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A central challenge in the study of complex systems is the quantification of emergence — understood
as the ability of the system to exhibit collective behaviours that cannot be traced down to the
individual components. While recent work has proposed practical measures to detect emergence,
these approaches tend to double-count the contribution of shared components, which substantially
hinders their capability to effectively study large systems. In this work, we introduce a family of
improved information-theoretic measures of emergence that iteratively correct for double-counted

terms.

Our approach is computationally efficient and provides a controllable trade-off between

computational load and sensitivity, leading to more accurate and versatile estimates of emergence.
The benefits of the proposed approach are demonstrated by successfully detecting emergence in
both simulated and real-world data related to flocking behaviour.

I. INTRODUCTION

Emergence is one of the hallmarks of complex systems,
where numerous interacting parts give rise to collective
behaviour that could not be predicted by examining
the parts in isolation [1]. Frameworks and approaches
have been proposed to investigate emergence in vari-
ous disciplines, including phase transitions in statistical
physics [2], cellular automata as a computational the-
ory [3], and the Schelling model in social sciences [4].
The study of emergence is also central to fundamental
questions in biology, such as the origins of life [5], evolu-
tion [6], and the neural basis of consciousness [7].

Recent advances have enabled information-theoretic
approaches to measuring emergence, allowing for the
identification of emergent features in stochastic dynami-
cal systems [8—14]. These methods leverage information
theory to characterise temporal interdependencies in the
system across scales. In particular, the mereological the-
ory of causal emergence formalises emergence through
part-whole interactions [10, 15], interrogated through
tools from the partial information decomposition (PID)
framework [16, 17]. This approach is particularly well-
suited to quantify to what degree the ‘whole is greater
than the sum of the parts’ — an identifying characteristic
of emergent phenomena [1, 18].

Empirical applications of this framework to study
emergence are based on a computationally tractable es-
timate known as W. This metric assesses the difference
between the information provided by a macroscopic (sys-
temic) property about its own future, and the sum of

the information about it provided by each of its parts.
This kind of “whole-minus-sum” measure is structurally
similar to the synergy-redundancy index [19] and the O-
information [20], which characterise multivariate inter-
dependencies through differences of mutual information
terms — a family of measures recently described as Shan-
non invariants [21]. This metric has been useful for a
range of empirical investigations, including the study of
gene regulatory networks [22], the dynamics of the hu-
man brain [23], the internal dynamics of reservoir com-
puting [24], and the formation of useful internal repre-
sentations in machine learning [25].

Despite their strengths, these measures tend to over-
estimate the contribution of individual components by
counting shared information among them multiple times
— a feature that substantially hinders the sensitivity of
the metric as the number of components grows. As a
result, these measures tend to yield negative findings
in large systems even when emergent phenomena are
present. This is especially relevant for biological com-
plex systems, where redundancy is to be expected along-
side synergy for its functional role promoting robust-
ness against uncertainty [26-28]. Hence, overestimating
shared information can be particularly detrimental for
investigating emergent phenomena in such systems.

To address this important limitation, we propose a new
set of measures of causal emergence that retain sensitiv-
ity when applied to large systems. Continuing a tra-
dition started with Shannon’s work on information lat-
tices [29], these new estimators are based on a novel
method named lattice expansion, which let us bridge be-
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tween whole-minus-sum measures [20, 30], which are fast
but coarse, and the full partial information decomposi-
tion, which is precise but computationally demanding.
The resulting measures improve the accuracy of exist-
ing estimators of emergence by iteratively correcting for
the double-counting of shared information, thus allow-
ing a more robust detection of emergence. The benefits
of this approach are illustrated in case studies involving
synthetic and real-world data. Overall, the generality of
the method for correcting double-counted terms makes it
suitable for application to other Shannon-invariant mea-
sures, opening the door to a wide range of improved es-
timators of multivariate interdependence.

II. TECHNICAL BACKGROUND

We consider a complex system composed by n sub-
components, which are measured regularly over time-
points ¢ € N. The results of those measurements are
the observables X; = (X},..., X["), with X} € X; corre-
sponding to the state of the i*! part at time ¢ in phase
space X;. We use [n] :={1,...,n} to refer to the indices
of all parts.

