2.1.5). Let X = {a, b, c, . . .} be the 26-element set of letters, and p ∈ ∆X

their frequency distribution. There is a function f : Y → X that forgets ac-
cents; for instance, f (a) = f (à) = f (â) = a. Then f : (Y, s) → (X,p) is
measure-preserving and surjective.

Example 10.1.5 Let ` be the inclusion function {1} ↪→ {1, 2}. Give {1} its
unique probability distribution (1) = u1, and give {1, 2} the distribution (1, 0).
Then ` is measure-preserving but not surjective.

Any measure-preserving map between finite probability spaces can be fac-
torized canonically into maps of the two types in these two examples: a sur-
jection followed by a subset inclusion, where the subset concerned has total
probability 1. Specifically, f : (Y, s)→ (X,p) factorizes as

(Y, s)
f ′
−→ ( fY,p′)

`
−→ (X,p),

where p′ is the probability distribution on fY defined by p′i = pi for all i ∈ fY,
the surjection f ′ is defined by f ′( j) = f ( j) for all j ∈ Y, and ` is inclusion.

A measure-preserving surjection simply discards information (such as the
accents in Example 10.1.4). It is a coarse-graining, in the sense of taking finely-
grained information (such as letters with accents) and converting it into more
coarsely-grained information (such as mere letters). A measure-preserving in-
clusion is essentially trivial, simply appending some events of probability zero.



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

332 Information loss

For any measure-preserving bijection f : (Y, s) → (X,p) between finite
probability spaces, the inverse f −1 is also measure-preserving. We call such
an f an isomorphism, and write (Y, s) � (X,p).

An important feature of probability spaces is that we can take con-
vex combinations of them. Given w ∈ ∆n and finite probability spaces
(X1,p1), . . . , (Xn,pn), we obtain a new probability space( n∐

i=1

Xi,

n∐
i=1

wipi
)
,

where
∐
Xi is the disjoint union of sets X1 t · · · t Xn and

∐
wipi is the prob-

ability distribution on
∐
Xi that gives probability wi pi

j to an element j ∈ Xi.
Convex combination of probability spaces is just composition of probability

distributions, translated into different notation. More exactly, ifXi = {1, . . . , ki}

then
∐
Xi is in canonical bijection with {1, . . . , k1 + · · · + kn}, and under this

bijection,
∐

wipi corresponds to the composite distribution w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn).
The construction of convex combinations is functorial, that is, applies

not only to probability spaces but also to maps between them. Indeed, take
measure-preserving maps

(Y1, s1)
f1
−→ (X1,p1)
...

...

(Yn, sn)
fn
−→ (Xn,pn)

between finite probability spaces, and a probability distribution w ∈ ∆n. There
is a function

n∐
i=1

Yi

n∐
i=1

fi
//

n∐
i=1

Xi

that maps j ∈ Yi to fi( j) ∈ Xi, and it is easily checked that
∐

fi is a measure-
preserving map

( n∐
i=1

Yi,

n∐
i=1

wisi
) n∐

i=1
fi
//
( n∐

i=1

Xi,

n∐
i=1

wipi
)
. (10.3)

It will be convenient to use the alternative notation
n∐

i=1

wi fi or w1 f1 t · · · t wn fn

for the measure-preserving map
∐n

i=1 fi of (10.3).
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We defined Shannon entropy only for probability distributions on sets of
the form {1, . . . , n}, but, of course, the definition for general finite probability
spaces (X,p) is

H(p) = −
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log pi,

where supp(p) = {i ∈ X : pi > 0}. Shannon entropy is isomorphism-
invariant, meaning that H(p) = H(s) whenever (X,p) and (Y, s) are isomor-
phic finite probability spaces.

Translated into this notation, the chain rule for Shannon entropy states that

H
( n∐

i=1

wipi
)

= H(w) +

n∑
i=1

wiH(pi) (10.4)

for all w ∈ ∆n and finite probability spaces (X1,p1), . . . , (Xn,pn). The continu-
ity property of entropy is that for each finite set X, the function

∆X → R

p 7→ H(p)
(10.5)

is continuous.
We now set out to quantify the information lost by a measure-preserving

map f , first exploring through examples how a reasonable definition of infor-
mation loss ought to behave.

Example 10.1.6 If f is an isomorphism then f should lose no information at
all. More generally, the same should be true if f is injective.

Example 10.1.7 The unique measure-preserving map ({1, 2},u2) → ({1},u1)
forgets the result of a fair coin toss. Intuitively, then, it loses one bit of infor-
mation.

Example 10.1.8 More generally, for any finite probability space (X,p), con-
sider the unique measure-preserving map

f : (X,p)→
(
{1},u1

)
,

which forgets the result of an observation drawn from the distribution p.
Such an observation contains H(2)(p) bits of information (in the sense of Sec-
tion 2.3), so the information lost by f should be H(2)(p) bits.

Example 10.1.9 Suppose that I draw fairly from a pack of playing cards, and
tell you only the rank (number) of the card chosen. The information that I
am withholding is the suit, which needs log2 4 = 2 bits to encode. Thus, if
f : Y → X is a four-to-one map from a 52-element set Y to a 13-element set
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X, and if we equip Y and X with their uniform distributions uY and uX, then
the information loss of the measure-preserving map f : (Y,uY) → (X,uX)
should be 2 bits.

Example 10.1.10 Take the measure-preserving map

f :
(
{a, à, â, b, . . .}, s

)
→

(
{a, b, . . .},p

)
of Example 10.1.4, representing the process of forgetting the accent on a letter
in the French language. There are two quantities that we could reasonably call
the ‘amount of information lost’ by the process f .

First, we could condition on the underlying letter. To do this, we go through
the 26 letters, we take for each letter the amount of information lost by forget-
ting the accent on that letter, and we form the weighted mean. Write

r1 ∈ ∆3, r2 ∈ ∆1, . . . , r26 ∈ ∆1

for the accent distributions on each letter, so that s =
∐26

i=1 piri. As in Exam-
ple 10.1.8, the amount of information lost by forgetting the accent on an a (for
instance) should be H(2)(r1) bits. So, the expected amount of information lost
by forgetting the accent on a random letter should be

26∑
i=1

piH(2)(ri). (10.6)

This is one possible definition of the amount of information lost by f .
Alternatively, we could define the information loss to be the amount of in-

formation we had at the start of the process minus the amount of information
that remains at the end. This is

H(2)(s) − H(2)(p). (10.7)

But since s =
∐

piri, the chain rule (10.4) tells us that the two quantities (10.6)
and (10.7) are equal. So, our two ways of quantifying information loss are
equivalent.

Motivated by these examples, we make the following definition.

Definition 10.1.11 Let

f : (Y, s)→ (X,p)

be a measure-preserving map of finite probability spaces. The information
loss of f is

L( f ) = H(s) − H(p).
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As with other entropic quantities that we have encountered, the definition of
information loss depends on a choice of logarithmic base, and changing that
base scales the quantity by a constant factor.

A deterministic process cannot create new information, and correspond-
ingly, information loss is always nonnegative:

Lemma 10.1.12 Let f : (Y, s)→ (X,p) be a measure-preserving map of finite
probability spaces. Then:

i. L( f ) =
∑

j∈supp(s)

s j log
p f ( j)

s j
;

ii. L( f ) ≥ 0.

Proof By definition of measure-preserving map (Definition 10.1.2), p f ( j) ≥ s j

for all j ∈ Y. It follows that

j ∈ supp(s) =⇒ f ( j) ∈ supp(p). (10.8)

It also follows that log(p f ( j)/s j) ≥ 0 for all j ∈ supp(s), so part (ii) will follow
once we have proved (i).

To prove (i), first note that by definition of measure-preserving map,

H(p) =
∑

i∈supp(p)

pi log
1
pi

=
∑

i∈supp(p), j∈Y : f ( j)=i

s j log
1
pi

=
∑

j : f ( j)∈supp(p)

s j log
1

p f ( j)
.

By (10.8), this sum is unchanged if we take j to range over supp(s) instead.
Hence

L( f ) = H(s) − H(p)

=
∑

j∈supp(s)

s j log
1
s j
−

∑
j∈supp(s)

s j log
1

p f ( j)

=
∑

j∈supp(s)

s j log
p f ( j)

s j
,

as claimed. �

Remark 10.1.13 This result is also an instance of Lemma 8.1.3(i) on condi-
tional entropy, as follows. Let V be a random variable taking values inY, with
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distribution s. Put U = f (V), which is a random variable taking values in X,
with distribution f s = p. Then U is determined by V , so by Example 8.1.4(iv),

0 ≤ H(V | U) = H(V) − H(U) = H(s) − H(p) = L( f ).

On the other hand, by Lemma 8.1.3(i),

H(V | U) =
∑

j,i : Pr( j,i)>0

Pr( j, i) log
Pr(i)

Pr( j, i)
=

∑
j : s j>0

s j log
p f ( j)

s j
.

Comparing the two expressions for H(V | U) gives another proof of
Lemma 10.1.12.

This argument shows that information loss is a special case of conditional
entropy. But conditional entropy is also a special case of information loss.
Indeed, let U and V be random variables with the same sample space, taking
values in finite sets X andY respectively. Equip X×Y with the distribution of
(U,V) and X with the distribution of U. Then the projection map

pr1 : X ×Y → X

(i, j) 7→ i

is measure-preserving. By definition, its information loss is

L(pr1) = H(U,V) − H(U) = H(V | U).

Hence H(V | U) = L(pr1), expressing conditional entropy in terms of informa-
tion loss.

10.2 Characterization of information loss

In this section, we prove that information loss is uniquely characterized (up to
a constant factor) by four basic properties.

First, a reversible process loses no information: L( f ) = 0 for all iso-
morphisms f . This follows from the definition of L and the isomorphism-
invariance of H.

Second, the amount of information lost by two processes in series is the sum
of the amounts of information lost by each individually. Formally,

L(g ◦ f ) = L(g) + L( f ) (10.9)

whenever

(Y, s)
f
−→ (X,p)

g
−→ (W, t)
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are measure-preserving maps of finite probability spaces. This is immediate
from the definition of information loss.

Third, given n measure-preserving maps

(Y1, s1)
f1
−→ (X1,p1)
...

...

(Yn, sn)
fn
−→ (Xn,pn)

and a distribution w ∈ ∆n, the amount of information lost by the convex com-
bination

∐
wi fi is given by

L
( n∐

i=1

wi fi

)
=

n∑
i=1

wiL( fi). (10.10)

This follows from the chain rule (10.4):

L
(∐

wi fi
)

= H
(∐

wisi
)
− H

(∐
wipi

)
=

{
H(w) +

∑
wiH(si)

}
−

{
H(w) +

∑
wiH(pi)

}
=

∑
wiL( fi).

In particular, given measure-preserving maps

(Y, s)
f
−→ (X,p),

(Y′, s′)
f ′
−→ (X′,p′)

and a constant λ ∈ [0, 1],

L
(
λ f t (1 − λ) f ′

)
= λL( f ) + (1 − λ)L( f ′).

Intuitively, this means that if we flip a probability-λ coin and, depending on the
outcome, do either the process f or the process f ′, then the expected informa-
tion loss is λ times the information loss of f plus 1 − λ times the information
loss of f ′. So, while the previous property of L (equation (10.9)) concerned the
information lost by two processes in series, this property (equation (10.10))
concerns the information lost by two or more processes in parallel.

Fourth and finally, information loss is continuous, in the following sense. Let
f : Y → X be a map of finite sets. For each probability distribution s onY, we
have the pushforward distribution f s onX, and f defines a measure-preserving
map

f : (Y, s)→ (X, f s)
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(Remark 10.1.3(i)). The statement is that the map

∆Y → R

s 7→ L
(
(Y, s)

f
−→ (X, f s)

)
is continuous. This follows from the fact that all the maps in the (noncommu-
tative) triangle

∆Y
s7→ f s //

H   

∆X

H~~
R

are continuous.
An equivalent way to state continuity is as follows. Let us say that an infinite

sequence (
(Ym, sm)

fm
−→ (Xm,pm)

)
m≥1

of measure-preserving maps of finite probability spaces converges to a map

(Y, s)
f
−→ (X,p)

if (
Ym

fm
−→ Xm

)
=

(
Y

f
−→ X

)
for all sufficiently large m, and sm → s and pm → p as m→ ∞. Then continuity
of L is equivalent to the statement that for any such convergent sequence,

L
(
(Ym, sm)

fm
−→ (Xm,pm)

)
→ L

(
(Y, s)

f
−→ (X,p)

)
as m→ ∞.

The equivalence between these two formulations of continuity follows from
the elementary fact that a map of metrizable spaces is continuous if and only
if it preserves convergence of sequences.

We now state the main theorem, which first appeared as Theorem 2 of Baez,
Fritz and Leinster [25].

Theorem 10.2.1 (Baez, Fritz and Leinster) Let K be a function assigning
a real number K( f ) to each measure-preserving map f of finite probability
spaces. The following are equivalent:

i. K has these four properties:

a. K( f ) = 0 for all isomorphisms f ;
b. K(g ◦ f ) = K(g) + K( f ) for all composable pairs ( f , g) of measure-

preserving maps;
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c. K
(
λ f t (1 − λ) f ′

)
= λK( f ) + (1 − λ)K( f ′) for all measure-preserving

maps f and f ′ and all λ ∈ [0, 1];
d. K is continuous;

ii. K = cL for some c ∈ R.

The proof, given below, will use a version of Faddeev’s theorem:

Theorem 10.2.2 (Faddeev, version 2) Let I be a function assigning a real
number I(p) to each finite probability space (X,p). The following are equiva-
lent:

i. I is isomorphism-invariant, satisfies the chain rule (10.4), and is continuous
in the sense of (10.5) (with I in place of H);

ii. I = cH for some c ∈ R.

Proof We have already observed that H satisfies the conditions in (i), and it
follows that (ii) implies (i).

Conversely, take a function I satisfying (i). Restricting I to finite sets of the
form {1, . . . , n} defines, for each n ≥ 1, a continuous function I : ∆n → R

satisfying the chain rule. Hence by Faddeev’s Theorem 2.5.1, there is some
constant c ∈ R such that I(p) = cH(p) for all n ≥ 1 and p ∈ ∆n. Next, take any
finite probability space (Y, s). We have

(Y, s) �
(
{1, . . . , n},p

)
for some n ≥ 1 and p ∈ ∆n, and then by isomorphism-invariance of both I and
H,

I(s) = I(p) = cH(p) = cH(s),

as required. �

Remark 10.2.3 The version of Faddeev’s theorem just stated is slightly
weaker than the earlier version, Theorem 2.5.1. To see this, take p ∈ ∆n and a
permutation σ of {1, . . . , n}. Then σ defines a measure-preserving bijection

σ :
(
{1, . . . , n},pσ

)
→

(
{1, . . . , n},p

)
.

In Theorem 10.2.2, therefore, the isomorphism-invariance axiom on I includes
as a special case that I(pσ) = I(p) for all p ∈ ∆n and permutations σ. This
is the symmetryaxiom that is traditionally included in statements of Faddeev’s
theorem, but is not in fact necessary, as observed in Remark 2.5.2(ii). So, The-
orem 10.2.2 is a restatement of that traditional, weaker form of Faddeev’s the-
orem. The analogous restatement of the stronger Theorem 2.5.1 would involve
ordered probability spaces.



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

340 Information loss

We can now prove the characterization theorem for information loss.

Proof of Theorem 10.2.1 We have already shown that information loss L sat-
isfies the four conditions of (i), and it follows that (ii) implies (i).

For the converse, suppose that K satisfies (i). Given a finite probability space
(X,p), write !p for the unique measure-preserving map

!p : (X,p)→ ({1},u1),

and define I(p) = K(!p). For any measure-preserving map f : (Y, s) → (X,p),
the triangle

(Y, s)
f //

!s $$

(X,p)

!pzz
({1},u1)

commutes, so by the composition condition on K,

K(!s) = K(!p) + K( f ).

Equivalently,

K( f ) = I(s) − I(p). (10.11)

So in order to prove the theorem, it suffices to show that I = cH for some
constant c; and for this, it is enough to prove that I satisfies the hypotheses of
Theorem 10.2.2.

First, I is isomorphism-invariant, since if f : (Y, s) → (X,p) is an isomor-
phism then K( f ) = 0, so I(s) = I(p) by (10.11).

Second, I satisfies the chain rule (10.4); that is,

I
( n∐

i=1

wipi
)

= I(w) +

n∑
i=1

wiI(pi) (10.12)

for all w ∈ ∆n and finite probability spaces (X1,p1), . . . , (Xn,pn). To see this,
write

f :
n∐

i=1

Xi → {1, . . . , n}

for the function defined by f ( j) = i whenever j ∈ Xi. Then f defines a
measure-preserving map

f :
(∐
Xi,

∐
wipi

)
→

(
{1, . . . , n},w

)
.
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We now evaluate K( f ) in two ways. On the one hand, by equation (10.11),

K( f ) = I
(∐

wipi
)
− I(w).

On the other,

f =
∐

wi !pi ,

so by hypothesis on K and induction,

K( f ) =
∑

wiK(!pi ) =
∑

wiI(pi).

Comparing the two expressions for K( f ) gives the chain rule (10.12) for I.
Third and finally, for each finite set X, the function I : ∆X → R is continu-

ous, by continuity of K.
Theorem 10.2.2 can therefore be applied, giving I = cH for some c ∈ R. It

follows from equation (10.11) that K = cL. �

As observed in [25] (p. 1947), the charm of Theorem 10.2.1 is that the ax-
ioms on the information loss function K are entirely linear. They give no hint
of any special role for the function

p 7→ −p log p.

And yet, this function emerges in the conclusion.
Another striking feature of Theorem 10.2.1 is that the natural conditions im-

posed on K force K( f ) to depend only on the domain and codomain of f . This
is a consequence of condition (b) alone (on the information lost by a composite
process), as can be seen from the argument leading up to equation (10.11). It
is an instance of a general categorical fact: for any functor K from a category
P with a terminal object to a groupoid, K( f ) = K( f ′) whenever f and f ′ are
maps in P with the same domain and the same codomain.

Theorem 10.2.1 has several variants. We can drop the condition that K( f ) =

0 for isomorphisms f if we instead require that K( f ) ≥ 0 for all f . (This was
the version stated in Baez, Fritz and Leinster [25].) There is another version of
Theorem 10.2.1 for finite sets equipped with arbitrary finite measures instead
of probability measures (Corollary 4 of [25]). And there is a further variant for
the q-logarithmic entropies S q, which we give now.

For a measure-preserving map

f : (Y, s)→ (X,p)

between finite probability spaces, define the q-logarithmic information loss
of f as

Lq( f ) = S q(s) − S q(p).
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The following characterization of Lq is identical to Theorem 10.2.1 except for
a change in the rule for the information lost by two processes in parallel (con-
dition (c) below) and the absence of a continuity condition. With some minor
differences, it first appeared as Theorem 7 of Baez, Fritz and Leinster [25].

Theorem 10.2.4 (Baez, Fritz and Leinster) Let 1 , q ∈ R. Let K be a func-
tion assigning a real number K( f ) to each measure-preserving map f of finite
probability spaces. The following are equivalent:

i. K has these three properties:

a. K( f ) = 0 for all isomorphisms f ;
b. K(g ◦ f ) = K(g) + K( f ) for all composable pairs ( f , g) of measure-

preserving maps;
c. K

(
λ f t (1 − λ) f ′

)
= λqK( f ) + (1 − λ)qK( f ′) for all measure-preserving

maps f and f ′ and all λ ∈ (0, 1);

ii. K = cLq for some c ∈ R.

No continuity or other regularity condition is needed, in contrast to Theo-
rem 10.2.1.

Proof As for the proof of Theorem 10.2.1, but using the characterization the-
orem for S q (Theorem 4.1.5) instead of Faddeev’s characterization of H (The-
orem 2.5.1). �
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11

Entropy modulo a prime

Conclusion: If we have a random variable ξ which takes finitely many
values with all probabilities in Q then we can define not only the tran-
scendental number H(ξ) but also its ‘residues modulo p’ for almost all
primes p ! – Maxim Kontsevich [193].

In this chapter, we define the entropy of any probability distribution whose
‘probabilities’ are not real numbers, but integers modulo a prime p. Its en-
tropy, too, is an integer mod p. We justify the definition by proving a charac-
terization theorem very similar to Faddeev’s theorem on real entropy (Theo-
rem 2.5.1), and by a characterization theorem for information loss mod p that
is also closely analogous to the real case.

In earlier chapters, we reached our axiomatic characterization of real infor-
mation loss in three steps:

(I) characterize the sequence (log n)n≥1 (Theorem 1.2.2);
(II) using (I), characterize entropy (Theorem 2.5.1);

(III) using (II), characterize information loss (Theorem 10.2.1).

Here, we follow three analogous steps to characterize entropy and information
loss modulo p (Sections 11.1 and 11.2). The analytic subtleties disappear, but
instead we encounter a number-theoretic obstacle.

With the definition of entropy mod p in place, we implement the idea pro-
posed by Kontsevich in the quotation above. That is, we define a sense in which
certain real numbers can be said to have residues mod p (Section 11.3). The
residue map establishes a direct relationship between entropy over R and en-
tropy over Z/pZ, supplementing the analogy between the Faddeev-type theo-
rems over R and Z/pZ.

We finish by developing an alternative but equivalent approach to entropy
modulo a prime (Section 11.4). It takes place in the ring of polynomials over

343
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the field of p elements. It is related more closely than the rest of this chapter
to the subject of polylogarithms, which formed the context of Kontsevich’s
note [193] and of subsequent related work such as that of Elbaz-Vincent and
Gangl [86, 87].

The results of this chapter first appeared in [217]. While [217] seems to
have been the first place where the theory of entropy mod p was developed in
detail, many of the ideas had been sketched or at least hinted at in Kontsevich’s
note [193], which itself was preceded by related work of Cathelineau [60, 61].
The introduction to Elbaz-Vincent and Gangl [86] relates some of the history,
including the connection with polylogarithms; see also Remark 11.4.8 below.

11.1 Fermat quotients and the definition of entropy

For the whole of this chapter, fix a prime p. To avoid confusion between the
prime p and a probability distribution p, we now denote a typical probability
distribution by π = (π1, . . . , πn).

Our first task is to formulate the correct definition of the entropy of a prob-
ability distribution π in which π1, . . . , πn are not real numbers, but elements of
the field Z/pZ of integers modulo p.

A problem arises immediately. Real probabilities are ordinarily required to
be nonnegative, and the logarithms in the definition of entropy over Rwould be
undefined if any probability were negative. So in the familiar real setting, the
notion of positivity seems to be needed in order to state a definition of entropy.
But in Z/pZ, there is no sense of positive or negative. How, then, are we to
imitate the definition of entropy in Z/pZ?

