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Abstract—We present a new decomposition of transfer entropy
to characterize the degree of synergy- and redundancy-dominated
influence a time series has upon the interaction between other
time series. We prove the existence of a class of time series,
where the early past of the conditioning time series yields a
synergistic effect upon the interaction, whereas the late past has
a redundancy-dominated effect. In general, different parts of
the past can have different effects. Our information theoretic
quantities are easy to compute in practice, and we demonstrate
their usage on real-world brain data.

I. INTRODUCTION

There exists various ways of decomposing differences of
conditional mutual informations [1], [2]. One common decom-
position is II = I(X;Y ) − I(X;Y |Z), which is referred to
as interaction information [3], [4]. The interaction information
measures the influence the random variable Z has upon the
shared information between the random variables X and Y [5],
[6]. If Z strengthen the dependency between X and Y then
I(X;Y |Z) > I(X;Y ). In this case II is negative and is said to
quantify the degree of so-called synergistic information within
the triplet of variables. On the other hand, if II is positive, then
Z is able to explain some of the dependency between X and
Y , and II is then said to quantify the amount of redundancy.

In the neuroscience literature there has been a great interest
in obtaining information theoretic decompositions that allows
one to easily quantify degrees of synergistic and redundant
information exchanges from brain data [7]–[13].

In this paper, we are interested in characterizing the poten-
tial degree of synergy- and redundancy-dominated influence
a time-series S has upon the directional couplings between
other interconnected time-series X ,Y, and Z . Assume that
S is able to influence X ,Y, and Z . Then, we are interested
in understanding whether the change in information flow
between X and Y , which is due to S but not due to Z
can be characterized as mainly being synergy- or redundancy-
dominated. An application of such a measure could relate to
understanding the synergistic effects within the brain. Assume
that we are observing different brain regions of a subject, and
that some external signal is stimulating the subjects brain.
To what degree will such an external stimuli cause a change
of synergy- or redundancy-dominated information exchange
between the brain regions? Moreover, how do we exclude the
effect of other brain regions? We provide an example of this
in Section IV.

II. NOTATION

We will frequently refer to the following non-linear system:

Xi = αxx
1 fxx(Xi−1) + αzx

2 fzx(Zi−2) + αsx
1 fsx(Si−1) +W x

i

(1)
Yi = αyy

1 fyy(Yi−1) + αxy
2 fxy(Xi−2) + αzy

2 fzy(Zi−2)

+ αsy
1 fsy(Si−1) +W y

i (2)
Zi = αzz

1 fzz(Zi−1) +W z
i (3)

Si = αss
1 fss(Si−1) + αss

2 fss(Si−2) +W s
i , (4)

where f·,· are arbitrary (non-linear) differentiable functions
with convergent Taylor series, and where Wϕ

i ,W
ϕ′

ℓ , ϕ ̸= ϕ′ ∈
{x, y, z, s} are mutually independent for all i, ℓ, and otherwise
arbitrarily distributed. Let i denote the current time instance,
and let Xi−1 = X1, . . . , Xi−1 denote the sequence of (i− 1)
past samples of the process. Similarly notation applies to Y, Z,
and S. Let A and B be random variables having elements in
the alphabets A and B, respectively. If A and B are discrete
random variables, then we use the notation PA|B(a|b) to
denote the probability that A takes on the outcome a ∈ A
conditioned upon that B = b ∈ B.

III. NEW SYNERGY AND REDUNDANCY MEASURES

A. Conditional Mutual Information

The mutual information I(A;B) measures the degree of
dependency between two random variables A and B. If A and
B are independent, then I(A;B) = 0. If they are dependent
then I(A;B) > 0. If we condition upon a third random
variable, say C, the resulting conditional mutual information
I(A;B|C) reflects a potential decrease of redundant informa-
tion as well as a potential increase of synergistic information.
This is demonstrated below and illustrated in Fig. 1.

