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Abstract—We study a separable design for computing infor-
mation measures, where the information measure is computed
from learned feature representations instead of raw data. Under
mild assumptions on the feature representations, we demonstrate
that a class of information measures admit such separable com-
putation, including mutual information, f -information, Wyner’s
common information, Gács–Körner common information, and
Tishby’s information bottleneck. Our development establishes
several new connections between information measures and
the statistical dependence structure. The characterizations also
provide theoretical guarantees of practical designs for estimating
information measures through representation learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

The computation of information measures, e.g., mutual

information, is a fundamental task in information theory [1]

and its applications. In machine learning tasks, for example,

computing information measures becomes a key step when

using information-theoretic tools for algorithm analyses and

designs. Due to the unknown statistical model behind practical

data, information measures cannot be directly computed from

the definitions. The high dimensionality and complicated struc-

tures of data also lead to an enormous computation complexity

of non-parametric approaches.

Recent developments employed deep learning techniques

in designing information measure estimators [2], [3], lever-

aging the capability of deep neural networks in effectively

processing high-dimensional and structured data. For instance,

[3] proposed an approach to estimate mutual information by

using deep neural networks to extract features from data and

then applying a non-parametric mutual information estimator

on the extracted features. Despite their performance gains on

empirical evaluations, such designs are often heuristic without

guarantees, where the learned features may fail to carry useful

information for the estimation tasks [3, Sec. 3.3].

In this paper, we formulate the problem of computing

information measures from extracted features, which allows

separable computation and implementation. We restrict to the

bivariate case and consider computing an information measure

θ(X,Y ) from a pair of random variables X and Y , where X

or Y correspond to possibly high-dimensional data in practical

applications. As illustrated in Fig. 1, the separable computation

is conducted by first learning features s(X), t(Y ) from X,Y ,

and then applying θ-estimator on the extracted features. Our

focus is on establishing the theoretical conditions such that the

features contain the necessary information for estimating the

θ, i.e., θ(X,Y ) = θ(s(X), t(Y )). In particular, we assume that

s(X) and t(Y ) can be any sufficient statistics of X and Y , i.e.,

Estimator θ(X, Y )

X ◦
s(X)

Y ◦
t(Y )

s

t

Feature Learning

Fig. 1. Computing an information measure θ(X, Y ) in two steps: (1) obtain
transformed variables s(X), t(Y ) and (2) apply an estimator on s(X), t(Y ).
For high-dimensional X , Y with unknown probability structures, the first
step can be implemented by data-driven approaches, e.g., deep neural network
training, corresponding to the feature learning process, where s(X) and t(Y )
are the learned feature representations.

we have the Markov relations X−s(X)−Y and X−t(Y )−Y .

This assumption allows flexible feature learning designs.

Moreover, the statistical sufficiency allows feature extractors

to discard irrelevant information while capturing the statistical

dependence between X and Y [4]. Under this assumption, we

establish several classical information measures admitting the

separable computation, including mutual information and its

variants using f -divergence, Wyner’s common information [5],

Gács–Körner common information [6], and Tishby’s informa-

tion bottleneck [7]. Our results provide theoretical guarantees

of modular designs in applying deep neural networks for

information measure estimations, which can lead to more

systematic designs and improve implementation efficiency.

II. PRELIMINARIES AND NOTATIONS

For a random variable Z , we denote the corresponding

alphabet by Z, use z to denote a specific value in Z, and

use PZ to denote the probability distribution. Throughout our

development, we restrict to a pair of discrete random variables

X , Y on finite alphabets X,Y. Without loss of generality, we

assume PX and PY have positive probability masses, i.e.,

PX(x) > 0 for all x ∈ X and PY (y) > 0 for all y ∈ Y,

since otherwise we can remove the zero-probability symbols

from the alphabets. For n ≥ 1, we denote [n] , {1, 2, . . . , n}.