This problem is solved by a simple observation. Although Shannon entropy
is usually only defined for sequences π = (π1, . . . , πn) of nonnegative reals
summing to 1, it can just as easily be defined for sequences π of arbitrary reals
summing to 1. One simply puts

H(π) = −
∑

i∈supp(π)

πi log |πi|, (11.1)

where supp(π) = {i : πi , 0}. (See Kontsevich [193], for instance.) This ex-
tended entropy is still continuous and symmetric, and still satisfies the chain
rule. So, real entropy can in fact be defined without reference to the notion of
positivity. (And generally speaking, negative probabilities are not as outlandish
as they might seem; see Feynman [101] and Blass and Gurevich [42, 43].)

Thus, writing

Πn = {π ∈ (Z/pZ)n : π1 + · · · + πn = 1},
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it is reasonable to attempt to define the entropy of any element of Πn. We will
refer to elements π = (π1, . . . , πn) of Πn as probability distributions mod p, or
simply distributions. Geometrically, the set Πn of distributions on n elements
is a hyperplane in the n-dimensional vector space (Z/pZ)n over the field Z/pZ.

The function x 7→ log|x| is a homomorphism from the multiplicative group
R× of nonzero reals to the additive group R. But when we look for an analogue
over Z/pZ, we run into an obstacle:

Lemma 11.1.1 There is no nontrivial homomorphism from the multiplicative
group (Z/pZ)× of nonzero integers modulo p to the additive group Z/pZ.

Proof Let φ : (Z/pZ)× → Z/pZ be a homomorphism. The image of φ is a sub-
group of Z/pZ, which by Lagrange’s theorem has order 1 or p. Since (Z/pZ)×

has order p − 1, the image of φ has order at most p − 1. It therefore has order
1; that is, φ = 0. �

In this sense, there is no logarithm for the integers modulo p. Nevertheless,
there is an acceptable substitute. For integers n not divisible by p, Fermat’s lit-
tle theorem implies that p divides np−1−1. The Fermat quotient of n modulo p
is defined as

qp(n) =
np−1 − 1

p
∈ Z/pZ.

The resemblance between the formulas for the Fermat quotient and the q-
logarithm (equation (1.17)) hints that the Fermat quotient might function as
some kind of logarithm, and part (i) of the following lemma confirms that this
is so.

Lemma 11.1.2 The map qp : {n ∈ Z : p - n} → Z/pZ has the following
properties:

i. qp(mn) = qp(m) + qp(n) for all m, n ∈ Z not divisible by p, and qp(1) = 0;
ii. qp(n + rp) = qp(n) − r/n for all n, r ∈ Z such that n is not divisible by p;

iii. qp(n + p2) = qp(n) for all n ∈ Z not divisible by p.

Proof For (i), certainly qp(1) = 0. We now have to show that

mp−1np−1 − 1 ≡
(
mp−1 − 1

)
+

(
np−1 − 1

)
(mod p2),

or equivalently, (
mp−1 − 1

)(
np−1 − 1

)
≡ 0 (mod p2).

Since both mp−1 − 1 and np−1 − 1 are integer multiples of p, this is true.
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For (ii), we have

(n + rp)p−1 = np−1 + (p − 1)np−2rp +

p−1∑
i=2

(
p − 1

i

)
np−i−1ri pi

≡ np−1 + p(p − 1)rnp−2 (mod p2).

Subtracting 1 from each side and dividing by p gives

qp(n + rp) ≡ qp(n) + (p − 1)rnp−2 (mod p),

and (ii) then follows from the fact that np−1 ≡ 1 (mod p). Taking r = p in (ii)
gives (iii). �

It follows that qp defines a group homomorphism

qp : (Z/p2Z)× → Z/pZ,

where (Z/p2Z)× is the multiplicative group of integers modulo p2. (The ele-
ments of (Z/p2Z)× are the congruence classes modulo p2 of the integers not
divisible by p.) Moreover, the homomorphism qp is surjective, since the lemma
implies that

qp(1 − rp) = qp(1) + r ≡ r (mod p)

for all integers r.
Lemma 11.1.1 states that there is no logarithm mod p, in the sense that

there is no nontrivial group homomorphism (Z/pZ)× → Z/pZ. But the Fermat
quotient is the next best thing, being a homomorphism (Z/p2Z)× → Z/pZ. It
is essentially the only such homomorphism:

Proposition 11.1.3 Every group homomorphism (Z/p2Z)× → Z/pZ is a
scalar multiple of the Fermat quotient.

Proof It is a standard fact that the group (Z/p2Z)× is cyclic (Theorem 10.6 of
Apostol [16], for instance). Choose a generator e. Since qp is surjective, it is
not identically zero, so qp(e) , 0.

Let φ : (Z/p2Z)× → Z/pZ be a group homomorphism. Put c = φ(e)/qp(e) ∈
Z/pZ. Then for all n ∈ Z,

φ(en) = nφ(e) = ncqp(e) = cqp(en).

Since e is a generator, it follows that φ = cqp. �

In Section 1.2, we proved characterization theorems for the sequence
(log(n))n≥1. The next result plays a similar role for (qp(n))n≥1, p-n.
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Theorem 11.1.4 Let f : {n ∈ N : p - n} → Z/pZ be a function. The following
are equivalent:

i. f (mn) = f (m) + f (n) and f (n + p2) = f (n) for all m, n ∈ N not divisible by
p;

ii. f = cqp for some c ∈ Z/pZ.

Proof We have already shown that qp satisfies the conditions in (i), so (ii)
implies (i). For the converse, suppose that f satisfies the conditions in (i).
Then f induces a group homomorphism (Z/p2Z)× → Z/pZ, which by Propo-
sition 11.1.3 is a scalar multiple of qp. The result follows. �

In terms of the three-step plan in the introduction to this chapter, we have
now completed step (I): defining and characterizing the appropriate notion of
logarithm. We now begin step (II): defining and characterizing the appropriate
notion of entropy.

To state the definition, we will need an elementary lemma.

Lemma 11.1.5 Let a, b ∈ Z. If a ≡ b (mod p) then ap ≡ bp (mod p2).

Proof If b = a + rp with r ∈ Z, then

bp = (a + rp)p

= ap + pap−1rp +

p∑
i=2

(
p
i

)
ap−iri pi

≡ ap (mod p2). �

Definition 11.1.6 Let n ≥ 1 and π ∈ Πn. The entropy of π is

H(π) =
1
p

(
1 −

n∑
i=1

ap
i

)
∈ Z/pZ,

where ai ∈ Z represents πi ∈ Z/pZ for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

Lemma 11.1.5 guarantees that the definition is independent of the choice of
a1, . . . , an.

We now explain and justify the definition of entropy mod p. In particular,
we will prove a theorem characterizing the sequence of functions

(
H : Πn →

Z/pZ
)

uniquely up to a scalar multiple. This result is plainly analogous to
Faddeev’s theorem for real entropy, and as such, is the strongest justification
for the definition. But the analogy with the real case can also be seen in terms
of derivations, as follows.



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

348 Entropy modulo a prime

The entropy of a real probability distribution π is equal to
∑

i ∂(πi), where

∂(x) =

−x log x if x > 0,

0 if x = 0
(11.2)

(as in Section 2.2). What is the analogue of ∂ over Z/pZ? Given the analogy
between the logarithm and the Fermat quotient, it is natural to consider −nqp(n)
as a candidate. For integers n not divisible by p,

−nqp(n) =
n − np

p
.

The right-hand side is a well-defined integer even if n is divisible by p. We
therefore define a map ∂ : Z→ Z/pZ by

∂(n) =
n − np

p
∈ Z/pZ. (11.3)

Thus,

∂(n) =

−nqp(n) if p - n,

n/p if p | n.

If n ≡ m (mod p2) then ∂(n) = ∂(m), so ∂ can also be regarded as a map
Z/p2Z → Z/pZ. Like its real counterpart, ∂ satisfies a version of the Leibniz
rule (and for this reason, is essentially what is called a p-derivation [54, 55]):

Lemma 11.1.7 ∂(mn) = m∂(n) + ∂(m)n for all m, n ∈ Z.

Proof The proof is similar to that of Lemma 11.1.2(i). The statement to be
proved is equivalent to

mn − mpnp ≡ m(n − np) + (m − mp)n (mod p2).

Rearranging, this in turn is equivalent to

0 ≡ (m − mp)(n − np) (mod p2),

which is true since m ≡ mp (mod p) and n ≡ np (mod p). �

Using this lemma, we derive an equivalent expression for entropy mod p:

Lemma 11.1.8 For all n ≥ 1 and π ∈ Πn,

H(π) =

n∑
i=1

∂(ai) − ∂
( n∑

i=1

ai

)
,

where ai ∈ Z represents πi ∈ Z/pZ for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

11.1 Fermat quotients and the definition of entropy 349

Proof An equivalent statement is that

1 −
∑

ap
i ≡

∑
(ai − ap

i ) −
{∑

ai −
(∑

ai

)p
}

(mod p2).

Cancelling, this reduces to

1 ≡
(∑

ai

)p
(mod p2).

But
∑
πi = 1 in Z/pZ by definition of Πn, so

∑
ai ≡ 1 (mod p), so

(∑
ai
)p
≡ 1

(mod p2) by Lemma 11.1.5. �

Thus, H(π) measures the extent to which the nonlinear derivation ∂ fails to
preserve the sum

∑
ai.

The analogy with entropy over R is now evident. For a real probability dis-
tribution π, and defining ∂ : [0,∞)→ R as in equation (11.2), we also have

H(π) =
∑

∂(πi) − ∂
(∑

πi

)
.

In the real case, since
∑
πi = 1, the second term on the right-hand side van-

ishes. But over Z/pZ, it is not true in general that ∂(
∑

ai) = 0, so it is not
true either that H(π) =

∑
∂(ai). (Indeed,

∑
∂(ai), unlike H(π), depends on the

choice of representatives ai.) So in the formula

H(π) =
∑

∂(ai) − ∂
(∑

ai

)
for entropy mod p, the second summand is indispensable.

Example 11.1.9 Let n ≥ 1 with p - n. Since n is invertible mod p, there is a
uniform distribution

un = (1/n, . . . , 1/n︸         ︷︷         ︸
n

) ∈ Πn.

Choose a ∈ Z representing 1/n ∈ Z/pZ. By Lemma 11.1.8 and then the deriva-
tion property of ∂,

H(un) = n∂(a) − ∂(na) = −a∂(n).

But ∂(n) = −nqp(n), so H(un) = qp(n). This result over Z/pZ is analogous to
the formula H(un) = log n for the real entropy of a uniform distribution.

Example 11.1.10 Let p = 2. Any distribution π ∈ Πn has an odd number of
elements in its support, since

∑
πi = 1. Directly from the definition of entropy,

H(π) ∈ Z/2Z is given by

H(π) = 1
2
(
|supp(π)| − 1

)
=

0 if |supp(π)| ≡ 1 (mod 4),

1 if |supp(π)| ≡ 3 (mod 4).
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In preparation for the next example, we record a useful standard lemma:

Lemma 11.1.11
(

p−1
s

)
≡ (−1)s (mod p) for all s ∈ {0, . . . , p − 1}.

Proof In Z/pZ, we have equalities(
p − 1

s

)
=

(p − 1)(p − 2) · · · (p − s)
s!

=
(−1)(−2) · · · (−s)

s!
= (−1)s. �

Example 11.1.12 Here we find the entropy of a distribution (π, 1 − π) on two
elements. Choose an integer a representing π ∈ Z/pZ. From the definition of
entropy, assuming that p , 2,

H(π, 1 − π) =
1
p
(
1 − ap − (1 − a)p) =

p−1∑
r=1

(−1)r+1 1
p

(
p
r

)
ar.

But 1
p

(
p
r

)
= 1

r

(
p−1
r−1

)
, so by Lemma 11.1.11, the coefficient of ar in the sum is

simply 1
r . We can now replace a by π, giving

H(π, 1 − π) =

p−1∑
r=1

πr

r
.

The function on the right-hand side was the starting point of Kontsevich’s
note [193], and we return to it in Section 11.4.

In the case p = 2, we have H(π, 1 − π) = 0 for both values of π ∈ Z/2Z.

Example 11.1.13 Appending zero probabilities to a distribution does not
change its entropy:

H(π1, . . . , πn, 0, . . . , 0) = H(π1, . . . , πn).

This is immediate from the definition. But a subtlety of distributions mod p,
absent in the standard real setting, is that nonzero probabilities can sum to zero.
So, one might ask whether

H(π1, . . . , πn, τ1, . . . , τm) = H(π1, . . . , πn)

whenever τ1, . . . , τm ∈ Z/pZ with
∑
τ j = 0. The answer is trivially yes for

m = 0 and m = 1, and it is also yes for m = 2 as long as p , 2. (For if we
choose an integer a to represent τ1 then −a represents τ2, and ap + (−a)p = 0.)
But the answer is no for m ≥ 3. For instance, when p = 3, we have

H(1, 1, 1, 1) = H(u4) = q3(4) = 1
3 (42 − 1) = −1
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by Example 11.1.9, which is not equal to H(1) = 0, even though 1 + 1 + 1 = 0.

Distributions over Z/pZ can be composed, using the same formula as in the
real case (Definition 2.1.3). As in the real case, entropy mod p satisfies the
chain rule:

Proposition 11.1.14 (Chain rule) We have

H
(
γ ◦ (π1, . . . ,πn)

)
= H(γ) +

n∑
i=1

γiH(πi)

for all n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1, all γ = (γ1, . . . , γn) ∈ Πn, and all πi ∈ Πki .

Proof Write πi =
(
πi

1, . . . , π
i
ki

)
. Choose bi ∈ Z representing γi ∈ Z/pZ and

ai
j ∈ Z representing πi

j ∈ Z/pZ, for each i and j. Write Ai = ai
1 + · · · + ai

ki
.

We evaluate in turn the three terms H
(
γ◦(π1, . . . ,πn)

)
, H(γ), and

∑
γiH(πi).

First, by Lemma 11.1.8 and the derivation property of ∂ (Lemma 11.1.7),

H
(
γ ◦ (π1, . . . ,πn)

)
=

n∑
i=1

ki∑
j=1

∂
(
biai

j
)
− ∂

( n∑
i=1

ki∑
j=1

biai
j

)

=

n∑
i=1

ki∑
j=1

(
∂(bi)ai

j + bi∂
(
ai

j
))
− ∂

( n∑
i=1

biAi
)

=

n∑
i=1

∂(bi)Ai +

n∑
i=1

bi

ki∑
j=1

∂
(
ai

j
)
− ∂

( n∑
i=1

biAi
)
.

Second, Ai ≡ 1 (mod p) since πi ∈ Πki , so biAi ∈ Z represents γi ∈ Z/pZ.
Hence

H(γ) =

n∑
i=1

∂
(
biAi) − ∂( n∑

i=1

biAi
)

=

n∑
i=1

∂(bi)Ai +

n∑
i=1

bi∂(Ai) − ∂
( n∑

i=1

biAi
)
.

Third,
n∑

i=1

γiH(πi) =

n∑
i=1

bi

ki∑
j=1

∂
(
ai

j
)
−

n∑
i=1

bi∂(Ai).

The result follows. �

There is a tensor product for distributions mod p, defined as in the real case
(p. 38), and entropy mod p has the familiar logarithmic property:

Corollary 11.1.15 H(γ ⊗ π) = H(γ) + H(π) for all γ ∈ Πn and π ∈ Πm. �
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11.2 Characterizations of entropy and information loss

We now state our characterization theorem for entropy mod p, whose close
resemblance to the characterization theorem for real entropy (Theorem 2.5.1)
is the main justification for the definition.

Theorem 11.2.1 Let
(
I : Πn → Z/pZ

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions. The fol-

lowing are equivalent:

i. I satisfies the chain rule (that is, satisfies the conclusion of Proposi-
tion 11.1.14 with I in place of H);

ii. I = cH for some c ∈ Z/pZ.

As in our sharper version of Faddeev’s theorem over R (Theorem 2.5.1), no
symmetry condition is needed.

Since H satisfies the chain rule, so does any constant multiple of H.
Hence (ii) implies (i). We now begin the proof of the converse. For the rest
of the proof , let

(
I : Πn → Z/pZ

)
n≥1 be a sequence of functions satisfying the

chain rule.

Lemma 11.2.2 i. I(umn) = I(um) + I(un) for all m, n ∈ N not divisible by p;
ii. I(u1) = 0.

Proof Both parts are proved exactly as in the real case (Lemma 2.5.3). �

Lemma 11.2.3 I(1, 0) = I(0, 1) = 0.

Proof The proof that I(1, 0) = 0 is identical to the proof in the real case
(Lemma 2.5.4), and I(0, 1) = 0 is proved similarly. �

Lemma 11.2.4 For all π ∈ Πn and i ∈ {0, . . . , n},

I(π1, . . . , πn) = I(π1, . . . , πi, 0, πi+1, . . . , πn).

Proof First suppose that i , 0. Then

(π1, . . . , πi, 0, πi+1, . . . , πn) = π ◦
(
u1, . . . ,u1︸     ︷︷     ︸

i−1

, (1, 0),u1, . . . ,u1︸     ︷︷     ︸
n−i

)
.

Applying I to both sides, then using the chain rule and that I(u1) = I(1, 0) = 0,
gives the result. The case i = 0 is proved similarly, now using I(0, 1) = 0. �

As in the real case, we will prove the characterization theorem by analysing
I(un) as n varies. And as in the real case, the chain rule will allow us to deduce
the value of I(π) for more general distributions π:
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Lemma 11.2.5 Let π ∈ Πn with πi , 0 for all i. For each i, let ki ≥ 1 be an
integer representing πi ∈ Z/pZ, and write k =

∑n
i=1 ki. Then

I(π) = I(uk) −
n∑

i=1

kiI(uki ).

Proof First note that none of k1, . . . , kn is a multiple of p, and since k repre-
sents

∑
πi = 1 ∈ Z/pZ, neither is k. Hence uki and uk are well-defined. By

definition of composition,

π ◦ (uk1 , . . . ,ukn ) = (1, . . . , 1︸  ︷︷  ︸
k

) = uk.

Applying I and using the chain rule gives the result. �

We now come to the most delicate part of the argument. Since H(un) =

qp(n), and since qp(n) is p2-periodic in n, if I is to be a constant multiple of H
then I(un) must also be p2-periodic in n. We show this directly.

Lemma 11.2.6 I(un+p2 ) = I(un) for all natural numbers n not divisible by p.

Proof First we prove the existence of a constant c ∈ Z/pZ such that for all
n ∈ N not divisible by p,

I(un+p) = I(un) − c/n. (11.4)

(Compare Lemma 11.1.2(ii).) An equivalent statement is that n(I(un+p)−I(un))
is independent of n. For any n1 and n2, we can choose some m ≥ max{n1, n2}

with m ≡ 1 (mod p), so it is enough to show that whenever 0 ≤ n ≤ m with
n . 0 (mod p) and m ≡ 1 (mod p),

n
(
I(un+p) − I(un)

)
= I(um+p) − I(um). (11.5)

To prove this, consider the distribution

π = (n, 1, . . . , 1︸  ︷︷  ︸
m−n

).

By Lemma 11.2.5 and the fact that I(u1) = 0,

I(π) = I(um) − nI(un).

But also

π = (n + p, 1, . . . , 1︸  ︷︷  ︸
m−n

),
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so by the same argument,

I(π) = I(um+p) − (n + p)I(un+p)

= I(um+p) − nI(un+p).

Comparing the two expressions for I(π) gives equation (11.5), thus proving the
initial claim.

By induction on equation (11.4),

I(un+rp) = I(un) − cr/n

for all n, r ∈ N with n not divisible by p. The result follows by setting r = p.�

We can now prove the characterization theorem for entropy modulo p.

Proof of Theorem 11.2.1 Define f : {n ∈ N : p - n} → Z/pZ by f (n) =

I(un). By Lemma 11.2.2, f (mn) = f (m) + f (n) for all m, n not divisible by
p. By Lemma 11.2.6, f (n + p2) = f (n) for all n not divisible by p. Hence by
Theorem 11.1.4, f = cqp for some c ∈ Z/pZ. It follows from Example 11.1.9
that I(un) = cH(un) for all n not divisible by p.

Since both I and cH satisfy the chain rule, Lemma 11.2.5 applies to both;
and since I and cH are equal on uniform distributions, they are also equal on
all distributions π such that πi , 0 for all i. Finally, applying Lemma 11.2.4 to
both I and cH, we deduce by induction that I(π) = cH(π) for all π ∈ Πn. �

In the real case, the characterization theorem for entropy leads to a character-
ization of information loss involving only linear conditions (Theorem 10.2.1).
The same holds for entropy mod p, and the argument can be copied over from
the real case nearly verbatim.

Thus, given a finite set X, we write ΠX for the set of families π = (πi)i∈X of
elements of Z/pZ such that

∑
i∈X πi = 1. A finite probability space mod p is

a finite set X together with an element π ∈ ΠX. A measure-preserving map
f : (Y,σ)→ (X,π) between such spaces is a function f : Y → X such that

πi =
∑

j∈ f −1(i)

s j

for all i ∈ X.
As in the real case, we can take convex combinations of both probability

spaces and maps between them. Given two finite probability spaces mod p,
say (X,π) and (X′,π′), and given also a scalar λ ∈ Z/pZ, we obtain another
such space,

(
X t X′, λπ t (1 − λ)π′

)
. Given two measure-preserving maps

f : (Y,σ)→ (X,π),

f ′ : (Y′,σ′)→ (X′,π′)
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and an element λ ∈ Z/pZ, we obtain a new measure-preserving map

λ f t (1 − λ) f ′ :
(
Y tY′, λσ t (1 − λ)σ′

)
→

(
X t X′, λπ t (1 − λ)π′

)
,

exactly as in Section 10.1.
The entropy of π ∈ ΠX is, naturally,

H(π) =
1
p

(
1 −

∑
i∈X

ap
i

)
,

where ai ∈ Z represents πi ∈ Z/pZ for each i ∈ X. The information loss of a
measure-preserving map f : (Y,σ)→ (X,π) between finite probability spaces
mod p is

L( f ) = H(σ) − H(π) ∈ Z/pZ.