Theorem 1: Let A,C,C ′ be mutually independent binary
random variables, where C,C ′ are uniformly distributed on
{0, 1}, and A is arbitrarily distributed with p = PA(0) =
1−PA(1). Let B = A∧C and D = A∧C ′, where ∧ denotes
the Boolean logical AND operator. Then, for any 0 ≤ p ≤ 1:

H(A) ≥ I(A;B|C)
(a)

≥ I(A;B)
(b)

≥ I(A;B|D) (5)

with equality in (a) and (b) if and only if p = 0 or p = 1.
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Fig. 1. The conditional mutual information exhibits mainly synergistic
I(A;B|C) > I(A;B) and redundancy-dominated I(A;B|D) < I(A;B)
effects, when conditioning upon C and D, respectively.

B. Causally Conditioned Transfer Entropy

The causally conditioned transfer entropy is defined for
stationary processes in the following way [14], [15]:

TE(X→Y∥Z) ≜ I(Xi−1;Yi|Y i−1, Zi−1). (6)

At time i, the conditional transfer entropy quantifies the
conditional mutual information between the past Xi−1 and
the current Yi given knowledge of the past Y i−1 and Zi−1.

C. Synergistic Versus Common Information

We turn our attention to the non-linear continuous-alphabet
dynamical system given in (1) – (4). Theorem 2 below
demonstrates that conditioning upon different parts of the past
of a process can have different effects upon the conditional
mutual information between other processes.

Theorem 2: Consider the non-linear dynamical system in (1)
– (4). Let α = αs

1 = αs
2 = αsy

1 = αsx
1 and σ2

W s
i−j

= cα−2,∀j,
so that α2σ2

W s
i−j

= c. Then, for any c > 0:

lim
α→0

TE(Z→X∥Y, Si−1) > lim
α→0

TE(Z→X∥Y)

> lim
α→0

TE(Z→X∥Y, Si−2). (7)

Proof: The second inequality is proved by Lemma 1
in the appendix. Thus, we only need to prove that the first
inequality holds. To do this we expand the first conditional
transfer entropy in (7) as follows:

I(Zi−1;Xi|Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−1)

= I(Zi−1;αxx
1 fxx(Xi−1) + αzx

2 fzx(Zi−2) + αsx
1 fsx(Si−1)

+W x
i |Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−1) (8)

= I(Zi−1;αzx
2 fzz(Zi−2) +W x

i |Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−1)

= I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fzz(Zi−2) +W x

i |Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−1)

+ I(Zi−1, Z
i−3;W x

i |Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−1, Zi−2) (9)

= I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fzz(Zi−2) +W x

i |Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−1). (10)

When we are not conditioning upon Si−1, we obtain from
(24) in the appendix:

I(Zi−1;Xi|Xi−1, Y i−1) = I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + αβW s

i−1

+W x
i + o(α)|Xi−1, Y i−1), (11)

where o(α)/α → 0 as α → 0. Since Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−1 are
independent of W x

i and α2σ2
W s = c > 0 it is clear that

αzx
2 fz(Zi−2) + αβW s

i−1 + W x
i is a more noisy version of

Zi−2 than αzx
2 fz(Zi−2) +W x

i . Thus, (10) is strictly smaller
than (11). This proves the theorem.

D. Synergy- and Redundancy-Dominated Measures
We are now in a position to define a notion of maximal

coupling strength for the synergistic information occuring be-
tween time series due the external stimuli. Since conditioning
upon different parts of the past lead to different effects upon
the conditional transfer entropy, we introduce a maximization:

IsynS (X→Y∥Z) ≜ max
f(Ŝ|S)

I(Xi−1;Yi|Y i−1, Zi−1, Ŝ)

− I(Xi−1;Yi|Y i−1, Zi−1). (12)

The maximization is over all distributions on S as suggested
in [16]. It can be observed that IsynS is non-negative, and a
positive number indicates synergistic information. The reasons
for forming a difference of information quantities are twofold.
First, the excess synergistic information due to conditioning
only upon Z is in (12) removed by forming a difference of
causally conditioned mutual informations. Thus, we are able
to remove the effect that Z has by itself upon the mutual
information between X and Y . Yet, any potential synergistic
information due to the combined knowledge of S and Z are
not excluded. Second, it allows us to separate the part of the
external stimuli that mainly has a synergistic effect. Whilst S
does not explicitly appear in the first term in (12), it should be
noted that X ,Y, and Z could potentially be causal functions
of S. It follows that (12) quantifies the part of the information
that is synergistically occuring between X and Y due to S but
not due to Z by itself.

