arXiv:2404.07140v1 [cs.IT] 10 Apr 2024

Characterising directed and undirected metrics of high-order interdependence

Fernando E. Rosas Department of Informatics

University of Sussex Brighton BN1 9QJ, UK f.rosas@sussex.ac.uk

Pedro A.M. Mediano Department of Computing Imperial College London London SW7 2RH, UK p.mediano@imperial.ac.uk

Michael Gastpar School of Computer and Communication Sciences École Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne 1015 Lausanne, Switzerland michael.gastpar@epfl.ch

Abstract—Systems of interest for theoretical or experimental work often exhibit high-order interactions, corresponding to statistical interdependencies in groups of variables that cannot be reduced to dependencies in subsets of them. While still under active development, the framework of partial information decomposition (PID) has emerged as the dominant approach to conceptualise and calculate high-order interdependencies. PID approaches can be grouped in two types: directed approaches that divide variables into sources and targets, and undirected approaches that treat all variables equally. Directed and undirected approaches are usually employed to investigate different scenarios, and hence little is known about how these two types of approaches may relate to each other, or if their corresponding quantities are linked in some way. In this paper we investigate the relationship between the redundancy-synergy index (RSI) and the O-information, which are practical metrics of directed and undirected high-order interdependencies, respectively. Our results reveal tight links between these two quantities, and provide two interpretations of them in terms of likelihood ratios in a hypothesis testing setting, as well as in terms of projections in information geometry.

I. INTRODUCTION

Variables characterising biological, social, or technological systems can exhibit complex statistical relationships. Crucially, while bivariate interdependencies are fully characterised by their strength (measured e.g. by the mutual information), higher-order relationships involving three or more variables can be of qualitatively different kinds — most notably redundant (where multiple variables share the same information) or synergistic (where a set of variables holds some information that cannot be seen from any subset). The assessment of high-order interdependencies has lead to powerful practical analyses, revealing a plethora of new insights into, for example, the inner workings of natural evolution [1], genetic information flow [2], psychometric interactions [3], [4], cellular automata [5], and baroque music [6]. The analysis of higher-order interdependencies has been particularly fruitful for studying biological [7]–[11] and artificial [12]–[14] neural systems, where redundancies and synergies have been found to play different roles balancing the needs for reliable sensorymotor actions on the one hand, and flexible and adaptive activity in association cortices on the other [15].

Partial information decomposition (PID) has emerged as the dominant framework to reason about high-order statistical interdependencies [16]–[19]. PID approaches can be divided into two families: directed approaches that decompose information provided by source variables about a target (as described in the original formulation of PID [16]), and undirected approaches that disentangle the information shared between variables without attributing distinct roles to them [20], [21], being invariant under permutations. These approaches find natural application in different scenarios — directed approaches are natural for investigating e.g. neural systems with clear inputs and outputs [18], while undirected approaches are well suited to study interdependencies between equivalent entities, e.g. spins in Ising models [22]. We note that a different type of directed information analysis can be found, e.g. in Ref. [23].

Despite its mathematical elegance, an important weakness of PID is that the number of its atoms scales superexponentially, and hence the computation of the full decomposition is unfeasible for analyses involving a large number of variables. This limitation can be overcome by using so-called coarse-grained PID metrics, which calculate not individual atoms but linear combinations of them. Such metrics also adhere to the directed/undirected distinction: for example, the overall balance between redundancy and synergy can be estimated in a directed manner via the redundancy-synergy index (RSI) [24], and in an undirected manner via the Oinformation [25].

Contrasting directed and undirected PID approaches is a fertile, yet understudied, way to deepen our understanding of information decomposition. As a step in this direction, in this paper we present an analysis of the relationship between the RSI and O-information in various ways. Our analysis reveals analytical expressions for the RSI and O-information in terms of each other, which highlights similarities and differences between these metrics. Additionally, our results lead to a novel characterisation of the RSI and O-information in terms of the log-likelihood ratio between redundancy and synergydominated models, providing an interpretation of these quantities in a hypothesis testing setting.

