arXiv:2101.12370v4 [cs.IT] 11 Jul 2022

An Automated Theorem Proving Framework for Information-Theoretic Results

Cheuk Ting Li Department of Information Engineering, The Chinese University of Hong Kong Email: ctli@ie.cuhk.edu.hk

Abstract

We present a versatile automated theorem proving framework capable of automated discovery, simplification and proofs of inner and outer bounds in network information theory, deduction of properties of information-theoretic quantities (e.g. Wyner and Gács- Körner common information), and discovery of non-Shannon-type inequalities, under a unified framework. Our implementation successfully generated proofs for 32 out of 56 theorems in Chapters 1-14 of the book Network Information Theory by El Gamal and Kim. Our framework is based on the concept of existential information inequalities, which provides an axiomatic framework for a wide range of problems in information theory.

Index Terms

Automated theorem proving, non-Shannon-type inequalities, network information theory, capacity region.

I. INTRODUCTION In information theory, information is commonly represented as random variables. Proofs of theorems in information theory often rely on properties of random variables, e.g. implications between conditional independence statements [1], [2], and inequalities among entropy and mutual information terms. Computer programs for automated deduction of these properties are therefore useful for proving information-theoretic results. For example, the linear programming approach to proving linear information inequalities studied by Yeung [3] and Zhang and Yeung [4], [5] (implemented in the Information Theoretic Inequality Prover [6]) has found success in proving results on network coding [7], [8], [9], [10], [11] and secret sharing [12], [13], [14].

In this paper, which is the complete version of [15]^1, we develop a versatile automated theorem proving framework capable of automated discovery, simplification and proofs of inner and outer bounds in network information theory involving auxiliary random variables, deduction of properties of information-theoretic quantities, and discovery of non-Shannon-type inequalities. To this end, we study the inference problem of existential information inequalities, which is a generalization of the inference problem of linear information inequality. Existential information inequalities concern the problem of deciding whether there exist some random variables satisfying certain constraints on their entropy and mutual information terms. For example, the copy lemma [5], [17], which states that for any random variables X, Y , there exists a random variable U that is conditionally independent of Y given X, such that the joint distribution of (X, U) is the same as that of (X, Y ), can be regarded as an existential information inequality. Therefore, the technique for proving non-Shannon-type inequalities using the copy lemma can be included in the framework of existential information inequalities.

Existential information inequalities are especially suitable for network information theory, where the problem of finding auxiliary random variables in proving converse results can be expressed as existential information inequalities. Refer to [18] for various examples. For achievability results, while general coding theorems have been studied, for example, in [19], [20], [21], [22], the inner bounds produced by these methods are often more complicated than necessary, and manual manipulations are needed to simplify these bounds to more familiar forms. The simplification of rate regions can also be performed using existential information inequalities. The algorithm in this paper is capable of automatically computing inner and outer bounds for a multiuser setting, requiring only a simple description of the communication network as the input to the program. Examples of results provable by this framework include channels with state (Gelfand-Pinsker theorem [23], achievability and converse), lossy source coding with side information (Wyner-Ziv theorem [24], achievability and converse), multiple access channel [25], [26], [27] (achievability and converse), broadcast channel (Marton’s inner bound [28], [29], [30]) and distributed lossy source coding (Berger-Tung inner bound [31], [32]). Achievability results are proved using the coding theorem by Lee and Chung [21], [22], together with a novel simplification algorithm to reduce the number of auxiliary random variables via existential information inequalities.

This paper was presented in part at the IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory 2021. A brief description of the contents of the conference version was also included in one subsection in an article in IEEE BITS the Information Theory Magazine.

1The short version [15] only includes the definition of existential information inequalities and the auxiliary searching algorithm. It does not include other results in this paper (e.g. inner and outer bounds in network information theory, simplification of regions, etc.). A very brief description of existential information inequalities and the PSITIP program was also given in one subsection in an article in IEEE BITS the Information Theory Magazine [16]. Note that [16] does not include any of the technical results in this paper.

An open-source Python implementation of the framework described in this paper, called Python Symbolic Information Theoretic Inequality Prover (PSITIP), is available online^2. PSITIP is capable of proving 57.1% (32 out of 56) of the theorems in Chapters 1-14 of [18] (if we exclude 16 theorems on Gaussian settings that are out of the scope of our framework, then PSITIP can prove 80% of the theorems on discrete settings).^3

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we review the linear programming method for proving information inequalities in [6], [3]. In Section III, we introduce the notion of existential information inequalities (EIIs). In Section V, we describe the auxiliary searching algorithm, a method for proving EIIs. In Section VI, we describe some inference rules for EIIs. In Section VII, we study some EIIs that cannot be proved by the algorithm (called nontrivial EIIs). In Section VIII, we explain how to incorporate these nontrivial EIIs into the algorithm to allow it to prove more nontrivial EIIs. In Section X, we introduce the notion of existential information predicates (EIPs), which is useful for representing rate regions in network information theory, and describe how we can compare and simplify EIPs. In Section XI-A, we demonstrate the algorithm by showing how it can automatically derive the capacity region of the degraded broadcast channel [33], [34]. In Section XII, we give a list of results that can be proved by the algorithm.

A. Related Works

The inference problem of conditional independence [1], [2], [35] is to decide whether a statement on the conditional independence among some random variables follows from a list of other such statements. Pearl and Paz [36] introduced an axiomatic system, called the semi-graphoid axioms, which is useful for characterizing conditional independence structures among random variables. It was shown by Studený [37] that the semi-graphoid axioms are incomplete (i.e., unable to prove all valid conditional independence inferences). Algorithms for conditional independence inference has been studied, for example, in [38], [39], [40]. It was shown recently in [41] that the inference problem of conditional independence is undecidable. Also refer to [42] for another proof posted slightly later.

The problem of characterizing linear inequalities among entropy and mutual information of random variables (called linear information inequalities) was studied by Yeung [3] and Zhang and Yeung [4], [5]. The Information Theoretic Inequality Prover (ITIP) by Yeung and Yan [6] is a program that is capable of performing inference on linear information inequalities (i.e., deducing whether an inequality follows from a list of other inequalities) via linear programming. For other programs based on this linear programming method, see [43], [44], [45], [46]. Refer to [47], [46] for recent advances on the linear programming algorithm, and [16] for an overview. A symbolic approach to proving Shannon-type linear inequalities was studied in [48]. Note that the inference problem of linear information inequality is a generalization of the inference problem of conditional independence, since conditional independence can be expressed using conditional mutual information.

While ITIP is strictly more powerful than the semi-graphoid axioms (it can also prove the example given in [37]), it is still incomplete. It is only capable of proving Shannon-type inequalities, whereas non-Shannon-type inequalities were discovered in [4], [5], [49], [50], [51], [52], [17]. Proofs of non-Shannon-type inequalities often invoke the copy lemma [5], [17], and specialized algorithms employing the copy lemma has been used in [52], [17] to discover non-Shannon-type inequalities, and in [13], [14] for other purposes.

Programs for performing inference on information inequalities have found success in proving results on several settings in information theory (e.g. network coding [7], [8], [9], [10], [11] and secret sharing [12], [13], [14]). For information theory in general, ITIP is a convenient tool for manipulating expressions involving entropy and mutual information terms. While it is useful for intermediate steps, it is often incapable of performing the whole proof. For example, in network information theory [18], capacity regions are often stated in terms of auxiliary random variables, and the existence of auxiliary random variables cannot be stated in terms of information inequalities. The role of ITIP (and related programs) in proving these results is akin to a calculator for simple computations (e.g. for Fourier-Motzkin elimination in [44]), but not a complete package.

While the algorithm in this paper is capable of proving a wide range of problems in information theory, for many of these classes of problems, it is fundamentally impossible to have a algorithm that can solve all problems within the class. For example, it was shown recently in [41] that the problem of conditional information inequalities is undecidable, i.e., cannot be solved by an algorithm. Also see [53], [54] for earlier partial undecidability results. The decidability of unconditional information inequalities is still open [55], [56], [57], [16].

Notations

The set of nonnegative real numbers is denoted as R_{≥0} . The set of positive integers is denoted as N. Given propositions P, Q, the logical conjunction (i.e., AND) is denoted as P ∧Q, and the material implication is denoted as P → Q := (NOT P ) OR Q. We write [a..b] := {x ∈ Z : a ≤ x ≤ b}, [n] := [1..n]. Given vectors v, w ∈ R^k , v ⪰ w means v_i ≥ w_i for i ∈ [k]. We use the same notation for entrywise comparison for matrices. We write X^b_a := (X_a, X_{a+1}, . . . , X_b), X^n := X^n_1 . For finite

2Source code is available at https://github.com/cheuktingli/psitip 3For the list of theorems and proofs generated by the program, visit https://github.com/cheuktingli/psitip

set S ⊆ N, write X_S := (X_{a1} , . . . , X_{ak} ), where a_1, . . . , a_k are the elements of S in ascending order. For a statement s, its indicator function is written as 1{s} (which is 1 if s holds, 0 otherwise).

We usually use A, B, C, D for matrices, a, b, c, d for column vectors, X, Y, Z, U, V, W for random variables, R for real (non-random) variables, and S, T for sets. We write 1^{n×k} for the n × k matrix with ones, and 0^{n×k} for the n × k matrix

with zeros. Write I_n for the n × n identity matrix. For a more compact notation, we sometimes write [A; B] = [ A B ] for the vertical stacking of two matrices.

II. LINEAR PROGRAM In this section, we review the linear programming approach in [6], [3]. For a sequence of random variables (or random sequence in short) X^n = (X_1, . . . , X_n), its entropic vector [4] is defined as h(X^n) = h ∈ R^{2n −1}, where the entries of h are indexed by nonempty subsets of [n] (there are 2^n − 1 such nonempty subsets^4), and h_S := H(X_S ) (where S ⊆ [n]) is the joint entropy of {X_i}_{i∈S} . The entropic region [4] is defined as the region of entropic vectors

Γ^∗_n := ⋃ p_Xn {h(X^n)} over all discrete joint distributions p_X n . The entropic region is hard to characterize (the problem of characterizing Γ^∗_n for n ≥ 4 is open). Therefore, for the purpose of automated verification of information-theoretic inequalities, we often focus on Shannon-type inequalities in the form I(X; Y |Z) ≥ 0, or equivalently H(X, Z) + H(Y, Z) − H(X, Y, Z) − H(Z) ≥ 0. The set of vectors satisfying Shannon-type inequalities is given by [5]

Γ_n := { k ∈ R^{2n −1} : ∀S ⊆ T : k_S ≤ k_T

∧ ∀S, T : k_S + k_T ≥ k_{S∪T} + k_{S∩T} } , where we let k_∅ = 0. Note that Γ_n is a convex polyhedral cone. The number of constraints in Γ_n can be reduced by considering only the elemental inequalities [3]. While we have Γ^∗_n ⊆ Γ_n, the inclusion is strict for n ≥ 3 [4], [5].

The linear program in ITIP [6], [3] attempts to prove results in the form “for any X^n such that Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 holds, Bh(X^n) ⪰ 0 must hold”, i.e., ∀p_X n : (Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → Bh(X^n) ⪰ 0) (1)

for A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n−1)}, B ∈ R^{mB ×(2n−1)}. Note that inequalities between (linear combinations of) entropy and mutual information terms involving X_1, . . . , X_n can always be expressed in the form Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0, since (conditional) mutual information can be written as a linear combination of entropy terms. We call (1) a conditional information inequality (CII). If A is an empty matrix (i.e., m_A = 0), then we also call (1) an unconditional information inequality (UII). ITIP tries to prove (1) by solving the linear program minimize b^T k subject to k ∈ Γ_n, Ak ⪰ 0 (2)

for each row b^T of B, and check whether the optimal values are non-negative for every row. If this holds, then the implication in (1) is true. A limitation of ITIP is that it can only verify Shannon-type inequalities (since it uses Γ_n rather than Γ^∗_n), i.e., it can only find the truth value of ∀k ∈ Γ_n : (Ak ⪰ 0 → Bk ⪰ 0) , (3)

which is a sufficient, but not necessary condition for (1) to hold (i.e., it cannot prove that (1) does not hold). Examples of A, B where (1) holds but (3) does not are called non-Shannon-type CIIs. A non-Shannon-type CII is given in [4], whereas non-Shannon-type UIIs are given in [5], [49], [50], [51], [52], [17].

Remark 1. Conventionally, in an information inequality (UII or CII), there is only one inequality in the consequence in (1), i.e., B has one row. It is indeed sufficient to consider the case where B has one row, since the case for multiple rows is equivalent to the conjunction of the CIIs for all rows (similar to (2)). However, in this paper, we consider the general case where B can have multiple rows, which is crucial to existential information inequalities defined in the next section.

4The index i ∈ {1, . . . , 2^n − 1} in h ∈ R^{2n −1} corresponds to the subset S ⊆ [n] that is the binary representation of i, i.e., i = ∑ k∈S 2^{k−1}.