The maximization in (12) is generally computationally
intractable. Instead we introduce a lower bound to (12), which
is simple to compute on time-series data as we demonstrate
in Section IV. In particular, instead of extremizing over all
measurable functions, we simply extremize over subsets of the
elements of S as suggested in [17]. Specifically, we introduce
the following information theoretic quantity:

ÎsynS (X→Y∥Z) ≜ max
Ŝ⊆S

TE(X→Y∥Z, Ŝ)− TE(X→Y∥Z)

= max
Ŝ⊆Si−1

I(Xi−1;Yi|Y i−1, Zi−1, Ŝ)− I(Xi−1;Yi|Y i−1, Zi−1).

(13)

Clearly, ÎsynS (X→Y∥Z) ≤ IsynS (X→Y∥Z), since we restrict
the maximization to a subset of the feasible set.

Efficient mutual information estimators based on variants of
the KSG estimator [18] are known to be biased [19]. This bias
depends on the dimensionality and partly on the distributions
of the variables [19]. To reduce the effect of bias, we suggest
to condition the second term in (13) on the very late past
of S, in order to guarantee that the two terms are of equal
dimensionality and approximately equal distributions, that is:

max
Ŝ⊆Si−1

I(Xi−1;Yi|Y i−1, Zi−1, Ŝ)− I(Xi−1;Yi|Y i−1, Zi−1, S̃),



where S̃ = Si−T+1, . . . , Si−T+|Ŝ|, denotes |Ŝ| samples from
the very late past T ≫ 1 of S. Thus, S̃ has the same
dimensionality as Ŝ and approximately the same distribution.
For T sufficiently large, the statistical dependency between S̃
and X,Y, Z, is minimal, and therefore conditioning upon S̃
will only have a minor effect upon the true transfer entropy.

To characterize the maximal redundancy-dominated effect,
we introduce a minimization over S and form the following
non-negative quantity and a corresponding lower bound:

IredS (X→Y∥Z) ≜ TE(X→Y∥Z)− min
f(Ŝ|S)

TE(X→Y∥Z, Ŝ)

≥ ÎredS (X→Y ∥Z) ≜ TE(X→Y∥Z)−min
Ŝ⊆S

TE(X→Y∥Z, Ŝ)

= I(Xi−1;Yi|Y i−1, Zi−1)− min
Ŝ⊆Si−1

I(Xi−1;Yi|Y i−1, Zi−1, Ŝ),

where one can also decide to condition upon S̃ in the first
term to reduce the effect of estimator bias. Depending upon
the sign of the difference ÎredS − ÎsynS , the overall effect of S
is mainly synergy or redundancy-dominated.

IV. EXAMPLE ON BRAIN DATA

Locating areas in the brain that are causing seizures is an im-
portant issue in the study of epilepsy in humans. We consider
intracranial EEG recordings from a patient with drug-resistant
epilepsy. The data were recorded by an implanted array of 8×8
cortical electrodes referred to as E(1), . . . , E(64), and two left
hippocampal depth electrodes (each having six electrodes),
referred to as E(65), . . . , E(76). The time-series data from
electrode i are denoted E(i) = E1(i), . . . , EN (i). The data are
available from [20] and described in details in [21]. A total of
eight epileptic seizures (Ictal) and eight pre-ictal periods were
recorded. The EEG data were downsampled to 100 Hz. In
the examples, we used the TRENTTOOL conditional mutual
information estimator with k = 10 nearest neighbors [22].