II. DEFINITIONS We consider a multivariate system of n joint random variables, with a state specified by the random vector X = (X_1, . . . , X_n). We will investigate various metrics that assess the interdependencies between the parts of X, sometimes considering how X relates to another variable Y . We use the shorthand notation X^j_i = (X_i, . . . , X_j ) for 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n, X^j = X^j_1 , and X_{−j} = (X_1, . . . , X_{j−1}, X_{j+1}, . . . , X_n). For simplicity we focus on the case of discrete variables, although most of our results apply directly to the continuous case. The alphabet of X_i and Y is denoted by X_i and Y, respectively, and their cardinality by |X_i| and |Y|.

Let us now define the two metrics that are at the focus of our investigation. The O-information [25] of the components of the random vector X is given by

Ω(X) := (n − 2)H(X) + n∑ j=1 ( H(X_j ) − H(X_{−j} ) ) , (1)

where H is the Shannon entropy. The redundancy-synergy index [24] of the components of the random vector X and the random variable Y is given by

RSI(X; Y ) := n∑ j=1 I(X_j ; Y ) − I(X; Y ), (2)

where I denotes Shannon’s mutual information. Note that both the O-information and the RSI are symmetric to permutations in the ordering of the components of X; however, the RSI is not invariant to exchanging the role of Y and any of the X_i’s.

A fundamental property of the O-information and RSI is that both quantify the balance between synergistic and redundant interdependencies. As an example, consider the ‘three-bit copy’ system, where X_1 is a fair coin flip and X_3 = X_2 = X_1); and the xor logic gate, where X_1, X_2 are independent fair coin flips and X_3 = X_1 + X_2(mod 2). Both RSI and O-information are positive for the copy system, representing redundancy; and negative for the xor, representing synergy. Although both metrics yield identical results for these small systems, they in general differ. More details about how these metrics reflect high-order interdependencies can be found in Refs. [25], [26].

Our analyses will use three different multivariate extensions of Shannon’s mutual information, specifically the Total Correlation (TC) [27], Dual Total Correlation (DTC) [28], and Interaction Information (II) [29],^1 defined as follows:

TC(X) := n∑ j=1 H(X_j ) − H(X), (3)

DTC(X) := H(X) − n∑ j=1 H(X_j |X_{−j} ), (4) II(X) := ∑ γ⊆{1,...,n} (−1)^{|γ|+1}H(X^γ ), (5)

where the sum in Eq. (5) goes over all the subsets of indices γ ⊆ {1, . . . , n}, with |γ| being the cardinality of γ and X^γ the vector of all variables with indices in γ. Note that while TC(X^2) = DTC(X^2) = II(X^2) = I(X_1; X_2), these

1The interaction information is closely related to the I-measures [30], the co-information [31], and the multi-scale complexity [32].

quantities are in general different for X^n with n ≥ 3. In effect, TC and DTC are non-negative metrics for all n ≥ 2 that assess the overall strength of the correlations in different ways, as can be seen from the following identities [25, Cor.1]:

TC(X) = n∑ j=2 I(X^{j−1}; X_j ), (6)

DTC(X) =I(X^{n−1}; X_n) + n−1∑ j=2 I(X^{j−1}; X_j |X^n_{j+1}). (7)

The interaction information is a signed metric which, in contrast with the O-information and the RSI, doesn’t have a simple interpretation in terms of redundancies and synergies [16] (while having interpretations in terms of algebraic topology [33]). In the sequel we only use the interaction information for n = 3, which for simplicity we denote as

I(A; B; C) := II ( (A, B, C) ) = I(A; B) − I(A; B|C). (8) Finally, note that conditional versions of all these quantities can be introduced by simply taking the average of the metric in question evaluated on the conditional quantity, akin to the definition of the conditional entropy (see e.g. Ref. [34, p.17]). III. BASIC PROPERTIES This section presents a characterisation of the O-information and the RSI in terms of multivariate extensions of Shannon’s mutual information. These characterisations, grouped into two lemmas, provide fundamental identities over which our main results build upon. Our first lemma expresses the O-information and RSI in terms of the TC and DTC.

