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Abstract—We quantify the average amount of redundant
information that is transferred from a subset of relevant random
source processes to a target process. To identify the relevant
source processes, we consider those that are connected to the
target process and in addition share a certain proportion of the
total information causally provided to the target. Even if the rel-
evant processes have no directed information exchange between
them, they can still causally provide redundant information to the
target. This makes it difficult to identify the relevant processes. To
solve this issue, we propose the existence of a hidden redundancy
process that governs the shared information among the relevant
processes. We bound the redundancy by the minimal average
directed redundancy from the relevant processes to the target,
from the hidden redundancy process to the target, and from the
hidden redundancy process to the relevant processes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mutual information is frequently used when quantifying
the amount of redundancy between random variables [1].
Shannon’s mutual information measure is only able to quantify
the shared information between two sets of variables [2]. Thus,
a naive way to compute the amount of common information
of three or more variables is to use the minimum of their
pairwise mutual informations. Alternative ways of analyzing
the intrinsic relationships between multiple random variables
have been considered in e.g., [3]–[11].

Consider the case where Z is the target signal and X and Y
the source signals. We are interested in assessing the amount of
redundant information in Z due to X and Y , i.e., the amount
of shared information that both X and Y convey to Z. This
was considered for discrete random variables in [3] as:

Imin(X;Y ;Z) ≜
∑
z∈Z

pZ(z)min(I(X;Z = z), I(Y ;Z = z)),

(1)

I(X;Z = z) =
∑
x∈X

pX|Z(x|z) log2
pX|Z(x|z)
pZ(z)

,

I(Y ;Z = z) =
∑
y∈Y

pY |Z(y|z) log2
pY |Z(y|z)
pZ(z)

,

where X ,Y,Z are the alphabets of X,Y , and Z, respectively.
An extension of the redundancy measure in (1) to

continuous-alphabet sources was considered in [12]:

Imin(X;Y ;Z)≜
∫
z∈Z
fZ(z)min(I(X;Z = z), I(Y ;Z = z)) dz.

(2)

In order to extend (2) to processes, one could use a directed
measure for discrete-time stationary processes {Xk}, {Yk},
and {Zk}; such as transfer entropy TE [13]:

TE({Xk} → {Zk}) ≜ I(Xn−1;Zn|Zn−1). (3)

We can then form a directed version of the average minimal
redundancy measure for processes as follows:

Imin({Xk}; {Yk}; {Zk}) ≜
∫
zn∈Zn

fZ(zn|zn−1)× (4)

min(TE({Xk}→{Zk = zk},TE({Yk}→{Zk = zk}) dzn.

We are, however, facing a number of problems with (4):
i) Computing TE({Yk} → {Zk = zk}) for every zk is

practically infeasible since Zn is uncountably infinite.
ii) If there are more than two source processes, the mini-

mum would be taken over all sources processes. How-
ever, perhaps only a few of them are connected to the
target, and hence the minimum transfer entropy over all
source processes and to the target is then always zero.

iii) A positive transfer entropy does not necessarily imply
that the processes are causally related.

Note also that two source processes that have zero causal
interaction with each other, could potentially still causally
provide redundant information to the target.

It was suggested in [12] and further developed in [14] to
use the minimum transfer entropy from the sources to the
target as a measure of redundancy. Such an approach would
solve problem i). Moreover, the idea that source variables
can be weakly or even uncorrelated and yet carry redundant
information was discussed in [5] and [12]. Here they suggested
to not consider the mutual information among all the source
variables but only between the sources and the target. We will
leverage upon both of these ideas in the sequel.

In this paper, we propose and analyze a new notion of
directed redundancy that is applicable to both discrete-time
continuous-alphabet and discrete-alphabet processes. The no-
tion is motivated by the analysis of brain networks, where it
is currently unknown to what degree the human brain relies
upon redundant information for processing [15].

Our main contribution is to quantify the redundant in-
formation exchange a set of relevant source processes each
provide to a given target process. This is complicated by the
following problem. Two causally independent sources could
provide different (and hence non-redundant) information to
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the target. Thus, if we only measure the amount of causal
information exchange from the sources and to the target,
then these sources would wrongly be classified as providing
redundant information transfer to the target. On the other
hand, the causal information exchange between the source
processes could be zero even though they provide redundant
information to the target. Thus, it is necessary but non-trivial
to include the dependency between the sources to guarantee
that they actually provide redundant information to the target.
To tackle this problem, we hypothesize the existence of a
(perhaps hidden) redundancy process, ϕ, which causally affect
the source processes. Thus, if we know ϕ, we can compute
the causal information exchange from ϕ to all the relevant
sources, and also to the target. The minimum of these causal
exchanges, would be an upper bound to the redundancy.