A. Canonical Dependence Kernel and Modal Decomposition

Given (X,Y ) ∼ PX,Y the associated canonical dependence

kernel (CDK) function [8] is defined as a joint function iX;Y :

iX;Y (x, y) ,
PX,Y (x, y)

PX(y)PY (y)
− 1. (1)
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By applying the singular value decomposition (SVD) in

the space of joint function, we can write CDK iX;Y as a

superposition of rank-one singular modes, referred to as its

modal decomposition [9]:

iX;Y (x, y) =

K
∑

i=1

σi · f
∗
i (x)g

∗
i (y), (2)

In particular, σ1 ≥ σ2 ≥ · · · ≥ σK > 0 are the singular

values, where K ≥ 0 denotes the rank of iX;Y . Analogous

to the orthogonality of singular vectors in matrix SVD, f∗
i , g

∗
i

satisfy E
[

f∗
i (X)f∗

j (X)
]

= E
[

g∗i (Y )g∗j (Y )
]

= δi,j , for all

i, j ∈ [K]. For convenience, we also define functions

f∗ , (f∗
1 , . . . , f

∗
K)T, g∗ , (g∗1 , . . . , g

∗
K)T. (3)

For convenience, we further define σ0 , 1, f∗
0 : X ∋ x 7→ 1

and g∗0 : Y ∋ y 7→ 1. Then, we can write the SVD of the

density ratio as [cf. (1)]:
PX,Y (x, y)

PX(x)PY (y)
=

K
∑

i=0

σi ·f
∗
i (x)g

∗
i (y).

B. Sufficiency and Minimal Sufficiency

Definition 1: Given X,Y , S = s(X) is a sufficient statistic

of X for inferring Y if we have the Markov relation X −
s(X)−Y . We call f(X) a minimal sufficient statistic if f(X)
is sufficient, and for each given sufficient statistic S of X ,

f(X) is a function of S.

We have the following useful characterization of sufficient

statistics. A proof is provided in Section V-A.

Proposition 1: Given X,Y and S = s(X), T = t(Y ), the

following statements are equivalent:

• X − S − Y , X − T − Y ;

• X − S − T − Y ;

•
PX,Y (x, y)

PX(x)PY (y)
=

PS,T (s(x), t(y))

PS(s(x))PT (t(y))
for all x ∈ X, y ∈ Y.

From such equivalences, the Markov relation X −S−T − Y

is equivalent to X − S − Y and X − T − Y , i.e., both S and

T are sufficient statistics.

In addition, the following result demonstrates a useful

connection between minimal sufficiency and the modal de-

composition of CDK.

Proposition 2 ( [4, Proposition 2]): The features

f∗(X), g∗(Y ) as defined by (2)–(3) are minimal sufficient

statistics of X and Y .

III. MAIN RESULTS

Throughout our development in the paper, we will assume

that S = s(X), T = t(Y ) are sufficient statistics of given

X,Y , i.e., X − s(X) − t(Y ) − Y . We demonstrate several

common examples of information measures θ(X,Y ) that can

be evaluated from S and T , i.e., θ(X,Y ) = θ(S, T ).

A. Mutual Information and f -Information

It is straightforward to verify that the mutual information

I(X ;Y ) ,
∑

x∈X,y∈Y

PX,Y (x, y) log
PX,Y (x, y)

PX(x)PY (y)

satisfies I(X ;Y ) = I(S;T ). To see this, note that we have

S −X − Y − T since S and T are deterministic functions of

X and Y , respectively. Then, the data processing inequality

[cf. Lemma 1] implies that I(S;T ) ≤ I(X ;Y ). Also, the

sufficiency of S and T implies that X − S − T − Y and

I(X ;Y ) ≤ I(S;T ).
We can extend the above result to the general class of f -

information, defined as

If (X ;Y ) ,
∑

x∈X
y∈Y

PX(x)PY (y) · f

(

PX,Y (x, y)

PX(x)PY (y)

)

, (4)

where f is a convex function defined on [0,∞) with f(1) = 0.

In particular the mutual information I(X ;Y ) corresponds to

the specific f(u) = u·log u. Then we have the following char-

acterization, as a straightforward corollary of Proposition 1.

We omit the proof.

Corollary 1: For each f -information defined by (4), we have

If (X ;Y ) = If (S;T ).

B. Common Information

We consider the common information between a pair of

random variables formulated by Wyner [5] and the common

information introduced by Gács and Körner [6].

1) Wyner’s Common Information: Given X,Y , Wyner’s

common information [5] between X and Y is defined as

C(X,Y ) , min
PW |X,Y : X−W−Y

I(W ;X,Y ). (5)

Then, we have the following characterization. A proof is

provided in Section V-B.

Theorem 1: Suppose S = s(X) and T = t(Y ) are sufficient.