Components of the system can be grouped in subsets
a € A, so that X7 = (X3', ..., X{¥) represents the ob-
servables at time ¢ for a subset of components with in-
dices in a = {i1,...,ix} C [n]. A denotes the powerset,
or all the possible sets of combinations of parts. Finally,
let S®) represent the set of sets with more than k parts:
S = {{ay,...,ar} C A:minj|aj| > k}.

We consider two time points ¢ < ¢’ and systemic macro-
scopic features V; € V that are supervenient on the un-
derlying system, and we formalise this condition by re-
quiring V; to be statistically independent of X given X
for all ¢’ > ¢. This includes as particular cases determin-
istic functions V; = F(X), as well as aggregate proper-
ties such as coarse-grainings. The information-theoretic
emergence framework introduced by [10] proposes mea-
sures and criteria to test whether V' is emergent and in
what way using PID, which is briefly presented next.

A. Information decomposition

At the core of information theory, the mutual informa-
tion (MI) introduced by Shannon [29] captures the ex-
tent to which knowing about one set of variables reduces
uncertainty about another set. However, complex sys-
tems are often characterised by interactions which ex-
tend beyond pairs, and MI alone cannot attribute which
variables within the set are responsible for the reduction
in uncertainty. To address this, the Partial Information
Decomposition (PID) framework [16] proposes a decom-
position of MI into different kinds of information atoms,
according to how multiple source variables X; provide
information about a target Y. In the special case of two

source variables, PID decomposes MI into four terms:

I(X1,X5;Y) = Red(X1, X2;Y) + Un(Xy; Y| X5)
+ Un(Xs2; Y| X1) + Syn(X1, X3 V), (1)

where Un(X;; V) denotes unique information provided by
X, Red(X1, Xo; V) is the redundant information shared
between sources, and Syn(X7, Xa; V) is the synergistic in-
formation, present when sources are taken together, but
not separately.

The decomposition of mutual information for more
than two sources creates a hierarchy of information which
can be expressed with the formalism of a redundancy lat-
tice, which captures a partial ordering between informa-
tion atoms, where a higher element provides at least as
much redundant information as a lower one. Generally,
an atom or set of atoms « is less informative than an-
other as, if the information it contains is included in as.
We denote this as a; < as. Conversely, two atoms ay
and 8 may both be less informative than as, but may
not be comparable to each other (hence, the partial or-
dering).

This allows us to construct a redundancy function I,
as the sum of all the preceding (lower) partial information
atoms (3 in the lattice:

Ij(XuY) =Y I5(X;Y) (2)
BRa

For instance, for three sources (see Fig. 1), the infor-
mation provided in common by all three (represented by
the atom {{1}{2}{3}}) is at the bottom of the lattice,
as it is included in the information common to pairs of
variables (e.g. {{1}{2}}), which is included in the infor-
mation within each variable. However, the number of
atoms grows exponentially with the number of sources,
making the estimation of information atoms computa-
tionally difficult.

Practically estimating information atoms relies on se-
lecting a function for either synergy or redundancy. Most
of the time, in practice, a redundancy function is used to
compute the synergy. A broad range of such functions
have been proposed in the literature [31-36], see [37] for
a review on the topic.

B. Emergence from part-whole relationships

The PID formalism is particularly well-suited to the use
case of measures of emergence, as the sources can repre-
sent the microscopic, part-level variables, while the target
can correspond to a macroscopic, system-level feature.
The decomposition above allows the estimation of mul-
tivariate mutual information terms, such as I(X;V) for
a system with many variables X;, which would quantify
the total information that the parts contribute towards
a system property V', and could be a marker of V being
emergent if any synergistic information is present.



Moreover, by applying mutual information with a fixed
time delay between two time series, the time-delayed mu-
tual information (TDMI) can be used as a measure of pre-
dictability, allowing us to quantify how the past states
— micro or macro — of a system may predict its future
states. When applied to the TDMI, the PID atoms ac-
quire valuable interpretations which can contribute to
understanding how information is stored, copied and
transferred within the system over time [38, 39]. These
interpretations form the basis of the theory of causal
emergence in [10] underlying the measures discussed in
this paper. We briefly recapitulate relevant measures and
criteria below.