A. Notation

We use {Xk} to denote a one-sided scalar random process,
i.e., {Xk} = X1, X2, . . . , where Xk ∈ R. For brevity, we
will occasionally refer to {Xk} simply by X . For example,
TE(X → Z) denotes the transfer entropy from {Xk} to
{Zk}.The ith element of {Xk} is denoted Xi, and XN =
X1, . . . , XN . We use the notation XN (j), j = 1, . . . , J,
to distinguish between J time-series each of length N . If
Xk+1 = fk(X

k, Y k),∀k, for a deterministic function fk, then
there is a directional (or causal) dependency from Y to X .

II. REDUNDANCY VIA MINIMAL SUFFICIENT STATISTICS

In this section, we motivate the use of minimal sufficient
statistics as a means to bound the common information.
Let A,B, and C be mutually independent discrete random
variables. Moreover, let X = (A,B), Y = (A,C), and
Z = (B,C). What is the amount of common (redundant)
information between X,Y , and Z? Using the minimum of
their pairwise mutual informations yields:

min(I(X;Y ), I(X;Z), I(Y ;Z))=min(H(A), H(B), H(C)),
(5)

since I(X;Y ) = H(X) − H(X|Y ) = H(A,B) −
H(A,B|A,C) = H(A) + H(B) − H(B|A,C) = H(A).
Similarly, I(X;Z) = H(B) and I(Y ;Z) = H(C). Thus, if
the entropies are positive the pairwise common information is
positively bounded away from zero. On the other hand, we can
define a notion of redundancy based upon sufficient statistics,
which is zero for the above example. Let TXY be a sufficient
statistics of X with respect to Y , i.e., I(X;Y ) = I(TXY ;Y )
and X − TXY − Y forms a Markov chain, i.e., X and Y are
conditionally independent of each other given knowledge of
TXY [1]. A minimal sufficient statistics T ∗

XY satisfies [1]:

T ∗
XY = argmin

TXY

I(TXY ;X), s.t. I(TXY ;Y ) = I(X;Y ).

For the above example, one may observe that the min-
imal sufficient statistics are TXY = A, TXZ = B, and
TY Z = C. Then, clearly I(TXY ;TXZ) = I(TXZ ;TY Z) =
I(TXY ;TY Z) = 0. Since the minimal sufficient statistics have
no information overlap with each other one could argue that

the triplet (X,Y, Z) therefore should have zero information in
common, which implies zero redundancy. The above example
inspire us to introduce a new notion of redundancy for random
variables, which we extend to processes in the next section:

Īred(X;Y ;Z) (6)

≜ min (I(TXY ;TXZ), I(TXZ ;TY Z), I(TXY ;TY Z)),

where TXY denotes a minimal sufficient statistics for X
with respect to Y , and similarly for TXZ and TY Z . Clearly,
Īred(X;Y ;Z) ≤ min (I(X;Y ), I(X;Z), I(Y ;Z)).

III. DIRECTED REDUNDANCY

In this section, we introduce a hidden redundancy process,
and define a notion of directed redundancy for processes.

A. Hidden redundancy process
The following example illustrates the usefulness of con-

sidering a (perhaps hidden) redundancy process that governs
the shared information, which is exhanged by a set of source
processes to a target process. Consider the following system:

ψk+1 = aψk +Wψ
k (7)

ϕk+1 = aϕk +Wϕ
k (8)

Xk+1 = bXk + cϕk−1 +WX
k (9)

Yk+1 = bYk + cϕk−1 +WY
k (10)

Zk+1 = bZk + dXk−1 + dYk−1 + eψk−1 +WZ
k , (11)

where Wφ
k ∈ R,∀k,∀φ ∈ {ϕ, ψ,X, Y, Z}, are mutually

independent and standard normally distributed. This set of
processes is constructed such that ϕ represents a (hidden)
redundancy process which "induces" redundant information
exchanges to Z via X and Y but not via ψ. However, ψ
is also causally providing information to the target. Thus, if
one would use a measure like (5), then the redundancy would
be estimated as being zero, since ψ is causally independent
of X and Y . Even if the mutual dependency between the
sources were left out, the estimate would be the minimum
of I(ψ;Z), I(ϕ;Z), I(X;Z), I(Y ;Z), which is also wrong,
since the information provided by (X,Y ) is independent (and
hence not redundant) of that provided by ψ to the target. Our
key idea is to only focus upon the relevant source processes,
X and Y , which provide some common directed information
to Z even though they are causally independent of each other.