Then, C(X,Y ) = C(S, T ), and the optimal W in (5) satisfies

W − (S, T )− (X,Y ).

2) Gács–Körner Common Information: Different from

Wyner’s notion, Gács–Körner common information [6] is

CGK(X,Y ) , max
f,g : P{f(X)=g(Y )}=1

H(f(X)), (6)

where f : X → W and g : Y → W map X and Y to

some common alphabet W, and where H(·) denotes Shannon

entropy. Detailed analyses and properties of CGK(X,Y ) can

also be found in, e.g., [10] and [8, Section 5.9].

Here, we establish that CGK(X,Y ) can be computed from

sufficient statistics. A proof is provided in Section V-C.

Theorem 2: We have CGK(X,Y ) = CGK(S, T ) =
H(f∗

0 (X), . . . , f∗
k (X)), where we have defined k , max{0 ≤

i ≤ K : σi = 1}, and where σi’s and K are defined by the

modal decomposition (2).

C. Information Bottleneck

Given X,Y , the information bottleneck problem [7] inves-

tigates the description of X by a new variable U , such that U

captures as much of the information about Y as possible. This

can be formalized as solving the maximal I(U ;Y ) under the

constraint I(U ;X) ≤ R for some R ≥ 0, where U is specified

by PU|X . This is equivalent to computing

ϑX,Y (R) , max
PU|X : U−X−Y

I(U ;X)≤R

I(U ;Y ). (7)

From the data processing inequality, we have ϑX,Y (R) ≤
I(X ;Y ). The equality can be achieved, e.g., for any S = s(X)
satisfy X − S − Y and R = H(S).



Remark 1: The information bottleneck formulation is a

specific example of rate-distortion theory by employing a

KL divergence as the distortion function [7]. The related

quantities also appear in other information-theoretic studies.

For example, ϑX,Y (R) is the optimal error exponent of a

distributed hypothesis testing problem (cf. [11, Theorem 3]),

where R corresponds to a communication rate constraint.

The Lagrangian I(U ;X) − β · I(U ;Y ) was introduced in

[7] to characterize the tradeoff between I(U ;Y ) and I(U ;X),
where β > 0 is the Lagrange multiplier. Specifically, let us

denote its minimum value as

L∗
IB(X,Y ;β) , min

PU|X : U−X−Y
[I(U ;X)− β · I(U ;Y )] . (8)

Compared with previous examples of information measures,

ϑ(·) and L∗
IB are generally not symmetric with respect to X

and Y , and the results are parameterized functions instead of

single scalar-valued measures. However, ϑ(·) and L∗
IB admit

the same separable computation property, as demonstrated

below. A proof is provided in Section V-D.

Theorem 3: Given X,Y , suppose S = s(X), T = t(Y )
are their sufficient statistics. Then, for all β > 0, we have

L∗
IB(X,Y ;β) = L∗

IB(S, T ;β), and the optimal U that achieves

L∗
IB(X,Y ;β) satisfies U−S−X−Y . In addition, ϑX,Y (R) =

ϑS,T (R) for all R ≥ 0.

IV. DISCUSSIONS

We demonstrated the separable design for estimating infor-

mation measure θ, where θ satisfies employing θ(X,Y ) =
θ(S, T ) for sufficient statistics S and T of X and Y . This

separability enables modular designs and often more efficient

implementations. A practical choice of S and T can be the

f∗(X) and g∗(Y ) defined by the modal decomposition [cf.

(2)]. The detailed design of learning f∗(X) and g∗(Y ) from

the X,Y samples was discussed in [9]. More general separable

designs for feature-centric information processing systems,

including multivariate cases, were also studied in [9].

Our developments are also deeply related to the statistical

dependence. For example, the relation θ(X,Y ) = θ(S, T ),
i.e., the information measure θ is invariance to the choices of

sufficient statics S and T , also appeared as a key criterion

in characterizing the statistical dependence [4]. In addition,

[8] demonstrated that the features f∗(X), g∗(Y ), referred

to as the universal features, are optimal for a large class

of inference problems. In particular, under assumptions of

weak dependence or Gaussian dependence, [8] developed

analytical expressions of information measures in terms of

f∗(X), g∗(Y ).

V. PROOFS

We first introduce several useful results. The first is the data

processing inequality, a proof of which can be found in, e.g.,

[12, Theorem 2.8.1].