Causal emergence, quantified by U, refers to the
property of a system feature to be irreducible to the sum
contributions of its parts:

VR (V) = IV Vi) = 3 I(X§5 Vi), (3)
|| =k

Outside the context of this theory, ¥V corresponds to
the well-known redundancy-synergy index [19].

Downward causation, quantified by A, refers to a
system where a macro feature has a causal effect over k
particular agents, but this effect cannot be attributed to
any other individual component or group:

AM (V) = max | I(V}; I(x¢xe|. @

t,t( ) \a|=)1(c t Z t (4)
1Bl=k

Causal decoupling, quantified by I', refers to a sys-

tem where a macro feature can predict its own evolution,

but no component or group of components may predict
the evolution of any other:

Dif) = max I(Ve, X3). (5)

The associated criteria for emergence are given by:
(1) \Ilgkt),(V) > 0 is sufficient for causal emergence.

(2) Agkt),(V) > 0 is sufficient for downward causation.
(2) I'ty = 0 and \Ifgkt)/(V) > 0 is sufficient for causal

decoupling.

III. IMPROVED ESTIMATORS OF CAUSAL
EMERGENCE

A. Motivation

As outlined in Sec. IIB, the theory of causal emer-
gence in [10] provides practical criteria (e.g. ¥) to de-
tect causal emergence in experimental or simulated data.
Unfortunately, like other Shannon invariants, ¥ is lim-
ited as it overestimates the contribution of the parts.

The negative sum of the marginal mutual informations
in Eq. (3) contains multiple terms of redundant infor-
mation, which are “double-counted” and subtracted in
excess from I(V;; Vi), Thus, it results in an estimator
of “synergy minus redundancy”, which may fail to de-
tect emergence if the double-counted redundancy exceeds
synergy.

Intuitively, subtracting the mutual information from
each source to the target will also subtract the redundant
information they all provide together or as sub-groups of
varying sizes. To better illustrate this, we present the
example of three source variables, visualised with PID
lattices, in Fig. 1. Recall redundant information in each
node in the lattice, I§, includes the partial information
provided by all the nodes B, with 3 < «, below it. For
k =1 and ¢ = 0, we subtract all atoms below and in-
cluding {1},{2},{3}. By inspecting the lattice, terms
{1}{23}, {2}{13} and {3}{12} contain the redundant in-
formation of all atoms below. Thus when subtracting
these terms, the redundancy of atoms one level below
({112}, {1}{3} and {2}{3}, with two singleton sets) is
counted twice, so double-counted once, and the redun-
dancy two levels below ({1}{2}{3}, with three singleton
sets) is counted three times, so double-counted twice.

More generally, each subtracted term from the bottom
half of the lattice is counted one time more than the
term above. This is equivalent to the observation that
any given atom « in the lower half of the lattice, when
containing, say, k singleton sets composed of a single
variable (such as {1}), would be counted by a factor equal
to the number of singleton sets minus 1, i.e. £k — 1 times.

To counteract this double-counting and obtain a finer-
grained measure, the main idea is to start re-adding re-
dundancies from the bottom of the lattice to the whole-
minus-sum estimator.