Theorem 11.2.7 Let K be a function assigning an element K( f ) ∈ Z/pZ to
each measure-preserving map f of finite probability spaces mod p. The fol-
lowing are equivalent:

i. K has these three properties:

a. K( f ) = 0 for all isomorphisms f ;
b. K(g ◦ f ) = K(g) + K( f ) for all composable pairs ( f , g) of measure-

preserving maps;
c. K

(
λ f t (1 − λ) f ′

)
= λK( f ) + (1 − λ)K( f ′) for all measure-preserving

maps f and f ′ and all λ ∈ Z/pZ;

ii. K = cL for some c ∈ Z/pZ.

Proof The proof is identical to that of the real case, Theorem 10.2.1, but with
Z/pZ in place of R, Theorem 11.2.1 in place of Faddeev’s theorem, and all
mention of continuity removed. �

11.3 The residues of real entropy

Having found a satisfactory definition of the entropy of a probability distribu-
tion mod p, we are now in a position to develop Kontsevich’s suggestion about
the residues mod p of real entropy, quoted at the start of this chapter. (That
quotation was the sum total of what he wrote on the subject.)

Let π ∈ ∆n be a probability distribution with rational probabilities, say π =

(a1/b1, . . . , an/bn) with ai, bi ∈ Z. There are only finitely many primes that
divide one or more of the denominators bi. If p is not in that exceptional set
then π defines an element of Πn, and therefore has a mod p entropy H(π) ∈
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356 Entropy modulo a prime

Z/pZ. Kontsevich invites us to think of this as the residue class modulo p of
the real entropy H(π) ∈ R.

Kontsevich phrased his suggestion playfully, but there is more to it than
meets the eye. To explain it, let us write HR for entropy over the reals, Hp for
entropy mod p, and ∆

(p)
n for the set of real probability distributions π ∈ ∆n

such that each πi can be expressed as a rational number with denominator not
divisible by p. The proposal is that given π ∈ ∆

(p)
n , we regard Hp(π) ∈ Z/pZ as

the residue mod p of HR(π) ∈ R.
Now, different distributions can have the same entropy over R. For instance,

HR
( 1

2 ,
1
8 ,

1
8 ,

1
8 ,

1
8
)

= HR
( 1

4 ,
1
4 ,

1
4 ,

1
4
)
.

There is, therefore, a question of consistency: Kontsevich’s proposal only
makes sense if

HR(π) = HR(γ) =⇒ Hp(π) = Hp(γ)

for all π ∈ ∆
(p)
n and γ ∈ ∆

(p)
m . We now show that this is true.

Lemma 11.3.1 Let n,m ≥ 1 and let a1, . . . , an, b1, . . . , bm ≥ 0 be integers.
Then

n∏
i=1

aai
i =

m∏
j=1

bb j

j =⇒

n∑
i=1

∂(ai) =

m∑
j=1

∂(b j),

where the first equality is in Z, the second is in Z/pZ, and we use the convention
that 00 = 1.

Here ∂ is the map Z → Z/pZ defined in equation (11.3). The analogue
of this lemma for the real-valued map ∂ of equation (11.2) is trivial: simply
discard the factors in the products for which ai or b j is 0, then take logarithms.
But over Z/pZ, it is not so simple. The subtlety arises from the possibility that
some ai or b j is not zero but is divisible by p. In that case,

∏
aai

i =
∏

bb j

j
is divisible by p, so its Fermat quotient – the analogue of the logarithm – is
undefined. A more detailed analysis is therefore required.

Proof Since 00 = 1 and ∂(0) = 0, it is enough to prove the result in the case
where each of the integers ai and b j is strictly positive. We may then write
ai = pαi Ai with αi ≥ 0 and p - Ai, and similarly b j = pβ j B j. We adopt the
convention that unless mentioned otherwise, the index i ranges over 1, . . . , n
and the index j over 1, . . . ,m.

Assume that
∏

aai
i =

∏
bb j

j . We have∏
aai

i = p
∑
αiai

∏
Aai

i
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with p -
∏

Aai
i , and similarly for

∏
bb j

j . It follows that∏
Aai

i =
∏

Bb j

j , (11.6)∑
αiai =

∑
β jb j (11.7)

in Z. We consider each of these equations in turn.
First, since p -

∏
Aai

i , the Fermat quotient qp
(∏

Aai
i
)

is well-defined, and
the logarithmic property of qp (Lemma 11.1.2(i)) gives

−qp

(∏
Aai

i

)
=

∑
−aiqp(Ai).

Consider the right-hand side as an element of Z/pZ. When p | ai, the i-
summand vanishes. When p - ai, the i-summand is −aiqp(ai) = ∂(ai). Hence

−qp

(∏
Aai

i

)
=

∑
i : αi=0

∂(ai)

in Z/pZ. A similar result holds for
∏

Bb j

j , so equation (11.6) gives∑
i : αi=0

∂(ai) =
∑

j : β j=0

∂(b j). (11.8)

Second,
n∑

i=1

αiai =
∑

i : αi≥1

αiai,

so p |
∑
αiai. Now

1
p

∑
αiai =

∑
i : αi≥1

αi pαi−1Ai ≡
∑

i : αi=1

Ai (mod p),

and if αi = 1 then Ai = ai/p = ∂(ai). A similar result holds for
∑
β jb j, so

equation (11.7) gives ∑
i : αi=1

∂(ai) =
∑

j : β j=1

∂(b j) (11.9)

in Z/pZ.
Finally, for each i such that αi ≥ 2, we have p2 | ai and so ∂(ai) = 0 in Z/pZ.

The same holds for b j, so ∑
i : αi≥2

∂(ai) =
∑

j : β j≥2

∂(b j), (11.10)

both sides being 0. Adding equations (11.8), (11.9) and (11.10) gives the re-
sult. �
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We deduce that the real entropy of a rational distribution determines its en-
tropy mod p:

Theorem 11.3.2 Let n,m ≥ 1, π ∈ ∆
(p)
n , and γ ∈ ∆

(p)
m . Then

HR(π) = HR(γ) =⇒ Hp(π) = Hp(γ).

Proof We can write

π = (r1/t, . . . , rn/t), γ = (s1/t, . . . , sm/t),

where ri, s j and t are nonnegative integers such that p - t and

r1 + · · · + rn = t = s1 + · · · + sm.

By multiplying all of these integers by a constant if necessary, we may assume
that t ≡ 1 (mod p).

By definition,

e−HR(π) =
∏

i

(ri/t)ri/t,

with the convention that 00 = 1. Multiplying both sides by t and then raising
to the power of t gives

tte−tHR(π) =
∏

i

rri
i .

By the analogous equation for γ and the assumption that HR(π) = HR(γ), it
follows that ∏

i

rri
i =

∏
j

ss j

j .

Lemma 11.3.1 now gives ∑
i

∂(ri) =
∑

j

∂(s j)

in Z/pZ. Since
∑

ri = t =
∑

s j, it follows that∑
i

∂(ri) − ∂
(∑

i

ri

)
=

∑
j

∂(s j) − ∂
(∑

j

s j

)
.

But t ≡ 1 (mod p), so ri represents the element ri/t = πi of Z/pZ, so by
Lemma 11.1.8, the left-hand side of this equation is Hp(π). Similarly, the right-
hand side is Hp(γ). Hence Hp(π) = Hp(γ). �
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It follows that Kontsevich’s residue classes of real entropies are well-
defined. That is, writing

E(p) =

∞⋃
n=1

{
HR(π) : π ∈ ∆

(p)
n

}
⊆ R,

there is a unique map of sets

[ · ] : E(p) → Z/pZ

such that [HR(π)] = Hp(π) for all π ∈ ∆
(p)
n and n ≥ 1. We now show that this

map is additive, as the word ‘residue’ leads one to expect.

Proposition 11.3.3 The set E(p) is closed under addition, and the residue map

[ · ] : E(p) → Z/pZ
HR(π) 7→ Hp(π)

preserves addition.

Proof Let π ∈ ∆
(p)
n and γ ∈ ∆

(p)
m . We must show that HR(π) + HR(γ) ∈ E(p) and

[HR(π) + HR(γ)] = [HR(π)] + [HR(γ)].

Evidently π ⊗ γ ∈ ∆
(p)
nm, so by the logarithmic property of HR,

HR(π) + HR(γ) = HR(π ⊗ γ) ∈ E(p).

Now also using the logarithmic property of Hp (Corollary 11.1.15),

[HR(π) + HR(γ)] = [HR(π ⊗ γ)]

= Hp(π ⊗ γ)

= Hp(π) + Hp(γ)

= [HR(π)] + [HR(γ)],

as required. �

11.4 Polynomial approach

There is an alternative approach to entropy modulo a prime. It repairs a defect
of the approach above: that in order to define the entropy of a distribution π
over Z/pZ, we had to step outside Z/pZ to make arbitrary choices of integers
representing the probabilities πi, then show that the definition was independent
of those choices. We now show how to define H(π) directly as a function of
π1, . . . , πn.
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360 Entropy modulo a prime

Inevitably, that function is a polynomial, by the classical fact that every func-
tion Kn → K on a finite field K is induced by some polynomial in n variables.
Indeed, there is a unique such polynomial whose degree in each variable is
strictly less than the order of the field:

Lemma 11.4.1 Let K be a finite field with q elements, let n ≥ 0, and let
F : Kn → K be a function. Then there is a unique polynomial f of the form

f (x1, . . . , xn) =
∑

0≤r1,...,rn<q

cr1,...,rn xr1
1 · · · x

rn
n

(cr1,...,rn ∈ K) such that

f (π1, . . . , πn) = F(π1, . . . , πn)

for all π1, . . . , πn ∈ K.

Proof See Appendix A.9. �

In particular, taking K = Z/pZ, entropy modulo p can be expressed as a
polynomial of degree less than p in each variable. We now identify such a
polynomial.

For each n ≥ 1, define h(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ (Z/pZ)[x1, . . . , xn] by

h(x1, . . . , xn) = −
∑

0≤r1,...,rn<p
r1+···+rn=p

xr1
1 · · · x

rn
n

r1! · · · rn!
.

Proposition 11.4.2 For all n ≥ 1 and (π1, . . . , πn) ∈ Πn,

H(π1, . . . , πn) = h(π1, . . . , πn).

Proof Let π1, . . . , πn ∈ Z/pZ. We will show that whenever a1, . . . , an are inte-
gers representing π1, . . . , πn, then

1
p

(( n∑
i=1

ai

)p

−

n∑
i=1

ap
i

)
(11.11)

is an integer representing h(π1, . . . , πn). The result will follow, since if π ∈ Πn

then
∑
πi = 1, so (

∑
ai)p ≡ 1 (mod p2) by Lemma 11.1.5.

We have to prove that( n∑
i=1

ai

)p

−

n∑
i=1

ap
i ≡ −p

∑
0≤r1,...,rn<p
r1+···+rn=p

ar1
1 · · · a

rn
n

r1! · · · rn!
(mod p2).
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Since (p − 1)! is invertible in Z/p2Z, an equivalent statement is that

(p − 1)!
( n∑

i=1

ap
i −

( n∑
i=1

ai

)p)
≡

∑
0≤r1,...,rn<p
r1+···+rn=p

p!
r1! · · · rn!

ar1
1 · · · a

rn
n (mod p2).

(11.12)
The right-hand side is

(∑
ai
)p
−

∑
ap

i , so equation (11.12) reduces to

(
(p − 1)! + 1

)( n∑
i=1

ap
i −

( n∑
i=1

ai

)p)
≡ 0 (mod p2).

And since (p − 1)! ≡ −1 (mod p) and
∑

ap
i ≡

∑
ai ≡ (

∑
ai)p (mod p), this is

true. �

We have shown that h(π1, . . . , πn) = H(π1, . . . , πn) whenever
∑
πi = 1.

Lemma 11.4.1 does not imply that h is the unique such polynomial of degree
less than p in each variable, since this equation is only stated (and H is only
defined) in the case where the arguments sum to 1. However, h has further good
properties. It is homogeneous of degree p, which implies that the polynomial
function H̄ : (Z/pZ)n → Z/pZ induced by h is homogeneous of degree 1. In
fact,

H̄(π) =

n∑
i=1

∂(ai) − ∂
(∑

i=1

ai

)
.

(This follows from the fact that the integer (11.11) represents h(π1, . . . , πn).)
So in the light of Lemma 11.1.8 and the explanation that follows it, h is the
natural choice of polynomial representing entropy mod p.

We now establish several polynomial identities satisfied by h, which are
stronger than the functional equations previously proved for H. The first is
closely related to the chain rule, as we shall see.

Theorem 11.4.3 Let n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 0. Then h satisfies the following identity
of polynomials in commuting variables xi j over Z/pZ:

h(x11, . . . , x1k1 , . . . , xn1, . . . , xnkn )

= h
(
x11 + · · · + x1k1 , . . . , xn1 + · · · + xnkn

)
+

n∑
i=1

h(xi1, . . . , xiki ).

Proof The left-hand side of this equation is equal to

−
∑

0≤s1,...,sn≤p
s1+···+sn=p

∑ xr11
11 · · · x

r1k1
1k1
· · · xrn1

n1 · · · x
rnkn
nkn

r11! · · · r1k1 ! · · · rn1! · · · rnkn !
, (11.13)
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where the inner sum is over all r11, . . . , rnkn such that 0 ≤ ri j < p and

r11 + · · · + r1k1 = s1, . . . , rn1 + · · · + rnkn = sn.

Split the outer sum into two parts, the first consisting of the summands in which
none of s1, . . . , sn is equal to p, and the second consisting of the summands in
which one si is equal to p and the others are zero. Then the polynomial (11.13)
is equal to A + B, where

A = −
∑

0≤s1,...,sn<p
s1+···+sn=p

n∏
i=1

∑
ri1,...,riki≥0

ri1+···+riki =si

xri1
i1 · · · x

riki
iki

ri1! · · · riki !
,

B = −

n∑
i=1

∑
0≤ri1,...,riki<p
ri1+···+riki =p

xri1
i1 · · · x

riki
iki

ri1! · · · riki !
.

We have

A = −
∑

0≤s1,...,sn<p
s1+···+sn=p

1
s1! · · · sn!

n∏
i=1

∑
ri1,...,riki≥0

ri1+···+riki =si

si!
ri1! · · · riki !

xri1
i1 · · · x

riki
iki

= −
∑

0≤s1,...,sn<p
s1+···+sn=p

1
s1! · · · sn!

n∏
i=1

(xi1 + · · · + xiki )
si

= h(x11 + · · · + x1k1 , . . . , xn1 + · · · + xnkn )

and

B =

n∑
i=1

h(xi1, . . . , xiki ).

The result follows. �

We easily deduce the polynomial form of the chain rule.

Corollary 11.4.4 (Chain rule) Let n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 0. Then h satisfies the fol-
lowing identity of polynomials in commuting variables yi, xi j over Z/pZ:

h(y1x11, . . . , y1x1k1 , . . . , ynxn1, . . . , ynxnkn )

= h
(
y1(x11 + · · · + x1k1 ), . . . , yn(xn1 + · · · + xnkn )

)
+

n∑
i=1

yp
i h(xi1, . . . , xiki ).

Proof This follows from Theorem 11.4.3 by substituting yixi j for xi j then us-
ing the degree p homogeneity of h. �
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This polynomial identity provides another proof of the chain rule for entropy
mod p: given γ ∈ Πn and πi ∈ Πki as in Proposition 11.1.14, substitute yi = γi

and xi j = πi
j, then use the facts that

∑
j π

i
j = 1 and γp

i = γi for each i. (Here i is
a superscript and p is a power.)

The entropy polynomial h(x) in a single variable is 0, by definition. But the
entropy polynomial in two variables has important properties:

Corollary 11.4.5 The two-variable entropy polynomial h satisfies the cocycle
condition

h(x, y) − h(x, y + z) + h(x + y, z) − h(y, z) = 0

as a polynomial identity.

Similar results appear in Cathelineau [60] (p. 58–59), Kontsevich [193], and
Elbaz–Vincent and Gangl [87] (Section 2.3), and can be understood through
the information cohomology of Baudot, Bennequin and Vigneaux [32, 342].

Proof Theorem 11.4.3 with n = 2 and (k1, k2) = (2, 1) gives

h(x, y, z) = h(x + y, z) + h(x, y)

(since h(z) is the zero polynomial), and similarly,

h(x, y, z) = h(x, y + z) + h(y, z).

The result follows. �

We are especially interested in the case where the arguments of the entropy
function sum to 1, and under that restriction, h(x, y) reduces to a simple form:

Lemma 11.4.6 If p , 2, there is an identity of polynomials

h(x, 1 − x) =

p−1∑
r=1

xr

r
,

and if p = 2, there is an identity of polynomials

h(x, 1 − x) = x + x2.

Proof The case p = 2 is trivial. Suppose, then, that p > 2. The result can be
proved by direct calculation, but we shorten the proof using Example 11.1.12,
which implies that

h(π, 1 − π) =

p−1∑
r=1

πr

r

for all π ∈ Z/pZ. We now want to prove that this is a polynomial identity, not
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364 Entropy modulo a prime

just an equality of functions. By Lemma 11.4.1, it suffices to show that the
polynomial

h(x, 1 − x) = −

p−1∑
r=1

xr(1 − x)p−r

r!(p − r)!

has degree strictly less than p. Since it plainly has degree at most p, we need
only show that the coefficient of xp vanishes. That coefficient is

−

p−1∑
r=1

(−1)p−r

r!(p − r)!
.

For 1 ≤ r ≤ p − 1,

−
(−1)p−r

r!(p − r)!
= (−1)p−r (p − 1)!

r!(p − r)!
= (−1)p−r 1

r

(
p − 1
r − 1

)
= (−1)p−1 1

r

in Z/pZ, using first the fact that (p−1)! = −1 and then Lemma 11.1.11. Hence
the coefficient of xp in h(x, 1 − x) is

(−1)p−1
∑

r∈(Z/pZ)×

1
r
.

But r 7→ 1/r defines a permutation of (Z/pZ)×, so the sum here is equal to∑p−1
r=1 r, which is 0 since p is odd. �

Following Elbaz-Vincent and Gangl [86], we write

£1(x) = h(x, 1 − x) =


∑p−1

r=1 xr/r if p , 2,

x + x2 if p = 2.
(11.14)

(Elbaz-Vincent and Gangl omitted the case p = 2.) The function £1 is the
mod p analogue of the real function

x 7→ HR(x, 1 − x) = −x log x − (1 − x) log(1 − x). (11.15)

This may be a surprise, given the lack of formal resemblance between the ex-
pressions (11.14) and (11.15). Indeed, the polynomial

∑p−1
r=1 xr/r is the trunca-

tion of the power series of − log(1− x), not (11.15). Nevertheless, the Faddeev
theorem and its mod p counterpart (Theorems 2.5.1 and 11.2.1) establish a
tight analogy between the entropy functions over R and Z/pZ.

It is immediate from the definition of h that it is a symmetric polynomial, so
there is a polynomial identity

£1(x) = £1(1 − x). (11.16)
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The polynomial £1 also satisfies a more complicated identity, whose signif-
icance will be explained shortly. Following Kontsevich [193], Elbaz-Vincent
and Gangl proved:

Proposition 11.4.7 (Elbaz-Vincent and Gangl) There is a polynomial iden-
tity

£1(x) + (1 − x)p£1

( y
1 − x

)
= £1(y) + (1 − y)p£1

( x
1 − y

)
.

Both sides of this equation are indeed polynomials, since £1 has degree at
most p. Elbaz-Vincent and Gangl proved it using differential equations (Propo-
sition 5.9(2) of [86]), but it also follows easily from the cocycle identity:

Proof We work in the field of rational expressions over Z/pZ in commuting
variables x and y. Since h is homogeneous of degree p,

h(x, y) = (x + y)p£1

( x
x + y

)
.

The identity to be proved is, therefore, equivalent to

h(x, 1 − x) + h(y, 1 − x − y) = h(y, 1 − y) + h(x, 1 − x − y).

Since h is symmetric, this in turn is equivalent to

h(x, 1 − x − y) − h(x, 1 − x) + h(1 − y, y) − h(1 − x − y, y) = 0,

which is an instance of the cocycle identity of Corollary 11.4.5. �

Proposition 11.4.7 can be understood as follows. Any probability distribu-
tion mod p can be expressed as an iterated composite of distributions on two
elements. Hence, the entropy of any distribution can be computed in terms of
entropies H(π, 1 − π) of distributions on two elements, using the chain rule. In
this sense, the sequence of functions(

H : Πn → Z/pZ
)
n≥1

reduces to the single function H : Π2 → Z/pZ, which is effectively a function
in one variable:

F : Z/pZ → Z/pZ
π 7→ H(π, 1 − π).

The same is true over R: the sequence of functions (H : ∆n → R)n≥1 reduces to
the single function F : [0, 1]→ R defined by F(π) = H(π, 1 − π).

On the other hand, given an arbitrary function F : Z/pZ → Z/pZ, one can-
not generally extend it to a sequence of functions (Πn → Z/pZ)n≥1 satisfying
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366 Entropy modulo a prime

the chain rule (nor, similarly, in the real case). Indeed, by expressing a dis-
tribution (π, 1 − π − τ, τ) as a composite in two different ways, we obtain an
equation that F must satisfy if such an extension is to exist. Assuming the
symmetry property F(π) = F(1 − π), that equation is

F(π) + (1 − π)F
(

τ

1 − π

)
= F(τ) + (1 − τ)F

(
π

1 − τ

)
(11.17)

(π, τ , 1). When the function F is π 7→ H(π, 1 − π), equation (11.17) also
follows from Proposition 11.4.7.

Equation (11.17) is sometimes called the fundamental equation of infor-
mation theory. (Over R, this functional equation has been studied since at
least the 1958 work of Tverberg [333]. The name seems to have come later,
and appears in Aczél and Daróczy’s 1975 book [3].) Assuming that F is sym-
metric, it is the only obstacle to the extension problem, in the sense that if F
satisfies the fundamental equation then the extension can be performed.

In the real case, the function (11.15) is a solution of the fundamental equa-
tion. In fact, up to a scalar multiple, it is the only measurable solution F of the
fundamental equation such that F(0) = F(1) (Corollary 3.4.22 of Aczél and
Daróczy [3]). It can be deduced that up to a constant factor, Shannon entropy
for finite real probability distributions is characterized uniquely by measurabil-
ity, symmetry and the chain rule. This is the 1964 theorem of Lee mentioned
in Remark 2.5.2(iii), proofs of which can be found in Lee [204] and Aczél and
Daróczy [3] (Corollary 3.4.23).

In the mod p case, we know that the function F = £1 is symmetric and
satisfies the fundamental equation. Since any such function F can be extended
to a sequence of functions Πn → Z/pZ satisfying the chain rule, it follows from
Theorem 11.2.1 that up to a constant factor, £1 is unique with these properties.