III. EXISTENTIAL INFORMATION INEQUALITIES The random sequence X^n in (1) is quantified with universal quantification (i.e, “∀”). In this section, we will extend (1) to incorporate existential quantification. Existential information inequalities (EII) are statements in the form: ∀p_X n : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃p_U l_{|X} n : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 ) , (4)

where U^l are called the auxiliary random variables (or “auxiliary” in short), and p_U l_{|X} n is their conditional distribution given X^n. Note that h(X^n, U^l) ∈ R^{2n+l −1} is the entropic vector of the sequence of random variables (X_1, . . . , X_n, U_1, . . . , U_l). Also note that A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n−1)}, B ∈ R^{mB ×(2n+l−1)}. For brevity, we will write (4) as

∀X^n : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 ) , (5)

which reads as “for all X^n satisfying Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0, there exists U^l satisfying Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0”. When a new random variable is declared (e.g. “∀X^n” and “∃U^l”), it is assumed to be dependent on all previously declared random variables (e.g. they are shorthands for “∀p_X n ” and “∃p_U l_{|X} n ” respectively). The sets of UIIs, CIIs and EIIs satisfy the following inclusion: UIIs ⊆ CIIs ⊆ EIIs (EII is the most general since it reduces to CII when l = 0). As a corollary of the undecidability of CII shown recently in [41], EII (when A, B have rational entries) is undecidable as well. Nevertheless, we will discuss several algorithms that can verify EIIs that arise from a wide range of problems.

There are several situations where EIIs arise. For example:

1) In network information theory, capacity regions are often stated in terms of auxiliary random variables (see various examples in [18]). We will show that a capacity region can often be expressed as an existential information predicate (defined in Section X). Both converse and achievability proofs can be performed under the framework of EII:

a) (Converse). The most common technique for proving outer bounds and converse results pioneered by Gallager [34] involves writing the n-letter operational region of the coding setting, and identifying the auxiliary random variables (among the variables appearing in the operational region) so that the proposed outer bound is satisfied. The problem of finding auxiliaries satisfying some conditions can often be represented as an EII. Refer to Remark 4 for a discussion, Section XI-A for a demonstration on the degraded broadcast channel, and Section XII for a non-exhaustive list of results provable by the framework.

b) (Achievability). Several general achievability results combining techniques such as superposition coding, simultaneous nonunique decoding and binning have been studied (e.g. [19], [20], [21]). A downside of these results is that the inner bounds they give are often complicated (contain more auxiliaries than needed), and need to be simplified manually to obtain the final inner bound. Moreover, these results include some parameters that are often chosen manually (e.g. which messages should a decoder decode uniquely and nonuniquely), and we often have to compare inner bounds obtained using different parameters in order to select the largest one. The framework in this paper provides a systematic method to simplify and compare rate regions. The PSITIP implementation allows automated discovery of inner bounds, using only the graphical representation of the network as input, via the inner bound in [21], [22] together with the simplification procedures in Section X.

2) Auxiliary random variables are used in the definitions of some information-theoretic quantities such as Wyner’s common information [58] (the U is an auxiliary random variable)

J(X; Y ) := inf p_{U |X,Y} :I(X;Y |U)=0 I(U; X, Y ), and Gács-Körner common information [59]

K(X; Y ) := sup p_{U |X,Y} :H(U|X)=H(U|Y )=0 H(U). Other examples include common entropy [60], [61], necessary conditional entropy [62], information bottleneck [63], privacy funnel [64], excess functional information [65], and other quantities studied in [66]. Properties of these quantities can often be stated as EIIs (see Example 2). In fact, for information quantities in the form

F (X^n) := inf

U^l :Bh(X^n,U^l)⪰0

b^T h(X^n, U^l), (6) where B ∈ R^{mB ×(2n+l−1)} and b ∈ R^{2n+l −1} (which includes all aforementioned information quantities; sup can be expressed as inf by flipping the sign), any linear inequality among such information quantities can be expressed as an EII. This can be shown by observing

∀X^n : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → inf U^l :Bh(X^n,U^l)⪰0

b^T h(X^n, U^l) ≥ inf

V^k :Ch(X^n,V^k )⪰0

c^T h(X^n, V^k) )

⇔ ∀X^nU^l : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 ∧ Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 →

∃V^k : Ch(X^n, V^k) ⪰ 0 ∧ b^T h(X^n, U^l) ≥ c^T h(X^n, V^k) ) . Note that linear inequalities among more than two information quantities (in the form (6)) can also be stated in this form, since we can combine all positive terms into one, and all negative terms into one, resulting in at most two information quantities. Therefore, by employing EII, we can handle linear inequalities not only among entropy and mutual information terms, but also on more general information quantities.

3) In the study of the entropic region Γ^∗_n, outer bounds (e.g. Γ_n and various non-Shannon-type inequalities) can be stated as UIIs. Nevertheless, inner bounds of Γ^∗_n (e.g. [67], [68], [69]) cannot be stated as UIIs, though they can be stated as EIIs. For example, the fact that Γ_2 is an inner bound of Γ^∗_2 (actually Γ_2 = Γ^∗_2 as shown in [4]) can be expressed as ∀R_1, R_2, R_3 ≥ 0 : ( R_1 ≤ R_3 ∧ R_2 ≤ R_3 ∧ R_3 ≤ R_1 + R_2 → ∃U^2 :

H(U_1) = R_1 ∧ H(U_2) = R_2 ∧ H(U_1, U_2) = R_3 ) . Note that R_1, R_2, R_3 are real-valued non-random variables. Refer to Remark 3 for how to represent them in an EII. Combine this with the fact that the outer bound Γ^∗_2 can be expressed as a UII, the statement Γ_2 = Γ^∗_2 can also be expressed as an EII.

4) The copy lemma [5], [17], a useful tool for proving non-Shannon-type inequalities, can be stated as an EII. Refer to Section VII-A for details.

The following example demonstrates the usage of EIIs.

Example 2. Consider the tensorization property of Wyner’s common information, i.e., (X_1, Y_1) ⊥⊥ (X_2, Y_2) implies J(X_1, X_2; Y_1, Y_2) = J(X_1; Y_1) + J(X_2; Y_2). We can prove inequalities in both directions:

1) J(X_1, X_2; Y_1, Y_2) ≥ J(X_1; Y_1) + J(X_2; Y_2) is equivalent to the EII

∀X^2, Y^2, V : ( I(X_1, Y_1; X_2, Y_2) = I(X_1, X_2; Y_1, Y_2|V ) = 0

→ ∃U^2 : I(X_1; Y_1|U_1) = I(X_2; Y_2|U_2) = 0

∧ I(V ; X^2, Y^2) ≥ I(U_1; X_1, Y_1) + I(U_2; X_2, Y_2) ) . This can be proved by identifying U_1 = U_2 = V .

2) J(X_1, X_2; Y_1, Y_2) ≤ J(X_1; Y_1) + J(X_2; Y_2) is equivalent to the EII

∀X^2, Y^2, U^2 : ( I(X_1, Y_1, U_1; X_2, Y_2, U_2)

= I(X_1; Y_1|U_1) = I(X_2; Y_2|U_2) = 0 → ∃V : I(X^2; Y^2|V ) = 0

∧ I(V ; X^2, Y^2) ≤ I(U_1; X_1, Y_1) + I(U_2; X_2, Y_2) ) . This can be proved by identifying V = (U_1, U_2) (the joint random variable). We can assume I(X_1, Y_1, U_1; X_2, Y_2, U_2) = 0 since J(X_1; Y_1) and J(X_2; Y_2) can be optimized separately. If we do not make this assumption (i.e., we only have I(X_1, Y_1; X_2, Y_2) = 0), then the EII can still be proved using the conditional independence rule in Section VII-A.

Remark 3. In (5), the variables X_i, U_i are random variables. We may also want to introduce real-valued non-random variables (real variables in short), e.g. rates in a coding setting. For example, we have ∀R ≥ 0 : ∃U : H(U) = R/2 (i.e., for any real number R ≥ 0, there exists random variable U with H(U) = R/2). To represent this statement in the form (5), we replace each nonnegative real variable R by H(X) for a new random variable X, i.e., it becomes ∀X : ∃U : H(U) = H(X)/2. In case R is not constrained to be nonnegative, replace R by H(X_1) − H(X_2) for two new random variables X_1, X_2. This way we can transform a statement involving real variables into an equivalent EII. Nevertheless, since the dimension of the linear program is exponential in the number of random variables, this method is inefficient in practice. In the PSITIP implementation, real variables are represented separately.

Remark 4. We discuss a method to state a converse result in network information theory as an EII, which is basically Gallager’s approach [34]. For each sequence of random variables X^n in the n-letter operational setting, define a group of three random variables X_Q, X^{Q−1}, X^n_{Q+1}, representing the present, past and future respectively, where Q ∼ Unif[n] is the time sharing random variable. The causal relations between the random variables and the decoding requirements are included in the EII. Csiszár sum identity [70], [71] applied on each pair of those groups is added to the condition in the EII. This way, the number of variables in the EII is only 3 times the number of variables in the 1-letter operational setting, and does not grow with n. This strategy suffices for most of the converse and outer bound proofs in [18] (some results that have been verified by PSITIP are listed in Section XII).

We will not only discuss an algorithm that proves a given outer bound, but also an algorithm that automatically produces an outer bound given a description of the coding setting. The aforementioned method, which considers the present, past and future versions of each random sequence (where the past and future are regarded as auxiliaries), creates too many auxiliaries, making the resultant outer bound complicated and hard to interpret. To produce a satisfactory outer bound, we describe algorithms that reduce the number of auxiliaries. The algorithms basically automate the process of identifying new auxiliaries as combinations of existing auxiliaries (e.g. past and future variables), which was performed manually in conventional converse proofs. They are discussed in Section X.

Remark 5. The PSITIP implementation is capable of handling arbitrary first-order statement on entropy, i.e., composition of linear inequalities on entropy and mutual information, existential and universal quantification of random variables, AND, OR and NOT operators (it can handle statements with an arbitrary sequence of “∀” and “∃”, not only that in the form of (4)), though we will not discuss this here for simplicity.

IV. SUBSTITUTION OPERATION As demonstrated in Example 2, to prove an EII, we can identify the auxiliary random variables using the non-auxiliary random variables. To prove (4), a sufficient condition is to identify S_1, S_2, . . . , S_l ⊆ [n] such that when we substitute U_1 = X_{S1} , . . . , U_l = X_{Sl} , we have Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0, (7)

which can be checked using linear programming after we fix S_1, . . . , S_l.^5

A way of substituting the auxiliaries U^l by the variables X^n can be specified by a sequence of sets S_1, S_2, . . . , S_l ⊆ [n], where we substitute U_i = X_{Si} . We call (S_1, S_2, . . . , S_l) a substitution combination. We introduce a more compact way to represent a substitution combination using a matrix S ∈ R^{l×n}_{≥0} of nonnegative entries, where

S_{i,j} = { 1 if j ∈ S_i 0 if j ≠ S_i.

We call S the substitution matrix corresponding to (S_1, S_2, . . . , S_l). Given a random sequence X^n and a matrix S ∈ R^{l×n}_{≥0} , we write S ∘ X^n for the random sequence with length l, where the i-th entry is (S ∘ X^n)_i := X_{{j∈[n]: Si,j ≠0}}. We call “∘” the substitution operation. If S is the substitution matrix corresponding to (S_1, S_2, . . . , S_l), then S∘X^n is precisely the sequence U^l where U_i = X_{Si} . Note that the substitution operation does not require the matrix to have {0, 1} entries (it only requires nonnegative entries), and it only depends on the positions of the nonzero entries in S, not their precise values. We can show that the substitution operation satisfies the following associativity law.

Proposition 6 (Associativity of substitution operation). For any random sequence X^n, and matrices S ∈ R^{l×n}_{≥0} , T ∈ R^{m×l}_{≥0} , we have (TS) ∘ X^{n ι}= T ∘ (S ∘ X^n),

where Y^{m ι}= Z^m means H(Y_i|Z_i) = H(Z_i|Y_i) = 0 for i ∈ [m], i.e., the two random sequences are informationally equivalent.

5Note that even though U_i can be joint random variables, it is considered as one random variable in h(X^n , U^l), and we still have h(X^n , U^l) ∈ 2^{n+l} − 1. Nevertheless, since X^n is the only randomness (U_i are functions of X^n), each entry of h(X^n, U^l) is also an entry of h(X^n).

Proof: This can be shown by ((TS) ∘ X^n)_i = X_{{j∈[n]: (TS)i,j ≠0}} = X_{{j∈[n]:}^∑l_{k=1 Ti,k Sk,j ≠0}} = X_{{j∈[n]: ∃k∈[l]: Ti,k Sk,j ≠0}} ι= U_{{k∈[l]: Ti,k ≠0}}, where U_k := X_{{j∈[n]: Sk,j ≠0}}.

We now describe how the substitution operation affects the entropic vector. Given a matrix S ∈ R^{l×n}_{≥0} , our goal is to find a matrix sub(S) ∈ {0, 1}^{(2l−1)×(2n−1)}, called the entropic substitution matrix of S, such that for any random sequence X^n, we have h(S ∘ X^n) = sub(S)h(X^n).