Lemma 1. The following equalities hold:

Ω(X) = TC(X) − DTC(X), (9) RSI(X; Y ) = TC(X) − TC(X|Y ). (10)

Proof. Direct from comparing (1), (2), (3), and (4).

This lemma implies that both the O-information and the RSI capture only high-order effects, as Ω(X^2) = RSI(X_1; X_2) = 0 and hence they give non-trivial results only when n ≥ 3. The lemma also provides some first intuitions of what these quantities are measuring. The RSI captures to what extent correlations within X are created and/or destroyed by conditioning on Y . On the other hand, the O-information captures the differences between the correlations in X as measured by the TC and DTC, which — thanks to Eqs. (6) and (7) — can also be seen to be related to conditioning, but in a more complicated way. Our second lemma exploits this angle, expressing the O-information and RSI in terms of the interaction information for n = 3 variables.

Lemma 2. The following identities hold:

Ω(X) = n−1∑ j=2 I(X^{j−1}; X_j ; X^n_{j+1}), (11)

RSI(X; Y ) = n−1∑ j=1 I(X^{j−1}; X_j ; Y ), (12) for n ≥ 3 in Eq. (11) and n ≥ 2 in Eq. (12).

Proof. Follows directly from Eqs. (6), (7), and (8) in combination with the results of Lemma 1.

Corollary 1. RSI and O-information coincide for the case of three variables:

Ω(X^3) = RSI(X^2; X_3) = I(X_1; X_2; X_3), (13)

but are in general different for n ≥ 4.

While Corollary 1 proves that the O-information and RSI are always equal for three variables and generally different for more, it is still not clear why is this the case. Section IV presents results that illuminate why and how these quantities differ for n ≥ 4.

Although not strictly necessary for our analysis, here we present tight upper and lower bounds for the O-information and RSI. For this, we define |X^{max}| := max^n_{j=1} |X_j | as the maximum of the cardinalities of the alphabets of all X_i’s, as well as |T | := min { |Y|, |X^{max}| } , and |T^′| := min { |Y|, ∏_n i=1 |X_i| } . Lemma 3. The following bounds hold:

(n − 2) log |X^{max}| ≥ Ω(X) ≥ −(n − 2) log |X^{max}|, (14) (n − 1) log |T | ≥ RSI(X; Y ) ≥ − log |T^′|. (15)

Proof. Eq. (14) follow from (11) after noticing that |J | ≥ I(A; B; C) ≥ −|J |, where |J | = min{|A|, |B|, |C|} is the size of the smallest alphabet among A, B, and C, which follows from Eq. (8) and the fact that I(A; B; C) is symmetric in all its three arguments. The bounds in Eq. (15) follow directly from Eq. (2).

It is easy to check these bounds are tight using generalisations of the copy and xor systems from Section II. Let us first consider the ‘n-bit copy’: a random binary vector X and random variable Y such that X_1 is a fair coin flip and X_1 = X_2 = · · · = X_n = Y . It is direct to check that this yields Ω(X) = n − 2 and RSI(X; Y ) = n − 1, attaining the upper bounds. Now consider the ‘n-bit xor’: a random binary vector X such that X_1, . . . , X_{n−1} are i.i.d. fair coins and X_n = ∑_{n−1} j=1 X_j (mod 2), which gives Ω(X) = −(n − 2).

Another variation of this idea, where X_1, . . . , X_n are all fair coins and Y = ∑_n j=1 X_j (mod 2) gives RSI(X; Y ) = −1.

These two types of systems — copy and xor — are extreme examples belonging to more general families of redundant or synergistic distributions explored further in Section V.

IV. RELATING DIRECTED AND UNDIRECTED METRICS

We now present our first main result: expressions for the Oinformation and the RSI in terms of each other which highlight similarities and differences between them. We first present an expression of the RSI in terms of the O-information.