B. A family of corrected measures

Building on the ideas outlined above, we now outline a
family of more sensitive estimators obtained through a
technique we call the lattice expansion. Intuitively, lat-
tice expansion is a broadly applicable technique to re-
fine Shannon-invariant measures, where we start from
the coarse “whole-minus-sum” measures and then pro-
gressively add back the redundancy information atoms
by expanding the redundancy lattice. Here, we illustrate
the lattice expansion for the criterion for causal emer-
gence V.
The goal is to define a family of measures ¥(*9) where
=0,...,n — 1 is the approximation order, such that
\I!(’C 0 = \Il(k) and ("1 are equivalent to the first-
order synergy in the system (see Appendix for more de-
tails and proofs).
Knowing intuitively the source of the double-counted
terms, we use information lattices to visualise the partial
ordering between information atoms and formulate the
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FIG. 1. Graphical illustration of lattice expansion for a system of n = 3 variables. Lattice nodes representing
information atoms that get added together are marked in red, while the ones subtracted are marked in blue. Intuitively, the
information provided by each of the three micro variables towards the macro includes the redundant information they share.
When summing these mutual information quantities into a “sum-of-parts” term that gets subtracted from the “whole”, this
redundancy is included three times rather than once. The first-order lattice expansion re-adds the redundancy shared between
all components, while the second-order expansion corrects for redundant information among groups of two. In a system of
three variables, only two orders of expansion are necessary.

full lattice expansion :

r—1
.
Cro=r—1- > c;ﬁS@ (7)

s=n—q+1

(?,n—q+1 =n-—-aq, (8)

k) — gk) 4 Z > Cr IS (X Ve),  (6)

r=n—q+1 acM"
la|=r

where n is the system size, g € [1,n — 1] the order of the

expansion, r € [n — ¢ + 1,n] the cardinality of the set of

sources being considered, and () the binomial operator,
with the coefficients C7, defined recursively, starting which returns the number of unordered subsets of size r
with CT,, =n —1: in a collection of s variables.



As an example, the first and second lattice expansions
yield a better estimation of W(k):

W) W) (= D0 X1

WD = w0 4 (n - 2) 3T (X V)
i=1

+(n—1—n(n—2) 11" (x,; V)

When computing ¥, information shared by all n com-
ponents Irgl}"'{n}(Xt; Vi) — the term at the bottom of
the lattice — is included in the sum n times and as such,
“double-counted” n—1 times. The first lattice expansion
(¢ = 1), will re-add this information.

Moving one level up the lattice, the information shared
by sets of n—1 components X {~} is included in the sum
n — 1 times and double-counted n — 2 times, so it is re-
added in the second lattice expansion (¢ = 2), on top
of the redundancy from the first lattice expansion. But
each of these re-added sets contains information shared
by n — 1 components, and so, it includes the information
shared by all components Irgl}"'{"}(Xt; Vi) n — 1 times,
double-counting it n — 2 times for each of the n sets in
this re-added term, so it must be subtracted n(n — 2)
times.

The number of evaluations of I grows as O((qfl)).
Since all the redundancies involve only singleton sources,
these terms are also easy to estimate empirically, since
the sampling bias in redundancy is of the same order of
magnitude as that of the MI of the sources involved [40].

Notably, using the lattice expansion does involve
choosing a particular PID measure from the multiple op-
tions available [16, 31, 34]. It is worth noting that in
practical analyses, these tend to yield qualitatively simi-
lar results [41, 42]. However, since information measures
capture statistical interdependencies rather than causal
mechanisms [43], using different synergy or redundancy
functions requires careful interpretation.

Having introduced the criterion, we also created an
implementation in Python using the Java Information
Dynamics Toolkit (JIDT) [44]. The implementation of
the lattice decomposition was tested against the decom-
position provided by the Discrete Information Theory
(DIT) [45] package. The implementation is available on-
line [46] and was used on the trajectories of collective
motion, which will be presented in the following two case
studies.

IV. CASE STUDIES

We now present two case studies that illustrate the
benefits of the proposed approach. For these analyses,
we use the minimum mutual information (MMI) as the
redundancy function, which is computationally efficient

and was shown to be either equivalent or to behave qual-
itatively similarly to various other measures of redun-
dancy in Gaussian systems [31].

A. Reynolds flocking model

Setting A quintessential example of emergence is the
collective behaviour of animal groups in motion: flocks
of birds, schools of fish, herds of herbivores and so on.
To first of all relate the methods presented in the cur-
rent paper to previous work, the first canonical example
of emergence we study with the new estimators is the
Reynolds flocking model [47].