This is possible since each entry of h(S ∘ X^n) is also an entry of h(X^n). More precisely, the T -th entry of h(S ∘ X^n) (where T ⊆ [l]) is H ( (S ∘ X^n)_T ) = H ( X^⋃_{i∈T {j∈[n]: Si,j ≠0}} ) = H ( X_{{j∈[n]:}^∑_{i∈T Si,j ≠0}} ) . Hence, we can take (sub(S))_{T ,U} := { 1 if U = { j ∈ [n] : ∑ i∈T S_{i,j} ≠ 0 } 0 if U ≠ { j ∈ [n] : ∑ i∈T S_{i,j} ≠ 0 } (8)

for nonempty T ⊆ [l], U ⊆ [n]. Note that (sub(S))_{T ,U} denotes the entry of sub(S) in the T -th row and the U-th column (like entropic vectors, the rows and columns of this matrix are also indexed by nonempty subsets).

By the associativity of the substitution operation, the function sub is multiplicative.

Proposition 7 (Multiplicativity of entropic substitution matrix). For any matrices S ∈ R^{l×n}_{≥0} , T ∈ R^{m×l}_{≥0} , we have sub(T)sub(S) = sub(TS).

Proof: This can be shown by noting that for any X^n, sub(TS)h(X^n) = h((TS) ∘ X^n) = h(T ∘ (S ∘ X^n)) = sub(T)h(S ∘ X^n) = sub(T)sub(S)h(X^n), and that span ⋃ p_Xn {h(X n)} = R^{2n −1} by considering U ∼ Bern(1/2), X_i = U if i ∈ S, X_i = 0 if i /∈ S, where each choice of S ⊆ [n], S ≠ ∅ gives a linearly independent h(X^n).

For the substitution performed in (7), letting S ∈ R^{l×n}_{≥0} be the substitution matrix corresponding to (S_1, S_2, . . . , S_l), we take C = Bsub(I_n; S), where we write sub(I_n; S) = sub([I_n; S]) = sub ([ I_n S ])

for a more compact notation. When U_i = X_{Si} , we have [I_n; S] ∘ X^n = (X^n, U^l) (where (X^n, U^l) is a random sequence with length n + l) and hence Bh(X^n, U^l) = Ch(X^n). We can then verify (7) by checking Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → Ch(X^n) ⪰ 0 using the linear program in (2). Hence, a method to verify an EII is to find S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} such that the linear program succeeds in checking Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → Ch(X^n) ⪰ 0. The class of EIIs that can be proved this way can be defined formally as follows. Definition 8. An EII ∀X^n : (Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0) is called a trivial EII if there exists a substitution matrix S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} such that the following implication holds: ∀k ∈ Γ_n : ( Ak ⪰ 0 → Bsub(I_n; S)k ⪰ 0 ) , (9) which can be checked using the linear program in (2).

Even though trivial EIIs are trivial in a sense, searching for S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} (with 2^{nl} different choices) is still a computationally intensive task. An algorithm for finding S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} using some pruning techniques will be discussed in Section V.

V. VERIFICATION OF EII VIA AUXILIARY SEARCHING In this section, we present an algorithm for verifying an EII in the form (5), that is capable of verifying any trivial EII (9). A simple brute-force algorithm is to identify U_i = X_{Si} , and exhaust all choices of S_1, S_2, . . . , S_l ⊆ [n], or equivalently exhaust all possible substution matrices S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n}, which can be computationally prohibitive. We discuss methods to reduce the search space. The algorithm is divided into two steps: the sandwich procedure, and exhaustion with cached linear program optimization.

A. Sandwich Procedure

For b ∈ R^{2n −1}, we say that b^T h(X^n) is increasing in X_i (i ∈ [n]) if ∀X^n, Y : ( b^T h(X^n) ≤ b^T h ( X^{i−1}, (X_i, Y ), X^n_{i+1} )) . The case for decreasing is defined similarly (with “≤” replaced with “≥”). There are several ways of checking whether b^T h(X^n) is increasing/decreasing in X_i. One way is to check the above condition (which is an UII in the form of (1)) using the linear program (2). We call b^T h(X^n) trivially increasing in X_i if it can be verified this way. In case the expression b^T h(X^n) is given in the form of a linear combination of entropy and mutual information terms, we can also make use of simple rules like H(X|Z) is increasing in X and decreasing in Z, and I(X; Y |Z) is increasing in X and Y (but neither increasing nor decreasing in Z), to deduce whether the expression is increasing or decreasing.

If b^T h(X^n, U^l) is trivially increasing in U_1, then in order for the linear program (2) to be able to verify the CII Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → b^T h(X^n, U^l) ≥ 0 for any choice of {S_i}_i (recall that we try to identify U_i = X_{Si} ), it is necessary that (2) can verify the CII when S_1 = [n], which gives the largest b^T h(X^n, U^l). By extension, in order for (2) to be able to verify the CII for any choice of {S_i}_i satisfying 1 /∈ S_1, it is necessary that (2) can verify the CII when S_1 = [n]\{1} and S_i = [n] for i ≠ 1. Taking the contrapositive, if (2) fails to verify the CII for this choice of {S_i}_i, then we can assume 1 ∈ S_1, giving a lower bound {1} on S_1 (with respect to set inclusion, i.e., {1} ⊆ S_1).

If b^T h(X^n, U^l) is trivially increasing for some U_i, and trivially decreasing for some other U_i, then the most conservative choice will be S_i = [n] for U_i increasing, S_i = ∅ for U_i decreasing. If we know beforehand that S_i ⊆ S_i ⊆ S_i for i ∈ [l], where S_i ⊆ S_i ⊆ [n] are lower and upper bounds for S_i respectively, then the most conservative choice will be S_i = S_i for U_i increasing, S_i = S_i for U_i decreasing. In terms of the substitution matrix S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n}, if we know beforehand that S ⪯ S ⪯ S, where S, S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n}, then the most conservative choice for the substitution matrix is

diag ( 1 − g 2 ) S + diag ( 1 + g 2 ) S, where g ∈ R^l with g_i = 1 if b^T h(X^n, U^l) is trivially increasing for U_i, and g_i = −1 if trivially decreasing (if it is not trivially increasing or decreasing for some i, we ignore this row b^T in the sandwich procedure). Therefore, we can repeat this procedure for each row b^T of B to refine the lower and upper bounds on S, reducing the search space for S. The description of the algorithm for the EII (5) is given in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 SANDWICH(A, B, S, S)

Input: A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n−1)}, B ∈ R^{mB ×(2n+l−1)}, initial values of S, S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} (lower and upper bound of S respectively, default values are S = 0^{l×n}, S = 1^{l×n}) Output: final values of S, S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} or failure

1: repeat 2: for row b^T of B do 3: for i ∈ [l] do

4: g_i ←

1 if b^T h(X^n,U^l) triv. increasing in U_i −1 else if triv. decreasing in U_i 0 otherwise 5: if g_i = 0, then skip row b^T and continue to next row 6: end for 7: S ← diag

(_{1−g} 2 ) S + diag

(_{1+g} 2 ) S 8: c^T ← b^T sub(I_n; S) 9: if CII ∀X^n : (Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → c^T h(X^n) ≥ 0) 10: cannot be verified by (2), then return failure 11: (note that c^T h(X^n) = b^T h(X^n, U^l) when U^l = S ∘ X^n; see (8)) 12: for i ∈ [l], j ∈ [n] where S_{i,j} < S_{i,j} do 13: Ŝ ← S 14: Ŝ_{i,j} ← 1 − Ŝ_{i,j} 15: ĉ^T ← b^T sub(I_n; Ŝ) 16: if CII ∀X^n : (Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ĉ^T h(X^n) ≥ 0) 17: cannot be verified by (2), then 18: set S_{i,j} ← S_{i,j} , S_{i,j} ← S_{i,j} 19: end for 20: end for 21: until no further changes are made to S, S 22: return S, S

Step 7 sets each auxiliary to the most conservative choice (set it to the largest if b^T h(X^n, U^l) is increasing, or smallest if decreasing). If b^T h(X^n, Ũ^l) ≥ 0 cannot be verified even for the most conservative choices, then it cannot possibly be verified by this algorithm. In Step 14, we set the auxiliaries to the most conservative choice except for one position. If this change causes b^T h(X^n, Ũ^l) ≥ 0 to fail to be verified, then we know that position must be included if the change is to exclude it, or that position must be excluded if the change is to include it, i.e., the choice of whether the position is included must be fixed to its most conservative choice.

Remark 9. We say that b^T h(X^n) is conditionally increasing in X_i (i ∈ [n]) given Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 if ∀X^n, Y : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 ∧ Ah ( X^{i−1}, (X_i, Y ), X^n_{i+1} ) ⪰ 0 → b^T h(X^n) ≤ b^T h ( X^{i−1}, (X_i, Y ), X^n_{i+1} )) . We may use conditional increasing/decreasing given Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 instead in the sandwich procedure to slightly strengthen the result.

B. Cached Linear Program

After the sandwich procedure, we have to identify S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} with S ⪯ S ⪯ S, such that Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 can be verified when U^l = S ∘ X^n. One method is to exhaust all 2^{∑i,j (Si,j −Si,j )} possible choices of S, and solve the linear program (2) for each combination. We describe a way to skip the linear program for some of the combinations in Algorithm 2. The main idea is that for S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n}, if the linear program (2) fails to verify Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 after substituting U^l = S ∘ X^n (i.e., there exists a row b and a vector k ∈ Γ_n that gives a negative b^T k in (2); we call k a witness of failure of S), then we not only know that U^l = S ∘ X^n is not a solution to the EII, but we also guess that the same k may also be a witness of failure of another substitution matrix.

Algorithm 2 VERIFYEII(A, B, S, S)

Input: A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n−1)}, B ∈ R^{mB ×(2n+l−1)}, lower and upper bound S, S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} (default values are S = 0^{l×n}, S = 1^{l×n}) Output: S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} or failure

1: (S, S) ← SANDWICH(A, B, S, S) (if failure, return failure) 2: K ← ∅ (empty list) 3: for each matrix S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} with S ⪯ S ⪯ S do 4: for row b^T of B do 5: c^T ← b^T sub(I_n; S) 6: (so c^T h(X^n) = b^T h(X^n, U^l) when U^l = S ∘ X^n; see (8)) 7: if c^T k < 0 for any k ∈ K, 8: then skip S and continue to the next matrix 9: Solve the linear program:

10: minimize c^T k s.t. k ∈ Γ_n, Ak ⪰ 0, k_2n_{−1} ≤ 1 11: if optimal value < 0, then add k attaining optimum to 12: list K, skip S and continue to the next matrix 13: end for 14: return S 15: end for 16: return failure

In Algorithm 2, if the linear program gives a negative optimal value, then the witness of failure k is stored, and can be used to quickly check the linear program of another substitution matrix before running a full linear programming algorithm. In Step 10, the constraint k_2n_{−1} ≤ 1 (meaning H(X^n) ≤ 1) is to ensure that the linear program is bounded, so we can obtain the optimal value of k. This caching optimization gives a significant speedup in the PSITIP implementation. Note that this optimization can also be applied to the linear programming steps in the sandwich procedure.

Another optimization is to use the increasing/decreasing information (computed in the sandwich procedure) to skip some substitution matrices if a better combination has failed. We will not discuss this optimization in this paper.

VI. INFERENCE RULES For brevity, we will write the EII in (5) as A^{EII}→ B. Note that n, l can be deduced from the widths of A and B. In the following sections, we will discuss several inference rules, which are rules that allow us to deduce new EIIs from existing EIIs. We first discuss some simple rules, which we call elementary rules. We switch between the notation in (5) and the “^{EII}→ ” notation depending on which is simpler. Also recall that the index i ∈ {1, . . . , 2^n − 1} in h ∈ R^{2n −1} corresponds to the subset S ⊆ [n] that is the binary representation of i, i.e., i = ∑ k∈S 2^{k−1}. Proposition 10 (Elementary rules). For A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n−1)}, B ∈ R^{mB ×(2n+l−1)}, C ∈ R^{mC ×(2n+l+k−1)}, n, l, k ≥ 0, we have

1) Shannon-type inequality (Sha). 0^{0×(23−1) EII}→ [0, 0, 0, −1, 1, 1, −1]. Equivalently, ∀X, Y, Z : I(X; Y |Z) ≥ 0. 2) Substitution of variables (SubV). For any n^′ ∈ N, S ∈ {0, 1}^{n×n′} ,

A^{EII}→ B ⇒ Asub(S)^{EII}→ Bsub ([ S 0^{n×l} 0^{l×n′} I_l ]) . Equivalently,

∀X^n : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 ) ⇒ ∀Y^{n′} : ( Ah(S ∘ Y^{n′} ) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(S ∘ Y^{n′} , U^l) ⪰ 0 ) . This corresponds to substituting the variables X^n = S ∘ Y^{n′} .

3) Substitution of auxiliaries (SubA). For any l^′ ∈ N, S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×(n+l′)},

A^{EII}→ Bsub ([ I_n | 0^{n×l′} S ]) ⇒ A^{EII}→ B. Equivalently,

∀X^n : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃V^{l′} : Bh(X^n, S ∘ (X^n, V^{l′} )) ⪰ 0 ) ⇒ ∀X^n : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 ) , where (X^n, V^{l′} ) = (X_1, . . . , X_n, V_1, . . . , V_l′ ) is a random sequence with length n + l^′. This corresponds to substituting the auxiliaries U^l = S ∘ (X^n, V^{l′} ).