A. Effect of Early Versus Late Past

In [23], it was observed that the depth electrodes 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 results illustrated in Fig. 2, we focus
on the two subsets J1 = {1, 2, 3, 4} and J2 = {9, 10, 11} of
cortical electrodes. Let Eτ (ℓ) be the τ th delayed sample of
the ℓth electrode, and let us compute:

Dτ
ϕ ≜

1

|L|
∑
ℓ∈L

∑
i,j∈Jϕ

i ̸=j

TE(E(i)→E(j)∥Eτ (ℓ)), (14)

where L = {65, . . . , 76} denotes all depth electrodes, and
where i, j are both in J1 or both in J2. In Fig. 2, the effect
of τ and ϕ on Dτ

ϕ can be observed. Interestingly, conditioning
upon the early past (before 0.5 s) of J1 or J2, results in
a redundancy- or synergy-dominated effect, respectively. At
larger delays, Dτ

1 and Dτ
2 get closer to each other.
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Fig. 2. Left: Dτ
ϕ in (14) as a function of delay τ and subset Jϕ, ϕ = 1, 2.

Right: The difference Îsyn
E(76)

(i) − Îsyn
E(75)

(i) for i = 1, . . . , 64. Positive
numbers indicate that the effect of electrode E(76) dominates over that of
E(75), whereas the opposite is true for negative numbers.

B. Greatest Synergistic Effect

In [23], it was suggested that synergistic interaction between
depths and cortical electrodes were greatest from depth elec-
trodes E(75) and E(76); the last two electrodes in the second
depth electrode. In this example, we identify whether E(75)
or E(76) causes the greatest synergistic effect as quantified by
Îsyn in (13). We used (13) to estimate the synergistic informa-
tion ÎsynE(76)(i) ≜ ÎsynE(76)(X→Y∥E(75)), which is due to E(76)

and not due to E(75). Here X = E(i), i = 1, . . . , 64, and
Y = {E(1), E(2), · · · , E(64)}\{X}. Thus, we measured the
synergistic information from the ith electrode to the remaining
63 cortical electrodes. We similarly estimated ÎsynE(75)(i) ≜

ÎsynE(75)(X→Y∥E(76)). Their difference ÎsynE(76)(i) − ÎsynE(75)(i)
for i = 1, . . . , 64, is plotted in Fig. 2 for the Ictal (circles) and
pre-Ictal (stars) periods. During seizures (Ictal period), it can
be observed that the effect of E(76) dominates that of E(75)
in the sense that the difference ÎsynE(76)(i)− ÎsynE(75)(i) is positive
for most electrodes, and the average difference is 0.011, which
is positive. This suggests a greater emergence of synergistic
information exchange between cortical brain regions due to
stimulation by E(76) than E(75) during seizures.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We presented a new decomposition of transfer entropy,
which made it possible to quantify the effect different parts of
the past of a time series has upon the transfer entropy between
other time series. We applied the decomposition to intracranial
EEG recordings, and observed that the early past can have a
synergistic effect. This is interesting, since generally the early
past carry redundant information due to volume conduction
effects, i.e., where each EEG channel records the instantaneous
linear mixing of multiple brain source activities [24].

APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem 1: We first consider the left hand side
of (5) and rewrite I(A;B|C) = H(A|C) − H(A|B,C) =
H(A)−H(A|B,C), where the latter conditional entropy can
be further re-written as:

H(A|B,C) =
∑
b,c

PB,C(b, c)H(A|B = b, C = c)

= −PB,C(0, 0)
(
PA|B,C(0|0, 0) log2(PA|B,C(0|0, 0))



+ PA|B,C(1|0, 0) log2(PA|B,C(1|0, 0))
)

− PB,C(0, 1)
(
PA|B,C(0|0, 1) log2(PA|B,C(0|0, 1))

+ PA|B,C(1|0, 1) log2(PA|B,C(1|0, 1))
)

− PB,C(1, 0)
(
PA|B,C(0|1, 0) log2(PA|B,C(0|1, 0))

+ PA|B,C(1|1, 0) log2(PA|B,C(1|1, 0))
)

− PB,C(1, 1)
(
PA|B,C(0|1, 1) log2(PA|B,C(0|1, 1))

+ PA|B,C(1|1, 1) log2(PA|B,C(1|1, 1))
)

= −PB,C(0, 0)
(
PA|B,C(0|0, 0) log2(PA|B,C(0|0, 0))