One of the first models to realistically simulate the
phenomenology of collective motion in flocks, schools and
herds, the Reynolds model defines a multi-agent system
of “boids” (or “bird-oid objects”) which move in a 2 or 3-
dimensional space, and interact with their neighbours on
a given radius r, following three different types of social
forces:

e Aggregation (ay): tendency to fly towards the cen-
tre of the flock

o Avoidance (az2): tendency to avoid hitting the near-
est neighbour

o Alignment (as): tendency to align direction with
nearest neighbours on a radius r

The model is realistic to describe collective animal be-
haviour, insofar as there is a degree of momentum in their
motion: forces are implemented as “steerage” towards or
away from the position or direction of others. Increasing
the avoidance parameter (as) will encourage the boids to
distance away from each other, and as such, will decrease
the effect of the alignment force. Manipulating this pa-
rameter produces qualitatively very different behaviours:
for low avoidance, the boids gather in a cyclone, known
as milling behaviour; for high avoidance, the boids no
longer fly together; but for an intermediary value, one
can observe a chimeric behaviour where the conflicting
tendencies between order and disorder create the adap-
tive and complex emergent behaviour we often see in na-
ture. Snapshots of characteristic collective behaviour are
in Fig. 2.

Methods For the sake of reproducibility, the simula-
tions were configured with exactly the same parameters
and random seeds as in [10]: N = 10 boids were simu-
lated on a torus of side length L = 200, initialised with
the same velocity, with random initial orientations and
positions; the interaction radius was taken as r = 20, a
tenth of the total space. The velocity is the same for all
boids, and the aggregation (a; = 0.15) and alignment
(as = 0.25) parameters were kept fixed, while the avoid-
ance parameter was varied (ag € {0.0,0.1,0.2}) to create
more or less ‘rigid’ flocks. R = 20 simulations were run
for each parameter set for statistical robustness.
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FIG. 2. Phenomenonologically different instances of the Reynolds flocking model under increasing avoidance. (a)
No avoidance (a2 = 0): shows rigid milling behaviour, which should manifest very high redundancy. (b) Intermediary avoidance
(a2 = 0.1): reminds of a flock of birds flying around their nest, or fish in a tank. This behaviour should be characterised by a
balance of redundant and synergetic information. (c¢) Higher avoidance (a2 = 0.2): almost random behaviour, which should be

characterised by small redundancy and small synergy.

The ¥ measure was computed using the individual tra-
jectories as the micro components of the system, while
the group’s centre of mass was used as a macro candi-
date property for an emergent feature. The time differ-
ence between the two time series was set as t/ —t = 1.

Before estimating the three quantities and applying the
emergence criteria to the data, the individual positions
were preprocessed by computing the distance from the
centre of mass and first-order differentiating the result-
ing time series, following [8, 10]. This method reduces the
underlying shared information between the velocities, as
well as the positions, which are constrained within finite
spatial coordinates. Calculating the distance to the cen-
tre of mass removes some of the shared information in-
herent in the positions. This preprocessing also removes
some difficulties of estimating probability distributions
of positions in a space with periodic boundaries (as seen,
for example, in the snapshot in Fig. 2 (c¢)), which re-
quire circular statistics. Redundancy was computed by
the Minimum mutual information (MMI) [31].

As before, we hypothesised that the intermediary con-
figuration (a2 = 0.1) manifests the highest ¥ due to its
high synergy, but also that the lowest avoidance con-
figuration (az = 0) will be characterised by higher re-
dundancy than the others, due to the similarity in the
motion of boids. While this point was suggested in pre-
vious work, namely that the low avoidance scenario is
dominated not by a reduction in synergy, but by an in-
crease in redundancy, which effectively increases the syn-
ergy threshold needed for a positive ¥ [10], we can now
observe this directly in our results. The higher the re-
dundancy, the higher the threshold for synergy.

Results Having computed the amount of redundancy
in the system (Fig. 3), we find that the high avoidance
case (with U9 = 0.335,SD = 0.046) is barely affected

by the first lattice expansion, while the intermediary
regime is only affected slightly (with U(1:0) = 0.63, 5D =
0.078 and a finer-grained ¥ = 0.777, SD = 0.082).
The criteria would consider both these systems emergent;
however, the average value of ¥ is considerably smaller
in the chaotic than in the intermediary regime.