4) Conic combination (Cone). Let D ∈ R^{m̃A ×mA}_{≥0} (D has nonnegative entries). We have A^{EII}→ DA. 5) Transitivity (Tran). ( A^{EII}→ B ∧ B^{EII}→ C ) ⇒ A^{EII}→ C. Equivalently,

∀X^n : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 ) ∧ ∀Y^{n+l} : ( Bh(Y^{n+l}) ⪰ 0 → ∃V^k : Ch(Y^{n+l}, V^k) ⪰ 0 ) ⇒ ∀Z^n : ( Ah(Z^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃W^{l+k} : Ch(X^n, U^l, W^{l+k}) ⪰ 0 ) , which can be seen simply by substituting X^n = Z^n, Y^{n+l} = (X^n, U^l) and W^{l+k} = (U^l, V^k). Note that transitivity together with the conic combination rule implies that “^{EII}→ ” is a preorder.

6) Absorption (Abs). A^{EII}→ B ⇒ A^{EII}→ [ B A | 0 ] , where the block matrix on the right hand side is formed by vertically stacking B and A (padded with zeros on the right to make the width the same as the width of B). Note that [A | 0]h(X^n, U^l) = Ah(X^n) since h(X^n) is the first 2^n − 1 entries of h(X^n, U^l). Equivalently,

∀X^n : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 ) ⇒ ∀X^n : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 ∧ Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 ) . We will refer the rules by the abbreviations in parentheses. We remark that these rules are meant to be computer verifiable, so it is necessary to specify the rules (even the logically trivial ones) precisely. We also want to find a minimal set of rules that is sufficient to prove the results in this paper, so redundant rules (that can be deduced from other rules) are not included.

For example, the following rule can be deduced from the elementary rules: For A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n−1)}, B ∈ R^{mB ×(2n−1)}, C ∈ R^{mC ×(2n−1)}, we have ( A^{EII}→ B ∧ A^{EII}→ C ) ⇒ A^{EII}→ [ B C ] . (10)

To show this, A^{EII}→ B ∧ A^{EII}→ C ⇒ A^{EII}→ B ∧ [ B A ]_{EII} → A ∧ A^{EII}→ C (Cone) ⇒ A^{EII}→ B ∧ [ B A ]_{EII} → C (Tran)

⇒ A^{EII}→ [ B A ] ∧ [ B A ]_{EII} → C B A (Abs)

⇒ A^{EII}→ C B A (Tran)

⇒ A^{EII}→ C B A ∧ C B A E^{II}→ [ B C ] (Cone)

⇒ A^{EII}→ [ B C ] (Tran).

We may regard the elementary rules in Proposition 10 as the axioms of EIIs. Nevertheless, this set of axioms is not complete. We will show that the EIIs that can be verified by Algorithm 2 are precisely the EIIs that can be deduced using the elementary rules, i.e., an EII is trivial if and only if it can be deduced using the elementary rules. The proof of the following theorem is in Appendix A.

Theorem 11. For an EII A^{EII}→ B, the following are equivalent:

1) It can be deduced using the elementary rules. 2) A^{EII}→ B is trivial (9) (it can be verified by Algorithm 2). 3) There exists S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} and a matrix D with nonnegative entries such that

Bsub(I_n; S) = D [ A Γ_n ] , where Γ_n is a matrix such that Γ_n = {k ∈ R^{2n −1} : Γ_nk ⪰ 0} (i.e., the rows of Γ_n corresponds to the elementary inequalities for Shannon-type inequalities).

Note that the only rule that introduces new auxiliary random variables is the substitution of auxiliaries rule, and hence these rules only allow us to identify auxiliary random variables that are subsets of X^n. The elementary rules alone cannot infer any of the nontrivial EIIs (e.g. non-Shannon-inequalities and the EIIs in the next section), and hence they are incomplete if viewed as axioms. The reason we discuss the elementary rules is that, while they are not powerful enough to derive nontrivial EIIs on their own, if we assume some nontrivial EIIs as premises (i.e., introduce more axioms), then the elementary rules can help us derive more nontrivial EIIs. This will be discussed in the following sections.

VII. NONTRIVIAL EXISTENTIAL INFORMATION INEQUALITIES A. Copy Lemma

We state the copy lemma [5], [17] as an EII.

Proposition 12 (Copy lemma [5], [17]). For any n, l ≥ 0,

∀X^n, Y^l : ( ∃U^l : I(U^l; Y^l|X^n) = 0

∧ h(X^n, U^l) = h(X^n, Y^l) ) . Note that we only enforce equalities of entropy terms here instead of equality in distribution in the original copy lemma, resulting in a weaker statement.

Even though there are non-Shannon-type inequalities that cannot be proved using the linear program in (3), all known unconditional non-Shannon-type inequalities (e.g. [50], [52], [17]) can be proved using the elementary rules and the copy lemma. We remark that automated application of the copy lemma has been used in [52], [17] to discover non-Shannon-type inequalities. The framework in this paper is more general in the sense that it can incorporate any nontrivial EII, not only the copy lemma. Refer to Section VIII for the algorithm which incorporates known EIIs in the verification of new EIIs.

The copy lemma can be equivalently stated as the following rule, which we call the conditional independence rule. Intuitively, the rule states that if the auxiliaries U^l only interact with X^n, then U^l can be assumed to be conditionally independent of all other random variables given X^n. We remark that a similar observation was made in [72].

Proposition 13 (Conditional independence rule). The copy lemma is equivalent to the following rule:

∀X^n, Y^k : ( Ah(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0 →

∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) + Ch(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0 )

⇒∀X^n, Y^k : ( Ah(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0 →

∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) + Ch(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0

∧ I(U^l; Y^k|X^n) = 0 )

Proof: Assume the copy lemma is true. Substituting X^n ← X^n, Y^l ← (U^l, Y ) to the copy lemma, ∀X^n, U^l, Y : ( ∃V^l, Z : I(V^l, Z; U^l, Y |X^n) = 0

∧ h(X^n, V^l, Z) = h(X^n, U^l, Y ) )

⇒∀X^n, U^l, Y : ( Bh(X^n, U^l) + Ch(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0 →

∃V^l, Z : Bh(X^n, U^l) + Ch(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0 ∧ I(V^l, Z; U^l, Y |X^n) = 0

∧ h(X^n, V^l, Z) = h(X^n, U^l, Y ) ) , (11) where the implication is by applying transitivity with Bh(X^n, U^l) + Ch(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0 → True (by conic combination), and then by absorption. We have ∀X^n, Y^k : ( Ah(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) + Ch(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0 ) (a) ⇒∀X^n, Y : ( Ah(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l, V^l, Z : Bh(X^n, U^l) + Ch(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0 ∧ I(V^l, Z; U^l, Y |X^n) = 0 ∧ h(X^n, V^l, Z) = h(X^n, U^l, Y ) )

⇒∀X^n, Y : ( Ah(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) + Ch(X^n, Y^k) ⪰ 0

∧ I(V^l; Y |X^n) = 0 ) (Sha, Con, Elim) where (a) is by (11) and transitivity.

For the other direction, assume the conditional independence rule is true. We have

∀Y^l : ( ∃U^l : l⋀ i=1 (H(Y_i|U_i) = H(U_i|Y_i) = 0) ) (Join, Tran)

⇒∀X^n, Y^l : ( ∃U^l : l⋀ i=1 (H(Y_i|U_i) = H(U_i|Y_i) = 0) ) (Elim) ⇒∀X^n, Y^l : ( ∃U^l : h(X^n, U^l) = h(X^n, Y^l) ) (Sha, Con) ⇒∀X^n, Y^l : ( ∃U^l : h(X^n, U^l) = h(X^n, Y^l) ∧ I(U^l; Y^l|X^n) = 0 ) , where the last implication is by the conditional independence rule.

B. Functional Representation Lemma

We state the functional representation lemma [18] as an EII. Proposition 14 (Functional representation lemma [18]). ∀X, Y : ( ∃U : I(X; U) = H(Y |X, U) = 0 ) . The strong functional representation lemma [65] states that, in addition to I(X; U) = H(Y |X, U) = 0, we can also have H(Y |U) ≤ I(X; Y ) + log(I(X; Y ) + 1) + 4. Technically, the strong functional representation lemma is not an EII due to the non-linear logarithmic term. Nevertheless, it can still be handled by the PSITIP implementation using a gap term, and can be used to prove the achievability of Gelfand-Pinsker theorem [23] automatically (see Section VIII).

C. Other Examples

The double Markov property [73] can be stated as an EII: ∀X, Y, Z : ( I(X; Z|Y ) = I(Y ; Z|X) = 0 → ∃U : H(U|X) = H(U|Y ) = I(X, Y ; Z|U) = 0 ) . The existence of the Gács-Körner common part [59] can be stated as ∀X, Y : ( ∃U : H(U|X) = H(U|Y ) = 0 ∧ ∀V : ( H(V |X) = H(V |Y ) = 0 → H(V |U) = 0 )) .

This can be considered as a “nested” EII due to the extra nested layer of the universally quantified variable V .^6 Similarly, the existence of the minimal sufficient statistic can be stated as ∀X, Y : ( ∃U : H(U|X) = I(X; Y |U) = 0 ∧ ∀V : ( H(V |X) = I(X; Y |V ) = 0 → H(U|V ) = 0 )) . We remark that the PSITIP implementation can handle arbitrarily nested expressions such as the two aforementioned examples.

The infinite divisibility of information [74] states that for any random variable X and positive integer n, there exists i.i.d. U_1, . . . , U_n such that H(X|U^n) = 0 and H(U_1) ≤ e/(n(e − 1))H(X) + 2.43. A weaker form (which does not require U_1, . . . , U_n to have the same distribution) can be stated as ∀X : ( ∃U^n : H(U_1) = · · · = H(U_n) = 1 n H(U^n)

∧ H(X|U^n) = 0 ∧ H(U_1) ≤ e n(e − 1) H(X) + 2.43 ) . While this is technically not an EII due to the constant term, it can still be handled by the PSITIP implementation (which can handle affine expressions).

VIII. AUXILIARY SEARCHING WITH EII PREMISES Suppose we want to prove that an EII follows from a collection of EII premises assumed to be true (a premise can be one of the nontrivial EIIs in Section VII that are always true). We describe how to incorporate the premises using the transitivity rule and the conditional independence rule (Proposition 13). Suppose we want to verify the EII (5): ∀X^n : (Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0), using the premise ∀Y^{n′} : (Ch(Y^{n′} ) ⪰ 0 → ∃V^{l′} : Dh(Y^{n′} , V^{l′} ) ⪰ 0). The idea is to apply the premise on Y^{n′} = S̃ ∘ X^n where S̃ ∈ {0, 1}^{n′×n}. If we can verify Ch(Y^{n′} ) ⪰ 0 for this choice of Y^{n′} , then we can use the premise to assume that ∃V^{l′} : Dh(Y^{n′} , V^{l′} ) ⪰ 0 is true. We now state this precisely using the elementary rules. Using the substitution of variables rule to substitute Y^{n′} = S̃ ∘ X^n to the premise, and use the substitution of variables rule to introduce X^n_n′_{+1}, and use the conditional independence rule to obtain

∀X^n : ( Ch(S̃ ∘ X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃V^{l′} : Dh(S̃ ∘ X^n, V^{l′} ) ⪰ 0

∧ I(V^{l′} ; X^n|S̃ ∘ X^n) = 0 ) . (12)

Therefore, if we can verify the CII:

∀X^n : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → Ch(S̃ ∘ X^n) ⪰ 0 ) , (13)

and the EII: ∀X^n, V^{l′} : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 ∧ Ch(S̃ ∘ X^n) ⪰ 0

∧ Dh(S̃ ∘ X^n, V^{l′} ) ⪰ 0 ∧ I(V^{l′} ; X^n|S̃ ∘ X^n) = 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 ) , (14)

then we can verify the desired EII (5) by applying the transitivity rule on (13), (12), (14). Therefore, to verify the desired EII (5), we can use the linear program (2) to verify (13), and then the auxiliary searching algorithm (Algorithm 2) to verify (14).

We can exhaust all choices of S̃ ∈ {0, 1}^{n′×n} and repeat the above procedures. To speed up the search, note that Algorithm 2 returns one valid substitution matrix S̃ for (13), and hence can be modified to enumerate all substitution matrices satisfying (13) more efficiently. We define a variant of Algorithm 2, called VERIFYEII_LIST(A, B, S, S), by making the following change to Algorithm 2:

• Change the line “return S” to “add S to a list T (initialized to T = ∅)”.^7 • Change the last line “return failure” to “return T ”.

This will allow the modified algorithm to output a list T of valid substitution matrices S that proves the EII.

The algorithm for verifying A^{EII}→ B under the premise C^{EII}→ D is given in Algorithm 3. It returns two matrices S̃ ∈ {0, 1}n^′×n, S ∈ {0, 1}l×(n+l^′), which means that the EII A^{EII}→ B can be proved by substituting Y n^′ = S̃ ∘ X n and U^l = S ∘ (X^n, V^{l′} ) (note that U_i is allowed to be a combination of the entries in X^n and V^{l′} ). If the program outputs ∅, S, it means the premise C^{EII}→ D is not needed. We remark that this algorithm is useful not only when the desired consequence is an

6A subsequent work by the author [54] studies the first-order theory of random variables, which allows arbitrary nesting of existential and universal quantifiers.