+ PA|B,C(1|0, 0) log2(PA|B,C(1|0, 0))
)

− PB,C(0, 1)
(
PA|B,C(0|0, 1) log2(PA|B,C(0|0, 1))

+ PA|B,C(1|0, 1) log2(PA|B,C(1|0, 1))
)

= −1

2

(
p log2(p) + (1− p) log2(1− p)

)
= PB,C(0, 0)H(A) = 0.5H(A),

which follows since PB,C(0, 0) = p,PB,C(0, 1) = 1
2 (1 −

p),PB,C(1, 0) = 0,PA|B,C(0|1, 0) = 0,PA|B,C(1|1, 1) =
1,PA|B,C(0|0, 1) = p, and PA|B,C(1|0, 1) = 1−p. It follows:

I(A;B|C) = 0.5H(A). (15)

We now consider the middle term in (5), i.e., I(A;B) =
H(A)−H(A|B), where the latter term can be written as:

H(A|B)
(a)
=

∑
b∈{0,1}

PB(b)H(A|B = b)

= −
∑

b∈{0,1}

∑
a∈{0,1}

PB(b)PA|B(a|b) log2(PA|B(a|b))

= −PB(0)PA|B(0|0) log2(PA|B(0|0))
− PB(0)PA|B(1|0) log2(PA|B(1|0))
− PB(1)PA|B(0|1) log2(PA|B(0|1))

= −PA(0) log2
PA(0)

PB(0)
+

1

2
PA(1) log2

1

2

PA(1)

PB(0)

− 1

2
PA(1) log2

1

2

PA(1)

PB(1)

= H(A) + PA(0) log2(PB(0))

+
1

2
PA(1)(log2(PB(0)) + log2(PB(1)) + PA(1)

=
1

2
H(A) + φ

where

φ =
1

2
H(A) + PA(0) log2(PB(0))

+
1

2
PA(1)(log2(PB(0)) + log2(PB(1)) + PA(1).

The second derivative of φ with respect to p = PB(0) is:

∂2

∂p2
φ = − 1

2(1− p)p ln(2)
. (16)

It follows that φ is a strictly concave function in p and to find
its minima it is sufficient to check the two boundary points p =
0 and p = 1, which when inserted into (16) yields φ|p=0 =

φ|p=1 = 0. Thus, φ is a non-negative function. We can now
show that I(A;B) < I(A;B|C):

I(A;B) = H(A)−H(A|B) = H(A)− 1

2
H(A)− ϕ (17)

(a)

≤ 1

2
H(A) = I(A;B|C), (18)

with equality in (a) only for p = 0 or p = 1, which follows
since the gradient of φ is non-zero at these extremes.

Let us now consider the last term in (5):

I(A;B|D) = H(A|D)−H(A|B,D)

=
∑
d

PD(d)H(A|D=d)−
∑
b,d

PB,D(b, d)H(A|B=b,D=d).

Since we are considering binary alphabets, we can express
the probabilities explicitly and determine, which ones that are
trivially 0 or 1 – in which case they can be excluded.

PA|D(0|0) = PD|A(0|0)p/PD(0) = p/PD(0).

PA|D(1|0) = 1

2
(1− p)/PD(0), PB,D(0, 0) =

1

4
(1− p) + p.

PB,D(0, 1) =
1

4
(1− p),PA|B,D(0|0, 0) = p

PB,D(0, 0)
.

PA|B,D(0|1, 0) = 0,PA|B,D(1|0, 0) = 1

4

(1− p)

PB,D(0, 0)
.

PA|B,D(1|1, 0) = 1.