However, in the no-avoidance, rigid case, which yields a
negative value on average (V10 = —1.39, SD = 1.653),
a more accurate ¥ using the ¢ = 1 redundancy gives a
positive value (¥D = 0.66,SD = 0.208), suggesting
that this system is one such case of emergence where
higher redundancy hinders estimation of W.

Most interestingly, the complete lattice expansion for
W, with ¢ = n—1, reveals an unexpected result: namely a
higher emergence value for the rigid case than the inter-
mediary regime, which turns the ¥ criterion from a func-
tion which peaks in the interdmediary regime to one that
is monotonically decreasing with reducing the collective
behaviour. Crucially, this is unlike synergy-redundancy
indices in general. However, the no-avoidance case is
an example phenomenon where emergence is driven by
redundancy: the full lattice expansion ¥:*=1 may be
used to detect emergence in strongly redundant systems
and not just strongly synergistic ones. A more fine-
grained exploration of simulation parameters, as well as
different kinds of movement, should be explored before
drawing a strict conclusion.

It is interesting to consider whether higher-order re-
dundancy exists in the system, i.e. whether pairs or
larger groups of boids contribute redundant informa-
tion. Our results suggest that it is generally not the
case (Fig. 4). This is in accordance with the nature of
the model and its phenomenology: all boids are identical
and follow the same distributions, and on average inter-
act the same way with all neighbours. In other words,
the interactions between these boids and as such the in-
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FIG. 3. Causal emergence and first-order redun-

dancy in the flocking boids model. ¥(*** peaks in the
intermediary state, and is negative in the low avoidance sce-
nario. But when considering the first-order redundancy in
the system in computing WD the criterion also correctly
finds the no-avoidance, redundancy-driven milling movement
as emergent. Error bars show standard error across R = 20
simulations for each parameter set.

formation they share are homogenous, while in real-world
complex systems manifesting emergence, the agents are
likely to interact in more heterogeneous ways, especially
when studying dynamics of certain complex collective be-
haviour. As such, it is interesting to compare the results
obtained in the analysis of a flocking model with real-
world data of collective motion in nature.

B. Schooling fish

Setting As a secondary case study, we look at small
schools of ayu (Japanese sweetfish) swimming in a tank.
The collective behaviour shown by the schooling fish is
easily visible with the naked eye (Fig. 5). The behaviours
persist for the entire time series, but the fish manifest dif-
ferent degrees of aggregation, from swimming very close
to each other and maintaining mostly the same direc-
tions, resulting in a more rigid formation with tightly-
knit trajectories, to swimming farther away and some-
times abruptly changing direction, resulting in an almost
swarm-like milling at certain points.

A known problem in collective behaviour research is
that, while present in the case of mathematical mod-
elling, the mechanisms of neighbour interactions are no-
toriously difficult to estimate and ascertain in real data.
As such, we cannot rely on any knowledge of micro inter-
actions to classify the school’s behaviour into a specific
regime or phase.

Nevertheless, research in swarm behaviour has shown
that swarming, schooling and flocking often emerge
thanks to the conflict between individual and collective
tendencies, which could be conceptually linked to the in-
termediary regime in the Reynolds model. Moreover, one
can observe the similarity in phenomenology between the
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FIG. 4. Causal emergence and redundancy in the
flocking boids model. Only the redundancy in the first
lattice expansion is relevant in this system, being orders of
magnitude while higher expansion orders (¢ = 2 to ¢ = 10)
are negligible. Error bars represent standard error across R =
20 simulations for each parameter set.

real-world data and the intermediary regime of the sim-
ulation with the naked eye, allowing us to hypothesise
that the two systems, both of size N = 10, would show
similar values for the emergence criteria.

Methods The trajectory data for the schooling fish
was obtained experimentally by Niizato et al. [48]. N =
10 fish were placed in a 33m? tank of 15cm deep, and
filmed from above to obtain trajectories that appear two-
dimensional. The fish were tracked for 8 to 12 min at 20
frames per second using computer vision, producing time
series around 7' = 10000 in length. From the data made
publicly available by the research team, we selected the
first T = 10000 timesteps in six of their data sets. Please
see the original paper for further experimental details.