7A more efficient implementation is to use a generator or coroutine, e.g. using “yield S” in Python, so the function can stop as soon as one S gives the desired result.

EII, but also when it is an UII or CII (which are special cases of EII). For example, this algorithm can prove non-Shannon-type UIIs and CIIs using the copy lemma (Proposition 12) as premise.

Algorithm 3 VERIFYEII_PREMISE(A, B, C, D)

Input: A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n−1)}, B ∈ R^{mB ×(2n+l−1)}, C ∈ R^{mC ×(2n′ −1)}, D ∈ R^{mD ×(2n′+l′ −1)} Output: S̃ ∈ {0, 1}^{n′×n}, S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×(n+l′)}, or failure

1: S ← VERIFYEII(A, B) 2: if not failure then return ∅, S 3: for S̃ ∈ VERIFYEII_LIST(A, C) do 4: S ← VERIFYEII(E, B), where E^{EII}→ B 5: represents the EII in (14) 6: if not failure then return S̃, S 7: end for 8: return failure

Remark 15. If there are multiple premises, we can replace line 4 in Algorithm 3 by a recursive call to the algorithm itself, using another premise. Note that even when we only have one premise, it may be useful to repeat the premise multiple times, so it can be applied multiple times.

IX. UNION RULE AND LEAVE-ONE-OUT PROCEDURE We present another inference rule, called the union rule.

Proposition 16 (Union rule). For A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n−1)}, B ∈ R^{mB ×(2n+l−1)}, c ∈ R^{2n −1}, [ A c^T ]_{EII} → B ∧ [ A −c^T ]_{EII} → B ⇒ A^{EII}→ B. We can see that the union rule is true simply by considering the cases whether c^T h(X^n) ≥ 0 (where the result follows from the first EII Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 ∧ c^T h(X^n) ≥ 0 → Bh(X^n) ⪰ 0 above) or c^T h(X^n) < 0 (where the result follows from the second EII). While the union rule is logically trivial, it is useful since the choices of U^l in the two cases do not need to be the same. We describe how to modify the algorithms in Sections V and VIII to automatically apply the union rule. Suppose we are trying to prove the EII in (5):

∀X^n : ( Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 ) , and we find a substitution U^l = S ∘ X^n (where S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n}) such that Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → b^T h(X^n, S ∘ X^n) ≥ 0 holds for all rows b^T of B except one, i.e., it is “almost correct”. We can let that one row be b^T , b ∈ R^{2n+l −1}, and let c^T = b^T sub(I_n; S) ∈ R^{2n −1} (such that c^T h(X^n) = b^T h(X^n, U^l) for all X^n when U^l = S ∘ X^n; see (8)). Adding c^T h(X^n) ⪰ 0 as an assumption, we know this EII holds: [ A c^T ] h(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0.

By the union rule, it is left to prove that [ A −c^T ] h(X^n) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Bh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0,

which is easier to prove because of the additional assumption. Therefore, we can utilize “almost correct” choices of U^l to strengthen the assumption. This procedure can be repeated until we find the correct choice of U^l.

Consider the toy example of proving the EII ∀X, Y : ∃U : I(X; Y |U) ≤ 0 ∧ 2H(U) ≤ H(X) + H(Y ). Note that there are two rows in B corresponding to I(X; Y |U) ≤ 0 and 2H(U) ≤ H(X) + H(Y ). We try different choices of U and note which of these two rows are satisfied. First we try U = X, which satisfies I(X; Y |U) ≤ 0, but does not satisfy 2H(U) ≤ H(X) + H(Y ), which becomes H(X) ≤ H(Y ) after substituting U = X. Therefore, we know that if we add an assumption H(X) ≤ H(Y ), then U = X would be a valid choice. It is left to consider the case H(X) ≥ H(Y ), i.e., it is left to prove the EII ∀X, Y : ( H(X) ≥ H(Y ) → ∃U : I(X; Y |U) ≤ 0 ∧ 2H(U) ≤ H(X) + H(Y ) ) . We then try U = Y . It satisfies both I(X; Y |U) ≤ 0 and 2H(U) ≤ H(X)+H(Y ) (due to the new assumption H(X) ≥ H(Y )). Hence U = Y is a valid choice. The algorithm will conclude that the original EII can be proved by considering either U = X or U = Y .

We call this the leave-one-out procedure. Refer to Algorithm 4 for details. Algorithm 4 combines the cached linear program in Section V-B with the leave-one-out procedure. For each substitution matrix S, it stores a list C of rows c (refer to the previous discussion for the meaning of c) where Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 → c^T h(X^n) ≥ 0 fails. If C is empty, then we successfully find a valid substitution matrix S. If |C| = 1, then we can apply the leave-one-out procedure to add the row −c^T to A (note that the cache K must be cleared since Ak ⪰ 0 for k ∈ K may fail under the new A). Algorithm 4 outputs a list T of substitution matrices S such that the original EII can be proved by considering the cases U^l = S ∘ X^n for each S ∈ T (note that this is different from VERIFYEII_LIST in Section VIII, where each S in the list T is sufficient to prove the EII by itself).

Using this procedure, the program can automatically generate proofs that are impossible using only the elementary rules, e.g. the converse proof of the capacity region of the state-dependent semideterministic broadcast channel [75].

Algorithm 4 VERIFYEII_LEAVEONEOUT(A, B, S, S)

Input: A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n−1)}, B ∈ R^{mB ×(2n+l−1)}, lower and upper bound S, S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} (default values are S = 0^{l×n}, S = 1^{l×n}) Output: list T of substitution matrices or failure

1: T ← ∅ (empty list) 2: (S, S) ← SANDWICH(A, B, S, S) (if failure, return failure) 3: K ← ∅ (empty list) 4: for each matrix S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} with S ⪯ S ⪯ S do 5: C ← ∅ (empty list) 6: for row b^T of B do 7: c^T ← b^T sub(I_n; S) 8: (so c^T h(X^n) = b^T h(X^n, U^l) when U^l = S ∘ X^n; see (8)) 9: if c^T k < 0 for any k ∈ K then 10: Add c to list C 11: else 12: Solve the linear program:

13: minimize c^T k s.t. k ∈ Γ_n, Ak ⪰ 0, k_2n_{−1} ≤ 1 14: if optimal value < 0 then 15: Add k attaining optimum to list K 16: Add c to list C 17: end if 18: end if 19: if |C| ≥ 2 then 20: Skip S and continue to the next matrix 21: end if 22: end for 23: if C = ∅ then 24: Add S to list T 25: return T 26: else if |C| = 1 (let C = {c}) then

27: A ← [ A −c^T ] 28: K ← ∅ 29: Add S to list T 30: end if 31: end for 32: return failure

X. EXISTENTIAL INFORMATION PREDICATE AND SIMPLIFICATION OF RATE REGIONS An EII is a proposition that is either true of false. We may be interested in predicates with truth value depending on the distribution of some random variables. Define the existential information predicate (EIP) on the random sequence X^n and inequality matrix A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n+l−1)} to be the predicate

∃U^l : Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0.

We denote the above predicate as EIP_A(X^n). Note that l can be deduced from n and the width of A.

Rate regions and bounds in network information theory can often be stated as EIP. For example, the superposition coding inner bound [33], [34] for the broadcast channel p(y_1, y_2|x) can be stated as the following EIP on X, Y_1, Y_2, R_1, R_2: ∃U : ( R_1 ≤ I(X; Y_1|U) ∧ R_2 ≤ I(U; Y_2) ∧ R_1 + R_2 ≤ I(X; Y_1) ∧ I(U; Y_1, Y_2|X) = 0 ) . Note that R_1, R_2 are real variables (refer to Remark 3 for how to represent them).

A. EIP Implication Problem

An EII can be stated using EIPs:

(A^{EII}→ B) ⇔ (∀X^n : EIP_A(X^n) → EIP_B(X^n)) .

Note that the A in the above expression has width 2^n −1, and hence EIP_A(X^n) : Ah(X^n) ⪰ 0 does not involve any auxiliary. In general, implication between EIPs in the form ∀X^n : EIP_A(X^n) → EIP_B(X^n) (where A can have width larger than 2^n − 1) may not have an equivalent EII, though we have the following sufficient EII: for any n, l, k ≥ 0, A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n+l−1)}, B ∈ R^{mA ×(2n+k−1)}, we have

∀X^n, U^l : ( Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 → ∃V^k : Bh(X^n, V^k) ⪰ 0 ) (15) ⇒ ( ∀X^n : EIP_A(X^n) → EIP_B(X^n) ) . (16)

Therefore, implications between EIPs may be checked using algorithms for proving EIIs (applied on the EII in the line (15)) discussed in the previous sections. This is useful for deciding whether a rate region is included in (i.e., is an inner bound of) another rate region.

B. Subtractive EIP Simplification and Inner Bounds

We now discuss methods for simplifying an EIP EIP_A(X^n). Common methods for simplifying a rate region in network information theory include removing redundant inequalities (i.e., if there is a row a^T of A such that Ãh(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 → a^T h(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0, where Ã is A with row a^T removed, then we can remove row a^T from A) and Fourier-Motzkin elimination on existentially quantified real variables, e.g. see [18]. Here we discuss an algorithm, called the subtractive simplification procedure, for reducing the number of auxiliaries in an EIP.

Suppose we want to know whether U_1 in the EIP EIP_A(X^n): ∃U^l : Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 can be removed. If we can find S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×(n+l)} with S_{i,n+1} = 0 for i ∈ [l] such that

∀X^n, U^l : ( Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 → Ah(X^n, S ∘ (X^n, U^l)) ⪰ 0 ) , (17)

then we know that substituting U^l ← S ∘ (X^n, U^l) to EIP_A(X^n) does not strengthen the EIP. We also know a priori that substituting a particular choice of auxiliaries cannot weaken an EIP. Hence if (17) holds, then substituting U^l ← S ∘ (X^n, U^l) results in an equivalent EIP. Since S_{i,n+1} = 0 for i ∈ [l], the resultant EIP does not contain U_1, and hence we can remove the auxiliary U_1.

To find S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×(n+l)}, we apply the auxiliary searching algorithm (Algorithm 2) on the EII

∀X^n, U^l : ( Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 → ∃V^l : Ah(X^n, V^l) ⪰ 0 ) (18)

to search for S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×(n+l)} with S_{i,n+1} = 0 for i ∈ [l] such that V^l = S ∘ (X^n, U^l) satisfies the above EII. Since we want to eliminate U_1 after substituting V_i = (X_{Si} , U_{Ti} ), we must have S_{i,n+1} = 0 for i ∈ [l]. This can be enforced by removing the index of U_1 from the initial upper bounds S passed to Algorithm 2.

The full subtractive simplification procedure repeats this step to remove auxiliaries until no more auxiliary can be removed. Refer to Algorithm 5 for details.

Algorithm 5 SIMPLIFY_SUB_FULL(n, A)

Input: n ∈ N, A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n+l−1)} Output: A after simplification

1: repeat 2: for i = 1, . . . , l (we try to remove U_i) do 3: Let A^{EII}→ C be the EII: 4: ∀X^n, U^l : ( Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 → ∃V^l : Ah(X^n, V^l) ⪰ 0 ) . 5: S ← VERIFYEII(A, C, 0^{l×(n+l)}, S) 6: where S_{j,k} = 0 if k = n + i (the index of U_i), S_{j,k} = 1 otherwise 7: if not failure then 8: Compute Ã ∈ R^{mA ×(2n+l−1−1)} such that for any X^n, U^l, 9: Ah(X^n, S ∘ (X^n, U^l)) = Ãh(X^n, U_{[l]\{i}}) 10: A ← Ã 11: l ← l − 1 12: end if 13: end for 14: until no more auxiliaries are removed 15: return A

Algorithm 5 can be quite slow since it has to search for the choices of l auxiliaries V^l in the VERIFYEII step. To improve the efficiency of the algorithm, we use the observation that if we are trying to remove the auxiliary U_1, then we usually only need to consider the choice of U_1, that is, we find S ∈ {0, 1}^{1×(n+l)} with S_{1,n+1} = 0 such that it suffices to consider the choice U_1 ← S ∘ (X^n, U^l), i.e.,

∀X^n, U^l : ( Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 → Ah(X^n, S ∘ (X^n, U^l), U^l_2) ⪰ 0 ) . For the other auxiliaries U^l_2, we simply leave them unchanged. If the above CII is true, then we can substitute U_1 ← S∘(X^n, U^l) and remove the auxiliary U_1. To find S, we apply Algorithm 2 on the EII

∀X^n, U^l : ( Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 → ∃V : Ah(X^n, V, U^l_2) ⪰ 0 ) (19)

to search for S ∈ {0, 1}^{1×(n+l)} with S_{1,n+1} = 0 such that V = S ∘ (X^n, U^l) satisfies the above EII. We call this the partial subtractive simplification procedure, which is less powerful than the full version, but is significantly faster since we only search for the choice of one auxiliary V . Refer to Algorithm 5 for details.