B. Directed Redundancy for Processes
In the sequel, we will consider the transfer entropy to be

our desired measure of directed (causal) information exchange.
Our results are also valid if the transfer entropy is substituted
by, e.g., conditional directed information [16], [17].

Definition 1: The transfer-entropy measurable causal redun-
dancy provided to the target {Zk} via the source processes
{Xk}, {Yk}, which are driven by the hidden redundancy
process {ϕk} is defined as:

Ired({Xk}; {Yk}; {Zk}) ≜
min (TE(ϕ→ Z),TE(ϕ→ TXZ),TE(ϕ→ TY Z),

TE(TXZ → Z),TE(TY Z → Z), I({TXZ}; {TY Z}) ),



where TXZ is a causal minimal sufficient statistics for X with
respect to Z, which we define to mean that TXZ satisfies the
conditional Markov chain

Xn−1|Zn−1 − Tn−1
XZ |Zn−1 − Zn|Zn−1 ,∀n,

where

Tn−1
XZ = arg min

Sn−1
XZ

I(Sn−1
XZ ;Zn|Zn−1)

s.t. I(Sn−1
XZ ;Zn|Zn−1) = I(Xn−1;Zn|Zn−1),∀n.

The last quantity I({TXZ}; {TY Z}) in the definition is a stan-
dard mutual information. This term is necessary to exclude the
case where X and Y would only be providing non-redundant
information to Z in which case I({TXZ}; {TY Z}) = 0.

It is non-trivial to find minimal sufficient statistics for
general sources, and below we introduce an upper bound to the
redundancy that does not rely on minimal sufficient statistics.

Lemma 1: Consider the dynamical system in (7) – (11).
The amount of redundant transfer entropy communicated via
X and Y to Z, and contained in Z, is upper bounded by:

Ired({Xk}; {Yk}; {Zk}) ≤ min (TE(ϕ→ Z),TE(ϕ→ X),

TE(ϕ→ Y ),TE(X → Z),TE(Y → Z)). (12)

Proof: The proof follows by replacing the minimal suf-
ficient statistics in Definition 1 by their associated random
processes. Omitting I({TXZ}; {TY Z}) can only increase the
estimated redundancy. TE(X → Z) may overestimate the
amount of information exchanged from X to Z, since Z also
receives information from Y . Similarly for TE(Y → Z).
Thus, it is necessary to also take into account the amount of
redundant information that is induced into X and Y . This is
upper bounded by TE(ϕ→ X) and TE(ϕ→ Y ), respectively.
Finally, since ϕ is driving the redundancy in the system, the
redundancy can be no greater than TE(ϕ→ Z).

The following lemma demonstrates the existence of systems
that are bounded by the different terms in (12), and thereby
showing that all of the terms are needed.

Lemma 2: Consider the system in (7) – (11) and let a =
b = 0, then:

TE(ϕ→ X) = TE(ϕ→ Y ) =
1

2
log2

(
c2σ2

ϕ + 1
)
, (13)

TE(ϕ→ Z) =
1

2
log2

(
4d2c2σ2

ϕ + 2d2 + e2 + 1

2d2 + e2 + 1

)
, (14)

TE(X → Z) = TE(Y → Z)

=
1

2
log2

(
4c2d2σ2

ϕ + 2d2 + e2 + 1

dc2σ2
ϕ

c2σ2
ϕ+1

+ d2 + e2 + 1

)
, (15)

where σ2
ϕ is the stationary variance of ϕ, and σ2

Wφ = 1 for
φ ∈ {ψ,X, Y, Z}. Moreover, for c = d > 0, and e = 1, the
minimum in (12) is explicitly given by:

Ired({Xk}; {Yk}; {Zk}) (16)

≤


TE(ϕ→ Z), 0 < c < 1, σ2

ϕ < 4,

TE(ϕ→ X) = TE(ϕ→ Y ), c ≥ 1, σ2
ϕ < 4,

TE(X → Z) = TE(Y → Z), ξ1 ≤ c ≤ ξ2, σ
2
ϕ ≥ 4,

where ξ1 = 1
2σϕ −

1
2

√
σ2
ϕ − 4 and ξ2 = 1

2σϕ +
1
2

√
σ2
ϕ − 4.