We can now expand H(A|B,D) as a function of p:

H(A|B,D) = −PB,D(0, 0)

×
(

p

PB,D(0, 0)
log2

p

PB,D(0, 0)

+
1

4

(1− p)

PB,D(0, 0)
log2

1

4

1− p

PB,D(0, 0)

)
= −

(
p log2

p

PB,D(0, 0)
+

1

4
(1− p) log2

1

4

(1− p)

PB,D(0, 0)

)
= −p log2

p

p+ 1
4 (1− p)

− 1

4
(1− p) log2

1

4

(1− p)

p+ 1
4 (1− p)

=
1

2
(1− p) + (p+

1

4
(1− p)) log2(p+

1

4
(1− p))

− 3

4
p log2(p) +

1

4
H(A).

Similarly, we can express H(A|B) as a function of p:

H(A|D) = −PD(0)
(
PA|D(0|0) log2(PA|D(0|0)) (19)

+ PA|D(1|0) log2(PA|D(1|0)
)

(20)

= −p log2
p

PD(0)
− 1

2
(1− p) log2

1
2 (1− p)

PD(0)
, (21)

where PD(0) = 1/2 + p/2. We have now expressed I(A;B)
and I(A;B|D) as simple functions of p. This allows us to
easily determine convexity by use of the second derivative of
I(A;B)− I(A;B|D) with respect to p, that is:

∂2

∂p2
(I(A;B)− I(A;B|D)) =

1

(3p3 − 2p2 − p) ln(2)
. (22)



It is clear that ∂2

∂p2 (3p
3 − 2p2 − p) = 18p, which implies

that 3p3 − 2p2 − p is strictly convex. Thus, the maxima are
at the boundaries, and these are furthermore the minima of
I(A;B) − I(A;B|D). Inserting p = 0 and p = 1 into
I(A;B) − I(A;B|D) yields 0, which shows that I(A;B) −
I(A;B|D) is a non-negative function, and it is zero only at
the boundaries. This proves the theorem.

Lemma 1: Consider (1) – (4). Let α = αs
1 = αs

2 = αsy
1 =

αsx
1 and σ2

W s
i−j

= cα−2,∀j, so α2σ2
W s

i−j
= c. Then, for c > 0:

lim
α→0

I(Zi−1;Xi|Xi−1, Y i−1)> lim
α→0

I(Zi−1;Xi|Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−2).

Proof: Let us first consider the left term:

I(Zi−1;Xi|Xi−1, Y i−1) = I(Zi−1;αxx
1 fx(Xi−1)

+ αzx
2 fz(Zi−2) + αsx

1 fs(Si−1) +W x
i |Xi−1, Y i−1)

= I(Zi−1;αzx
2 fz(Zi−2) + αsx

1 fs(Si−1) +W x
i |Xi−1, Y i−1)

(a)
= I(Zi−2;α

zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + αsx

1 fs(Si−1) +W x
i |Xi−1, Y i−1)

+ I(Zi−1, Z
i−3;αsx

1 fs(Si−1) +W x
i |Xi−1, Y i−1, Zi−2)

(b)
= I(Zi−2;α

zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + αsx

1 fs(Si−1) +W x
i |Xi−1, Y i−1),

where (a) follows from the chain rule of mutual infor-
mation and (b) follows since W x

i , Si−1, Z
i−1 are mutu-

ally independent and also conditionally independent given
Xi−1, Y i−1, Zi−2. At this point, let α = αs

1 = αs
2 =

αsy
1 = αsx

1 and σ2
W s

i−j
= cα−2,∀j, so that α2σ2

W s
i−j

= c.
The first-order (linear) series expansion of fs is: fs(Si−1) =
βW s

i−1 + o(α), for some constant β. We continue as follows:

I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + αfs(Si−1) +W x

i |Xi−1, Y i−1)

= I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + αβW s

i−1 +W x
i (23)

+ o(α)|Xi−1, Y i−1) (24)
= I(Zi−2;α

zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + V + o(α)|F ), (25)

where F = {Xi−1, Y i−1} and V = αβW s
i−1+W x

i . Note that
F is independent of V and F is asymptotically independent of
the terms within o(α) in the limit as α → 0. It follows that for
small α, conditioning upon F results in very little synergistic
information, since the noise V added to fz(Zi−2) cannot be
predicted (and hence reduced) from knowledge of F .