Lemma 1: For X,Y, Z with the Markov relation X−Y −Z ,

I(X ;Z) = I(X ;Y )− I(X ;Y |Z) ≤ I(X ;Y ).
Lemma 2: Given X,U taking values from X × U with

joint distribution PX,U , define V , v(X) for a function v

on X, and define a new random variable U ′ on U specified by

PU ′|X(u|x) , PU|V (u|v(x)) for all u ∈ U, x ∈ X. Then we

have U ′ − V −X and PU ′,V = PU,V .

Proof: Since PU ′|X(u|x) depends on x only through

v(x), we obtain U ′−V −X , i.e., V is a sufficient statistic of X

to infer U ′. In addition, from PU ′|V (u|v(x)) = PU|V (u|v(x)),
we obtain PU ′|V = PU|V . This implies that PU ′ = PU and

thus PU ′,V = PU,V .

Lemma 3: If U,X, Y, Z satisfy U−X−Y , U−(X,Y )−Z ,

and X − Z − Y , then we have U −X − Z − Y .

Proof: Omitted.

A. Proof of Proposition 1

First, note that “2” =⇒ “1” can be readily obtained

by taking corresponding marginal distributions. It suffices to

prove that “1” =⇒ “3” =⇒ “2”.

To establish “1” =⇒ “3”, from X − S − Y we have
PX,Y (x, y)

PX(x)PY (y)
=

PY |X(y|x)

PY (y)
=

PY |S(y|s(x))

PY (y)
,

which depends on x only through s(x). Similarly, from X −
T − Y we obtain

PX,Y (x, y)

PX(x)PY (y)
=

PX|T (x|t(y))

PX(x)
,

which depends on y only through t(y). Therefore, there exists

a function τ : S× T → R, such that
PX,Y (x, y)

PX(x)PY (y)
= τ(s(x), t(y)). (9)

This implies that for any s0 ∈ S, t0 ∈ T,

PS,T (s0, t0) =
∑

x : s(x)=s0

∑

y : t(y)=t0

PX,Y (x, y)

= PS(s0)PT (t0) · τ(s0, t0).

From (9) we obtain “3”, since
PX,Y (x, y)

PX(x)PY (y)
= τ(s(x), t(y)) =

PS,T (s(x), t(y))

PS(s(x))PT (t(y))
.

To establish “3” =⇒ “2”, note that

PX,Y,S,T (x, y, s(x), t(y))

= PX,Y (x, y)

= PX(x)PY (y) ·
PS,T (s(x), t(y))

PS(s(x))PT (t(y))

=
PX(x)

PS(s(x))
·

PY (y)

PT (t(y))
· PS,T (s(x), t(y))

= PX|S(x|s(x)) · PS,T (s(x), t(y)) · PY |T (y|t(y)),

which gives X − S − T − Y .

B. Proof of Theorem 1

We first introduce a useful lemma.

Lemma 4: Given X,Y , and suppose S = s(X) and

T = t(Y ) are sufficient. Then, for each random variable

W with X − W − Y specified by the alphabet W and

the conditional distribution PW |X,Y , we can construct W ′

specified by PW ′|X,Y such that: W ′ takes values from W,

• (X,Y )− (S, T )−W ′, PW ′|S,T = PW |S,T ;

• X − S −W ′ − T − Y ;

I(W ′;X,Y ) = I(W ;S, T )

= I(W ;X,Y )− I(W ;X,Y |S, T ). (10)



Proof of Lemma 4: We construct W ′ on W as

PW ′|X,Y (w|x, y) , PW |S,T (w|s(x), t(y)), for all x ∈ X, y ∈
Y. From Lemma 2, we obtain PW,S,T = PW ′,S,T and

W ′ − (S, T )− (X,Y ). (11)

We then verify that X − S −W ′ − T − Y , i.e.,

PX,Y,S,T |W ′(x, y, s(x), t(y)|w)

= PX|S(x|s(x))PS|W ′ (s(x)|w)PT |W ′ (t(y)|w)PY |T (y|t(y)).