Algorithm 6 SIMPLIFY_SUB_PARTIAL(n, A)

Input: n ∈ N, A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n+l−1)} Output: A after simplification

1: repeat 2: for i = 1, . . . , l (we try to remove U_i) do 3: Let A^{EII}→ C be the EII: 4: ∀X^n, U^l : ( Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 → ∃V : Ah(X^n, U^{i−1}, V, U^l_{i+1}) ⪰ 0 ) . 5: S ← VERIFYEII(A, C, 0^{1×(n+l)}, S) 6: where S_{1,k} = 0 if k = n + i (the index of U_i), S_{1,k} = 1 otherwise 7: if not failure then 8: Compute Ã ∈ R^{mA ×(2n+l−1−1)} such that for any X^n, U^l, 9: Ah(X^n, U^{i−1}, S ∘ (X^n, U^l), U^l_{i+1}) = Ãh(X^n, U_{[l]\{i}}) 10: A ← Ã 11: l ← l − 1 12: end if 13: end for 14: until no more auxiliaries are removed 15: return A

Subtractive simplification is best suited for EIPs with few auxiliaries, e.g. inner bounds for multiuser coding settings (see Section XI-A). It can be inefficient for large number of auxiliaries due to the semi-exhaustive search for each auxiliary. Remark 17. Note that even if the EII (19) fails for the choice V = S ∘ (X^n, U^l), we can still substitute U_1 ← S ∘ (X^n, U^l) to the original EIP ∃U^l : Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 in order to obtain a new EIP that implies (i.e., is an inner bound of) the original EIP.

C. Additive EIP Simplification and Outer Bounds

Next, we discuss another algorithm, called the additive simplification procedure, for reducing the number of auxiliaries in an EIP. Consider an EIP ∃U^l : Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0. We want to use it to deduce a new equivalent EIP with auxiliaries V^k, k < l, where the choice of auxiliaries is V^k = S ∘ (X^n, U^l) (where S ∈ {0, 1}^{k×(n+l)}). Let

B = sub ([ I_n | 0^{n×l} S ]) ∈ R^{(2n+k −1)×(2n+l−1)}. Note that B satisfies h(X^n, V^k) = Bh(X^n, U^l). Therefore, the original EIP implies the new EIP

∃V^k : h(X^n, V^k) ∈ P, (20)

where P := {Bk : k ∈ Γ_{n+l}, Ak ⪰ 0} .

Note that P is the polyhedral cone obtained by projecting the polyhedral cone {k ∈ Γ_{n+l} : Ak ⪰ 0} by the matrix B. It can be computed using any algorithm for polyhedron projection, for example, Fourier-Motzkin elimination, or the convex hull method [76] (which is used in the PSITIP implementation). We note that the convex hull method is also used in [52] for the discovery of non-Shannon-type inequalities, though our framework is more general since it is capable of incorporating any EII, not only the copy lemma.

To check whether (20) is equivalent to the original EIP, it remains to check the other direction of the implication, which can be checked using the method in Section X-A. If (20) is equivalent to the original EIP, then we can simplify the original EIP to (20), which contains fewer auxiliaries since k < l. The additive simplification procedure simply perform this checking for every substitution matrix S ∈ {0, 1}^{k×(n+l)}. Refer to Algorithm 7 for details.

Algorithm 7 SIMPLIFY_ADD(n, A)

Input: n ∈ N, A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n+l−1)} Output: A after simplification

1: for k = 0, 1, . . . , l − 1 do 2: for each matrix S ∈ {0, 1}^{k×(n+l)} do

3: B ← sub ([ I_n | 0^{n×l} S ]) 4: Compute the facets of the projected cone: 5: P ← {Bk : k ∈ Γ_{n+l}, Ak ⪰ 0} 6: Compute Ã such that h(X^n, V^k) ∈ P ⇔ Ãh(X^n, V^k) ⪰ 0 7: Apply VERIFYEII (or VERIFYEII_LEAVEONEOUT) to check the EII: 8: ∀X^n, V^k : (~ Ah(X^n, V^k) ⪰ 0 → ∃U^l : Ah(X^n, U^l) ⪰ 0 ) 9: if not failure then 10: return Ã 11: end if 12: end for 13: end for 14: return A

If we are only interested in obtaining an outer bound of the EIP, then it is unnecessary to check that the new EIP implies the original EIP (step 7 in Algorithm 5). Each S produces an outer bound ∃V^k : h(X^n, V^k) ∈ P of the original EIP. We then choose the tightest outer bound by comparing these outer bounds using the method in Section X-A. Given the desired number of auxiliaries k, Algorithm 8, which we call the additive outer bound procedure, finds an outer bound of the given EIP with k auxiliaries.

Algorithm 8 OUTER_ADD(n, A, k)

Input: n ∈ N, A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n+l−1)}, target number of auxiliaries k Output: C such that EIP_C(X^n) is an outer bound of EIP_A(X^n)

1: C ← ∅ 2: for each matrix S ∈ {0, 1}^{k×(n+l)} do

3: B ← sub ([ I_n | 0^{n×l} S ]) 4: Compute the facets of the projected cone: 5: P ← {Bk : k ∈ Γ_{n+l}, Ak ⪰ 0} 6: Compute Ã such that h(X^n, V^k) ∈ P ⇔ Ãh(X^n, V^k) ⪰ 0 7: if C = ∅ then 8: C ← Ã 9: else 10: Apply VERIFYEII (or VERIFYEII_LEAVEONEOUT) to check the EII: 11: ∀X^n, U^k : ( Ch(X^n, U^k) ⪰ 0 → ∃V^k : Ãh(X^n, V^k) ⪰ 0 ) 12: if failure then 13: C ← Ã 14: end if 15: end if 16: end for 17: return C

The additive outer bound procedure is suitable when the number of auxiliaries is large, and only an outer bound is desired. This is useful for automated discovery of outer bounds for multiuser coding settings, where we may encounter an outer bound with too many auxiliaries, and we are interested in a (possibly weaker) outer bound with fewer auxiliaries (see Section XI-A for an example). This is also useful for discovering non-Shannon inequalities (see Section XI-B for an example).

All the aforementioned methods (removing redundant inequalities, Fourier-Motzkin elimination, removing redundant auxiliaries) are implemented in the PSITIP implementation. The PSITIP implementation allows automated discovery of inner and outer bounds, using only the graphical representation of the network as input, via the inner bound in [21], Gallager’s approach [34] for outer bounds, together with the aforementioned simplification procedures.

Remark 18. The simplification methods can sometimes eliminate the need of auxiliary random variables and convert an EIP to a non-existential information predicate (e.g. ∃U : I(X; U) = I(X; Y |U) = 0 can be simplified to I(X; Y ) = 0 by identifying U = Y ). This is known as quantifier elimination in mathematical logic. Examples of quantifier elimination includes Fourier- Motzkin elimination and the Tarski-Seidenberg theorem [77], [78] for real numbers. While the Tarski-Seidenberg theorem establishes the decidability of the theory of real closed fields by showing that quantifier elimination is always possible, the same is not true for information inequalities. For example, the EIP ∃U : (H(U|X) = 0 ∧ H(U) = H(X)/2) cannot be reduced to any statement that only concerns H(X) (i.e., for any t > 0, we can construct X where H(X) = t and the EIP holds, and also construct X where H(X) = t and the EIP does not hold), and hence the auxiliary U cannot be eliminated. Note that CIIs, and hence EIIs, are undecidable [41].

XI. EXAMPLES A. Degraded Broacast Channel

In this section, we demonstrate the use of the algorithm in finding and proving the capacity region of 2-receiver degraded broadcast channel [33], [34]. The Python code for finding the capacity region (which uses the PSITIP package that implements the algorithms in this paper,^8 and Pyomo [79] and GLPK [80] for linear programming) is given below: from p s i t i p i m p o r t * P s i O p t s . s e t t i n g ( s o l v e r = " pyomo . g l p k " ) P s i O p t s . s e t t i n g ( s t r _ s t y l e = " l a t e x " )

X, Y, Z = r v ( " X, Y, Z " ) M1, M2 = r v _ a r r a y ( "M" , 1 , 3 ) R1 , R2 = r e a l _ a r r a y ( " R" , 1 , 3 )

model = CodingModel ( )

8Source code of Python Symbolic Information Theoretic Inequality Prover (PSITIP) is available at https://github.com/cheuktingli/psitip model . s e t _ r a t e (M1, R1 ) # Rate o f M1 i s R1 model . s e t _ r a t e (M2, R2 ) # Rate o f M2 i s R2 model . add_node (M1+M2, X) # Encoder maps M1,M2 t o X model . add_edge (X, Y) # Channel X −> Y −> Z model . add_edge (Y, Z ) model . add_node (Y, M1) # Decoder1 maps Y t o M1 model . add_node ( Z , M2) # Decoder2 maps Z t o M2

# I n n e r bound v i a [ Lee −Chung 2015] w i t h o u t s i m p l i f i c a t i o n r _ l c = model . g e t _ i n n e r ( s k i p _ s i m p l i f y = True ) p r i n t ( r _ l c )

# Turn on s i m p l i f i c a t i o n , r e c o v e r s u p e r p o s i t i o n r e g i o n r = model . g e t _ i n n e r ( ) p r i n t ( r )

# A u t o m a t i c o u t e r bound w i t h o u t s i m p l i f i c a t i o n r _ o u t = model . g e t _ o u t e r ( ) p r i n t ( r _ o u t ) # Converse p r o o f , p r i n t a u x i l i a r y random v a r i a b l e s p r i n t ( ( r _ o u t >> r ) . c h e c k _ g e t a u x ( ) )

# A u t o m a t i c o u t e r bound , w i t h a t most 1 a u x i l i a r y r _ o u t 2 = model . g e t _ o u t e r ( 1 ) p r i n t ( r _ o u t 2 )

Note that the user only needs to specify the graphical representation of the setting in the code. The first output of the program (inner bound via [21] without simplification) is given below (the program directly outputs LaTeX code):

∃A_{M1} , A_{M2} :

R_1 ≥ 0, R_2 ≥ 0, R_1 ≤ I(A_{M1} ; Y ), R_2 ≤ I(A_{M2} ; Z), R_1 + R_2 ≤ I(A_{M1} ; Y ) + I(A_{M2} ; Z) − I(A_{M1} ; A_{M2} ), (A_{M1} , A_{M2} ) ↔ X ↔ Y ↔ Z ∨ R_1 ≥ 0, R_2 ≥ 0, R_1 ≤ I(A_{M1} ; Y ), R_2 ≤ I(A_{M2} ; A_{M1} , Z), R_1 + R_2 ≤ I(A_{M1} , A_{M2} ; Z), (A_{M1} , A_{M2} ) ↔ X ↔ Y ↔ Z ∨ R_1 ≥ 0, R_2 ≥ 0, R_2 ≤ I(A_{M2} ; Z), R_1 ≤ I(A_{M1} ; A_{M2} , Y ), R_1 + R_2 ≤ I(A_{M2} ; Z) + I(A_{M1} ; Y |A_{M2} ), (A_{M1} , A_{M2} ) ↔ X ↔ Y ↔ Z ∨ R_1 ≥ 0, R_2 ≥ 0, R_1 ≤ I(A_{M1} ; A_{M2} , Y ), R_2 ≤ I(A_{M2} ; A_{M1} , Z), R_1 + R_2 ≤ I(A_{M1} , A_{M2} ; Z), (A_{M1} , A_{M2} ) ↔ X ↔ Y ↔ Z

. (21)

This is the union of 4 EIPs (separated by “∨” which means “or”). Note that A_{M1} and A_{M2} are auxiliary random variables, and “↔” denotes Markov chain. Each individual EIP is obtained via a different choice of simultaneous nonunique decoding sets in [21]. While the inner bound in [21] is general, it requires many manual choices of parameters in the coding scheme (e.g. the simultaneous nonunique decoding sets), and hence requires effort to compare the regions obtained with different choices of parameters in order to find the largest.

The second output of the program (inner bound with simplification turned on) is given below:

∃A_{M2} :

R_1 ≥ 0, R_2 ≥ 0, R_2 ≤ I(A_{M2} ; Z), R_1 + R_2 ≤ I(A_{M2} ; Z) + I(X; Y |A_{M2} ), A_{M2} ↔ X ↔ Y ↔ Z . (22)

This EIP is the same as the superposition region [33], [34]. The algorithm simplifies the union in (21) into the EIP in (22) by comparing the 4 EIPs in (21) using (16) and the auxiliary searching algorithm (Algorithm 2) to find the largest, and using the subtractive simplification procedure described in Section X-B to reduce the number of auxiliaries (the auxiliary A_{M1} is removed). We can see how the algorithm eliminates the need of manual efforts to compare and simplify rate regions.