Proposition 1. The RSI can be expressed in terms of the Oinformation as follows:

RSI(X; Y ) = Ω(X, Y ) − Ω(X|Y ). (16)

Proof. We start by noting that, using Eq. (11), one has that

Ω(X, Y ) = I(X^{n−1}; X_n; Y ) + n−1∑ j=2 I(X^{j−1}; X_j ; X^n_{j+1}, Y ).

(17) To proceed, we note that the interaction information possess the following chain rule: I(A; B; CD) = I(A; B; C) + I(A; B; D|C), which can be verified directly from Eq. (8). Using this chain rule on Eq. (17), one obtains that Ω(X, Y )= n∑ j=2 I(X^{j−1}; X_j ; Y )+ n−1∑ j=2 I(X^{j−1}; X_j ; X^n_{j+1}|Y )

= RSI(X; Y ) + Ω(X|Y ),

which is equivalent to Eq. (16). Above, the last equality follows from Eqs. (11) and (12).

This result illuminates what the RSI is measuring: the highorder effects in the whole system (given by the O-information) minus the high-order effects in the predictors induced by conditioning on the target variable Y . This explains, for example, why RSI and O-info are equal for n = 3: if there are only two predictors, there cannot be high-order effects between them.

The next Corollary allows us to express the O-information in terms of the RSI. This result shows that the O-information is equivalent to seeing the system described by X via successive cuts, with each cut considering a different target variable and predictors.

Corollary 2. The O-information can be expressed in terms of the RSI as follows:

Ω(X) = RSI(X^{n−1}; X_n) + n−2∑ j=2 RSI(X^j ; X_{j+1}|X^n_{j+2}).

Proof. Let us first use Proposition 16 to show that

Ω(X) = Ω(X^{n−1}|X_n) + RSI(X^{n−1}; X_n).

Then, one can proceed by applying again Proposition 16 to the resulting conditional O-information, as follows:

Ω(X) = Ω(X^{n−1}|X_n) + RSI(X^{n−1}; X_n) = Ω(X^{n−2}|X^n_{n−1}) + RSI(X^{n−2}; X_{n−1}|X_n) + RSI(X^{n−1}; X_n) = . . . = n−1∑ j=2 RSI(X^j ; X_{j+1}|X^n_{j+2}).

V. HIGH-ORDER METRICS AS EVIDENCE TOWARDS

SYNERGISTIC OR REDUNDANT MODELS

In this section we derive interpretations of RSI and Oinformation in terms of log-likelihood ratios, inspired by the Neyman-Pearson theory of hypothesis testing. To this end, the first step is to consider different classes of distributions that satisfy specific structures of conditional independence as determined by specific graphical models. For this, let us define the tail-to-tail class given by

C_T := q(X, Y ) : q(X, Y ) = q(Y ) n∏ j=1 q(X_j |Y ) , (18)

which corresponds to the class of all distributions where X_1, . . . , X_n are conditionally independent given Y (i.e. arrows go from Y to each X_i). Similarly, let’s also define the headto-head class given by

C_H := q(X, Y ) : q(X, Y ) = q(Y |X) n∏ j=1 q(X_j )

, (19)

which corresponds to the class of all distributions where each X_1, . . . , X_n are independent but Y depends (potentially) on all of them — i.e., arrows are coming from each variable X_1, . . . , X_n towards Y . The copy and xor systems belong to C_T and C_H, respectively. Probabilistic graphical models corresponding for both classes are shown in Figure 1.

Our next result shows that the high-order interdependencies of distributions in C_H and C_T have opposite properties.

Lemma 4. Let p be the joint distribution of (X, Y ). Then,

RSI(X; Y ) = TC(X) ≥ 0 if p ∈ C_T, (20) RSI(X; Y ) = −TC(X|Y ) ≤ 0 if p ∈ C_H. (21)

Proof. The result follows from Eq. (10) using the fact that TC(X|Y ) = 0 for p ∈ C_T and TC(X) = 0 for p ∈ C_H.

Intuitively, in tail-to-tail distributions any correlations within X are mediated by Y , and hence this information is necessarily redundant. On the contrary, in head-to-head distributions the X_i’s are (marginally) independent and may only become entangled when conditioned on Y , and hence these relationships are synergistic (as they involve at least three variables, X_i, X_j , and Y ).