Kontsevich [193] proposed calling £1 the 1 1
2 -logarithm, because the ordi-

nary logarithm satisfies a three-term functional equation (log(xy) = log x +

log y), the dilogarithm satisfies a five-term functional equation (as in Section 2
of Zagier [359] or Proposition 3.5 of Elbaz-Vincent and Gangl [86]), and the
1 1

2 -logarithm satisfies the four-term functional equation (11.17).

Remark 11.4.8 In his seminal note [193], Kontsevich unified the real and
mod p cases with a homological argument, using a cocycle identity equiva-
lent to the one in Corollary 11.4.5. In doing so, he established that

∑
0<r<p π

r/r
is the correct formula for the entropy of a distribution (π, 1 − π) mod p on two
elements (assuming, as he did, that p , 2). Although he gave no definition of
the entropy of a distribution mod p on an arbitrary number of elements, his
arguments showed that a unique reasonable such definition must exist.

In this chapter, we have developed the framework hinted at by Kontse-
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vich, and also provided the definition and characterization of information loss
mod p. Two further features of this theory are apparent. The first is the stream-
lined inclusion of the case p = 2. The second is the dropping of all symmetry
requirements. In axiomatic approaches to entropy based on the fundamental
equation of information theory (11.17), such as those of Lee [204] and Kont-
sevich, the symmetry axiom F(π) = F(1 − π) is essential. Indeed, F(π) = π is
also a solution of (11.17), and the polynomial identity of Proposition 11.4.7 is
also satisfied by xp in place of £1(x). The symmetry axiom is used to rule out
these and other undesired solutions. This is why Lee’s characterization of real
entropy H needed the assumption that H is a symmetric function. In contrast,
symmetry is needed nowhere in the approach taken here.
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12

The categorical origins of entropy

In this chapter, we describe a general category-theoretic construction which,
when given as input the real line and the notion of finite probability distri-
bution, automatically produces as output the notion of Shannon entropy (Fig-
ure 12.1).

The moral of this result is that even in the pure-mathematical heartlands of
algebra and topology, entropy is inescapable. This may come as a surprise: for
although entropy is a major concept in many branches of science, an algebraist,
topologist or category theorist can easily go a lifetime without encountering
entropy of any kind.

internal algebras
in a categorical algebra

for an operad

(∆n) R

Shannon entropy

(a)

internal algebras
in a categorical algebra

for an operad

(1) V

monoid in V

(b)

Figure 12.1 Schematic illustration of the main result of this chapter, Theo-
rem 12.3.1. There is a general categorical machine which (a) when given as input
the simplices (∆n) and the real line, produces as output the notion of Shannon en-
tropy, and (b) when given as input the one-point set 1 and a monoidal category V ,
produces as output the notion of monoid in V .

368
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12.1 Operads and their algebras 369

Yet the categorical construction described here is entirely general and natu-
ral. It is not tailor-made for this particular purpose. Other familiar inputs pro-
duce familiar outputs. And the inputs that we give to the construction here, the
real line R and the standard topological simplices ∆n, are fundamental objects
of pure mathematics. So, we are all but forced to accept Shannon entropy as a
natural concept in pure mathematics too – quite independently of any motiva-
tion in terms of information, diversity, thermodynamics, and so on.

The categorical construction involves operads and their algebras. The first
two sections set out some standard definitions, beginning with operads and
algebras themselves in Section 12.1. For an operad P, there are notions of
categorical P-algebra A (a category acted on by P) and of internal algebra in
A. With these definitions in place (Section 12.2), we can fulfil the promise of
the first paragraph above (Theorem 12.3.1). Specifically, we show that for the
operad ∆ of simplices and the categorical ∆-algebra R, the internal algebras in
R are precisely the scalar multiples of Shannon entropy.

In the final section, we describe the free categorical ∆-algebra containing an
internal algebra. The result proved is analogous to the classical theorem that
the free monoidal category containing a monoid is the category of finite totally
ordered sets. To reach this result involves a further climb up the mountain of
categorical abstraction. But at the end of the path is a characterization of infor-
mation loss that is entirely concrete. It is almost exactly the characterization
theorem of Chapter 10.

This chapter assumes some knowledge of category theory, including the
concepts of product in a category, monoid in a monoidal category, and internal
category in a category with finite limits.

12.1 Operads and their algebras

An operad is a system of abstract operations, somewhat like an algebraic the-
ory in the sense of universal algebra, but more restricted in nature. Operads first
emerged in algebraic topology (Boardman and Vogt [44]; May [245]), while
independently, the more general notion of multicategory was being developed
in categorical logic (Lambek [199]). Nowadays, operads (like many other cat-
egorical structures) have found application in a very wide range of subjects,
from algebra to theoretical physics. Some samples of such applications can be
found in Kontsevich [194], Loday and Vallette [232], and Markl, Shnider and
Stasheff [242].

Many introductions to operads are available, such as [232], [242], and Chap-
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370 The categorical origins of entropy

θ

Figure 12.2 An element θ ∈ P4 of an operad P.

7→

θ

φ1 φ2 φ3

θ ◦ (φ1, φ2, φ3)

Figure 12.3 Composition in an operad: θ ∈ P3 composes with φ1 ∈ P2, φ2 ∈ P3

and φ3 ∈ P0 to give θ ◦ (φ1, φ2, φ3) ∈ P5.

ter 2 of [205]. Here we give only the definitions and results that are needed in
order to reach our goal.

An operad consists of a sequence (Pn)n≥0 of sets equipped with certain alge-
braic structure obeying certain laws. It is useful to view the elements θ of Pn as
abstract operations with n inputs and one output, as in Figure 12.2. A typical
example will be given by Pn = A (A⊗n, A), for any object A of a monoidal
category A . The algebraic structure on the sequence of sets (Pn)n≥0, and the
equational laws that this structure obeys, are exactly those suggested by this
example.

Definition 12.1.1 An operad P consists of:

• a sequence (Pn)n≥0 of sets;
• for each n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 0, a function

Pn × Pk1 × · · · × Pkn → Pk1+···+kn (12.1)

(Figure 12.3), called composition and written as

(θ, φ1, . . . , φn) 7→ θ ◦ (φ1, . . . , φn);

• an element 1P ∈ P1, called the identity,

satisfying the following axioms:
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θ

φ ψ

χ ξ ω

Figure 12.4 Every tree of operations in an operad P has a well-defined composite
(in this case, an element of P9).

• associativity: for each n, ki, `i j ≥ 0 and θ ∈ Pn, φi ∈ Pki , ψ
i j ∈ P`i j ,(

θ ◦
(
φ1, . . . , φn)) ◦ (

ψ11, . . . , ψ1k1 , . . . , ψn1, . . . , ψnkn
)

= θ ◦
(
φ1 ◦

(
ψ11, . . . , ψ1k1

)
, . . . , φn ◦

(
ψn1, . . . , ψnkn

))
;

• identity: for each n ≥ 0 and θ ∈ Pn,

θ ◦ (1P, . . . , 1P︸      ︷︷      ︸
n

) = θ = 1P ◦ (θ).

Every tree of operations such as that shown in Figure 12.4 has an unambigu-
ous composite, obtained by repeatedly using the composition and identity of
the operad. The associativity and identity axioms guarantee that the order in
which this is done makes no difference to the outcome.

Examples 12.1.2 i. There is an operad 1 in which 1n is the one-element set
for each n ≥ 0. The composition and identities are uniquely determined.
With the obvious notion of map of operads, 1 is the terminal operad.

ii. Fix a monoid M. There is an operad P(M) given by

P(M)n =

M if n = 1,

∅ otherwise

(n ≥ 0). There is no choice in how to define the composition of P(M) except
when n = k1 = 1 (in the notation of (12.1)), and in that case it is defined to
be the multiplication of M. Similarly, the identity of the operad P(M) is the
identity of the monoid M.
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372 The categorical origins of entropy

iii. There is an operad ∆ = (∆n)n≥0, where as usual ∆n is the set of probability
distributions on {1, . . . , n}. The composition of the operad is composition
of distributions, and the identity is the unique distribution u1 on {1}. We
already noted in Remark 2.1.8 that the associativity and identity axioms are
satisfied.

iv. There is a larger operad Λ consisting of not just the probability measures
on finite sets, but all finite measures on finite sets. Thus, Λn = [0,∞)n. The
composition is given by the same formula as for ∆ (Definition 2.1.3), and
the identity is (1) ∈ Λ1.

v. Let A be a monoidal category and A ∈ A . Then there is an operad End(A)
with

End(A)n = A (A⊗n, A),

and with composition and identities defined using the composition, identi-
ties and monoidal structure of A . For a general operad P, we have sug-
gested that elements of Pn be thought of as operations, but when P =

End(A), this is true in a concrete sense: End(A)n is the set of maps A⊗n → A.
vi. Fix a field k, and let Pn = k[x1, . . . , xn] be the set of polynomials over

k in n variables. Then P = (Pn)n≥0 has the structure of an operad, with
composition given by substitution and reindexing of variable names. For
instance, if

θ = x2
1 + x3

2 ∈ P2, φ = 2x1x3 − x2 ∈ P3, ψ = x1 + x2x3x4 ∈ P4,

then

θ ◦ (φ, ψ) = (2x1x3 − x2)2 + (x4 + x5x6x7)3 ∈ P7.

This example of an operad is just one of a large family. In this case, Pn is the
free k-algebra on n generators. There are similar examples where Pn is the
free group, free Lie algebra, free distributive lattice, etc., on n generators.
In all cases, composition is by substitution and reindexing.

vii. Fix d ≥ 1. The little d-discs operad P is defined as follows. Let Pn be
the set of configurations of n d-dimensional discs inside the unit disc, num-
bered in order and with disjoint interiors (Figure 12.5). Composition is by
substitution (using affine transformations) and reindexing, as suggested by
the figure.

The little discs operad and its close relative, the little cubes operad, were
some of the very first operads to be defined (Boardman and Vogt [44] and
Section 4 of May [245]).

In more precise terminology, operads as defined in Definition 12.1.1 are
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1

2

3

1

2

21

34

θ

φ ψ

(a)

1

2

3

4 5

67

θ ◦ (φ, ψ)

(b)

Figure 12.5 (a) Operations θ ∈ P2, φ ∈ P3 and ψ ∈ P4 in the little 2-discs operad
P (Example 12.1.2(vii)); (b) the composite operation θ ◦ (φ, ψ) ∈ P7.

called nonsymmetric operads of sets. Just as the definition of monoidal cate-
gory has symmetric and nonsymmetric variants, so too does the definition of
operad. We will concentrate on the nonsymmetric variant.

However, we will not only need operads of sets. Let E be any category
with finite products (or indeed, any symmetric monoidal category, a level of
generality that we will not need). An operad in E is a sequence (Pn)n≥0 of
objects of E together with maps (12.1) in E (encoding the composition) and a
map 1→ P1 in E (encoding the identity), all subject to commutative diagrams
expressing the associativity and identity equations of Definition 12.1.1.

Details of this more general definition can be found in May [246], for in-
stance, but we will need only two cases. The first is E = Set, the category of
sets. In that case, an operad in E is just an operad as in Definition 12.1.1. The
second is E = Top, the category of topological spaces. An operad in Top is
just an operad P of sets in which each set Pn is equipped with a topology and
the composition maps (12.1) are continuous. We will refer to operads in Top
as topological operads.

Examples 12.1.3 i. The terminal operad 1 is a topological operad in a unique
way.

ii. For a topological monoid M, the operad P(M) of Example 12.1.2(ii) is a
topological operad in an evident way.

iii. Putting the standard topology on the simplices ∆n gives ∆ the structure of a
topological operad.

iv. The little discs operad is also naturally a topological operad.
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374 The categorical origins of entropy

An operad P is a system of abstract operations. An algebra for P is an inter-
pretation of the elements of P as actual operations:

Definition 12.1.4 Let P be an operad of sets. A P-algebra is a set A together
with a map

αn : Pn × An → A(
θ, (a1, . . . , an)

)
7→ θ(a1, . . . , an)

for each n ≥ 0, satisfying two axioms:

θ ◦ (φ1, . . . , φn)
(
a11, . . . , a1k1 , . . . , an1, . . . , ankn

)
= θ

(
φ1(a11, . . . , a1k1

)
, . . . , φn(an1, . . . , ankn

))
(12.2)

for all θ ∈ Pn, φi ∈ Pki and ai j ∈ A; and

1P(a) = a (12.3)

for all a ∈ A.

The definition of algebra extends easily from operads of sets to operads
in any category E with finite products: then A is an object of E and αn is a
map in E , while the equations (12.2) and (12.3) are expressed as commutative
diagrams in E (May [246]). In the only other case that concerns us here, E =

Top, an algebra for a topological operad P is a topological space A together
with a sequence of continuous maps(

Pn × An αn
−→ A

)
n≥0

satisfying equations (12.2) and (12.3).

Examples 12.1.5 i. Consider the terminal operad 1 of sets. A 1-algebra is a
set A together with a map αn : An → A for each n ≥ 0, satisfying equa-
tions (12.2) and (12.3). One easily deduces that a 1-algebra is exactly a
monoid, with αn as its n-fold multiplication. If 1 is regarded as a topologi-
cal operad then a 1-algebra is exactly a topological monoid.

ii. Fix a monoid M. An algebra for the operad P(M) is simply a set with a left
M-action. If M is a topological monoid then a P(M)-algebra is a topological
space with a continuous left M-action.

iii. Now consider the topological operad ∆ of simplices. Any convex subset A
of Rd, for any d ≥ 0, is a ∆-algebra in a natural way: given p ∈ ∆n and
a1, . . . , an ∈ A, put

p(a1, . . . , an) = p1a1 + · · · + pnan ∈ A.
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Equations (12.2) and (12.3) express elementary facts about convex combi-
nations.

We refer to this as the standard ∆-algebra structure on A.
iv. The previous example admits a family of deformations, at least when A is

a linear subspace of Rd. For each q ∈ R, there is a ∆-algebra structure on A
given by

p(a1, . . . , an) =
∑

i∈supp p
pq

i ai.

(Here the superscript q is a power but the superscript i is an index.) The
previous example is the case q = 1.

v. The chain rule for a weighted mean M on an interval I nearly states that the
maps (

M : ∆n × In → I
)
n≥0

give I the structure of an algebra for the operad ∆. More exactly, the chain
rule is the composition axiom (12.2) for a ∆-algebra. For I to be a ∆-algebra,
it must also satisfy the identity axiom (12.3), which is a special case of
consistency: M(u1, (x)) = x for each x ∈ I.

vi. For any operad P of sets, a P-algebra amounts to a set A together with a
map P→ End(A) of operads. Here, End(A) is the operad defined in Exam-
ple 12.1.2(v), with A = Set. This makes precise the earlier assertion that an
algebra for P is an interpretation of the elements of P as actual operations.

vii. Any d-fold loop space is an algebra for the little d-discs operad in a natural
way. This was one of the first examples of an algebra for an operad, the
details of which can be found in Section 5 of May [245].

Let P be an operad in a finite product category E , and let A = (A, α) and
B = (B, β) be P-algebras. A map of P-algebras from A to B is a map f : A→ B
in E such that the square

Pn × An 1× f n
//

αn

��

Pn × Bn

βn

��
A

f
// B

commutes for each n ≥ 0. This defines a category Alg(P) of P-algebras.

Remarks 12.1.6 The language of operations and algebras invites comparison
with other categorical formulations of the concept of algebraic theory. System-
atic comparisons can be found in Kelly [183], Section 2.8 of Gould [122], and
Chapter 3 of Avery [21]. Here, we just make the following observations.
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376 The categorical origins of entropy

i. Let E be a finite product category satisfying the further mild condition that
it has countable coproducts over which the product distributes. (Set and
Top are examples.) Then any operad P in E induces a monad TP on E ,
with functor part given by

TP(A) =
∐
n≥0

Pn × An

(A ∈ E ). The category of algebras for the operad P is exactly the category
of algebras for the monad TP. Non-isomorphic operads P sometimes induce
the same monad TP [206], although many aspects of an operad can still be
understood through its induced monad.

ii. Remark (i) provides a semantic connection between operads and a different
conception of algebraic theory, monads. On the syntactic side, the definition
of operad can easily be adapted to give a definition of finitary algebraic
theory, equivalent to any of the usual definitions (as given in Manes [240],
for instance). Indeed, a finitary algebraic theory can be defined as an operad
P together with, for each map of sets

f : {1, . . . ,m} → {1, . . . , n},

a map f∗ : Pm → Pn, subject to equations expressing compatibility between
the operad structure and these maps f∗ (Tronin [326, 327]). The idea is that
f∗ transforms an m-ary operation into an n-ary operation by reindexing the
variables according to f . For instance, in the theory P of groups, Pn is the
underlying set of the free group on n generators (which can be regarded as
the set of n-ary operations defined on any group), and if f is the unique map
{1, 2} → {1} then f∗ : P2 → P1 sends the operation of multiplication to the
operation of squaring.

If we take the definition of finitary algebraic theory sketched in the pre-
vious paragraph but restrict f to be a bijection, we obtain the definition of
symmetric operad. (In much of the literature, ‘operad’ is taken to mean
‘symmetric operad’ by default.) If we further restrict f to be an identity, we
recover the definition of nonsymmetric operad.

iii. As the previous remark suggests, most algebraic theories cannot be de-
scribed by an operad. For instance, there is no operad P of sets such that
Alg(P) is equivalent to the category of groups. For a proof of a strong ver-
sion of this statement, see Lin [226].
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12.2 Categorical algebras and internal algebras

Let P be an operad of sets. An algebra for P is a set acted on by P, but more
generally, we can consider categories acted on by P. Such a structure is called
a categorical P-algebra.

More generally still, let E be a category with finite limits. Then there is the
notion of internal category in E (as in Chapter 2 of Johnstone [161]), and when
P is an operad in E , we can consider actions of P on such an internal category.

Definition 12.2.1 Let E be a category with finite limits and let P be an operad
in E . A categorical P-algebra is an internal category in Alg(P).

It is straightforward to verify that Alg(P) has finite limits, computed as in
E , so this definition does make sense. But it is also helpful to have at hand a
more explicit form, as follows.

A categorical P-algebra A can be described as a pair of ordinary P-algebras,
A0 and A1, together with domain and codomain maps

A1 ⇒ A0

and composition and identity maps

A1 ×A0 A1 → A1, 1→ A1,

all of which are required to be maps of P-algebras, as well as obeying the usual
axioms for an internal category. Here A0 is to be thought of as the object of
objects of A, and A1 as the object of maps in A.

Equivalently, a categorical P-algebra is an internal category in E on which
P acts functorially. To see this, first note that for any object X of E and internal
category A in E , we can define another internal category

X × A

in E . This is the product D(X)×A, where D(X) is the discrete internal category
on X. Thus, its object of objects and object of maps are given by

(X × A)0 = X × A0, (X × A)1 = X × A1.

In this notation, a categorical P-algebra consists of an internal category A in E

together with internal functors

αn : Pn × An → A (12.4)

(n ≥ 0), satisfying analogues of the usual algebra axioms.
As usual, we are principally concerned with the cases E = Set and E = Top,

where categorical algebras for an operad can be understood as follows.
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Examples 12.2.2 i. Let P be an operad in E = Set. A categorical P-algebra
consists of a small category A together with a functor

θ : An → A

for each n ≥ 0 and θ ∈ Pn. These functors are required to satisfy equa-
tions (12.2) and (12.3) for objects ai j and a of A, and analogous equations
for maps in A.

ii. Let P be an operad in E = Top. The categorical P-algebras can be described
as in (i), but with the following additions. A is now a topological cate-
gory, so that A0 and A1 carry topologies with the property that the domain,
codomain, composition and identity operations are continuous. Moreover,
the structure maps

Pn × An
0 → A0, Pn × An

1 → A1

of the P-algebras A0 and A1 are required to be continuous.
iii. Here we consider the special case of categorical algebras with only one

object, over both Set and Top.
First, let P be an operad of sets. Let A be a monoid, viewed as a one-

object category A. To give A the structure of a categorical P-algebra is to
give the set A the structure of an ordinary P-algebra in such a way that for
each n ≥ 0 and θ ∈ Pn, the structure map

θ : An → A

is a monoid homomorphism. In short, a one-object categorical P-algebra is
a monoid on which P acts by homomorphisms.

Similarly, when P is a topological operad, a one-object categorical P-
algebra is a topological monoid on which P acts by continuous homomor-
phisms.

Some specific examples now follow.

Examples 12.2.3 i. Consider the terminal operad of sets, 1. By the descrip-
tion preceding equation (12.4), a categorical 1-algebra is a category on
which 1 acts functorially, that is, a category A together with a functor
An → A, subject to certain axioms. These axioms give A the structure of
a monoid in Cat. Thus, a categorical 1-algebra is exactly a strict monoidal
category.

Alternatively, working directly from Definition 12.2.1, a categorical 1-
algebra is an internal category in Mon, the category of monoids. Again,
this is just a strict monoidal category.
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12.2 Categorical algebras and internal algebras 379

ii. Let M be a monoid, and form the operad P(M) of sets (Example 12.1.2(ii)).
A categorical P(M)-algebra is a category equipped with a left M-action.

iii. Consider the topological operad ∆ of simplices. Let A be a linear subspace
(or more generally, a convex additive submonoid) of Rd. Then A is a topo-
logical monoid under addition. We have already considered the standard
∆-algebra structure on the topological space A, given for p ∈ ∆n by

p : An → A
(a1, . . . , an) 7→

∑n
i=1 piai

(Example 12.1.5(iii)). Each of these maps p is a monoid homomorphism.
Hence by Example 12.2.2(iii), A is a one-object categorical ∆-algebra.

iv. The same is true for the q-deformed algebra structure

(a1, . . . , an) 7→
∑

i∈supp(p)

pq
i ai

of Example 12.1.5(iv), for any q ∈ R.

For ordinary algebras for an operad, there is only one sensible notion of map
between algebras, but for categorical algebras, there are several. Indeed, let E

be a category with finite limits, let P be an operad in E , and let B and A be
categorical P-algebras. Then B and A are, by definition, internal categories in
Alg(P), and a strict map from B to A is an internal functor B→ A in Alg(P).
Equivalently, it is an internal functor

G : B→ A

in E such that for all n ≥ 0, the square

Pn × Bn 1×Gn
//

βn

��

Pn × An

αn

��
B

G
// A

commutes, where βn and αn are the structure maps of B and A (as in equa-
tion (12.4)).

However, this is a square of (internal) categories and functors, so we can
also consider variants in which the square is only required to commute up to a
specified natural isomorphism, or a natural transformation in one direction or
the other – subject, as usual, to coherence axioms. The particular variant that
will concern us is the following.