To see this, note that

PX,Y,S,T |W ′(x, y, s(x), t(y)|w)

= PX,Y |W ′(x, y|w)

=
PW ′|X,Y (w|x, y)PX,Y (x, y)

PW ′(w)
(12)

=
PW |S,T (w|s(x), t(y))PX,Y (x, y)

PW (w)
(13)

= PS,T |W (s(x), t(y)|w) ·
PX,Y (x, y)

PS,T (s(x), t(y))
. (14)

To simplify (14), note that due to X −W − Y , we have the

Markov relation S −W − T and thus

PS,T |W (s(x), t(y)|w) = PS|W (s(x)|w) · PT |W (t(y)|w). (15)

In addition, from the sufficiency of S and T , we have X −
S − T − Y . Thus, from Proposition 1, we have

PX,Y (x, y)

PS,T (s(x), t(y))
=

PX(x)PY (y)

PS(s(x))PT (t(y))

= PX|S(x|s(x)) · PY |T (y|t(y)). (16)

Combining (15) and (16), we can rewrite (14) as

PX,Y,S,T |W ′(x, y, s(x), t(y)|w)

= PS|W (s(x)|w) · PT |W (t(y)|w)

· PX|S(x|s(x)) · PY |T (y|t(y)) (17)

=
[

PX|S(x|s(x)) · PS|W ′(s(x)|w)
]

·
[

PT |W ′(t(y)|w) · PY |T (y|t(y))
]

, (18)

where the last equality follows from that due to PS,T |W =
PS,T |W ′ , we have PS|W = PS|W ′ , PT |W = PT |W ′ .

Finally, (10) follows from

I(W ′;X,Y ) = I(W ′;S, T ) (19)

= I(W ;S, T ) (20)

= I(W ;X,Y )− I(W ;X,Y |S, T ), (21)

where (19) follows from (11), (20) follows from the fact that

PW ′,S,T = PW,S,T , and (21) follows from the Markov relation

W − (X,Y )− (S, T ) and Lemma 1.

Proceeding to our proof of Theorem 1, from Lemma 4, for

each W with X −W − Y , we can construct W ′ specified by

PW ′|S,T with W ′ − (S, T )− (X,Y ) and X − S −W ′ − T −
Y (which implies X − W ′ − Y ), such that I(W ′;X,Y ) =
I(W ;S, T ) = I(W ;X,Y )− I(W ;X,Y |S, T ). Therefore, the

optimal W satisfies I(W ;X,Y |S, T ) = 0, i.e., W − (X,Y )−
(S, T ), since otherwise W ′ is strictly better than W . Thus,

C(X,Y ) = min
PW |X,Y : X−W−Y

I(W ;X,Y )

= min
PW |S,T : W−(S,T )−(X,Y )

X−S−W−T−Y

I(W ;S, T ). (22)

In addition, for each PW |S,T such that S − W − T ,

we can construct W̄ taking values from W, such that

PW̄ |X,Y (w|x, y) = PW |S,T (w|s(x), t(y)). Then, we have

W̄ − (S, T ) − (X,Y ) and PW̄ ,S,T = PW,S,T . This implies

that S − W̄ − T and I(W ;S, T ) = I(W̄ ;S, T ). Note that we

also have X − S − W̄ − T − Y since

PX,Y,S,T |W̄ (x, y, s(x), t(y)|w)

= PX,Y |S,T,W̄ (x, y|s(x), t(y), w)PS,T |W̄ (s(x), t(y)|w)

= PX,Y |S,T (x, y|s(x), t(y))PS,T |W̄ (s(x), t(y)|w)

= PX|S(x|s(x))PY |T (y|t(y))PS|W̄ (s(x)|w)PT |W̄ (t(y)|w),

where the second equality follows from W̄ − (S, T )− (X,Y ),
and where the last equality follows from X −S −T − Y and

S − W̄ − T . Therefore, we obtain

C(S, T ) = min
PW |S,T : S−W−T

I(W ;S, T )

= min
PW̄ |S,T : W̄−(S,T )−(X,Y )

S−W̄−T

I(W̄ ;S, T )

= min
PW̄ |S,T : W̄−(S,T )−(X,Y )

X−S−W̄−T−Y

I(W̄ ;S, T ). (23)

Combining (22) and (23), we have C(X,Y ) = C(S, T ).

C. Proof of Theorem 2

From the modal decomposition (2), we define f̂ and ĝ as

f̂(x) , (f∗
0 (x), . . . , f

∗
k (x))

T, ĝ(y) , (g∗0(y), . . . , g
∗
k(y))

T.