Let us now consider a dataset S_m of m i.i.d. points of the form {(x^{(k)}, y^{(k)})}^m_{k=1} sampled from a distribution p(X, Y ). The likelihood of a distribution q(x, y) evaluated on the sample S_m is

Λ(S_m; q) := m∏ k=1 q(x^{(k)}, y^{(k)}). (22)

Using this definition, one can express the generalized likelihood ratio test (GLRT) as defined in Ref. [35, p. 86-96] between two classes of models C and C^′, which is given by

λ^C′ (S_m) := log sup_{r∈C} Λ(S_m; r) sup_{s∈C}′ Λ(S_m; s)

. (23)

Tail-to-tail models C_T Head-to-head models C_H

X_1X_2· · ·Xn Y

X_1X_2· · ·Xn Y

Predominantly redundant Predominantly synergistic

Fig. 1. Classes of probabilistic graphical models with predominantly redundant (C_T ) and synergistic (C_H) interdependencies.

The GLRT is a well-known test for composite hypothesis testing.^2 In fact, it can be interpreted as a comparison between the evidence towards accepting the hypothesis that p ∈ C versus p ∈ C^′ — as λ^C′ (S_m) = λ^M_C′ (S_m) − λ^M_C (S_m) where M is the class of all distributions p(X, Y ).^3 The following proposition establishes that the RSI corresponds to the GLRT between the model classes C_T and C_H.

Proposition 2. Given a sequence of sets of i.i.d. samples S_m, then the GLRT λ^{CT}_{CH} /m converges in probability to the RSI: 1 m λ^{CT}_{CH} (S_m) −−−−→ m→∞ RSI(X; Y ). (24)

Proof. Our strategy for proving this result will be to split λ^{CT}_{CH} into two additive terms, show that each one converges, and then show that their addition gives the desired result. For this, let’s use the shorthand notation

λ_T := log sup_{r∈CT} Λ(S_m; r) and λ_H := log sup_{s∈CH} Λ(S_m; s), (25)

so that λ^{CT}_{CH} (S_m) = λ_T − λ_H.

Let us first work out an expression for λ_T. For this, let us first note that

lim m→∞ 1 m λ_T^{(a)}= sup_{q∈CT} lim_{m→∞} 1 m m∑ k=1 log q(x^{(k)}, y^{(k)}) (26) (b) = sup_{q∈CT} E_p [log q(X, Y )] (27) (c) = sup_{q∈CT}

E_p [log q(Y )] + n∑ j=1 E_p [log q(X_j |Y )] . where (a) uses the fact that sup commutes with log, lim, and product; (b) the weak law of large numbers; and (c) the fact that q ∈ C_T .

2When C and C^′ are point hypotheses, the Neyman-Pearson lemma shows that the GLRT is the optimal (i.e. most powerful) test. However, in general the GLRT cannot be shown to be an optimal test for composite hypotheses. See e.g. the discussion in Ref. [35].

3In the typical Neyman-Pearson setting, λ^M_C quantifies the evidence in favour of the alternative hypothesis p ∈ M \ C against the null hypothesis p ∈ C.

From there, one can see that, by Gibbs’ inequality, the suprema above are achieved when q(Y ) = p(Y ) and q(X_j |Y ) = p(X_j |Y ) ∀j, yielding lim m→∞ 1 m λ_T = −H(Y ) − n∑ j=1 H(X_j |Y ). (28)

By following an analogous derivation, one can show that lim m→∞ 1 m λ_H = −H(Y |X) − n∑ j=1 H(X_j ). (29)

The result then follows by taking the difference between these two limits.

Corollary 3.

RSI(X; Y ) = lim_{m→∞} 1 m λ^M_{CH} (S_m) − lim_{m→∞} 1 m λ^M_{CT} (S_m) (30)

= inf_{q∈CH} D(p ‖ q) − inf_{q′ ∈CT} D(p ‖ q^′), (31)

where M denotes the collection of all distributions p(x, y).