The third output of the program (automatic outer bound) is an EIP obtained via the Bayesian network of the past, present and future random variables (e.g. for Y^n, the past is Y_P := Y^{Q−1}_1 , the present is Y_Q, and the future is Y_F := Y^n_{Q+1}, where Q ∼ Unif[n]), and the Csiszár sum identity [70], [71] applied on every triple of random variables:

∃Y_P , Y_F , Z_P , M_1, M_2 :

I(M_1; Y ; M_2|Y_P ) ≤ 0, R_1 ≤ I(M_1; Y |Y_P ), I(M_2; Z; M_1|Z_P ) ≤ 0, R_2 ≤ I(M_2; Z|Z_P ), R_1 ≥ 0, R_2 ≥ 0, I(Y_F ; Y |Y_P ) = I(Y_P ; Y |Y_F ), I(Y_F ; Y |Y_P , M_1) = I(Y_P ; Y |Y_F , M_1), I(Y_F ; Y |Y_P , M_2) = I(Y_P ; Y |Y_F , M_2), I(Y_F ; Y |Y_P , M_1, M_2) = I(Y_P ; Y |Y_F , M_1, M_2), I(Y_F ; Z|Z_P ) = I(Z_P ; Y |Y_F ), I(Y_F ; Z|Z_P , M_1) = I(Z_P ; Y |Y_F , M_1), I(Y_F ; Z|Z_P , M_2) = I(Z_P ; Y |Y_F , M_2), I(Y_F ; Z|Z_P , M_1, M_2) = I(Z_P ; Y |Y_F , M_1, M_2), I(Y_F ; Y, Z|Y_P , Z_P ) = I(Y_P , Z_P ; Y |Y_F ), I(Y_F ; Y, Z|Y_P , Z_P , M_1) = I(Y_P , Z_P ; Y |Y_F , M_1), I(Y_F ; Y, Z|Y_P , Z_P , M_2) = I(Y_P , Z_P ; Y |Y_F , M_2), I(Y_F ; Y, Z|Y_P , Z_P , M_1, M_2) = I(Y_P , Z_P ; Y |Y_F , M_1, M_2), H(X|M_1, M_2, Y_P ) = 0, H(X|M_1, M_2, Y_F ) = 0, H(X|M_1, M_2, Z_P ) = 0, M_1⊥⊥M_2, (M_1, M_2, Y_F ) ↔ X ↔ Y ↔ Z, (Y, Z) ↔ (M_1, M_2, Y_F , X) ↔ Y_P ↔ Z_P

. (23)

We write I(X; Y ; Z) = I(X; Y ) − I(X; Y |Z). Note that the time-sharing random variable Q is absorbed into the auxiliaries and is not present. Also, the program omits some past/future random variables (e.g. X_P , X_F , Z_F ) that are determined to be unnecessary.^9 Next, the program checks the optimality of the inner bound by showing that the outer bound implies the inner bound. The program uses (16) and Algorithm 2 to show that (23) implies (22). It outputs the choice of auxiliary A_{M2} = (Y_P , M_2).

Finally, the program uses the additive outer bound procedure in Section X-C on the bound in (23) to find an outer bound with one auxiliary. It outputs the superposition region [33], [34]:

∃A : R_1 ≥ 0, R_2 ≥ 0, R_2 ≤ I(A; Z), R_1 ≤ I(X; Y |A), A ↔ X ↔ Y ↔ Z .

We can see that for both automated inner bound and outer bound, the program correctly outputs the superposition region.

9Technically, instead of R_1 ≤ I(M_1; Y |Y_P ), we should have R_1 ≤ I(M_1; Y |Y_P ) + ϵ where ϵ → 0 as the error probability tends to 0, though this is unnecessary since ϵ can be absorbed into R_1.

B. Non-Shannon Inequalities

To demonstrate the additive outer bound procedure in Section X-C, we use it to discover non-Shannon-type inequalities in a way similar to [52]. Python code:^{10} from p s i t i p i m p o r t * P s i O p t s . s e t t i n g ( s o l v e r = " pyomo . g l p k " ) # S e t l i n e a r programming s o l v e r X, Y, Z , W, U = r v ( " X, Y, Z , W, U" ) # D e c l a r e random v a r i a b l e s

# S t a t e t h e copy lemma a s an E I I r = e q d i s t ( [ X, Y, U] , [X, Y, Z ] ) . e x i s t s (U)

# A u t o m a t i c a l l y d i s c o v e r non −Shannon − t y p e i n e q u a l i t i e s u s i n g copy lemma p r i n t ( r . d i s c o v e r ( [ X, Y, Z , W] ) . s i m p l i f i e d ( ) . l a t e x ( ) )

Output of the program, which contains the Zhang-Yeung inequality [5] (note that I(X; Y ; Z) = I(X; Y ) − I(X; Y |Z)): I(X; W ; Z) ≤ I(Y ; W ) + I(Z; Y |X) + 2I(Z; X|Y ) + I(X; Y |Z), I(Z; Y ; X) ≤ I(Z; W ) + I(Y ; Z|X) + I(X; Y |Z) + I(Z; X|Y ) + I(Y ; X|W ), I(Y ; W ; Z) + I(X; Z; Y ) ≤ I(X; W ) + I(Y ; Z|X) + I(Z; X|Y ) + I(Y ; X, Z) .

XII. LIST OF RESULTS PROVABLE BY THE FRAMEWORK The following is a non-exhaustive list of results that can be proved by the PSITIP implementation of the framework.^{11} Achievability results are obtained via the inner bound in [21] together with the simplification procedures in this paper. In some cases marked with “(simplest)”, the framework can automatically derive the inner bound in its simplest form using the graphical representation of the network as input. For inner and outer bound results not marked with “(simplest)”, the framework can only derive a more complicated bound, and verify that it is at least as good as the known bound (and hence give an automated proof of the known bound).

1) Gelfand-Pinsker theorem [23] for channels with state, achievability (simplest) and converse. 2) Shannon’s result [81] on the capacity of channels with state available causally at the encoder, achievability (simplest) and converse.

3) 2-receiver degraded broadcast channel [33], [34], achievability (simplest) and converse. 4) 2-receiver broadcast channel: Marton’s inner bound [28], [29], [30] (simplest) and Nair-El Gamal outer bound [82]. 5) 2-receiver broadcast channel with less noisy and more capable [83], [84] receivers, achievability (simplest) and converse. 6) State-dependent semideterministic broadcast channel [75], achievability (simplest) and converse of capacity region. 7) Multiple access channel [25], [26], [27], achievability (simplest) and converse of capacity region. 8) Interference channel, Han-Kobayashi inner bound [85].

9) Wyner-Ahlswede-Körner network [86], [87], achievability (simplest) and converse of capacity region. 10) Wyner-Ziv theorem [24] for lossy source coding with side information, achievability (simplest) and converse. 11) Gray-Wyner network [88], achievability and converse.

12) Slepian-Wolf theorem [89] for distributed lossless source coding, achievability (simplest) and converse. 13) Distributed lossy source coding: Berger-Tung inner bound [31], [32] (simplest) and Berger-Tung outer bound [31], [32]. 14) Multiple description coding: Zhang-Berger inner bound [90] (simplest), Venkataramani-Kramer-Goyal inner bound [91], [92].

15) Vámos network [93]: upper bound 10/11 of capacity in [93] via Zhang-Yeung inequality [5], upper bound 5/6 of linear coding capacity in [93] via Ingleton inequality [94].

16) Wyner’s common information [58]: data processing property, lower-bounded by I(X; Y ), tensorization. 17) Gács-Körner common information [59]: data processing property, upper-bounded by I(X; Y ), tensorization. 18) Common entropy [60], data processing property, lower-bounded by Wyner’s common information, subadditivity. 19) Excess functional information [65], upper bounds in [65, Proposition 3.5]. 20) Non-Shannon-type inequalities such as the Zhang-Yeung inequality [5] and [50].

10This code is also given as an example in https://github.com/cheuktingli/psitip 11Source code is available at https://github.com/cheuktingli/psitip . Jupyter notebooks of the proofs are available at https://nbviewer.jupyter.org/github/cheuktingli/psitip/tree/master/examples/ .

XIII. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT This work was supported in part by the Hong Kong Research Grant Council Grant ECS No. CUHK 24205621, and the Direct Grant for Research, The Chinese University of Hong Kong (Project ID: 4055133). The author would like to thank Raymond W. Yeung, Chandra Nair, Laigang Guo, Amos Lapidoth, Ligong Wang, Si-Hyeon Lee and Sae-Young Chung for their invaluable comments.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Theorem 11

The equivalence between statement 2 and statement 3 follows directly from the duality of linear programming. We then prove if A^{EII}→ B satisfies statement 3, then it can be deduced using the elementary rules. Assume statement 3 is satisfied. By (Sha), ∀X, Y, Z : I(X; Y |Z) ≥ 0. By (SubV), ∀X^n : I(X_A; X_B|X_C ) ≥ 0 for any A, B, C ⊆ [n]. Applying (10) repeatedly, we have ∀X^n : Γ_nh(X^n) ⪰ 0, or equivalently, 0^{0×(2n−1) EII}→ Γ_n. We have

A^{EII}→ 0^{0×(2n−1)} ∧ 0^{0×(2n−1) EII}→ Γ_n (Cone) ⇒ A^{EII}→ Γ_n (Tran) ⇒ A^{EII}→ [ Γ_n A ] (Abs) ⇒ A^{EII}→ [ Γ_n A ] ∧ [ Γ_n A ]_{EII} → D [ A Γ_n ] (Cone) ⇒ A^{EII}→ D [ A Γ_n ] (Tran)

⇒ A^{EII}→ Bsub(I_n; S) ⇒ A^{EII}→ B (SubA).

Finally prove that if A^{EII}→ B can be deduced using the elementary rules, then it satisfies statement 3 (or equivalently, it is trivial). We only need to show that, for any elementary rule, if we start with trivial EIIs, then the new EIIs derived are still trivial. It is clear that (Sha) gives a trivial EII, and (Cone) and (Abs) give trivial EIIs if we start with trivial EIIs. For (SubV), if A^{EII}→ B is trivial, then there exists T ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n} and a matrix D with nonnegative entries such that Bsub(I_n; T) = D [ A Γ_n ] . Fix any S ∈ {0, 1}^{n×n′} . By the multiplicativity of sub (Proposition 7), we have

Bsub ([ S 0^{n×l} 0^{l×n′} I_l ]) sub(I_n′ ; TS)

= Bsub(S; TS) = Bsub(I_n; T)sub(S) = D [ Asub(S) Γ_nsub(S) ] . Note that each row of Γ_nsub(S) corresponds to a Shannon-type inequality, and hence is a conic combination of rows of Γ_n′ . Therefore, the EII

Asub(S)^{EII}→ Bsub ([ S 0^{n×l} 0^{l×n′} I_l ])

also satisfies statement 3.

For (SubA), let S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×(n+l′)}, and assume A^{EII}→ Bsub ([ I_n | 0^{n×l′} S ]) is trivial. There exists T ∈ {0, 1}^{l′×n} and a matrix D with nonnegative entries such that

Bsub ([ I_n | 0^{n×l′} S ]) sub(I_n; T) = D [ A Γ_n ] .

By the multiplicativity of sub,

Bsub ([ I_n | 0^{n×l′} S ]) sub(I_n; T) = Bsub(I_n; U).

where U = S [ I_n T ] ∈ R^{l×n}_{≥0} . Therefore, A^{EII}→ B also satisfies statement 3.

For (Tran), assume A^{EII}→ B and B^{EII}→ C are trivial for A ∈ R^{mA ×(2n−1)}, B ∈ R^{mB ×(2n+l−1)}, C ∈ R^{mC ×(2n+l+k−1)}. There exist S ∈ {0, 1}^{l×n}, T ∈ {0, 1}^{k×(n+l)} and matrices D, E with nonnegative entries such that

Bsub(I_n; S) = D [ A Γ_n ] , Csub(I_{n+l}; T) = E [ B Γ_{n+l} ] . Let U = T [ I_n S ] ∈ R^{k×n}_{≥0} . We have

Csub(I_n; S; U) = Csub(I_{n+l}; T)sub(I_n; S) = E [ Bsub(I_n; S) Γ_{n+l}sub(I_n; S) ]

= E DA DΓ_n Γ_{n+l}sub(I_n; S) . Note that each row of Γ_{n+l}sub(I_n; S) corresponds to a Shannon-type inequality, and hence is a conic combination of rows of Γ_n. Therefore, the EII A^{EII}→ C also satisfies statement 3.

REFERENCES

[1] A. P. Dawid, “Conditional independence in statistical theory,” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), vol. 41, no. 1, pp.

1–15, 1979.

[2] W. Spohn, “Stochastic independence, causal independence, and shieldability,” Journal of Philosophical logic, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 73–99, 1980. [3] R. W. Yeung, “A framework for linear information inequalities,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 43, no. 6, pp. 1924–1934, 1997. [4] Z. Zhang and R. W. Yeung, “A non-Shannon-type conditional inequality of information quantities,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 43, no. 6, pp. 1982–1986, 1997.

[5] ——, “On characterization of entropy function via information inequalities,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 44, no. 4, pp. 1440–1452, 1998. [6] R. W. Yeung and Y. O. Yan, “ITIP - information theoretic inequality prover,” 1996. [Online]. Available: http://user-www.ie.cuhk.edu.hk/~ITIP/ [7] R. W. Yeung, Information theory and network coding. Springer Science & Business Media, 2008.

[8] T. Chan and A. Grant, “Dualities between entropy functions and network codes,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 54, no. 10, pp. 4470–4487, 2008. [9] X. Yan, R. W. Yeung, and Z. Zhang, “An implicit characterization of the achievable rate region for acyclic multisource multisink network coding,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 58, no. 9, pp. 5625–5639, 2012.

[10] J. Apte, C. Li, and J. M. Walsh, “Algorithms for computing network coding rate regions via single element extensions of matroids,” in 2014 IEEE ISIT.

IEEE, 2014, pp. 2306–2310.

[11] J. Apte and J. M. Walsh, “Explicit polyhedral bounds on network coding rate regions via entropy function region: Algorithms, symmetry, and computation,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1607.06833, 2016.