Proof: We first expand TE(ϕ→ Z) by the chain rule of
mutual information:

TE(ϕ→ Z) =I(ϕk−1;Zk|Zk−1) = I(ϕk−4;Zk|Zk−1)

+ I(ϕk−1\ϕk−4;Zk|Zk−1, ϕk−4).

The first term can be further written as:

I(ϕk−4;Zk|Zk−1)

= I(ϕk−4; d(Xk−2 + Yk−2) + eψk−2 +WZ
k−1|Zk−1)

= I(ϕk−4; d(2cϕk−4 +WX
k−3 +WY

k−3) + eψk−2

+WZ
k−1|Zk−1)

(∗)
= I(ϕk−4; d(2cϕk−4 +WX

k−3 +WY
k−3) + eψk−2 +WZ

k−1)

=
1

2
log2

(
4d2c2σ2

ϕ + 2d2 + e2 + 1

2d2 + e2 + 1

)
.

Since a = b = 0, (∗) follows, and it further implies
I(ϕk−1\ϕk−4;Zk|Zk−1, ϕk−4) = 0. Similarly, we have that:

TE(ϕ→ X) = I(ϕk−1;Xk|Xk−1)

= I(ϕk−2; cϕk−2 +WX
k−1|Xk−1)

+ I(ϕk−1\ϕk−2;Xk|Xk−1, ϕk−2).

= I(ϕk−2; cϕk−2 +WX
k−1|Xk−1) =

1

2
log2

(
c2σ2

ϕ + 1
)

= TE(ϕ→ Y ).

Finally, TE(Y → Z) = TE(X → Z), where:

TE(X → Z) = I(Xk−1;Zk|Zk−1)

= I(Xk−2; dXk−2 + dYk−2 + eψk−2 +WZ
k−1|Zk−1)

=
1

2
log2

(
4c2d2σ2

ϕ + 2d2 + e2 + 1

dvar(cϕk−4|Xk−2) + d2 + e2 + 1

)
,

var(cϕk−4|Xk−2) =
c2σ2

ϕ

c2σ2
ϕ + 1

.

All the arguments of the logarithms in (13), (14), and (15)
are convex in c = d, and are having their minima at c =
0 and maxima at c = ∞. Pairwise equating the arguments
of (13), (14), and (15), and solving for c, yields real roots
corresponding to the cases provided in (16). The minima can
then readily be verified by evaluating the arguments for any c
within the corresponding regions.

Example 1: Let a = d = e = 1/3, b = 1/5, c = 1/2, and
let the length of the processes in (7) – (11) be N = 5000. The
transfer entropies between all pairs of processes are shown
in Table I.1 It can be observed that all sources (ψ, ϕ,X, Y )
appears to be coupled to the target Z, and one could therefore
wrongly conclude that they all provide a degree of common
(redundant) information, which would be upper bounded by
TE(ψ → Z) ≈ 0.03. This is clearly a false assessment,
since the information provided by ψ to Z is distinct from
that provided by X to Z and hence ψ and X convey zero
common information to Z. Let us now ignore ψ and treat ϕ

1The TRENTOOL transfer entropy estimator of [18] was used.



as the source that is driving the redundancy. An upper bound to
the amount of common information which X and Y both relay
to Z is then via Lemma 1 estimated as TE(ϕ→ Z) ≈ 0.04.

TABLE I
TRANSFER ENTROPIES BETWEEN THE PROCESSES IN (7) – (11).

From/To ψ ϕ X Y Z
ψ – 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03
ϕ 0.00 – 0.09 0.09 0.04
X 0.00 0.00 – 0.00 0.06
Y 0.00 0.00 0.00 – 0.06
Z 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 –

In the above example, we deliberately made the choice
of omitting ψ, and focusing on the exchange of redundant
information from ϕ only via the sources X and Y to the target
Y . For larger systems, or for systems with unknown dynamics,
it would be advantageous to use a systematic approach to se-
lect the hidden redundancy process and the associated desired
set of relevant sources. In principle, one could consider all
possible subsets of sources and find the one that maximizes the
minimal transfer entropy among them. This is a problem with
exponential complexity in the number of possible subsets, and
equally important, it is known that the amount of redundant
information between variables is decreasing in the number of
variables [3]. Thus, such a strategy would potentially be biased
towards selecting a minimal number of sources. We propose
an efficient strategy for finding a hidden redundancy process
and selecting its associated relevant sources in Section IV.