We first demonstrate that, for d-dimensional f =
(f1, . . . , fd)

T and g = (g1, . . . , gd)
T, P {f(X) = g(Y )} = 1

if and only if f(x) = Af̂(x) and g(y) = Aĝ(y) for some

A ∈ R
d×(k+1). Note that P {f(X) = g(Y )} = 1 is equivalent

to P {fi(X) = gi(Y )} = 1 for all i = 1, . . . , d. Therefore, it

suffices to consider the case d = 1.

To begin, we can uniquely decompose f and g as

f =

K
∑

i=0

αi · f
∗
i + rf , g =

K
∑

i=0

βi · g
∗
i + rg,

such that E [rf (X)f∗
i (X)] = E [rg(Y )g∗i (Y )] = 0 for all i =

0, . . . ,K . Then, it suffices to prove that

αi = βi for i = 0, . . . , k, (24a)

αi = βi = 0 for i = k + 1, . . . ,K, (24b)

rf = 0, rg = 0. (24c)

To this end, note that from the orthogonality between func-

tions,

E
[

(f(X)− g(Y ))2
]

= E





(

K
∑

i=0

(αif
∗
i (Y )− βig

∗
i (Y )) + rf (X)− rg(Y )

)2




=

K
∑

i=0

E

[

(αi · f
∗
i (Y )− βi · g

∗
i (Y ))

2
]

+ E
[

r2f (X)
]

+ E
[

r2g(Y )
]

=

K
∑

i=0

(

α2
i − 2σi · αiβi + β2

i

)

+ E
[

r2f (X)
]

+ E
[

r2g(Y )
]

=

k
∑

i=0

(αi − βi)
2 +

K
∑

i=k+1

(1− σi)(α
2
i + β2

i )



+

K
∑

i=k+1

σi(αi − βi)
2 + E

[

r2f (X)
]

+ E
[

r2g(Y )
]

. (25)

Since P {f(X) = g(Y )} = 1 implies E
[

(f(X)− g(Y ))2
]

=
0, from (25) we obtain the conditions (24).

As a result, if P {f(X) = g(Y )} = 1, then H(f(X)) =
H(Af̂(X)) ≤ H(f̂(X)) = H(f∗

0 (X), . . . , f∗
k (X)), where the

equality holds if f = f̂ . Therefore, we obtain

CGK(X,Y ) = max
f,g : P{f(X)=g(Y )}=1

H(f(X))

= H(f∗
0 (X), . . . , f∗

k (X)). (26)

From Proposition 1, we have

iS;T (s(x), t(y)) =
K
∑

i=1

σi · f
∗
i (x) · g

∗
i (y),

which is the modal decomposition of iS,T . Moreover, from

the minimal sufficiency of f∗(X), g∗(Y ) [cf. Proposition 2],

f∗
i (x) is a function of s(x), and g∗i (y) is a function of t(y),

for each i = 0, . . . ,K . As a result, it follows from (26) that

CGK(S, T ) = H(f∗
0 (X), . . . , f∗

k (X)) = CGK(X,Y ).

D. Proof of Theorem 3

We first introduce a useful lemma.

Lemma 5: Given X,Y , and suppose S = s(X) satisfies X−
s(X)−Y . Then, for each random variable U with U−X−Y

specified by the alphabet U and the conditional distribution

PU|X , we can construct U ′ such that takes values from U and

satisfies U ′ − S −X − Y , PU ′,S = PU,S , PU ′,Y = PU,Y , and

I(U ′;X) = I(U ;X)− I(U ;X |S), I(U ′;Y ) = I(U ;Y ).

Proof of Lemma 5: We construct U ′ on U such that

PU ′|X,Y (u|x, y) = PU|S(u|s(x)). Then, it follows from

Lemma 2 that U ′ − S − (X,Y ) and PU ′,S = PU,S . Since we

also have S−X−Y , we obtain PU ′,S,X,Y = PU ′,SPX,Y |S =
PU ′,SPX|SPY |X , i.e., U ′ − S −X − Y .

Moreover, from S −X − U and Lemma 1, we have

I(U ;X) = I(U ;X |S) + I(U ;S). (27)

Similarly, we have

I(U ′;X) = I(U ′;X |S) + I(U ′;S) = I(U ′;S), (28)

where the last equality follows from U ′ − S −X .