[12] J. R. Metcalf-Burton, “Improved upper bounds for the information rates of the secret sharing schemes induced by the Vámos matroid,” Discrete Mathematics, vol. 311, no. 8-9, pp. 651–662, 2011.

[13] O. Farràs, T. Kaced, S. Martín, and C. Padró, “Improving the linear programming technique in the search for lower bounds in secret sharing,” in Annual International Conference on the Theory and Applications of Cryptographic Techniques. Springer, 2018, pp. 597–621.

[14] E. Gürpınar and A. Romashchenko, “How to use undiscovered information inequalities: Direct applications of the copy lemma,” in 2019 IEEE ISIT.

IEEE, 2019, pp. 1377–1381.

[15] C. T. Li, “An automated theorem proving framework for information-theoretic results,” in 2021 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT), 2021, pp. 2750–2755.

[16] R. W. Yeung and C. T. Li, “Machine-proof of entropy inequalities,” IEEE BITS the Information Theory Magazine, 2021. [17] R. Dougherty, C. Freiling, and K. Zeger, “Non-Shannon information inequalities in four random variables,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1104.3602, 2011. [18] A. El Gamal and Y.-H. Kim, Network information theory. Cambridge University Press, 2011.

[19] S. Rini and A. Goldsmith, “A general approach to random coding for multi-terminal networks,” in 2013 Information Theory and Applications Workshop (ITA). IEEE, 2013, pp. 1–9.

[20] P. Minero, S. H. Lim, and Y.-H. Kim, “A unified approach to hybrid coding,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 61, no. 4, pp. 1509–1523, 2015. [21] S.-H. Lee and S.-Y. Chung, “A unified approach for network information theory,” in 2015 IEEE ISIT. IEEE, 2015, pp. 1277–1281. [22] ——, “A unified random coding bound,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 64, no. 10, pp. 6779–6802, 2018. [23] S. I. Gel’fand and M. S. Pinsker, “Coding for channel with random parameters,” Probl. Contr. and Inf. Theory, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 19–31, 1980. [24] A. D. Wyner and J. Ziv, “The rate-distortion function for source coding with side information at the decoder,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 22, no. 1, pp. 1–10, January 1976.

[25] R. Ahlswede, “Multi-way communication channels,” in 2nd Int. Symp. Inform. Theory, Tsahkadsor, Armenian SSR, 1971, pp. 23–52.

[26] H. Liao, “Multiple access channels,” Ph.D. dissertation, University of Hawaii, Honolulu, HI, 1972.

[27] R. Ahlswede, “The capacity region of a channel with two senders and two receivers,” The annals of probability, vol. 2, no. 5, pp. 805–814, 1974. [28] K. Marton, “A coding theorem for the discrete memoryless broadcast channel,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 25, no. 3, pp. 306–311, May 1979. [29] S. I. Gel’fand and M. S. Pinsker, “Capacity of a broadcast channel with one deterministic component,” Problemy Peredachi Informatsii, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 24–34, 1980.

[30] Y. Liang and G. Kramer, “Rate regions for relay broadcast channels,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 53, no. 10, pp. 3517–3535, Oct 2007. [31] T. Berger, “Multiterminal source coding,” in The Information Theory Approach to Communications, G. Longo, Ed. New York: Springer-Verlag, 1978, pp. 171–231.

[32] S.-Y. Tung, “Multiterminal source coding,” Ph.D. dissertation, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY, 1978.

[33] P. Bergmans, “Random coding theorem for broadcast channels with degraded components,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 19, no. 2, pp. 197–207, 1973. [34] R. G. Gallager, “Capacity and coding for degraded broadcast channels,” Problemy Peredachi Informatsii, vol. 10, no. 3, pp. 3–14, 1974. [35] M. Mouchart and J.-M. Rolin, “A note on conditional independence,” Statistica, vol. 44, p. 557, 1984.

[36] J. Pearl and A. Paz, “Graphoids: a graph-based logic for reasoning about relevance relations,” Advances in Artificial Intelligence, pp. 357–363, 1987. [37] M. Studený, “Multiinformation and the problem of characterization of conditional independence relations,” Problems of Control and Information Theory, no. 18, pp. 3–16, 1989.

[38] D. Geiger and J. Pearl, “Logical and algorithmic properties of conditional independence and graphical models,” The Annals of Statistics, pp. 2001–2021, 1993.

[39] R. R. Bouckaert and M. Studenỳ, “Racing algorithms for conditional independence inference,” International Journal of Approximate Reasoning, vol. 45, no. 2, pp. 386–401, 2007.

[40] M. Niepert, “Logical inference algorithms and matrix representations for probabilistic conditional independence,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1205.2621, 2012. [41] C. T. Li, “Undecidability of network coding, conditional information inequalities, and conditional independence implication,” 2022. [Online]. Available:

https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.11461 [42] L. Kühne and G. Yashfe, “On entropic and almost multilinear representability of matroids,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2206.03465, 2022. [43] R. Pulikkoonattu, E. Perron, and S. Diggavi, “Xitip information theoretic inequalities prover,” 2008. [Online]. Available: http://xitip.epfl.ch [44] I. B. Gattegno, Z. Goldfeld, and H. H. Permuter, “Fourier-Motzkin elimination software for information theoretic inequalities,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1610.03990, 2016.

[45] C. Tian, J. S. Plank, B. Hurst, and R. Zhou, “User manual CAI version-1.0: An open-source toolbox for computer-aided investigation on the fundamental limits of information systems,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1910.08567, 2019.

[46] S. W. Ho, L. Ling, C. W. Tan, and R. W. Yeung, “Proving and disproving information inequalities: Theory and scalable algorithms,” IEEE Trans. Inf.

Theory, vol. 66, no. 9, pp. 5522–5536, 2020.

[47] L. Ling, C. W. Tan, S.-W. Ho, and R. W. Yeung, “Scalable automated proving of information theoretic inequalities with proximal algorithms,” in 2019 IEEE ISIT. IEEE, 2019, pp. 1382–1386.

[48] L. Guo, R. W. Yeung, and X.-S. Gao, “Proving information inequalities and identities with symbolic computation,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.02786, 2022.

[49] K. Makarychev, Y. Makarychev, A. Romashchenko, and N. Vereshchagin, “A new class of non-Shannon-type inequalities for entropies,” Communications in Information and Systems, vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 147–166, 2002.

[50] R. Dougherty, C. Freiling, and K. Zeger, “Six new non-Shannon information inequalities,” in 2006 IEEE ISIT. IEEE, Jul 2006, pp. 233–236. [51] F. Matúš, “Infinitely many information inequalities,” in 2007 IEEE ISIT. IEEE, Jun 2007, pp. 41–44.

[52] W. Xu, J. Wang, and J. Sun, “A projection method for derivation of non-Shannon-type information inequalities,” in 2008 IEEE ISIT. IEEE, 2008, pp.

2116–2120.

[53] C. T. Li, “The undecidability of conditional affine information inequalities and conditional independence implication with a binary constraint,” in 2021 IEEE Information Theory Workshop, 2021.

[54] ——, “First-order theory of probabilistic independence and single-letter characterizations of capacity regions,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.07324, 2021. [55] A. Gómez, C. Mejía, and J. A. Montoya, “Network coding and the model theory of linear information inequalities,” in 2014 International Symposium on Network Coding (NetCod). IEEE, 2014, pp. 1–6.

[56] A. Gómez, C. Mejia, and J. A. Montoya, “Defining the almost-entropic regions by algebraic inequalities,” International Journal of Information and Coding Theory, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 1–18, 2017.

[57] M. A. Khamis, P. G. Kolaitis, H. Q. Ngo, and D. Suciu, “Decision problems in information theory,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2004.08783, 2020. [58] A. D. Wyner, “The common information of two dependent random variables,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 163–179, 1975. [59] P. Gács and J. Körner, “Common information is far less than mutual information,” Problems of Control and Information Theory, vol. 2, no. 2, pp.

149–162, 1973.

[60] G. R. Kumar, C. T. Li, and A. El Gamal, “Exact common information,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Symp. Inf. Theory, June 2014, pp. 161–165. [61] C. T. Li and A. El Gamal, “Distributed simulation of continuous random variables,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 63, no. 10, pp. 6329–6343, 2017. [62] P. Cuff, H. Permuter, and T. M. Cover, “Coordination capacity,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 56, no. 9, pp. 4181–4206, Sept 2010. [63] N. Tishby, F. C. Pereira, and W. Bialek, “The information bottleneck method,” arXiv preprint physics/0004057, 2000. [64] A. Makhdoumi, S. Salamatian, N. Fawaz, and M. Médard, “From the information bottleneck to the privacy funnel,” in 2014 IEEE Information Theory Workshop (ITW 2014). IEEE, 2014, pp. 501–505.

[65] C. T. Li and A. El Gamal, “Strong functional representation lemma and applications to coding theorems,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 64, no. 11, pp.

6967–6978, Nov 2018.

[66] C. T. Li and A. El Gamal, “Extended Gray–Wyner system with complementary causal side information,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 64, no. 8, pp.

5862–5878, 2017.

[67] T. H. Chan and R. W. Yeung, “On a relation between information inequalities and group theory,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 48, no. 7, pp. 1992–1995, 2002.

[68] B. Hassibi and S. Shadbakht, “On a construction of entropic vectors using lattice-generated distributions,” in 2007 IEEE ISIT. IEEE, 2007, pp. 501–505. [69] J. M. Walsh and S. Weber, “A recursive construction of the set of binary entropy vectors and related algorithmic inner bounds for the entropy region,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 57, no. 10, pp. 6356–6363, 2011.

[70] J. Körner and K. Marton, “Images of a set via two channels and their role in multi-user communication,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 23, no. 6, pp.

751–761, 1977.

[71] I. Csiszár and J. Körner, “Broadcast channels with confidential messages,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 24, no. 3, pp. 339–348, 1978. [72] T. Kaced, “Equivalence of two proof techniques for non-Shannon-type inequalities,” in 2013 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory.

IEEE, 2013, pp. 236–240.

[73] I. Csiszar and J. Körner, Information theory: coding theorems for discrete memoryless systems. Cambridge University Press, 2011. [74] C. T. Li, “Infinite divisibility of information,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2008.06092, 2020.

[75] A. Lapidoth and L. Wang, “The state-dependent semideterministic broadcast channel,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 59, no. 4, pp. 2242–2251, 2012. [76] C. Lassez and J.-L. Lassez, “Quantifier elimination for conjunctions of linear constraints via a convex hull algorithm,” Symbolic and Numerical Computation for Artificial Intelligence, pp. 103–122, 1992.

[77] A. Tarski, “A decision method for elementary algebra and geometry,” RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, CA, 1948.

[78] A. Seidenberg, “A new decision method for elementary algebra,” Annals of Mathematics, pp. 365–374, 1954.

[79] W. E. Hart, C. D. Laird, J.-P. Watson, D. L. Woodruff, G. A. Hackebeil, B. L. Nicholson, and J. D. Siirola, Pyomo-optimization modeling in python.

Springer, 2017.

[80] A. Makhorin, “GLPK (GNU linear programming kit),” 2008. [Online]. Available: https://www.gnu.org/software/glpk/ [81] C. E. Shannon, “Channels with side information at the transmitter,” IBM journal of Research and Development, vol. 2, no. 4, pp. 289–293, 1958. [82] C. Nair and A. El Gamal, “An outer bound to the capacity region of the broadcast channel,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 53, no. 1, pp. 350–355, 2006. [83] J. Körner and K. Marton, “Comparison of two noisy channels,” Topics in information theory, pp. 411–423, 1977. [84] A. El Gamal, “The capacity of a class of broadcast channels,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 166–169, 1979. [85] T. S. Han and K. Kobayashi, “A new achievable rate region for the interference channel,” IEEE transactions on information theory, vol. 27, no. 1, pp.

49–60, 1981.

[86] A. Wyner, “On source coding with side information at the decoder,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 21, no. 3, pp. 294–300, 1975. [87] R. Ahlswede and J. Körner, “Source coding with side information and a converse for degraded broadcast channels,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 21, no. 6, pp. 629–637, 1975.

[88] R. Gray and A. Wyner, “Source coding for a simple network,” Bell System Technical Journal, vol. 53, no. 9, pp. 1681–1721, 1974. [89] D. Slepian and J. K. Wolf, “Noiseless coding of correlated information sources,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 471–480, Jul. 1973. [90] Z. Zhang and T. Berger, “New results in binary multiple descriptions,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 33, no. 4, pp. 502–521, 1987. [91] R. Venkataramani, G. Kramer, and V. K. Goyal, “Multiple description coding with many channels,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 49, no. 9, pp. 2106–2114, 2003.

[92] J. Wang, J. Chen, L. Zhao, P. Cuff, and H. Permuter, “On the role of the refinement layer in multiple description coding and scalable coding,” IEEE transactions on information theory, vol. 57, no. 3, pp. 1443–1456, 2011.

[93] R. Dougherty, C. Freiling, and K. Zeger, “Networks, matroids, and non-Shannon information inequalities,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 53, no. 6, pp. 1949–1969, 2007.

[94] A. W. Ingleton, “Representation of matroids,” Combinatorial mathematics and its applications, vol. 23, 1971.