Definition 12.2.4 Let E be a category with finite limits and let P be an operad
in E . Let B and A be categorical P-algebras, with structure maps (βn) and (αn)
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380 The categorical origins of entropy

respectively. A lax map B→ A of categorical P-algebras consists of a functor
G : B→ A (internal to E ) together with a natural transformation

Pn × Bn 1×Gn
//

βn

��
⇐γn

Pn × An

αn

��
B

G
// A

(again internal to E ) for each n ≥ 0, satisfying the following two axioms:

i. For each n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 0, writing k =
∑

ki, the composite natural transfor-
mation

Pn × Pk1 × Bk1 × · · ·

× Pkn × Bkn

⇐1×γk1×···×γkn

1×βk1×···×βkn

��

1×1×Gk1×···×1×Gkn //Pn × Pk1 × Ak1 × · · ·

× Pkn × Akn

1×αk1×···×αkn

��
Pn × Bn

⇐γn
βn

��

1×Gn // Pn × An

αn

��
B

G
// A

is equal to

Pn × Pk1 × Bk1 × · · ·

× Pkn × Bkn

�

��

1×1×Gk1×···×1×Gkn //Pn × Pk1 × Ak1 × · · ·

× Pkn × Akn

�

��
Pn × Pk1 × · · · × Pkn × Bk

◦×1
��

= Pn × Pk1 × · · · × Pkn × Ak

◦×1
��

Pk × Bk

⇐γk
βk

��

1×Gk // Pk × Ak

αk

��
B

G
// A.
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ii. The composite natural transformation

B

�

��

G // A

�

��
1 × B

1P×1
��

= 1 × A

1P×1
��

P1 × B

⇐γ1
β1

��

1×G // P1 × A

α1

��
B

G
// A

is equal to the identity. (Here, 1P : 1 → P1 denotes the map encoding the
identity of the operad P.)

A strict map of P-algebras can equivalently be viewed as a lax map (G, γ) in
which each of the maps γn is an identity.

Remark 12.2.5 Definition 12.2.4 can also be derived from the theory of 2-
monads, as follows. We observed in Remark 12.1.6(i) that any operad P in E

induces a monad TP on E (under mild hypotheses on the category E ). In the
same way, it induces a 2-monad on Cat(E ), the 2-category of internal cate-
gories in E . An algebra for that 2-monad is exactly a categorical P-algebra,
and a lax map of algebras for the 2-monad (in the sense of Blackwell, Kelly
and Power [41]) is exactly a lax map of categorical P-algebras.

As a general categorical principle, it is often worth considering the maps
into an object from the terminal object. (In categories of spaces, this gives the
notion of point.) For any operad P in any category E with finite limits, there is
a terminal categorical P-algebra 1. We consider the lax maps from 1 to other
categorical P-algebras.

Definition 12.2.6 Let E be a category with finite limits, let P be an operad in
E , and let A be a categorical P-algebra. An internal algebra in A is a lax map
1→ A of categorical P-algebras.

This definition is due to Batanin ([31], Definition 7.2). We will see that it
generalizes the notion of internal monoid in a monoidal category. But first,
we give an explicit description of internal algebras in the cases E = Set and
E = Top.

Examples 12.2.7 i. Let E = Set. Take an operad P of sets and a categori-
cal P-algebra A. An internal algebra in A consists of, first of all, a functor
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382 The categorical origins of entropy

G : 1 → A. This simply picks out an object a of A. Next, the natural trans-
formations γn in Definition 12.2.4 amount to a family of maps

γθ : θ(a, . . . , a︸  ︷︷  ︸
n

)→ a,

one for each n ≥ 0 and θ ∈ Pn. The first coherence axiom in Defini-
tion 12.2.4 states that the diagram

θ
(
φ1(a, . . . , a), . . . , φn(a, . . . , a)

) θ(γφ1 ,...,γφn )
// θ(a, . . . , a)

γθ

��
θ ◦ (φ1, . . . , φn)(a, . . . , a)

γθ◦(φ1 ,...,φn )

// a

commutes for all θ ∈ Pn and φi ∈ Pki , and the second states that

γ1P : 1P(a)→ a

is equal to the identity on a.
ii. An identical description of internal algebras applies when E = Top, with

the additional condition that for each n ≥ 0, the function

Pn → A1

θ 7→ γθ

is continuous. (Here A1 denotes the space of maps in the topological cate-
gory A, as in Example 12.2.2(ii).)

iii. Now let E = Set, and let A be a one-object categorical P-algebra. As we
saw in Example 12.2.2(iii), A amounts to a monoid A on which P acts by
homomorphisms. An internal P-algebra in A consists of an element γθ ∈ A
for each n ≥ 0 and θ ∈ Pn, satisfying the coherence axioms in (i).

Writing γθ as γ(θ), we have a sequence of functions(
γ : Pn → A

)
n≥0.

The coherence axioms in (i) state that

γ(θ) · θ
(
γ(φ1), . . . , γ(φn)

)
= γ

(
θ ◦ (φ1, . . . , φn)

)
(12.5)

for all n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 0, θ ∈ Pn and φi ∈ Pki , and that

γ(1P) = 1. (12.6)

In summary, when A is a one-object categorical P-algebra corresponding
to a monoid A, an internal P-algebra in A amounts to a sequence of maps
γ : Pn → A satisfying equations (12.5) and (12.6).
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iv. For a topological operad P, internal algebras in a one-object categorical P-
algebra admit exactly the same explicit description as in the previous exam-
ple, with the added requirement that the maps γ : Pn → A are continuous.

We now give some specific examples.

Examples 12.2.8 i. Let 1 be the terminal operad of sets. As we have seen, a
categorical 1-algebra is just a monoidal category. By the explicit descrip-
tion in Example 12.2.7(i), an internal algebra in a categorical 1-algebra A
consists of an object a ∈ A together with a map

γn : a⊗n → a

for each n ≥ 0, satisfying the equations given there. It follows easily that an
internal algebra in A is exactly a monoid in the monoidal category A.

As an alternative proof, note that for strict monoidal categories B and
A, a lax map B → A of categorical 1-algebras is precisely a lax monoidal
functor. This is immediate from the definitions. Hence an internal algebra
in a strict monoidal category A is a lax monoidal functor 1 → A, and
it is well-known that such functors correspond naturally to monoids in A
(paragraph (5.4.1) of Bénabou [34]).

An algebra for 1 is exactly a monoid (Example 12.1.5(i)), so it is logical
terminology that an internal algebra is exactly an internal monoid.

ii. Fix a monoid M. We saw in Example 12.2.3(ii) that a categorical P(M)-
algebra is a category A with a left M-action; let us write the action as

M × A → A
(m, a) 7→ m · a.

By the explicit description in Example 12.2.7(i), an internal P(M)-algebra
in A consists of an object a ∈ A together with a map

γm : m · a→ a

for each m ∈ M, satisfying natural coherence axioms.

Missing from this list of examples is the case of internal algebras in a cat-
egorical algebra for ∆, the operad of simplices. This is the subject of the next
section, and will transport us directly to the concept of entropy.



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

384 The categorical origins of entropy

12.3 Entropy as an internal algebra

In this chapter so far, we have reviewed some established general concepts
in the theory of operads. We now apply them to the topological operad ∆ of
simplices.

We saw in Example 12.2.3(iii) that the real line R, as a topological monoid
under addition, is a categorical ∆-algebra in a standard way:

(
p, (x1, . . . , xn)

)
7→

n∑
i=1

pixi (12.7)

(p ∈ ∆n, x1, . . . , xn ∈ R). What are the internal algebras in the categorical
∆-algebra R?

By Example 12.2.7(iv), an internal ∆-algebra in R amounts to a sequence of
functions

(
γ : ∆n → R

)
n≥0 satisfying certain axioms. It is in this sense that the

following theorem holds.

Theorem 12.3.1 Let ∆ be the topological operad of simplices, and equip R
with its standard categorical ∆-algebra structure (12.7). Then the internal al-
gebras in R are precisely the real scalar multiples of Shannon entropy.

In other words, a sequence of functions
(
γ : ∆n → R

)
n≥0 defines an internal

algebra in R if and only if γ = cH for some c ∈ R.

Proof By Example 12.2.7(iv), an internal algebra in R is a sequence of func-
tions

(
γ : ∆n → R

)
n≥0 with the following properties:

i. for all n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 0 and w ∈ ∆n, p1 ∈ ∆k1 , . . . ,pn ∈ ∆kn ,

γ(w) +

n∑
i=1

wiγ(pi) = γ
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
;

ii. γ(u1) = 0;
iii. γ : ∆n → R is continuous for each n ≥ 0.

Condition (ii) is redundant, since it follows from (i) by taking n = k1 = 1 and
w = p1 = u1. Hence by Faddeev’s Theorem 2.5.1, γ defines an internal algebra
if and only if γ = cH for some c ∈ R. �

This theorem can be deformed. In Example 12.2.3(iv), we defined a one-
parameter family of categorical ∆-algebra structures on R, where for a real
parameter q, the action of ∆ on R is(

p, (x1, . . . , xn)
)
7→

∑
i∈supp(p)

pq
i xi (12.8)

(p ∈ ∆n, x1, . . . , xn ∈ R).
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Theorem 12.3.2 Let 1 , q ∈ R. Let ∆ be the operad of simplices, considered
as an operad of sets, and equip R with its q-deformed categorical ∆-algebra
structure (12.8). Then the internal algebras in R are precisely the real scalar
multiples of q-logarithmic entropy.

Proof By Example 12.2.7(iii), an internal algebra in R is a sequence of func-
tions

(
γ : ∆n → R

)
n≥0 with the following properties:

i. for all n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 0 and all w ∈ ∆n, p1 ∈ ∆k1 , . . . ,pn ∈ ∆kn ,

γ(w) +
∑

i∈supp(w)

wq
i γ(pi) = γ

(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
;

ii. γ(u1) = 0.

Condition (ii) is redundant, for the same reason as in the proof of Theo-
rem 12.3.1. Condition (i) is satisfied if γ = cS q, by the chain rule (4.2) for
q-logarithmic entropies. Conversely, condition (i) implies that

γ(w ⊗ p) = γ(w) +

( ∑
i∈supp(w)

wq
i

)
γ(p)

for all w ∈ ∆n and p ∈ ∆k, by taking p1 = · · · = pn = p. Hence by Theo-
rem 4.1.5, if γ defines an internal algebra then γ = cS q for some c ∈ R. �

Continuity was not needed in this theorem, and in fact the structure maps
∆n × R

n → R of the q-deformed ∆-algebra R are discontinuous when q ≤ 0.
But they are evidently continuous when q > 0, so we have:

Corollary 12.3.3 Let q ∈ (0,∞). Let ∆ be the topological operad of sim-
plices, and equip R with its q-deformed categorical ∆-algebra structure (12.8).
Then the internal algebras in R are precisely the real scalar multiples of q-
logarithmic entropy.

Proof The case q = 1 is Theorem 12.3.1, and all other cases follow from
Theorem 12.3.2. �

12.4 The universal internal algebra

In algebra, an important role is played by free algebraic structures (groups,
modules, etc.). But since one forms the free algebraic structure on a set, and
a set is merely a cardinality (for these purposes at least), the possibilities are
in a sense limited. Greater riches are to be found one categorical level up,
where one can speak of the free categorical structure containing some specified
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386 The categorical origins of entropy

internal algebraic structure. This leads to categorical characterizations of some
important mathematical objects.

Examples 12.4.1 i. The free monoidal category containing a monoid is
equivalent to the category of finite totally ordered sets (Mac Lane [234],
Proposition VII.5.1). We will return to this example shortly. Informally, the
statement is that if we build a monoidal category by starting from noth-
ing, putting in an internal monoid, then adjoining no more other objects
and maps than are forced by the definitions, and making no unnecessary
identifications, then the result is the category of finite totally ordered sets.

ii. The free monoidal category containing an object A and an isomorphism
A ⊗ A → A is equivalent to the disjoint union of the terminal category
and Thompson’s group F, viewed as a one-object category (Fiore and Le-
inster [102]).

(Thompson’s group is an infinite group with remarkable properties; it has
been rediscovered multiple times in diverse contexts. Cannon, Floyd and
Parry [58] provide a survey. A major open question, which has attracted
an exceptional number of opposing claims and retractions, is whether F is
amenable. Cannon and Floyd [57] report that even among experts, opinion
is evenly split.)

iii. The free symmetric monoidal category containing a commutative Frobenius
algebra is the category of compact oriented 1-manifolds and 2-dimensional
cobordisms between them (Theorem 3.6.19 of Kock [189], for instance).
This result lies at the foundations of topological quantum field theory.

iv. The free finite product category containing a group is the Lawvere theory of
groups. The same statement holds for any other algebraic structure in place
of groups (Lawvere [201]). This is essentially a tautology, but expresses
a fundamental insight of categorical universal algebra: an algebraic theory
can be understood as a finite product category, and a model of a theory as a
finite-product-preserving functor.

In this section, we construct the free categorical P-algebra containing an
internal algebra, where P is any given operad. We proceed as follows. First,
we construct a certain categorical P-algebra FP. Then, we make precise what
it means for a categorical P-algebra to be ‘free containing an internal algebra’.
Next, we prove that FP has that property. This last result, applied in the case
P = ∆, leads to a characterization of information loss.

We begin by constructing the categorical P-algebra FP, for an operad P of
sets.

The objects of FP are the pairs (n, θ) with n ≥ 0 and θ ∈ Pn. Where con-
fusion will not arise, we write (n, θ) as just θ. For objects ψ = (k, ψ) and
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θ = (n, θ), a map ψ → θ in FP consists of integers k1, . . . , kn ≥ 0 and op-
erations φ1 ∈ Pk1 , . . . , φ

n ∈ Pkn such that

k = k1 + · · · + kn, ψ = θ ◦ (φ1, . . . , φn).

We write this map as

〈φ1, . . . , φn〉θ : ψ→ θ. (12.9)

Thus, the set of objects of the category FP and the set of maps in FP are,
respectively, ∐

n≥0

Pn,
∐

n,k1,...,kn≥0

Pn × Pk1 × · · · × Pkn . (12.10)

Composition and identities in the category FP are defined using the composi-
tion and identity of the operad P.

To give the category FP the structure of a categorical P-algebra, we must
construct from each operation π ∈ Pm a functor

π : (FP)m → FP.

On objects, π is defined by

π(θ1, . . . , θm) = π ◦ (θ1, . . . , θm).

To define the action of π on maps, take an m-tuple of maps

〈φ11, . . . , φ1n1〉θ1 : ψ1 → θ1

...

〈φm1, . . . , φmnm〉θm : ψm → θm

in FP. Then

π
(
〈φ11, . . . , φ1n1〉θ1 , . . . , 〈φm1, . . . , φmnm〉θm

)
= 〈φ11, . . . , φ1n1 , . . . , φm1, . . . , φmnm〉π◦(θ1,...,θm), (12.11)

which is a map π(ψ1, . . . , ψm)→ π(θ1, . . . , θm) in FP.
Verifying that FP satisfies the axioms for a categorical P-algebra is routine.

Lemma 12.4.2 Let P be an operad of sets.

i. The object 1P of FP is terminal.
ii. Write !φ : φ → 1P for the unique map from an object φ of FP to 1P. Then

for any map

〈φ1, . . . , φn〉θ : ψ→ θ
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388 The categorical origins of entropy

in FP, we have

〈φ1, . . . , φn〉θ = θ(!φ1 , . . . , !φn ).

The notation in (i) refers to the identity element 1P ∈ P1 of the operad P,
which corresponds to the object 1P = (1, 1P) of the category FP. It is this
object that is terminal.

Proof For (i), given any object φ of FP, it is immediate from the definition of
FP that there is a unique map φ→ 1P, namely,

!φ = 〈φ〉1P : φ→ 1P.

For (ii), take a map

〈φ1, . . . , φn〉θ : ψ→ θ

in FP. Since !φi is a map φi → 1P, the map θ(!φ1 , . . . , !φn ) has domain

θ(φ1, . . . , φn) = θ ◦ (φ1, . . . , φn) = ψ

and codomain

θ(1P, . . . , 1P) = θ ◦ (1P, . . . , 1P) = θ,

matching the domain and codomain of 〈φ1, . . . , φn〉θ. Now by definition of !φi

and by definition (12.11) of the P-action on maps in FP,

θ(!φ1 , . . . , !φn ) = θ
(
〈φ1〉1P , . . . , 〈φ

n〉1P

)
= 〈φ1, . . . , φn〉θ◦(1P,...,1P)

= 〈φ1, . . . , φn〉θ,

as required. �

The categorical P-algebra FP contains a canonical internal algebra. To spec-
ify it, we use the description of internal algebras in Example 12.2.7(i). Its un-
derlying object is the terminal object 1P. To give 1P the structure of an internal
algebra, we have to specify, for each n ≥ 0 and θ ∈ Pn, a map

θ
(

1P, . . . , 1P︸      ︷︷      ︸
n

)
→ 1P.

The domain here is θ, and the codomain is terminal, so the only possible choice
is the unique map !θ : θ → 1P. This gives 1P the structure of an internal algebra
in the categorical P-algebra FP. We refer to this internal algebra as (1P, !).

When P is a topological operad, the set of objects of FP and the set of maps
in FP (both given in (12.10)) each carry a natural topology. For instance, the set
of maps in FP is a coproduct of product spaces. In this way, FP is an internal
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category in Top. Indeed, FP is a categorical P-algebra in the topological sense
(by the description in Example 12.2.2(ii)) and (1P, !) is an internal algebra in
FP in the topological sense (by the description in Example 12.2.7(iv).)

Remark 12.4.3 As for all of the operadic definitions and constructions in this
chapter, the construction of FP can be generalized to an operad P in an ar-
bitrary category E with suitable properties (in this case, finite products and
countable coproducts over which the products distribute). The general defini-
tion is exactly as suggested by the case E = Top.

Examples 12.4.4 i. Consider the terminal operad 1 of sets. The objects of
the category D = F1 are the natural numbers 0, 1, . . . A map k → n in D
is an ordered n-tuple of natural numbers summing to k, or equivalently, an
order-preserving map {1, . . . , k} → {1, . . . , n}. Thus, D is equivalent to the
category of finite totally ordered sets. It is almost the same as the category
usually denoted by ∆ in algebraic topology, the only difference being that it
also contains the object 0 (corresponding to the empty ordered set).

By construction, D is a categorical 1-algebra, that is, a strict monoidal
category. The monoidal structure is defined on objects by addition and on
maps by disjoint union. Moreover, D contains a canonical internal algebra,
that is, internal monoid. It is the object 1 ∈ D with its unique monoid struc-
ture: the multiplication is the unique map 1 + 1 = 2 → 1 in D, and the
identity is the unique map 0→ 1.

ii. Fix a monoid M and consider the operad P(M). Since P(M)n is empty for
all n , 1, the objects of the category FP(M) are just the elements θ ∈ M. A
map ψ→ θ in FP(M) is an element φ ∈ M such that ψ = θφ. In other words,
regarding the monoid M as a category with a single object ?, the category
FP(M) is the slice M/?. For instance, when the monoid M is cancellative,
FP(M) is the poset of elements of M ordered by divisibility.

iii. Now take the topological operad ∆. The objects of the category F∆ are the
pairs (n,p) with n ≥ 0 and p ∈ ∆n. A map (k, s)→ (n,p) consists of natural
numbers k1, . . . , kn summing to k together with probability distributions ri ∈

∆ki satisfying

s = p ◦ (r1, . . . , rn). (12.12)

This category has a more familiar description. As in (i) above, the n-tuple
(k1, . . . , kn) amounts to an order-preserving map

f : {1, . . . , k} → {1, . . . , n}.

Then p is equal to the pushforward f s of the probability measure s along f .
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(See Definition 2.1.10.) Thus, f is a measure-preserving map(
{1, . . . , k}, s

)
→

(
{1, . . . , n},p

)
.

In Lemma 2.1.9, we showed that given s, p and k1, . . . , kn (or equivalently
s, p and f ), it is always possible to find distributions ri satisfying equa-
tion (12.12). Furthermore, we showed that for i ∈ supp(p), the distribution
ri is uniquely determined, and for i < supp(p), we can choose ri freely in
∆ki .

These observations together imply that up to equivalence, F∆ is the cat-
egory whose objects are finite totally ordered probability spaces (X,p), in
which a map (Y, s) → (X,p) is an order-preserving, measure-preserving
map f together with a probability distribution on f −1(i) for each i ∈ X such
that pi = 0.

By construction, F∆ has the structure of a categorical ∆-algebra. On ob-
jects, the ∆-action takes convex combinations of finite probability spaces,
as in Section 10.1. The one-element probability space (1,u1) has a unique
internal algebra structure in F∆.

Remark 12.4.5 The category F∆ just described is nearly the category
FinOrdProb of finite totally ordered probability spaces. There is a forget-
ful functor F∆ → FinOrdProb, but it is not an equivalence, because of the
complication associated with zero probabilities.

From the point of view of Bayesian inference, it is broadly unsurprising
that such a complication arises. In that subject, special caution is reserved for
probabilities of exactly zero. The Bayesian statistician Dennis Lindley wrote:

leave a little probability for the moon being made of green cheese; it can
be as small as 1 in a million, but have it there since otherwise an army
of astronauts returning with samples of the said cheese will leave you
unmoved. [. . . ] So never believe in anything absolutely, leave some room
for doubt.

([228], p. 104.) He named this principle Cromwell’s rule, after the English
Lord Protector Oliver Cromwell, who wrote to the Church of Scotland in 1650:

I beseech you, in the bowels of Christ, think it possible you may be mis-
taken.

Further discussion can be found in Section 6.8 of Lindley [229].

We now make precise, and prove, the statement that FP is the ‘free categor-
ical P-algebra containing an internal algebra’.

Let P be an operad of sets or topological spaces, and let E : B → A be
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a strict map of categorical P-algebras. An internal algebra in B is a lax map
1 → B, and can be composed with E to obtain a lax map 1 → A. In this way,
E maps internal algebras in B to internal algebras in A.

It will be convenient to use the explicit description of internal algebras de-
rived in Example 12.2.7(i). There, we showed that an internal algebra (b, δ) in
B consists of an object b and a family of maps δθ : θ(b, . . . , b) → b subject
to certain equations. In these terms, the induced internal algebra E(b, δ) in A
consists of the object E(b) and the maps E(δθ).

We now state and prove the universal property of the categorical P-algebra
FP equipped with its internal algebra (1P, !).

Theorem 12.4.6 Let P be an operad of either sets or topological spaces, let
A be a categorical P-algebra, and let (a, γ) be an internal algebra in A. Then
there is a unique strict map E : FP → A of categorical P-algebras such that
E(1P, !) = (a, γ).