Proof. The first equality follows from Eq. (24) and the fact that λ^{CT}_{CH} = λ^M_{CH} − λ^M_{CT} . To prove the second equality, note that lim m→∞ 1 m λ^M_{CH} = sup_{s∈M} E_p [log s(X, Y )] − sup_{r∈CH} E_p [log r(X, Y )] = inf_{r∈CH} D(p ‖ r). The desired result is obtained by following a similar derivation to show that^1_m λ^M_{CT} −−−−→_{m→∞} inf_{s∈CT} D(p ‖ s).

These results show that the RSI can be understood as a comparison between the evidence towards accepting the hypothesis p ∈ C_T versus p ∈ C_H. Additionally, Corollary 3 also brings a geometric interpretation: following the principles of information geometry [36], inf_{q∈C} D(p ‖ q) corresponds to the length of the M-projection of p on the statistical manifold C. Therefore, the RSI compares the lengths of the projections of p to either C_T and C_H: if p is closer to being tail-to-tail, then it is predominantly redundant and its RSI is positive; whereas if p is closer to being head-to-head, then it is predominantly synergistic and its RSI is negative.

Interestingly, note that if p ∈ C_T then combining Corollary 3 and Lemma 4 one can find that

RSI(X; Y ) = inf_{q∈CH} D(p ‖ q) = TC(X), (32)

showing that in this case TC(X) is equal to the informationgeometric projection of p to C_H. Conversely, if p ∈ C_H then

−RSI(X; Y ) = inf_{q′ ∈CT} D(p ‖ q^′) = TC(X|Y ), (33)

so in that case TC(X|Y ) measures the reciprocal projection.

Proposition 2 allows us to develop an interpretation of the O-information as the sum of log-likelihood ratios. For this, we define the following two classes of models:

K^j_T = { q(X) : q(X) = q(X_j )q(X^{j−1}|X_j )q(X^n_{j+1}|X_j ) } , K^j_H = { q(X) : q(X) = q(X_j |X_{−j} )q(X^{j−1})q(X^n_{j+1}) } .

Each class corresponds to models that split the system into three parts (X^{j−1}, X^n_{j+1}, and X_j ) and consider only redundant or synergistic relationships between them.

Proposition 3. Given a sequence of sets of i.i.d. samples S_m, then 1 m n−1∑ j=2 λ^{KjT}_{KjH} (S_m) −−−−→ m→∞ Ω(X). (34)

Corollary 4.

Ω(X) = n−1∑ j=2 ( lim m→∞ 1 m λ^M_Kj_H (S_m) − lim_{m→∞} 1 m λ^M_Kj_T (S_m) )

= n−2∑ j=2 ( inf_{q∈Kj} H D(p ‖ q) − inf_{q′ ∈Kj} T D(p ‖ q^′) ) . Proof. Direct from applying the previous results to Eq. (11), and using the fact that the RSI and the interaction information are equal when considering three variables.

Therefore, like the RSI, the O-information corresponds to a balance between the evidence supporting the hypothesis that the distribution is dominated by redundant interdependencies (as the ones in C_T) versus synergistic ones (as the distributions in C_H). However, here the evidence is accumulated over a sequence of cuts, each considering a different variable X_j as target, and splitting the rest of the system into two parts that are treated as predictors. That said, note that the expression on the right-hand-side of the identities in Corollary 3 does not depend on the ordering of the X’s.

VI. CONCLUSION

The results presented here provide a first view on the relationship between the RSI and the O-information, which are examples of directed and undirected metrics of high-order interdependencies. In particular, Proposition 1 shows the the RSI is capturing the high-order effects on the predictors and targets that are not found in the predictors, and Corollary 2 shows that the O-information corresponds to the sum of the RSI applied to different partitions of the system. Furthermore, Proposition 2 and its corollaries illuminate the RSI and Oinformation in terms of generalised log-likelihood ratios between synergistic and redundant models. Overall, these results deepen our understanding of these metrics and provide new ways to interpret their values.