IV. SELECTING RELEVANT SOURCE PROCESSES

In this section, we consider multiple sources S ≜
{XN (1), XN (2), . . . , XN (J)}, and a single target ZN . We
will first identify the subset T ⊆ S of sources that are
relevant with respect to the target ZN , i.e., we are interested
in determining whether they are "causally" coupled to the
target as measured by the strength of the transfer entropy from
XN (j) to ZN . Then we identify the hidden process, ϕ, and
finally identify the subset R ⊆ T of relevant sources, i.e.,
those that are all governed by the hidden process ϕ and in
addition they are all coupled to the target.

A. Target-relevant source processes

We propose to find a tentative set T of sources, which is a
set of sources that are all coupled to the target. We refer to T as
the target-relevant set of sources. We choose to define this set
as the one with the minimal number of sources that provides
at least an η-fraction of the total sum of transfer entropy from
all sources to the target. This is akin to the smallest high-
probability sets in [19, Ch.4.3]. This can formally be stated as
the following optimization problem (for ηT ∈ [0, 1]):

T = arg min
J⊆{1,...,J}

|J | (17)

s.t.
∑
j∈J

TE(XN (j) → ZN ) ≥ ηT

J∑
j=1

TE(XN (j) → ZN ).

The constraint in (17) provides an efficient way to omit sources
that are only weakly coupled to the target. The optimization
problem can be efficiently computed by first sorting the
transfer entropies in descending order, and then including the
greatest elements one by one until the threshold is breached.
If several elements have equal probability, there could be
ambiguous output unless ηT is adjusted to either include or
exclude all of the equal probability elements, cf. [19].

B. Identifying the hidden process
We will now find the hidden redundancy process, which

is that particular source out of all the sources in S, which
dominates the redundancy within a selective group of relevant
sources. For each source XN (i), where i ∈ S, find the
minimal subset T̂ (i) of T that provides a given fraction
(ηH ∈ [0, 1]) of the total amount of transfer entropy:

T̂ (i) = arg min
J⊆T

|J |, s.t. (18)∑
j∈J

TE(XN (i) → XN (j)) ≥ ηH
∑
j∈T

TE(XN (i) → XN (j)).

The minimal causal information exchange R(i) from the ith
source and to its associated processes in T̂ (i) is:

R(i) = min
j∈T̂ (i)

TE(XN (i) → XN (j)). (19)

Out of all the J source processes in S, the one that induces
the greatest minimal redundancy within its associated set of
sources will be chosen as the hidden redundancy process:

i∗ = argmax
i∈S

R(i), (20)

ϕN = XN (i∗), (21)

R = T̂ (i∗), (22)

where ϕN is the hidden redundancy process, R ⊆ T is the set
of relevant sources associated with ϕN , and R(i∗) is an upper
bound on the redundancy induced by ϕN into the set R.

C. Bounding the minimal redundant information
Inspired by Lemma 1, we formulate the following upper

bound to the causal redundancy defined by Definition 1:
Theorem 1: The minimal redundant information causally

exchanged (as measured by the transfer entropy) to the target
via a set of relevant sources, and which is due to a single
hidden redundancy process is upper bounded by:

Ired(XN (1); · · · ;XN (J);ZN )

≤ min (Rϕ→Z , Rϕ→R, RR→Z), (23)

where

Rϕ→Z = TE(ϕN → ZN ), Rϕ→R = R(i∗), (24)

RR→Z = min
j∈R

TE(XN (j) → ZN ). (25)

Proof: Rϕ→Z bounds the information exchange from the
hidden redundancy process to the target, Rϕ→R bounds the
information exchange from the hidden redundancy process and
to the relevant sources, and RR→Z bounds the information
exchange from the relevant sources to the target.