This is a universal property of FP together with its internal algebra, and
therefore determines them uniquely up to isomorphism.

Proof To prove uniqueness, let E be a map with the properties stated. Let
θ = (n, θ) be an object of FP; thus, n ≥ 0 and θ ∈ Pn. By definition of the
categorical P-algebra structure on FP,

θ = θ(1P, . . . , 1P).

Applying E to both sides gives

E(θ) = E
(
θ(1P, . . . , 1P)

)
= θ

(
E(1P), . . . , E(1P)

)
= θ(a, . . . , a),

where the second equality holds because E is a strict map of categorical P-
algebras, and the last is by hypothesis. Hence

E(θ) = θ(a, . . . , a), (12.13)

which determines E uniquely on the objects of FP.
To show the same for maps, take a map

〈φ1, . . . , φn〉θ : ψ→ θ

in FP. By Lemma 12.4.2(ii),

〈φ1, . . . , φn〉θ = θ(!φ1 , . . . , !φn ).
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Applying E to both sides gives

E
(
〈φ1, . . . , φn〉θ

)
= E

(
θ(!φ1 , . . . , !φn )

)
= θ

(
E(!φ1 ), . . . , E(!φn )

)
= θ(γφ1 , . . . , γφn ),

for the same reasons as in the argument for objects. Hence

E
(
〈φ1, . . . , φn〉θ

)
= θ(γφ1 , . . . , γφn ), (12.14)

which determines E uniquely on the maps in FP. We have therefore proved
uniqueness.

To prove existence, we define E on objects by equation (12.13) and on maps
by equation (12.14). Verifying that E satisfies the stated conditions (including
continuity in the topological case) is a series of routine checks. �

Corollary 12.4.7 Let P be an operad of sets or topological spaces. Let A be
a categorical P-algebra. Then there is a canonical bijection between internal
algebras in A and strict maps FP→ A of categorical P-algebras. �

Thus, an internal algebra in A can be described as either a lax map 1 → A
or a strict map FP→ A.

Example 12.4.8 In the case P = 1, Theorem 12.4.6 states that for any strict
monoidal category A and monoid a in A, there is exactly one strict monoidal
functor E : D → A that maps the trivial monoid 1 in D to the given monoid a
in A.

Hence, Corollary 12.4.7 implies that given just a monoidal category A, the
monoids in A correspond naturally to the strict monoidal functors D→ A. We
have therefore recovered the classical fact that a monoid in A can be described
as either a lax monoidal functor 1 → A or a strict monoidal functor D → A
(paragraph (5.4.1) of Bénabou [34] and Proposition VII.5.1 of Mac Lane [234],
for instance).

Now consider Theorem 12.4.6 in the case where P is the topological operad
∆ and A is the topological monoid R. By Corollary 12.4.7, the strict maps
F∆ → A of categorical ∆-algebras are in natural bijection with the internal
∆-algebras in A. By Theorem 12.3.1, these in turn correspond to real scalar
multiples of Shannon entropy. Together, these results imply that the strict maps
F∆→ A are naturally parametrized by R.

We now make this parametrization explicit. Since A has only one object, a
strict map F∆→ A of categorical ∆-algebras amounts to a function

E : {maps in F∆} → R
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satisfying certain conditions. Our final theorem classifies such functions.

Theorem 12.4.9 Let E be a function {maps in F∆} → R. The following are
equivalent:

i. E defines a strict map F∆ → R of categorical ∆-algebras in Top (with
respect to the standard categorical ∆-algebra structure on R);

ii. there is some c ∈ R such that for all maps f : s→ p in F∆,

E( f ) = c
(
H(s) − H(p)

)
.

Proof First assume (i). Applying E to the internal algebra (u1, !) in F∆ gives
an internal algebra E(u1, !) in R (whose underlying object is necessarily the
unique object of the category R). So by Theorem 12.3.1, there is some constant
c ∈ R such that E(!p) = cH(p) for all n ≥ 1 and p ∈ ∆n.

Now take any map

〈r1, . . . , rn〉p : s→ p (12.15)

in F∆. Since u1 is terminal in F∆, there is a commutative triangle

s
〈r1,...,rn〉p //

!s ��

p

!p��
u1

(12.16)

in F∆. Applying the functor E to this triangle gives

E(!s) = E(!p) + E
(
〈r1, . . . , rn〉p

)
, (12.17)

which by the result of the last paragraph gives

cH(s) = cH(p) + E
(
〈r1, . . . , rn〉p

)
,

proving (ii).
To show that (ii) implies (i), let c ∈ R. By Theorem 12.3.1, cH defines an

internal algebra structure on the unique object of the category R. Now take a
map (12.15) in F∆. By definition of E,

E
(
〈r1, . . . , rn〉p

)
= c

(
H(s) − H(p)

)
.

But s = p ◦ (r1, . . . , rn) by definition of the maps in F∆, so by the chain rule,

E
(
〈r1, . . . , rn〉p

)
= c

n∑
i=1

piH(ri) = p
(
cH(r1), . . . , cH(rn)

)
.

It follows from the proof of Theorem 12.4.6 that E is a strict map F∆ → R of
categorical ∆-algebras. �
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A result similar to Theorem 12.4.9 can also be proved for the q-logarithmic
entropies, using the q-deformed categorical ∆-algebra structure on R and The-
orem 12.3.2.

Theorem 12.4.9 bears a striking resemblance to the characterization of in-
formation loss in Theorem 10.2.1. It states that the strict maps F∆ → R are
the scalar multiples of the information loss function. But where one theorem
uses the category F∆, the other uses the category FinProb of finite probabil-
ity spaces. The explicit description of F∆ in Example 12.4.4(iii) shows that
there are three differences between F∆ and FinProb. First, the maps in F∆

are required to be order-preserving, whereas in FinProb there is no notion of
ordering at all. Second, the category F∆ is skeletal (isomorphic objects are
equal), but FinProb is not. Third, the maps in the category F∆ are not merely
measure-preserving maps; they also come equipped with a probability distri-
bution on the fibre over each zero-probability element of the codomain.

There is an analogue of Theorem 12.4.9 that comes close to Theorem 10.2.1;
we sketch it now. It uses symmetric operads. As indicated in Remark 12.1.6(ii),
a symmetric operad is an operad P together with an action of the symmetric
group S n on Pn for each n ≥ 0, satisfying suitable axioms. For example, if
A is an object of a symmetric monoidal category then the operad End(A) of
Example 12.1.2(v) has the structure of a symmetric operad. The operad ∆ is
also symmetric in a natural way.

At the cost of some further complications, the notions of categorical P-
algebra and internal algebra, and the construction of the free categorical P-
algebra on an internal algebra, can be extended to symmetric operads P. The
free categorical ∆-algebra Fsym∆ on an internal algebra is much like F∆, but
the maps are no longer required to be order-preserving. In other words, the
first of the three differences between F∆ and FinProb vanishes for Fsym∆. The
second, skeletality, is categorically unimportant. So, the only substantial differ-
ence between Fsym∆ and FinProb is the third: a map in Fsym∆ between finite
probability spaces is a measure-preserving map together with a probability dis-
tribution on each fibre over an element of probability zero.

The symmetric analogue of Theorem 12.4.9 states that the strict maps
Fsym∆ → R of symmetric categorical ∆-algebras are precisely the scalar mul-
tiples of information loss. Translated into explicit terms, this theorem is nearly
the same as the characterization of information loss in Theorem 10.2.1. The
only difference is in the handling of zero probabilities. But the result can easily
be adapted in an ad hoc way to discard the extra data associated with elements
of probability zero, and it then becomes exactly Theorem 10.2.1. Historically,
this categorical argument was, in fact, how the wholly elementary and concrete
Theorem 10.2.1 was first obtained.
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Appendix A

Proofs of background facts

This appendix consists of proofs deferred from the main text.

A.1 Forms of the chain rule for entropy

In Remark 2.2.11, it was asserted that although the chain rule

H
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= H(w) +

n∑
i=1

wiH(pi)

for Shannon entropy appears to be more general (that is, stronger) than the
versions used by some previous authors, straightforward inductive arguments
show that it is equivalent to those special cases. Remark 4.1.6 made a similar
assertion for the q-logarithmic entropies S q, where the equation becomes

S q
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= S q(w) +

∑
i∈supp(w)

wq
i S q(pi).

Here we prove those claims.
In Lemma A.1.1 below, part (i) is the general form of the chain rule, parts (ii)

and (iv) are the special cases used by other authors, and part (iii) is an inter-
mediate case that is helpful for the proof. Each of the four parts corresponds to
a certain type of composition of probability distributions, depicted as a tree in
Figure A.1.

Rather than working with sums over the support of w, in this lemma we
adopt the convention that 0q = 0 for all q ∈ R.

Lemma A.1.1 Let q ∈ R. Let (I : ∆n → R)n≥1 be a sequence of symmetric
functions. The following are equivalent:

395
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· · · · · ·

· · ·

· · · · · ·

w1 wn

p1
1 p1

k1
pn

1 pn
kn

(i)
· · · · · ·

w1 w2 wn

p 1 − p

(ii)

· · · · · ·

· · ·

w1 wn

p1 pk

(iii)

· · · · · ·

w 1 − w

p1 pk r1 r`

(iv)

Figure A.1 Shapes of composites used in the four parts of Lemma A.1.1.

i. for all n, k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n, and pi ∈ ∆ki ,

I
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= I(w) +

n∑
i=1

wq
i I(pi);

ii. for all n ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n, and p ∈ [0, 1],

I
(
w1 p,w1(1 − p),w2, . . . ,wn) = I(w) + wq

1I(p, 1 − p);

iii. for all n, k ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n, and p ∈ ∆k,

I(w1 p1, . . . ,w1 pk,w2, . . . ,wn) = I(w) + wq
1I(p);

iv. for all k, ` ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆k, r ∈ ∆`, and w ∈ [0, 1],

I(wp1, . . . ,wpk, (1 − w)r1, . . . , (1 − w)r`)

= I(w, 1 − w) + wqI(p) + (1 − w)qI(r).

Much of the following argument goes back to Feinstein ([97], p. 5–6).

Proof Trivially, (i) implies (ii).
Assuming (ii), we prove (iii) by induction on k. The case k = 1 reduces to

the statement that I(u1) = 0, which follows by taking n = 1 in (ii). Now let
k ≥ 2, and assume the result for k − 1.
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Let n ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n, and p ∈ ∆k. By symmetry, we can assume that pk < 1.
Using the inductive hypothesis, we have

I(w1 p1, . . . ,w1 pk,w2, . . . ,wn)

= I
(
w1(1 − pk) ·

p1

1 − pk
, . . . ,w1(1 − pk) ·

pk−1

1 − pk
,w1 pk,w2, . . . ,wn

)
= I

(
w1(1 − pk),w1 pk,w2, . . . ,wn

)
+

(
w1(1 − pk)

)qI
( p1

1 − pk
, . . . ,

pk−1

1 − pk

)
,

which by (ii) is equal to

I(w) + wq
1

{
I(1 − pk, pk) + (1 − pk)qI

( p1

1 − pk
, . . . ,

pk−1

1 − pk

)}
.

But by the inductive hypothesis again, the term {· · · } is equal to

I
(
(1 − pk) ·

p1

1 − pk
, . . . , (1 − pk) ·

pk−1

1 − pk
, pk

)
= I(p),

completing the induction.
Now assuming (iii), we prove (iv). Let k, ` ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆k, r ∈ ∆`, and w ∈

[0, 1]. Using (iii), we have

I(wp1, . . . ,wpk, (1 − w)r1, . . . , (1 − w)r`)

= I
(
w, (1 − w)r1, . . . , (1 − w)r`

)
+ wqI(p).

By symmetry and (iii) again, this in turn is equal to

I(w, 1 − w) + (1 − w)qI(r) + wqI(p),

proving (iv).
Finally, assume (iv). We prove (i) by induction on n. The case n = 1 just

states that I(u1) = 0, which follows from (iv) by taking k = ` = 1. Now let
n ≥ 2, and assume the result for n − 1.

Let k1, . . . , kn ≥ 1, w ∈ ∆n, and pi ∈ ∆ki . By symmetry, we can assume that
w1 > 0. Write

p12 =

( w1

w1 + w2
p1

1, . . . ,
w1

w1 + w2
p1

k1
,

w2

w1 + w2
p2

1, . . . ,
w2

w1 + w2
p2

k2

)
∈ ∆k1+k2 .

Then

w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn) = (w1 + w2,w3, . . . ,wn) ◦ (p12,p3, . . . ,pn),
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so by inductive hypothesis,

I
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
= I(w1 + w2,w3, . . . ,wn) + (w1 + w2)qI(p12) +

n∑
i=3

wq
i I(pi). (A.1)

On the other hand, by (iv),

I(p12) = I
( w1

w1 + w2
,

w2

w1 + w2

)
+

( w1

w1 + w2

)q
I(p1) +

( w2

w1 + w2

)q
I(p2).

Substituting this into (A.1), we deduce that I
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)

)
is equal to

I(w1 + w2,w3, . . . ,wn) + (w1 + w2)qI
( w1

w1 + w2
,

w2

w1 + w2

)
+

n∑
i=1

wq
i I(pi). (A.2)

But applying the inductive hypothesis to the composite

w = (w1 + w2,w3, . . . ,wn) ◦
(( w1

w1 + w2
,

w2

w1 + w2

)
,u1, . . . ,u1

)
gives

I(w) = I(w1 + w2,w3, . . . ,wn) + (w1 + w2)qI
( w1

w1 + w2
,

w2

w1 + w2

)
(recalling that I(u1) = 0). Hence the expression (A.2) reduces to

I(w) +

n∑
i=1

wq
i I(pi),

proving (i). �

A.2 The expected number of species in a random sample

Here we prove the result stated in Example 4.3.6, which expresses the diversity
index of Hurlbert, Smith and Grassle in terms of the Hill numbers Dq(p).

Recall that we are modelling an ecological community with n species via its
relative abundance distribution, and that HHSG

m (p) denotes the expected number
of different species represented in a random sample with replacement of m
individuals. The claim is that

HHSG
m (p) =

m∑
q=1

(−1)q−1
(
m
q

)
Dq(p)1−q.



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

A.3 The diversity profile determines the distribution 399

Define random variables X1, . . . , Xn by

Xi =

1 if species i is present in the sample,

0 otherwise.

Then
∑n

i=1 Xi is the number of different species in the sample, so

HHSG
m (p) = E

( n∑
i=1

Xi

)
=

n∑
i=1

E(Xi)

=

n∑
i=1

Pr(species i is present in the sample)

=

n∑
i=1

(
1 − (1 − pi)m)

,

as Hurlbert observed (equation (14) of [148]). It follows that

HHSG
m (p) = n −

n∑
i=1

m∑
q=0

(
m
q

)
(−pi)q

= n −
m∑

q=0

(−1)q
(
m
q

) n∑
i=1

pq
i

= n −
{(

m
0

)
n −

(
m
1

)
1 +

m∑
q=2

(−1)q
(
m
q

)
Dq(p)1−q

}

= m −
m∑

q=2

(−1)q
(
m
q

)
Dq(p)1−q

=

m∑
q=1

(−1)q−1
(
m
q

)
Dq(p)1−q,

as claimed.

A.3 The diversity profile determines the distribution

Here we prove the result claimed in Remark 4.4.9: two probability distributions
on the same finite set have the same diversity profile if and only if one is a
permutation of the other. Formally:
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Lemma A.3.1 Let n ≥ 1 and p, r ∈ ∆n. The following are equivalent:

i. Dq(p) = Dq(r) for all q ∈ [−∞,∞];

ii. there exists a subset Q ⊆ [−∞,∞), unbounded above, such that Dq(p) =

Dq(r) for all q ∈ Q;

iii. p = rσ for some permutation σ of {1, . . . , n}.

This result first appeared as Proposition A22 of the appendix to Leinster and
Cobbold [218].

Proof (iii) implies (i) by the symmetry of the Hill numbers (Lemma 4.4.8),
and (i) implies (ii) trivially. Now assuming (ii), we prove (iii) by induction on
n. It is trivial for n = 1. Let n ≥ 2, assume the result for n−1, and take p, r ∈ ∆n

such that Dq(p) = Dq(r) for all elements q of some set Q ⊆ [−∞,∞) that is
unbounded above. We may assume that −∞ < Q and 1 < Q (for if not, remove
them).

We know that Dq(p) is continuous in q ∈ [−∞,∞], by Lemma 4.2.7 or
Lemma 6.2.4(i). Since Q is unbounded above,

lim
q∈Q, q→∞

Dq(p) = D∞(p) = 1
/
max
1≤i≤n

pi.

The same is true for Dq(r). Hence by assumption, maxi pi = maxi ri. Choose k
and ` such that pk = maxi pi and r` = maxi ri. Then pk = r`.

If pk = r` = 1 then p and r are both of the form (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0), so one
is a permutation of the other. Assuming otherwise, define p′, r′ ∈ ∆n−1 by

p′ =

( p1

1 − pk
, . . . ,

pk−1

1 − pk
,

pk+1

1 − pk
, . . . ,

pn

1 − pk

)
and similarly for r′. Then for all q ∈ Q,

Dq(p′) = (1 − pk)q/(q−1)
(∑

i,k

pq
i

)1/(1−q)

= (1 − pk)q/(q−1)(Dq(p)1−q − pq
k
)1/(1−q)

.

Similarly,

Dq(r′) = (1 − r`)q/(q−1)(Dq(r)1−q − rq
`

)1/(1−q)
.

But pk = r` and Dq(p) = Dq(r), so Dq(p′) = Dq(r′). This holds for all q ∈ Q,
so by inductive hypothesis, p′ is a permutation of r′. It follows that p is a
permutation of r, completing the induction. �
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A.4 Affine functions

Here we prove Lemma 5.1.7, which is restated here for convenience.

Lemma 5.1.7 Let α : I → J be a function between real intervals. The follow-
ing are equivalent:

i. α is affine;
ii. α

(∑
λixi

)
=

∑
λiα(xi) for all n ≥ 1, x1, . . . , xn ∈ I and λ1, . . . , λn ∈ R such

that
∑
λi = 1 and

∑
λixi ∈ I;

iii. there exist constants a, b ∈ R such that α(x) = ax + b for all x ∈ I;
iv. α is continuous and α

( 1
2 (x1 + x2)

)
= 1

2
(
α(x1) + α(x2)

)
for all x1, x2 ∈ I.

Proof First we assume (i) and prove (ii). By induction,

α

( n∑
i=1

pixi

)
=

n∑
i=1

piα(xi) (A.3)

for all n ≥ 1, p ∈ ∆n, and x ∈ In. Now let n ≥ 1, x1, . . . , xn ∈ I and λ1, . . . , λn ∈

R with
∑
λi = 1 and

∑
λixi ∈ I. Assume without loss of generality that

λ1, . . . , λk ≥ 0, λk+1, . . . , λn < 0

for some k ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Write

µ =

k∑
i=1

λi = 1 −
n∑

i=k+1

λi ≥ 1, w =

n∑
i=1

λixi ∈ I.

Then
k∑

i=1

λi

µ
xi =

1
µ

w +

n∑
i=k+1

−λi

µ
xi.

The coefficients λ1/µ, . . . , λk/µ on the left-hand side are nonnegative and sum
to 1, and the same is true of the coefficients 1/µ,−λk+1/µ, . . . ,−λn/µ on the
right-hand side. Hence we can apply α throughout and use equation (A.3) on
both sides, giving

k∑
i=1

λi

µ
α(xi) =

1
µ
α(w) +

n∑
i=k+1

−λi

µ
α(xi).

Rearranging gives

α(w) =

n∑
i=1

λiα(xi),

proving (ii).
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Next we assume (ii) and prove (iii). If I is trivial, the result is trivial. Other-
wise, we can choose distinct x1, x2 ∈ I. Put

a =
α(x2) − α(x1)

x2 − x1
, b =

α(x1)x2 − α(x2)x1

x2 − x1
,

and define α′ : R → R by α′(x) = ax + b. We show that α(x) = α′(x) for all
x ∈ I. First, this is true when x ∈ {x1, x2}, by direct calculation. Second, every
element of I can be written as λ1x1 +λ2x2 for some λ1, λ2 ∈ Rwith λ1 +λ2 = 1.
Since both α and α′ satisfy (ii), the result follows.

Trivially, (iii) implies (iv).
Finally, assuming (iv), we prove (i). By continuity, it is enough to prove that

α
(
px1 + (1 − p)x2

)
= pα(x1) + (1 − p)α(x2)

whenever x1, x2 ∈ I and p ∈ [0, 1] is a dyadic rational, that is, p = m/2n for
some integers n ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ m ≤ 2n. We do this by induction on n. It is trivial
for n = 0. Now let n ≥ 1 and assume the result for n − 1. Let x1, x2 ∈ I, let
0 ≤ m ≤ 2n, and assume without loss of generality that m ≤ 2n−1 (otherwise
we can reverse the roles of x1 and x2). Then

α

(
m
2n x1 +

(
1 −

m
2n

)
x2

)
= α

(
m

2n−1 ·
1
2

(x1 + x2) +

(
1 −

m
2n−1

)
x2

)
(A.4)

=
m

2n−1α
(1
2

(x1 + x2)
)

+

(
1 −

m
2n−1

)
α(x2) (A.5)

=
m

2n−1 ·
1
2
(
α(x1) + α(x2)

)
+

(
1 −

m
2n−1

)
α(x2) (A.6)

=
m
2nα(x1) +

(
1 −

m
2n

)
α(x2), (A.7)

where (A.4) and (A.7) are elementary, (A.5) is by inductive hypothesis,
and (A.6) is by (iv). This completes the induction and, therefore, the proof. �

A.5 Diversity of integer orders

Here we prove the statement made in Example 6.1.7 on computation of the
diversity DZ

q (p) for integers q ≥ 2: that in the notation defined there,

DZ
q (p) = µ

1/(1−q)
q .
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Indeed, adopting the convention that all sums run over 1, . . . , n,

DZ
q (p)1−q =

∑
i

pi

(∑
j

Zi j p j

)q−1

=
∑

i, j1,..., jq−1

piZi j1 p j1 Zi j2 p j2 · · · Zi jq−1 p jq−1

=
∑

i1,i2,...,iq

pi1 pi2 · · · piq Zi1i2 Zi1i3 · · · Zi1iq

= µq,

as required.