Although these are general-purpose metrics that can be applied to any system, we believe these are particularly promising for exploring intrinsic and extrinsic high-order effects in neural representations. For example, the results in this paper could be used to investigate the relationship between highorder relationships between the activations within a population of neurons (in the undirected sense) and in the ways such a population encodes an external stimulus (in the directed sense). We hope future experimental and modelling work can use these results to further elucidate the bases of neural computation and information processing.

REFERENCES

[1] H. Rajpal, C. von Stengel, P. A. Mediano, F. E. Rosas, E. Viegas, P. A.

Marquet, and H. J. Jensen, “Quantifying hierarchical selection,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.20386, 2023.

[2] Z. Cang and Q. Nie, “Inferring spatial and signaling relationships between cells from single cell transcriptomic data,” Nature Communications, vol. 11, no. 1, p. 2084, 2020.

[3] D. Marinazzo, J. Van Roozendaal, F. E. Rosas, M. Stella, R. Comolatti, N. Colenbier, S. Stramaglia, and Y. Rosseel, “An informationtheoretic approach to hypergraph psychometrics,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.01035, 2022.

[4] T. F. Varley and P. Kaminski, “Untangling synergistic effects of intersecting social identities with partial information decomposition,” Entropy, vol. 24, no. 10, p. 1387, 2022.

[5] F. Rosas, P. A. Mediano, M. Ugarte, and H. J. Jensen, “An informationtheoretic approach to self-organisation: Emergence of complex interdependencies in coupled dynamical systems,” Entropy, vol. 20, no. 10, p. 793, 2018.

[6] T. Scagliarini, D. Marinazzo, Y. Guo, S. Stramaglia, and F. E. Rosas, “Quantifying high-order interdependencies on individual patterns via the local O-information: Theory and applications to music analysis,” Physical Review Research, vol. 4, no. 1, p. 013184, 2022.

[7] M. Gatica, R. Cofré, P. A. Mediano, F. E. Rosas, P. Orio, I. Diez, S. P.

Swinnen, and J. M. Cortes, “High-order interdependencies in the aging brain,” Brain Connectivity, vol. 11, no. 9, pp. 734–744, 2021.

[8] A. I. Luppi, P. A. Mediano, F. E. Rosas, N. Holland, T. D. Fryer, J. T.

O’Brien, J. B. Rowe, D. K. Menon, D. Bor, and E. A. Stamatakis, “A synergistic core for human brain evolution and cognition,” Nature Neuroscience, vol. 25, no. 6, pp. 771–782, 2022.

[9] R. Herzog, F. E. Rosas, R. Whelan, S. Fittipaldi, H. Santamaria-Garcia, J. Cruzat, A. Birba, S. Moguilner, E. Tagliazucchi, P. Prado et al., “Genuine high-order interactions in brain networks and neurodegeneration,” Neurobiology of Disease, vol. 175, p. 105918, 2022.

[10] T. F. Varley, O. Sporns, S. Schaffelhofer, H. Scherberger, and B. Dann, “Information-processing dynamics in neural networks of macaque cerebral cortex reflect cognitive state and behavior,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, vol. 120, no. 2, p. e2207677120, 2023.

[11] T. F. Varley, M. Pope, J. Faskowitz, and O. Sporns, “Multivariate information theory uncovers synergistic subsystems of the human cerebral cortex,” Communications Biology, vol. 6, no. 1, p. 451, 2023.

[12] T. M. Tax, P. A. Mediano, and M. Shanahan, “The partial information decomposition of generative neural network models,” Entropy, vol. 19, no. 9, p. 474, 2017.

[13] A. M. Proca, F. E. Rosas, A. I. Luppi, D. Bor, M. Crosby, and P. A. Mediano, “Synergistic information supports modality integration and flexible learning in neural networks solving multiple tasks,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.02996, 2022.

[14] C. Kaplanis, P. Mediano, and F. Rosas, “Learning causally emergent representations,” in NeurIPS 2023 workshop: Information-Theoretic Principles in Cognitive Systems, 2023.