Consider now the right side of the inequality in the lemma:

I(Zi−1;Xi|Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−2)

= I(Zi−1;αxx
1 fx(Xi−1) + αzx

2 fz(Zi−2) + αsx
1 fs(Si−1)

+W x
i |Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−2)

= I(Zi−1;αzx
2 fz(Zi−2) + αsx

1 βW s
i−1 +W x

i

+ o(α)|Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−2)

= I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + αsx

1 βW s
i−1 +W x

i

+ o(α)|Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−2)

+ I(Zi−1, Z
i−3;αsx

1 βW s
i−1 +W x

i

+ o(α)|Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−2, Zi−2)

= I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + αsx

1 βW s
i−1 (26)

+W x
i + o(α)|Xi−1, Y i−1, Si−2)

= I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + V + o(α)|F, Si−2).

Since Si−2 and F are independent of W s
i−1, it follows

that knowing Si−2 and F do not provide further synergistic
information than what is possible knowing only F .

Let us now consider the potential additional reduction in
common information between Zi−2 and αzx

2 fz(Zi−2) + V
due to knowledge of Si−2 in addition to F . We define ϕ
as a conditional sufficient statistics of Xi−1 and Yi−1 with
respect to Zi−2 conditioned upon F ′ = F\{Xi−1, Yi−1} =
{Xi−2, Y i−2}. From (1) and (2) it follows that Xi−1 and Yi−1

can be written as:

Xi−1 = αxx
1 fx(Xi−2) + αzx

2 fz(Zi−3) + αsx
1 fs(Si−2) +W x

i−1

= αxx
1 fx(Xi−2) + αzx

2 fz(Zi−3) + αsx
1 βW s

i−2 +W x
i−1

+ o(α).

Yi−1 = αyy
1 fy(Yi−2) + αxy

2 fx(Xi−3) + αsx
1 β′W s

i−2

+ αzy
2 fz(Zi−3) +W y

i−1 + o(α).

It may be deduced that ϕ = (αzx
2 fz(Zi−3) + αsx

1 βW s
i−1 +

W x
i−1, α

zy
2 fz(Zi−3)+αsx

1 β′W s
i−2 +W y

i−1) is (asymptotically
in α → 0) a sufficient statistics for Zi−2 given F ′. Thus, the
following conditional Markov chain holds asymptotically:

Zi−2|F ′ − ϕ|F ′ − (Xi−1, Yi−1)|F ′ . (27)

Consider now (αzx
2 fz(Zi−4) + αsx

1 βW s
i−2 +

W x
i−2, α

zy
2 fz(Zi−4) + αsx

1 β′W s
i−3 + W y

i−2), which is
asymptotically a conditional sufficient statistics for Zi−2

given Xi−2 and Xi−2. Iteratively applying the above
arguments proves that

ϕ̄ ≜ {αzx
2 fz(Zi−j−2) + αsx

1 βW s
i−j +W x

i−j , α
zy
2 fz(Zi−j−2)

+ αsx
1 β′W s

i−j +W y
i−j}

i−2
j=1

is a sufficient statistics for {Xi−1, Y i−1} with respect to Zi−2.
Thus, for any c > 0:

lim
α→0

I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + V |F )

= lim
α→0

I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + V |ϕ̄).

Let us now consider the case, where we condition upon F
and Si−2. Then αzx

2 fz(Zi−3)+W x
i−1 is a conditional sufficient

statistics for Xi−1 with respect to Zi−2. It follows that

ϕ̄s ≜ {αzx
2 fz(Zi−j−2) +W x

i−j , α
zy
2 fz(Zi−j−2) +W y

i−j}
i−2
j=1

is a sufficient statistics for (F, Si−2) with respect to Zi−2.
Thus,

lim
α→0

I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + V |F, Si−2)

= lim
α→0

I(Zi−2;α
zx
2 fz(Zi−2) + V |ϕ̄s).

Clearly, for any c > 0,E[Zi−2|ϕ̄s] < E[Zi−2|ϕ̄], i.e., the
MMSE due to predicting Zi−2 from ϕ̄s is strictly smaller than
when predicting from ϕ̄, since ϕ̄s is a less noisy version of
Zi−3 than ϕ̄s. This proves the lemma.
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