A.6 The maximum entropy of a coupling

Let p and r be probability distributions on finite setsX andY, respectively. We
showed in Remark 8.1.13 that among all distributions onX×Y with marginals
p and r, none has greater entropy than p ⊗ r. In other words,

H(P) ≤ H(p ⊗ r) (A.8)

for all probability distributions P on X×Y whose marginal distributions are p
and r. It was also claimed there that unless q = 0 or q = 1, the inequality (A.8)
fails when H is replaced by the Rényi entropy Hq or the q-logarithmic entropy
S q. Here we prove this claim.

Since Hq and S q are increasing, invertible transformations of one another,
it suffices to prove it for Hq. And since Rényi entropy is logarithmic (equa-
tion (4.14)), the inequality in question can be restated as

Hq(P) ≤ Hq(p) + Hq(r). (A.9)

This is true for q = 0:

supp(P) ⊆ supp(p) × supp(r),

so

|supp(P)| ≤ |supp(p)| · |supp(r)|,

giving

H0(P) = log|supp(P)| ≤ log|supp(p)| + log|supp(r)| = H0(p) + H0(r).

Our task now is to show that except in the cases q = 0 and q = 1, the inequal-
ity (A.9) is false. Thus, we prove that for each q ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (1,∞], there exist
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finite sets X and Y and a probability distribution P on X ×Y such that

Hq(P) > Hq(p) + Hq(r),

where p and r are the marginal distributions of P.
We will treat separately the cases q ∈ (0, 1), q ∈ (1,∞), and q = ∞. In all

cases, we will take X = Y = {1, . . . ,N} for some N. A probability distribution
P on X×Y is then an N ×N matrix of nonnegative real numbers whose entries
sum to 1, and its marginals p and r are given by the row-sums and column-
sums:

pi =

N∑
j=1

Pi j, r j =

N∑
i=1

Pi j

(i, j ∈ {1, . . . ,N}).
First let q ∈ (0, 1). For each N ≥ 2, define an N × N matrix P by

P =


1 − (N − 1)(q−1)/q 0 · · · 0

0 (N − 1)(−q−1)/q · · · (N − 1)(−q−1)/q

...
...

...

0 (N − 1)(−q−1)/q · · · (N − 1)(−q−1)/q

 .
The entries of P sum to 1, and 1−(N−1)(q−1)/q ≥ 0 since q ∈ (0, 1), so P ∈ ∆N2 .
We have

Hq(P) =
1

1 − q
log

((
1 − (N − 1)(q−1)/q)q

+ (N − 1)2(N − 1)−q−1
)

≥
1

1 − q
log

(
(N − 1)−q+1)

= log(N − 1).

The marginals of P are

p = r =
(
1 − (N − 1)(q−1)/q, (N − 1)−1/q, . . . , (N − 1)−1/q︸                              ︷︷                              ︸

N−1

)
,

so

Hq(p) = Hq(r) =
1

1 − q
log

((
1 − (N − 1)(q−1)/q)q

+ (N − 1) · (N − 1)−1
)

<
1

1 − q
log 2.

Hence

Hq(P) −
(
Hq(p) + Hq(r)

)
> log(N − 1) −

2
1 − q

log 2→ ∞
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as N → ∞. In particular, Hq(P) > Hq(p) + Hq(r) when N is sufficiently large.
Now let q ∈ (1,∞). For each N ≥ 2, define an N × N matrix P by

P =


0 1/2(N − 1) · · · 1/2(N − 1)

1/2(N − 1) 0 · · · 0
...

...
...

1/2(N − 1) 0 · · · 0

 .
The entries of P are nonnegative and sum to 1, and

Hq(P) = Hq(u2(N−1)) = log
(
2(N − 1)

)
→ ∞

as N → ∞. The marginals of P are

p = r =
(
1/2, 1/2(N − 1), . . . , 1/2(N − 1)︸                              ︷︷                              ︸

N−1

)
,

and

Hq(p) = Hq(r) =
1

1 − q
log

(
(1/2)q + (N − 1) ·

(
1/2(N − 1)

)q
)

=
1

1 − q
log

(
(1/2)q) +

1
1 − q

log
(
1 + (N − 1)1−q)

→
1

1 − q
log

(
(1/2)q)

as N → ∞, since q > 1. Hence

Hq(P) −
(
Hq(p) + Hq(r)

)
→ ∞

as N → ∞, which again implies that Hq(P) > Hq(p) + Hq(r) when N is suffi-
ciently large.

Finally, let q = ∞. The same matrix P as in the previous case has

H∞(P) = log
(
2(N − 1)

)
,

H∞(p) = H∞(r) = log 2.

Hence

H∞(P) −
(
H∞(p) + H∞(r)

)
= log

(
2(N − 1)

)
− 2 log 2→ ∞

as N → ∞. Once again, this implies that H∞(P) > H∞(p) + H∞(r) for suffi-
ciently large N.
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A.7 Convex duality

Here we prove Theorem 9.2.7, which is restated here for convenience.

Theorem 9.2.7 (Legendre–Fenchel) Let f : R → R be a convex function.
Then f ∗∗ = f .

Proof Let x ∈ R. By definition of convex conjugate,

f ∗∗(x) = sup
λ∈R

(
λx − f ∗(λ)

)
= sup

λ∈R
inf
y∈R

(
λ(x − y) + f (y)

)
. (A.10)

In particular,

f ∗∗(x) ≤ sup
λ∈R

(
λ(x − x) + f (x)

)
= f (x),

so it remains to prove that f ∗∗(x) ≥ f (x). In fact, we will show that there exists
λ ∈ R such that

λ(x − y) + f (y) ≥ f (x) for all y ∈ R. (A.11)

By (A.10), this will suffice. Now, a real number λ satisfies (A.11) if and only
if

sup
y∈(−∞,x)

f (x) − f (y)
x − y

≤ λ ≤ inf
z∈(x,∞)

f (z) − f (x)
z − x

,

so such a λ exists if and only if

f (x) − f (y)
x − y

≤
f (z) − f (x)

z − x
(A.12)

for all y < x < z. We now prove this. Take y and z such that y < x < z. Then
x = py + (1 − p)z for some p ∈ (0, 1), and the inequality (A.12) to be proved
states that

f (x) − f (y)
(1 − p)(z − y)

≤
f (z) − f (x)

p(z − y)
,

or equivalently,

f (x) ≤ p f (y) + (1 − p) f (z).

This is true by convexity of f . �
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A.8 Cumulant generating functions are convex

In Section 9.2, we used the fact that the cumulant generating function of any
real random variable is convex. Here we prove this.

If we are willing to assume that the cumulant generating function is twice
differentiable, then the result can be deduced from the Cauchy–Schwarz in-
equality, as in Section 5.11 of Grimmett and Stirzaker [128]. But there is no
need to make this assumption. Instead, we use a more general standard inequal-
ity:

Theorem A.8.1 (Hölder’s inequality) Let Ω be a measure space, let p, q ∈
(1,∞) with 1/p + 1/q = 1, and let f , g : Ω → [0,∞) be measurable functions.
Then ∫

Ω

f g ≤
(∫

Ω

f p
)1/p(∫

Ω

gq
)1/q

.

Here we allow the possibility that one or more of the integrals is∞.

Proof This is Theorem 6.2 of Folland [106], for instance. �

Corollary A.8.2 Let X be a real random variable. Then the function

R → [0,∞]
λ 7→ logE(eλX)

is convex.

Proof We have to prove that for all λ, µ ∈ R and t ∈ [0, 1],

logE
(
e(tλ+(1−t)µ)X

)
≤ t logE

(
eλX) + (1 − t) logE

(
e µX),

or equivalently,

E
(
etλXe(1−t)µX

)
≤ E

(
eλX)t

E
(
e µX)1−t

.

This is trivial if t = 0 or t = 1. Supposing otherwise, write p = 1/t, q =

1/(1 − t), U = etλX , and V = e(1−t)µX . Thus, p, q ∈ (1,∞) with 1/p + 1/q = 1,
and U and V are nonnegative real random variables on the same sample space.
The inequality to be proved is that

E(UV) ≤ E(U p)1/p E(Vq)1/q,

which is just Hölder’s inequality in probabilistic notation. �
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A.9 Functions on a finite field

Here we prove Lemma 11.4.1, which is restated here for convenience.

Lemma 11.4.1 Let K be a finite field with q elements, let n ≥ 0, and let
F : Kn → K be a function. Then there is a unique polynomial f of the form

f (x1, . . . , xn) =
∑

0≤r1,...,rn<q

cr1,...,rn xr1
1 · · · x

rn
n (A.13)

(cr1,...,rn ∈ K) such that

f (π1, . . . , πn) = F(π1, . . . , πn)

for all π1, . . . , πn ∈ K.

This result is standard. For instance, Section 10.3 of Roman [297] gives a
proof in the case n = 1.

Proof Write K<q[x1, . . . , xn] for the set of polynomials of degree less than q in
each variable, that is, of the form (A.13). Write R( f ) : Kn → K for the function
induced by a polynomial f in n variables. Then R defines a map

R : K<q[x1, . . . , xn]→ {functions Kn → K}.

We have to prove that R is bijective. Both domain and codomain have qqn

elements, so it suffices to prove that R is surjective.
First define a polynomial δ by

δ(x1, . . . , xn) = (1 − xq−1
1 ) · · · (1 − xq−1

n ).

Then δ has degree q − 1 in each variable, and for a1, . . . , an ∈ K,

R(δ)(a1, . . . , an) =

1 if a1 = · · · = an = 0,

0 otherwise.

Now, given a function F : Kn → K, define a polynomial f by

f (x1, . . . , xn) =
∑

a1,...,an∈K

F(a1, . . . , an)δ(x1 − a1, . . . , xn − an).

Then f has degree at most q − 1 in each variable and R( f ) = F, as required. �

There are other proofs. For instance, one can prove that R is injective rather
than surjective, showing by induction on n that its kernel is trivial. I thank Todd
Trimble for pointing out to me the Lagrange interpolation argument above.
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Appendix B

Summary of conditions

Here we list the main conditions on means, diversity measures and value mea-
sures used in the text. For each condition, we give an abbreviated form of the
definition and a reference to the point(s) in the text where it is defined in full.

Weighted means

The following conditions apply to a sequence
(
M : ∆n×In → I

)
n≥1 of functions,

where I is a real interval. For the homogeneity and multiplicativity conditions,
I is assumed to be closed under multiplication.

Name Abbreviated definition Reference

Absence- M((. . . , pi−1, 0, pi+1), (. . . , xi−1, xi, xi+1, . . .))
invariant = M((. . . , pi−1, pi+1, . . .), (. . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . .)) Def 4.2.10

Chain rule M(w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn)
= M(w, (M(p1, x1), . . . ,M(pn, xn))) Def 4.2.23

Consistent M(p, (x, . . . , x)) = x Def 4.2.16

Convex M(p, 1
2 (x + y)) ≤ max{M(p, x),M(p, y)} Def 9.4.1

Homogeneous M(p, cx) = cM(p, x) Def 4.2.21

Increasing x ≤ y =⇒ M(p, x) ≤ M(p, y) Def 4.2.18

Modular M
(
w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn), x1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ xn) depends

only on w and M(p1, x1), . . . ,M(pn, xn) Def 4.2.25

Multiplicative M(p ⊗ p′, x ⊗ x′) = M(p, x)M(p′, x′) Def 4.2.27

Natural M( f p, x) = M(p, x f ) Def 4.2.12

Quasiarithmetic M(p, x) = φ−1(∑ piφ(xi)
)

for some φ Def 5.1.1

409
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Repetition M((. . . , pi, pi+1, . . .), (. . . , xi, xi, . . .))
= M((. . . , pi + pi+1, . . .), (. . . , xi, . . .)) Def 4.2.10

Strictly increasing x ≤ y and xi < yi for some i ∈ supp(p)
=⇒ M(p, x) < M(p, y) Def 4.2.18

Symmetric M(p, x) = M(pσ, xσ) Def 4.2.10

Unweighted means

The following conditions apply to a sequence
(
M : In → I

)
n≥1 of functions,

where I is a real interval. For the homogeneity and multiplicativity conditions,
I is assumed to be closed under multiplication.

Name Abbreviated definition Reference

Consistent M(x, . . . , x) = x Def 5.2.3

Decomposable M
(
x1

1, . . . , x
1
k1
, . . . , xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

)
= M(a1, . . . , a1, . . . , an, . . . , an)
where ai = M

(
xi

1, . . . , x
i
ki

)
Def 5.2.9

Homogeneous M(cx) = cM(x) Def 5.2.13

Increasing x ≤ y =⇒ M(x) ≤ M(y) Def 5.2.5

Modular M
(
x1

1, . . . , x
1
k1
, . . . , xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

)
depends only on k1, . . . , kn and
M

(
x1

1, . . . , x
1
k1

)
, . . . ,M

(
xn

1, . . . , x
n
kn

)
Def 5.2.12

Multiplicative M(x ⊗ y) = M(x)M(y) Def 5.2.18

Quasiarithmetic M(x) = φ−1(∑ 1
nφ(xi)

)
for some φ p. 140

Strictly increasing x ≤ y , x =⇒ M(x) < M(y) Def 5.2.5

Symmetric M(x) = M(xσ) Def 5.2.1

Diversity measures

The following conditions apply to a sequence
(
D : ∆n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1 of func-

tions, that is, a diversity measure for communities modelled as finite probabil-
ity distributions (without incorporating species similarity).
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Name Abbreviated definition Reference

Absence-invariant D(. . . , pi−1, 0, pi+1, . . .)
= D(. . . , pi−1, pi+1, . . .) Def 4.4.7

Continuous D : ∆n → (0,∞) is continuous Def 4.4.5

Continuous in
positive probabilities D : ∆◦n → (0,∞) is continuous Def 4.4.5

Effective number D(un) = n Def 2.4.5

Modular D(w ◦ (p1, . . . ,pn)) depends p. 56,
only on w and D(p1), . . . ,D(pn) Def 4.4.14

Modular-monotone D(pi) ≤ D(̃pi) for all i =⇒

D(w◦(p1, . . . ,pn)) ≤ D(w◦ (̃p1, . . . , p̃n)) Def 7.4.1

Multiplicative D(p ⊗ r) = D(p)D(r) Def 4.4.16

Normalized D(u1) = 1 p. 246

Replication principle D(un ⊗ p) = nD(p) p. 56,
Def 4.4.18

Symmetric D(p) = D(pσ) p. 96

Value measures

The following conditions apply to a sequence
(
σ : ∆n × (0,∞)n → (0,∞)

)
n≥1

of functions. Such a sequence is of the same type as a weighted mean on
(0,∞), and the same terminology applies. We also use two further conditions.

Name Abbreviated definition Reference

Continuous in

positive probabilities σ(−, v) : ∆◦n → (0,∞) is continuous Def 7.3.1

Effective number σ(un, (1, . . . , 1)) = n Def 7.3.2
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[127] M. Grendár and R. K. Niven. The Pólya information divergence. Information
Sciences, 180:4189–4194, 2010.

[128] G. Grimmett and D. Stirzaker. Probability and Random Processes. Oxford
University Press, 3rd edition, 2001.

[129] M. Gromov. Metric Structures for Riemannian and Non-Riemannian Spaces.
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ysis. Sankhyā: The Indian Journal of Statistics, 44(1):1–22, 1982.

[285] C. R. Rao. Differential metrics in probability spaces. In Differential Geometry
in Statistical Inference, volume 10 of Lecture Notes—Monograph Series, pages
217–240. Institute of Mathematical Statistics, Hayward, California, 1987.

[286] P. N. Rathie and P. Kannappan. A directed-divergence function of type β. Infor-
mation and Control, 20:38–45, 1972.

[287] A. Ratnaparkhi. Learning to parse natural language with maximum entropy mod-
els. Machine Learning, 34:151–175, 1999.

[288] M. C. Reed. Mathematical biology is good for mathematics. Notices of the
American Mathematical Society, 62(10):1172–1176, 2015.

[289] D. Reem. Remarks on the Cauchy functional equation and variations of it. Ae-
quationes Mathematicae, 91:237–264, 2017.

[290] R. Reeve, T. Leinster, C. A. Cobbold, J. Thompson, N. Brummitt, S. N. Mitchell,
and L. Matthews. How to partition diversity. Preprint arXiv:1404.6520v3, avail-
able at arXiv.org, 2016.
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Index of notation

Standard notation

N the set {0, 1, 2, . . .} of natural numbers
Z the set {. . . ,−1, 0, 1, . . .} of integers
Q,R,C the sets of rational, real and complex numbers
[a, b] the interval {x ∈ R : a ≤ x ≤ b}
[a, b) the interval {x ∈ R : a ≤ x < b}
(a, b] the interval {x ∈ R : a < x ≤ b}
(a, b) the interval {x ∈ R : a < x < b}
bxc the greatest integer less than or equal to x
dxe the least integer greater than or equal to x
f |A the restriction of a function f : X → Y to a subset A ⊆ X
MT the transpose of a matrix M
Pr(A) the probability of an event A
E(X) the expected value of a real random variable X
log natural (base e) logarithm
dν/dµ Radon–Nikodym derivative
I identity matrix (see also I below)
|S | the cardinality of a finite set S (see also | · | below)

Notation defined in the text

A, 276
A, 277
An, 65
Alg, 375
B, 280
D, 53
Dq, 114
D(− ‖ −), 70
D×(− ‖ −), 70

Dmax, 194
dimM, 223
End, 372
expq, 113
F, 386
FinProb, 331
G, 273
h, 360
H, 39, 259, 333, 347, 355

Hp, 356
Hq, 111
HR, 356
H(2), 40
H(−,−), 259
H(2)(−,−), 265
H(− | −), 260
H(2)(− | −), 265
H(− ‖ −), 63
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432 Index of notation

Hq(− ‖ −), 237
H×(− ‖ −), 67
H(2)(− ‖ −), 66
H(2)×(− ‖ −), 67
HHSG, 116
I, 84, 305
I(−;−), 263
I(2)(−;−), 265
im, 250
L, 334, 355
Lq, 341
lim inf, 25
lnq, 28
mX , 304
Mt(−), 142
Mt(−,−), 100
Mφ, 135, 140
N(−,−), 318
p, 270
p?, 291
P, 270
P?, 291
pi, 270
Pi j, 270
P• j, 271
P• j, 297
P(M), 371
Pr(x), 259
qp, 345
R, 279
S q, 93
S (2)

q , 95
S q(− ‖ −), 98
Set, 373

supp, 34, 333, 344
Top, 373
un, 34, 349
UX, 295
Vi, 219
V ′i , 220
w, 270
w?, 292
w j, 270
Xr, 304
ZB, 196
(Z/p2Z)×, 346

α, 200
α j, 271
β j, 271
γ j, 272
∂, 42, 348
∆, 372
∆n, 34
∆◦n, 34
∆

(p)
n , 356

∆X, 330
λ, 19
Πn, 344
σ, 298
σq, 226
χ, 206
ω, 201

◦, 34, 370
πr, 38
⊗, 38, 110
(−)⊗d, 39

pσ, 65
,̂ 81, 196

xy, x/y, etc., 105
x f , 106
≤, 108
⊕, 109, 190
(−)(q), 123
#, 129
∗, 144
( ), 159, 374
∼, 181
Zθ, 186
| · |, 196, 208, 210, 217
tA, 213
C, 233
X | y, 260
1n, 298, 318
f ∗, 310
‖ · ‖p, 315
f∗, 316
1P, 370, 388
1, 371
( )0, 377
( )1, 377
X × A, 377
〈· · ·〉θ, 387
!, 387
f s, 331∐

, 332
t, 332, 355
£1, 364
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Index

absence-invariance
of diversity measure, 122, 187
of mean, 106
of value measure, 240

abundance
absolute, 232
meaning of, 33
relative, 33
relative vs. absolute, 53, 204

additive function, 16
adjacency matrix, 173, 181
adjacent, 176
affine function, 136, 401
age, 305
Aitchison, John, 125
algebra for operad, 374

categorical, see categorical algebra for
operad

map of, 375
topological, 374

all entropy is relative, 63, 75, 294
alpha-diversity, 74, 269

independent of beta-diversity, 285
independent of redundancy, 286
normalized metacommunity, 277
raw metacommunity, 276, 277
subcommunity, 271

analysis of variance, 269
antimicrobial resistance, 6
apes, 3, 117
applied mathematics, 13
approximation property, 164
associative algebra, 211
associativity, 37

in operad, 371
of tensor product, 39

Aubrun, Guillaume, 11, 303, 315–322
axiom of choice, 20

Baez, John, 86, 338, 342
–Dolan cardinality, 209

balanced, 274
ball, magnitude of, 220
Barceló, Juan Antonio, 220, 221
Batanin, Michael, 381
Bayesian inference, 390
Bentham, Jeremy, 229
Berarducci, Alessandro, 202
Berger–Parker index, 115, 155, 175
Bessel, Friedrich

capacity, 222
polynomials, 221

beta-diversity, 74, 269
independent of alpha-diversity, 285
metacommunity, 280
subcommunity, 271

Bhattacharyya angle, 78, 80
binomial expansion, 303
bipartite graph, 214
birds, 3, 72, 117
block, 49
Boardman, Michael, 372
Bonner, John, 13
box-counting dimension, 223
bushes, 174
butterflies, 178

Canadian French, 68
Cantor set, 223
capacity, 222
Carbery, Anthony, 220, 221
cardinality, 206, 266

of groupoid, 209
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434 Index

cards, playing, 34, 43, 333
Cartan matrix, 211
categorical algebra for operad, 377

free on internal algebra, 390
internal algebra in, 381
lax map of, 380
one-object, 378, 382
strict map of, 379, 392
topological, 378

category, 207
category theory, 7, 11, 207, 312, 368
Cathelineau, Jean-Louis, 344, 363
Cauchy, Augustin

functional equation, 16
surface area theorem, 219

central limit theorem, 76, 308
Cerf, Raphaël, 304, 309, 315, 322
Cesàro, Ernesto

limit, 27
–Stolz theorem, 28

chain rule
complicated nature of, 330
for conditional entropy, 262
for diversity, 190, 192
forms of, 44, 88, 395
for Hill numbers, 123, 124
for means, 109, 375
for metacommunity diversities, 292
modulo a prime, 351, 362
naming of, 262
for power means, 109
for q-logarithmic entropy, 96
for relative entropy, 65
for Shannon entropy, 42, 58
for value measures, 241

change of variable, 106
Chao, Anne, 234

–Chiu–Jost phylogenetic diversity, 199, 232
characteristic function, 305
Charvát, František, 95
cherry-picking, 116
Chuang, Joseph, 211
classifying space, 208
clique, 201, 202
Cobbold, Christina, vi, 117, 170–192
cocycle identity, 363, 366
code, 45
coin