[15] A. I. Luppi, F. E. Rosas, P. A. Mediano, D. K. Menon, and E. A. Stamatakis, “Information decomposition and the informational architecture of the brain,” Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 2024.

[16] P. L. Williams and R. D. Beer, “Nonnegative decomposition of multivariate information,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1004.2515, 2010.

[17] V. Griffith, “Quantifying synergistic information,” Ph.D. dissertation, California Institute of Technology, 2014.

[18] M. Wibral, V. Priesemann, J. W. Kay, J. T. Lizier, and W. A. Phillips, “Partial information decomposition as a unified approach to the specification of neural goal functions,” Brain and Cognition, vol. 112, pp. 25–38, 2017.

[19] P. A. M. Mediano, F. E. Rosas, A. I. Luppi, R. L. Carhart-Harris, D. Bor, A. K. Seth, and A. B. Barrett, “Towards an extended taxonomy of information dynamics via Integrated Information Decomposition,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2109.13186, 2021.

[20] F. Rosas, V. Ntranos, C. J. Ellison, S. Pollin, and M. Verhelst, “Understanding interdependency through complex information sharing,” Entropy, vol. 18, no. 2, p. 38, 2016.

[21] R. A. Ince, “The partial entropy decomposition: Decomposing multivariate entropy and mutual information via pointwise common surprisal,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1702.01591, 2017.

[22] V. S. Vijayaraghavan, R. G. James, and J. P. Crutchfield, “Anatomy of a spin: The information-theoretic structure of classical spin systems,” Entropy, vol. 19, no. 5, p. 214, 2017.

[23] K. So, A. C. Koralek, K. Ganguly, M. C. Gastpar, and J. M. Carmena, “Assessing functional connectivity of neural ensembles using directed information,” Journal of Neural Engineering, vol. 9, no. 2, p. 026004, February 2012.

[24] G. Chechik, A. Globerson, M. Anderson, E. Young, I. Nelken, and N. Tishby, “Group redundancy measures reveal redundancy reduction in the auditory pathway,” in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 14, T. G. Dietterich, S. Becker, and Z. Ghahramani, Eds. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2002.

[25] F. E. Rosas, P. A. Mediano, M. Gastpar, and H. J. Jensen, “Quantifying high-order interdependencies via multivariate extensions of the mutual information,” Physical Review E, vol. 100, no. 3, p. 032305, 2019.

[26] N. Timme, W. Alford, B. Flecker, and J. M. Beggs, “Synergy, redundancy, and multivariate information measures: An experimentalist’s perspective,” Journal of Computational Neuroscience, vol. 36, pp. 119– 140, 2014.

[27] S. Watanabe, “Information theoretical analysis of multivariate correlation,” IBM Journal of Research and Development, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 66–82, 1960.

[28] T. S. Han, “Nonnegative entropy measures of multivariate symmetric correlations,” Information and Control, vol. 36, pp. 133–156, 1978.

[29] W. McGill, “Multivariate information transmission,” Transactions of the IRE Professional Group on Information Theory, vol. 4, no. 4, pp. 93– 111, 1954.

[30] R. W. Yeung, “A new outlook on Shannon’s information measures,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 37, no. 3, pp. 466–474, 1991.

[31] A. J. Bell, “The co-information lattice,” in Proceedings of the Fifth International Workshop on Independent Component Analysis and Blind Signal Separation: ICA, vol. 2003, 2003.

[32] Y. Bar-Yam, “Multiscale complexity/entropy,” Advances in Complex Systems, vol. 7, no. 01, pp. 47–63, 2004.

[33] P. Baudot and D. Bennequin, “The homological nature of entropy,” Entropy, vol. 17, no. 5, pp. 3253–3318, 2015.

[34] T. Cover and J. Thomas, Elements of Information Theory, 2nd ed. John Wiley and Sons, 2006.

[35] H. L. Van Trees, Detection, Estimation, and Modulation Theory (Volume 1). New York: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 1968.

[36] S.-i. Amari, Information Geometry and its Applications. Springer, 2016, vol. 194.