From (27), (28) and PU,S = PU ′,S , we obtain I(U ′;X) =
I(U ′;S) = I(U ;S) = I(U ;X)− I(U ;X |S).

It remains only to establish PU ′,Y = PU,Y . To this end,

note that from U −X −Y , U − (X,Y )−S, and X −S− Y ,

from Lemma 3 we obtain the Markov relation U−X−S−Y .

Therefore, we have U − S − Y and

PU,Y (u, y) =
∑

s∈S

PY |S(y|s)PU,S(u, s).

In addition, due to U ′−S−X−Y , we have U ′−S−Y and

PU ′,Y (u, y) =
∑

s∈S

PY |S(y|s)PU ′,S(u, s).

From PU ′,S = PU,S , we have PU ′,Y = PU,Y and I(U ′;Y ) =
I(U ;Y ).

Proceeding to the proof of Theorem 3, we first show that

L∗
IB(X,Y ;β) = L∗

IB(S, Y ;β) = L∗
IB(S, T ;β). (29)

To establish the first equality, note that the optimal U that

achieves L∗
IB(X,Y ;β) in (8) satisfies U −S−X . Otherwise,

I(U ;X |S) > 0 and from Lemma 5, we can construct U ′ on

the same alphabet U with U ′ − S −X − Y and

I(U ′;X) = I(U ;X)− I(U ;X |S) < I(U ;X), (30a)

I(U ′;Y ) = I(U ;Y ). (30b)

This implies that I(U ′;X)−βI(U ;Y ) < I(U ;X)−βI(U ;Y ),
which contradicts the optimality of U .

Note that since we also have U−X−Y and X−(U, Y )−S,

from Lemma 3, U−S−X implies U−S−X−Y . Therefore,

L∗
IB(X,Y ;β) = min

PU|X : U−X−Y
[I(U ;X)− β · I(U ;Y )]

= min
PU|S : U−S−X−Y

[I(U ;S)− β · I(U ;Y )]

= min
PU|S : U−S−Y

[I(U ;S)− β · I(U ;Y )]

= L∗
IB(S, Y ;β),

where the second equality follows from that the optimal U

satisfies U − S −X − Y , and thus (cf. Lemma 1) I(U ;X) =
I(U ;S) + I(U ;X |S) = I(U ;S). To obtain the third equality,

note that for either U − S −X − Y or U − S − Y , I(U ;S)
and I(U ;Y ) are solely determined by PU|S . Finally, the first

and the last equalities follow from the definition (8).

To establish the second equality of (29), we note that U −
S−Y implies U−S−T−Y and I(U ;Y ) = I(U ;T ). Indeed,

from U − S − Y , U − (S, Y ) − T , and S − T − Y (due to

the statistical sufficiency of S, T ), we obtain U − S − T − Y

by applying Lemma 3. Therefore, we have U − T − Y and

U−Y −T , which implies that I(U ;Y ) = I(U ;T ). Therefore,

L∗
IB(S, Y ;β) = min

PU|S : U−S−Y
[I(U ;S)− β · I(U ;Y )]

= min
PU|S : U−S−Y−T

[I(U ;S)− β · I(U ;T )]

= min
PU|S : U−S−T

[I(U ;S)− β · I(U ;T )] ,

where the last equality follows from the fact that I(U ;S) and

I(U ;T ) depend only on PU|S .

Similarly, we obtain

ϑX,Y (R) , max
PU|X : U−X−Y

I(U ;X)≤R

I(U ;Y ) (31)

= max
PU|S : U−S−X−Y

I(U ;S)≤R

I(U ;Y ) (32)

= max
PU|S : U−S−Y

I(U ;S)≤R

I(U ;Y ) (33)

= max
PU|S : U−S−Y −T

I(U ;S)≤R

I(U ;T ) (34)

= max
PU|S : U−S−T

I(U ;S)≤R

I(U ;T ) = ϑS,T (R) (35)

where (32) follows from that it is without loss of generality

to restrict U to U − S − X − Y [cf. (30)], which satisfies

I(U ;X) = I(U ;S). (34) follows from that U−S−Y implies

I(U ;Y ) = I(U ;T ). To obtain (33) and the first equality

of (35) we have dropped variables in the middle of Markov

chains, as the objective functions (I(U ;Y ) or I(U ;T )) are

uniquely determined by PU|S .
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