-die-card process, 34, 43
toss, 303, 333, 337

collective utility function, 228

community, 33
reference, 70

complement, 201
composition

associativity of, 37, 371
in operad, 370
of probability distributions, 34

computer network security, 7, 180
concavity, 41
concentration, 116
conditional entropy, 260, 276, 279, 295

and information loss, 335
conditional probability, 259
conservation, 5, 6, 169, 224, 236
consistent

unweighted mean, 143
weighted mean, 108

continuous
diversity measure, 121
measure of information loss, 337
in positive probabilities, 121, 242

convergence, 338
convex

body, 220
combination, 332
conjugate, 310, 406
duality, 310, 406
function, 311
hull, 319
mean, 322
set, 216, 219

coupling
independent, 268
maximum entropy of, 403

covering number, 201
Cramér, Harald, 307, 308

dual of theorem, 313
–Rao bound, 84

Cromwell, Oliver, 390
cross diversity, 70, 271
cross entropy, 67, 68, 271, 295, see also

relative entropy
cumulant generating function, 314, 407

Daróczy, Zoltán, 97
decomposable, 144
decomposition, 37
decreasing, 22
deformation, 91
deformed ∆-algebra structure, 375, 379, 384
derivation, 42

p-, 348
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determined by, 259
deterministic process, 329, 335, 336

reversible, 336
DeVries, Philip, 178
diagonally dominant, 203
die, 34, 43
differential entropy, 75
dimension, 8, 223
disintegration, 38
dissimilarity matrix, 181
distance, 78
distribution, 345
divergence, see relative entropy
diversity, 3, see also Hill number

absence-invariance of, 187
bounds on, 183
chain rule for, 190, 192
continuity of, 184
functional, 171, 177
genetic, 171, 177
identical species property, 188
of integer order, 176, 402
lexical, 7
maximization of, 192
modularity of, 191
morphological, 177
naturality of, 186
of negative order, 175
of order 1, 53
of order q, 114
partitioning of, 74, 269, 272, 281, 301
phylogenetic, 171, 177
range of, 183
similarity-sensitive, see similarity-sensitive

diversity
symmetry of, 187
taxonomic, 171, 177
and value, 232

diversity measure, 3, see also Hill number
applications of, 7, 179
conditions on, 410
image of, 250
logical behaviour of, 10, 54, 57, 182, 186
metacommunity, 273, 283
subcommunity, 269

diversity profile, 116, 178
is decreasing, 119, 182
determines distribution, 122, 399
non-convex, 120

Dolan, James, 209
duality for power means, 105, 159

economics, 7, 115, 116, 228, 236
effective number, 54, 242

Hill numbers are, 114
of points, 212
of political parties, 118
of species, 9, 183, 274
of subcommunities, 274, 281, 287

Elbaz-Vincent, Philippe, 363–365
elimination of species, 197, 200, 204
empirical distribution, 81
endomorphism operad, 372, 375
English language, 44, 50
enriched category, 8, 209, 312
entropy

base-2, 40
via coding, 44
deformations of, 91
differential, 75
via diversity, 52
is inescapable, 368
as internal algebra, 384
Kolmogorov, 201
on measure space, 75
on metric space, 181, 206
modulo a prime, 12, 343, 347, 355

characterization of, 352
logarithmic property, 351
polynomial form, 360

with negative probabilities, 344
residue modulo a prime, 355, 358
Shannon, 39, 259, 333

Erdős, Paul, 23, 25
escort distribution, 123
Esperanto, 19
Euler characteristic, 7, 206–208, 219, 220
Euler form, 211
expected number of species in sample, 116,

398
exponential family, 126
exponential mean, 136
extensive quantity, 53
eye colour, 283

Faddeev, Dmitry
entropy theorem, 58, 339
mod p analogue of entropy theorem, 352

role of symmetry in, 367
Faith’s phylogenetic diversity, 235
Feinstein, Amiel, 27, 396
Fenchel, Werner, 312, 406
Fermat quotient, 345

characterization of, 347



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

436 Index

Fernández-González, Carlos, 317
Fibonacci sequence, 15
finite field, functions on, 360, 408
Fiore, Marcelo, 386
Fisher, Ronald

distance, 78, 80, 239
information, 83, 239
metric, 79, 238

forest
Ecuadorian, 178
fire, 53
mathematical, 234
oak and pine, 204
tropical, 169, 174

Forte, Bruno, 256
Fréchet, Maurice, 19
French language, 35, 51, 68, 331, 334
Fritz, Tobias, 86, 338, 342
full support, 34
functional diversity, 171, 177
functional equation, 15, 303
fundamental equation of information theory,

89, 97, 366

gamma-diversity, 74, 269
metacommunity, 273
subcommunity, 272

Gangl, Herbert, 363–365
geckos, 71
generalized mean, see power mean
generalized probability distribution, 89, 237
genericity, 40
genetic diversity, 171, 177
genus, 36, 56
geometric realization, 208
Gimperlein, Heiko, 221, 222
Gini, Corrado, 7, 95
Goffeng, Magnus, 221, 222
Gomi, Kiyonori, 216
Good, Jack, 68, 95, 188
graph

adjacency matrix of, 173
bipartite, 214
diversity on, 176, 181
irreflexive, 201
magnitude homology of, 215
magnitude of, 215
maximum diversity of, 199, 201
reflexive, 173

grass, 287
green cheese, 390
Gromov, Misha, 76, 77, 199

Grothendieck, Alexander, 329
group similarity, 176
grouping rule, 44, see also chain rule
groupoid cardinality, 209
groups, theory of, 376
gut microbiome, 6, 53, 257

Hadwiger’s theorem, 219
hair colour, 283
Hankel determinants, 221
Hardy, Godfrey Harold, 30, 133, 137, 139, 168
Hausdorff–Young inequality, 134
Havrda, Jan, 95
Hepworth, Richard, 215, 216
Hessian, 78
hill, 76, 287
Hill, Mark, 114, 118
Hill number, 4, 114

absence-invariance of, 122
bounds on, 120
chain rule for, 123, 124
characterization of, 127, 128, 247
continuity of, 122
difference between characterizations of,

225, 245
image of, 250
of integer order, 176, 402
modularity of, 126
monotonicity in order, 119
multiplicativity of, 126
of negative order, 121, 255
range of, 250
replication principle for, 127
symmetry of, 122

Hobson, Arthur, 89
Hölder’s inequality, 407
homeomorphism, 135
homogeneous

unweighted mean, 145
value measure, 240
weighted mean, 109

homology, 208, see also magnitude homology
Huffman code, 48
human species, 117
Hurlbert, Stuart, 9, 399

–Smith–Grassle index, 116, 398

ideal code, 51
idempotent, 143
identical species, 188, 189
identical subcommunities, 287, 288, 301
identity in operad, 370, 371
image of diversity measure, 250
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inclusion-exclusion principle, 9, 206, 215
asymptotic, 222

increasing
function or sequence, 22
strictly, 22, 108, 143
unweighted mean, 143, 155
value measure, 240
weighted mean, 108

indecomposable module, 211
independence, see also independent

of alpha- and beta-diversities, 285
of alpha-diversity and redundancy, 286
number, 200

independent
coupling, 268
functions, 284
random variables, 259
set of vertices in graph, 199

indicator function, 305
inference, 82, 84, 179
infinitesimal metric, 77
information, 40
information gain, see relative entropy
information geometry, 78, 126
information loss, 329, 334

characterization of, 336, 338, 342
and conditional entropy, 335
continuity of, 337
modulo a prime, 355

characterization of, 355
is nonnegative, 335
q-logarithmic, 341

instantaneous code, 45
insufficient reason, principle of, 85
intensive quantity, 53
internal algebra, 381

entropy as, 384
q-logarithmic entropy as, 385
schematic illustration, 368
universal, 385, 390

intrinsic volume, 219
`1, 220

invariance under reparametrization, 85
inverse Simpson concentration, 115
irreflexive, 201
islands

and composition of distributions, 36
diversity of group of, 55, 126, 127, 189, 232
as metacommunities, 290, 294
oil drilling on, 57
as subcommunities, 269, 276

isolated, 73
isomorphism-invariant, 333
isomorphism of probability spaces, 332
Ives, Anthony, 188

Jaccard index, 300
Jeffreys, Harold, 84

prior, 84, 239
joint entropy, 259, 275, 295
Jones polynomial, 215
Jost, Lou, 10, 54, 57, 284, 301

Kannappan, Palaniappan, 89, 98
Kátai, Imre, 25
Katz, Nicholas, 329
Khovanov homology, 215
King, Alastair, 211
Kolmogorov, Andrei, 133, 142, 145, 146, 149

entropy, 201
Kontsevich, Maxim, 12, 343, 344, 355, 363,

366
Kraft’s inequality, 46
Kullback–Leibler distance, see relative

entropy

language p, 66
large deviations, 307
law of large numbers, 307
Lawvere, F. William, 76, 199, 210

theory, 386
lax map, 380
Lee, Pan-Mook, 59, 366
Legendre–Fenchel transform, 310, 312, 406
Leibniz rule, see derivation
letter, 35
lexical diversity, 7
limit inferior, 24
Lindley, Dennis, 390
linear category, 210
linear function, 16
little discs operad, 372, 373, 375
Littlewood, John Edensor, 19, 30, 133, 137,

139, 168
logarithm modulo a prime, 345
logarithmic sequence, 23, 351
`1 geometry, 218, 220
loop in a graph, 173
loop space, 375
Louca, Nikoletta, 222
`p norm, see p-norm
Lusin’s theorem, 19

machine p, 66
Mackey, Michael, 13
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magnitude, 8, 206
of category, 208
cohomology, 216
determines dimension, 223
determines surface area, 221
determines volume, 221
of enriched category, 210
function, 214
of graph, 215
homology, 8, 215, 216
inclusion-exclusion for, 222
of matrix, 196
vs. maximum diversity, 196, 222
of metric space, 212, 217

Magurran, Anne, 57
Maini, Philip, 13
Majer, Pietro, 202
maps vs. objects, 329
Markov’s inequality, 305, 308
Máté, Attila, 25
mathematical anthropology, 11
Mather, Alison, 6
maximizing distribution, 194
maximum clique problem, 202
maximum diversity, 5, 222

computation of, 196
and elimination of species, 197, 200, 204
in geometry and analysis, 223
vs. magnitude, 196, 222
of matrix, 194
with nonsymmetric similarity, 198
theorem, 193, 206

maximum entropy, 205
of coupling, 403

maximum likelihood, 82
May, J. Peter, 372, 375
mean, 133, 134

arithmetic, 101
conditions on, 409, 410
convex, 322
curvature, 222
geometric, 101
harmonic, 101
increasing, 108, 143, 155
power, see power mean
strictly increasing, 108, 143, 149
unweighted, 101, 142
vs. value measure, 227
weighted, 162
weighted vs. unweighted, 166
width, 219

measurability, 18
of entropy, 59
of relative entropy, 65

measure operad, 372
measure-preserving map, 330

factorization of, 331
modulo a prime, 354

Meckes, Mark, vi, 9, 192–206, 217, 218, 222,
223

metacommunity, 5, 39, 269
alpha-diversity, normalized, 277
alpha-diversity, raw, 276, 277
beta-diversity, 280
chain rule, 292
diversity measures, 273, 283

of order q, 299
and relative diversity, 296

gamma-diversity, 273
modularity principle, 293
replication principle, 294

metric, 78
entropy, 181, 201
nonsymmetric, 76, 199
space, 5, 8, 212

microbial systems, 6, 53, 171, 177, 179, 257
Mill, John Stuart, 229
Minkowski, Hermann

dimension, 223
functional, see intrinsic volume

Möbius–Rota inversion, 209
modularity

of diversity measure, 126
of diversity of order 1, 56
of Hill numbers, 126
of metacommunity diversities, 293
of similarity-sensitive diversity, 191
of unweighted mean, 145
of weighted mean, 110

modular-monotone, 246
moment generating function, 304
monad

from operad, 376
2-, 381

monoid
in monoidal category, 383, 386, 392
operad from, 371, 373, 374, 379, 383, 389

monoidal category, 209
moon, 390
morphological diversity, 177
Morse code, 45
multicommunity, 290
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multiplicative
cardinality is, 206
characterization of p-norms, 315
characterization of power means, 323
diversity measure, 126
Hill numbers are, 126
magnitude is, 215, 218
system of norms, 317
unweighted mean, 148
weighted mean, 110

mutual information, 263, 280, 295
threefold, 266

Nagumo, Mitio, 133, 145
naive model, 172, 178
Nash collective utility function, 229
naturality

of similarity-sensitive diversity, 186
of weighted mean, 106

Nechita, Ion, 11, 303, 315–322
Nee, Sean, 6
negative

probability, 9, 344
type, 217

nerve, 208
von Neumann, John, 32
Ng, Che Tat, 89, 256
nonnegative vector, 196
nontrivial interval, 137
norm, 315, see also p-norm

Orlicz, 316
normal distribution, 76, 205, 308, 309
normalized, 246
Novaga, Matteo, 202
nucleus, 313
numbers equivalent, 115

objects vs. maps, 329
OECD, 169
oil company, 57
1 1

2 -logarithm, 366
operad, 12, 370

endomorphism, 372, 375
for groups, nonexistent, 376
internal, 373
little discs, 372, 373, 375
measure, 372
monad from, 376
from monoid, 371, 373, 374, 379, 383, 389
polynomial, 372
simplex, 37, 372–374, 379, 389
symmetric, 376, 394
terminal, 371, 373, 374, 378, 383, 389

topological, see topological operad
2-monad from, 381

order
of diversity measure, 114, 174
of escort distribution, 123
finite total, 386, 389
of Hill number, 114
integer, 176, 402
negative, 121, 255
of power mean, 100
on probability space, 339, 390, 394
of Rényi entropy, 111
of Rényi relative entropy, 237
of value measure, 226

ordering, social welfare, 229
ordinariness, 174, 182, 197
Orlicz norm, 316
Otter, Nina, 213, 216

Palazuelos, Carlos, 317
panda, 224
partition function, 124, 126
partitioning of diversity, 74, 269, 272, 281, 301
Patil, Ganapata P., 95, 118
Pavlovic, Dusko, 313
p-derivation, 348
Pérez-Garcı́a, David, 317
permutation-invariance, 65, see also

symmetric and symmetry
persistent homology, 13, 213, 216
Petit, Pierre, 304, 309, 315, 322
philosophy, political, 229
phylogenetic

diversity, 171, 177, 232
tree, 233

Pielou, Evelyn Chrystalla, 10, 116
Pigou–Dalton principle, 229
plague, 54
p-norm, 225, 230, 315

characterization of, 317
Polasky, Stephen, 9, 236
politics, 118, 169, 229
Pólya, George, 30, 133, 137, 139, 168
polylogarithm, 344
polynomial

over finite field, 360, 408
operad, 372
Tutte, 215

positive
definite, 203, 217
semidefinite, 203
vector, 196
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power mean, 11, 100
absence-invariance of, 106
chain rule for, 109
characterization of

multiplicative, 323
unweighted on (0,∞), 134, 151, 160
unweighted on [0,∞), 134, 153, 161
weighted on (0,∞), 139, 162, 167, 168
weighted on [0,∞), 162, 168, 323

consistency of, 108
continuity of, 101–103
decomposability of, 144
is decreasing in order, 104
duality for, 105, 159
homogeneity of, 109
modularity of, 110
multiplicativity of, 111
naturality of, 107
repetition for, 106
symmetry of, 106
with undefined arguments, 108
unweighted, 101

principle of insufficient reason, 85
prior, 63, 84
probability distribution, 33, 330

generalized, 89, 237
maximizing, 194
modulo a prime, 344, 345
operad, 37, 372–374, 379, 389

probability space, 330
convex combination of, 332
isomorphism of, 332
modulo a prime, 354
ordered, 339, 390, 394

projective module, 211
pushforward, 38, 331
Pythagorean identity, 296

q, see order and viewpoint parameter
q-logarithm, 28

characterization of, 30
history of, 29
inverse of, 113

q-logarithmic entropy, 93
characterization of, 96
and information loss, 341
as internal algebra, 385
naming of, 95
and Rényi entropy, 112, 195
similarity-sensitive, 180, 191

q-logarithmic relative entropy, 98
characterization of, 99

of order 1/2, 239
and Rényi relative entropy, 238

quadratic entropy, 181
quasiarithmetic mean, 135, 140

equality of, 137
and power means, 139

quasilinear mean, 110, 135
quermassintegral, see intrinsic volume

R, internal algebras in, 384, 385
random

subset, 265
variable, 258

Rao, C. Radhakrishna
Cramér–Rao bound, 84
quadratic entropy, 181

rarity, 52, 70, 114, 174
rat, 224
Rathie, Pushpa N., 98
Rawls, John, 229
reclassification of species, 188
recursivity, 44, see also chain rule
redistribution of wealth, 230
redundancy, 279, 282

independent of alpha-diversity, 286
Reeve, Richard, 70, 74, 258–302
reference community, 70
reflexive, 173
relative diversity, 70, 271, 296, 297
relative entropy, 62, 63

asymmetry of, 64, 76, 77
chain rule for, 65
characterization of, 85
and coding, 66
and diversity, 70, 296
and geometry, 74
measurability of, 65
and measure theory, 74
as metric, 64, 76, 296
names for, 62
permutation-invariance of, 65
q-logarithmic, see q-logarithmic relative

entropy
Rényi, see Rényi relative entropy
and statistics, 74
and triangle inequality, 76, 77
and value, 236
vanishing of, 65

Rényi, Alfred, 89
Rényi entropy, 4, 111

and q-logarithmic entropy, 112, 195
similarity-sensitive, 180
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Rényi relative entropy, 237
of order 1/2, 239
and q-logarithmic relative entropy, 238

reparametrization, 85
repetition, 106
replication principle, 127, 191

for diversity of order 1, 56
for Hill numbers, 127
for metacommunity diversities, 294

residue class, 343, 356, 358
additivity of, 359

resolution, 189, 288
Ricotta, Carlo, 181
Riemann, Bernhard

–Roch theorem, 329
zeta function, 16

Riemannian manifold, 78
Roff, Emily, 206
Rota, Gian-Carlo, 209
Routledge, Richard, 128

salinity, 257
Schanuel, Stephen, 7, 207
set theory, 20, 207
Shannon, Claude, 32, 44, 58, 301

code, 47
entropy, 39, 259, 333
source coding theorem, 44, 49

shattering, 288
Shulman, Michael, 216
similarity

matrix, 172
choice of, 174, 177, 205
nonsymmetric, 198

of species, 5, 58, 169, 171
similarity-sensitive

diversity, 174, 182
q-logarithmic entropy, 180, 191
Rényi entropy, 180

simplex, 34
metric on, 77
operad, 37, 372–374, 379, 389
Riemannian structure on, 79
vector space structure on, 125

Simpson, Edward, 95
inverse concentration, 115

size, 7, 206
of community, 36

social welfare function, 229
Solovay, Robert, 20
Solow, Andrew, 9, 236
sparrows, 72

specialness, 52, 70, 114, 174, 231
species, 33

classification of, 188
elimination of, 197, 200, 204
richness, 115, 121, 195, 256

standard ∆-algebra structure, 375, 379, 384,
393

statistical manifold, 80
Stolz–Cesàro theorem, 28
strict map, 379
strictly decreasing function, 22
strictly diagonally dominant, 203
strictly increasing

function, 22
unweighted mean, 143, 149
weighted mean, 108

subcommunity, 269
alpha-diversity, 271
beta-diversity, 271
diversity measures, 269

of order q, 299
and relative diversity, 296

effective number of isolated, 281, 287
gamma-diversity, 272
identical, 287, 288, 301
loss, 279

subset, random, 265
support, 34, 344
surface area, 9, 219, 221, 222
surprise, 40, 93
Swiss French, 68
symbol, 35
symmetric, see also permutation-invariance

diversity measure, 96, 187
entropy, 96
operad, 376, 394
similarity matrix, 198
unweighted mean, 143
value measure, 240
weighted mean, 105

symmetry in Faddeev-type theorems, 58, 339,
367

system of norms, 316
Szeidl, Laszlo, 181

Taillie, Charles, 95
Tao, Terence, 133, 134
Taraxacum, 224
taxicab metric, see `1 geometry
taxonomic diversity, 171, 177
tensor power trick, 133, 157, 321
tensor product, 38, 39, 351



This material will be published by Cambridge University Press as Entropy and Diversity: The Axiomatic Approach by Tom Leinster.
This version is free to view and download for personal use only. Not for re-distribution, re-sale or use in derivative works.

© Tom Leinster 2020

442 Index

terminal operad, 371, 373, 374, 378, 383, 389
thermodynamics, 40, 124
Thompson’s group F, 386
topological operad, 373

algebra for, 374
categorical algebra for, 378

topological quantum field theory, 386
transfer property, 164
tree, see also forest

diversity, 287
in operad, 371

triangle inequality, 315
Trimble, Todd, 408
trivial interval, 137
Tsallis, Constantino, 95

entropy, see q-logarithmic entropy
Tuomisto, Hanna, 269
Tutte polynomial, 215
2-monad, 381

ultrametric
matrix, 203
space, 173
tree, 233

undefined arguments, 108, 242
uniform distribution, 34, 40

modulo a prime, 349
universal internal algebra, 385
universal property, 11, 385, 391
unweighted mean, see mean, unweighted
utilitarianism, 229, 236
utility, 228

valuation, 219
value, 5, 224

and alpha-diversity, 298, 299
and diversity, 232
and gamma-diversity, 298
measure, see value measure
medicinal, 236
monetary, 236
per individual, 227
and redundancy, 299
and relative diversity, 298
and relative entropy, 236
of a species, 231
undefined, 242

value measure, 226
absence-invariant, 240
chain rule for, 241
characterization of, 240, 242
conditions on, 411
homogeneous, 240

increasing, 240
vs. mean, 227
of order q, 226
symmetric, 240

Vane-Wright, Richard, 6, 224
vanishing, 65
V -category, 209
vector

nonnegative, 196
operations, 105
positive, 196

viewpoint
on diversity, 3, 116, 117
parameter, 116, 170, 179, 194

Vogt, Rainer, 372
volume, 8, 206, 221

Wallace, Alfred Russel, 169, 174
weight measure, 217
weighted mean, see mean, weighted
weighting, 195
Weil conjectures, 134
welfare, 228
well-mixed, 276
Welwitschia, 224
Whitney twist, 215
Whittaker, Robert, 74, 269, 282
Willerton, Simon, 120, 213, 215, 217, 218,

221, 312
word length, 45

Young duality, 311
Yule, G. Udny, 7

Zermelo–Fraenkel axioms, 20
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