V. SIMULATION STUDY

We consider 76-channel real-world intracranial EEG record-
ings obtained from a patient undergoing 8 periods of seizures.
64 cortical electrodes (referred to as electrodes 1 – 64) and
12 in-depth electrodes (referred to as electrodes 65 – 76)
arranged as two 6 nodes depth-strips were implanted on the
subject. Details about the data can be obtained from [20]2. It
was pointed out in [20] that in particular the depth-strip with
electrodes 71 – 76 and the lower left corner of the cortical
grid with electrodes 1 – 4, 9 – 11, and 17 exhibited strong
synchronous neuronal activity during seizures.

In our study, the lower range of cortical electrodes ranging
from 1 – 20 will be considered the targets. The sources will
be all the 12 depth electrodes and the hidden redundancy
processes will also be found amongst the 12 depth electrodes.
For each target electrode we first find the set of sources T
that are coupled to the target using (17). Then we identify the
hidden redundancy process, which is inducing the majority of
the redundancy in the set. This is done using (21). Having
identified a potential hidden redundancy process for a given
target electrode, we then use (22) to find the associated set
R of relevant source processes. From the target, the hidden
redundancy process, and this set of relevant source processes,
we can find the corresponding transfer entropies given by
(24). These are plotted in Fig. 1. The parameters used for
the transfer entropy estimator are: a maximum lag of 5, 10
nearest neighbors, and ηT = ηH = 0.8. A greater ηT means
less source selected.

From Fig. 1 one can observe that the minimal redundancy
mainly follows RR→Z , i.e., the minimal transfer entropy
from the relevant sources and to the targets. It is interesting
to see that the minimal redundancy is peaking for target
electrodes 6 – 8 and 14 – 16, which are complementary to
the electrodes identified in [20] that were exhibiting strong
synchronous neuronal activity. Moreover, the transfer entropy
Rϕ→Z between the hidden redundancy processes and the
targets reaches its minima when RR→Z is peaking. This can
be explained by the fact that when RR→Z is high, the same
information is exchanged via different sources, and thus the
total information about ϕ that exists in the targets is not
much greater than that provided by a single source. On the
other hand, when RR→Z is low, the different sources could
potentially provide distinct information about ϕ to the target,
which would result in an overall greater amount of information
about ϕ in the targets. To further explore the cases, where the
redundancy is peaking, i.e., for target electrodes 6 – 8 and 14
– 16, we have shown the histograms for the selected hidden
redundancy processes, see Fig. 1 (right), and their associated
relevant sources, see Fig. 2 (left). It is interesting to note from
Fig. 2 (left) that the redundancy appears to mainly come from
within sources on the same depth-strip (electrodes 65 – 70).
Moreover, Fig. 1 (right) shows that the hidden redundancy
process is also mainly belonging to this depth-strip. The most
frequently chosen electrode as the hidden redundancy process

2Data available online: http://math.bu.edu/people/kolaczyk/datasets.html
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Fig. 1. Left: Redundancy (24) – (25) in intracranial EEG data. Right:
Histogram of the sources that are chosen as the hidden redundancy process
for the targets 6 – 8 and 14 – 16.
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Fig. 2. Left: Histogram of the selected relevant sources using a hidden
redundancy process. Only hidden redundancy processes and relevant source
processes that are causally coupled to the targets 6 – 8 and 14 – 16 are
considered. Right: Histogram of T in (17), i.e., the 80% greatest coupled
sources to the targets without using a hidden redundancy process.

is #68. This one is then selected less as a relevant source, since
the hidden redundancy process is excluded when finding the
relevant sources. We have tried to compare our findings with
the graph theoretic analysis of the electrodes provided in [20],
however, we have been unable to explain why electrode 68
appears to be the main driver of redundancy. For comparison,
we have in Fig. 2 (right) shown the histogram of the sources T
in (17), i.e., those having 80% of the entire transfer entropy to
the targets. In this case, the hidden redundancy process is not
taken into account, and a more uniform distribution is obtained
compared to Fig. 2, where the hidden redundancy process is
taken into account.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We proposed a new methodology for quantifying the causal
redundancy provided by a set of source processes (time series)
to a target process. The sources do not need to be causally
dependent upon each other. Instead we motivated the existence
of a hidden redundancy process, which governs the redundancy
within a subset of the source processes. We defined a set
of relevant source processes to be those that are causally
coupled to the target, and where the hidden redundancy
process is causally coupled to all of them. We finally provided
an upper bound for the redundancy as the minimal average
redundancy from the relevant sources to the target, from the
hidden redundancy process to the target, and from the hidden
redundancy process to the relevant sources.
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