We estimate the ¥ measure in the same way as for the
Reynolds model, by choosing the centre of mass of the
school as the macro feature V', then pre-processing all
spatial coordinates into differentiated distances from the
centre of the environment.

Results We averaged our ¥ results across all six
groups of fish, expecting to observe ¥ > 0 for all groups.
But instead, we found that the emergence criteria with
g = 1 show schooling fish manifest neither causal emer-
gence (V1.0 = —0.01,SD = 0.14), nor downwards cau-
sation (A0 = —1.28, 5D = 0.34).

Our results show ¥ is around 0 unless a first-order
or higher lattice expansion is applied, due to the high
amount of first-order redundancy in the system: namely,
all sources X; at time ¢ provide at least that much in-
formation to the target V at time t + 1. We already see
the need for the lattice expansion, as, in spite of phe-
nomenologically emergent behaviour, ¥ ~ 0 with-
out re-adding redundancies, but all ¢ > 1 quantities are
clearly positive, with ¥(1:1) = 0.98, SD = 0.19 suggesting



FIG. 5. Trajectories of 200 timesteps (24 seconds) of ten schooling fish from three different measurements,
showing increasing degrees of dispersion, or decreasing degrees of aggregation, while maintaining phenomenologically similar
dynamical behaviour, which reminds of the intermediary regime in the Reynolds model (Fig. 2).
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FIG. 6. Average causal emergence and redundancy in fish schools. (a) Average quantities for causal emergence (¥),
causal decoupling (I'), and downwards causation (A) measures with ¢ = 0. According to the criteria in [10], the schools
manifest neither causal emergence (i.e. ¥ > 0) nor downwards causation (i.e. A > 0) when double-counted shared information
in the system is not accounted for. This is due to the high redundancy in the system, with the fish’s trajectories being very
similar. (b) ¥ and redundancy quantities computed by lattice expansion for ¢ € {0, 1...9}, averaged across the six datasets. ¥
is around 0 unless at least the first lattice expansion is applied, due to high redundancy in the system, corresponding to the
shared information among all 10 fish. This is considerably higher than the average shared information in smaller subgroups,
which supports the idea that schooling behaviour is egalitarian, with all interactions being similar to each-other.

the emergence of an aggregated group around the centre

of mass, and Aglt’,l) = —1.10, 5D = 0.25 suggesting there

is no downwards causation.

Higher-order redundancy then decreases abruptly, sim-
ilar to both the high-rigidity case and the intermediary
regime in the Reynolds model. In the school of fish, this
may have a natural interpretation: very recently, it has
been shown using neuroimaging that fish tend to follow
a small number of neighbours when they swim (one or
two) [49], but that they are very sensitive to changes in
behaviour on their perception radius which cause very
quick behavioural cascades, opening up the possibility of
spontaneous coordinated behaviour amongst all of them
as opposed to within smaller sub-groups [50].

The fine-grained estimation of redundancy across
groups of components of various sizes, or, in other words,
the decay in redundancy for increasing ¢, opens up possi-
ble new directions in the quantification and understand-
ing of the elusive social interactions between animals,

which give rise to the marvels of swarm intelligence seen
in flocking, schooling and herding behaviour.

V. DISCUSSION

In this work, we introduced a finer-grained decomposition
of Shannon-invariant estimators of emergence that allows
us to explicitly account for redundant information, and
thereby refine the effective synergy threshold required to
detect emergence. By expressing the emergence crite-
rion in terms of contributions from different orders of
redundancy, our approach can systematically correct for
double-counted shared information and thus reduce false
negatives often encountered in highly ordered systems.
Conceptually, a redundancy correction based on the
lattice expansion of order g captures the information
(here, quantified using minimum mutual information)
that is shared by groups of n — ¢ + 1 sources about a



given target. Applying this framework to Reynolds flock-
ing dynamics, using the centre of mass as a macroscopic
coarse-grained variable, we confirmed the intuition that
strongly ordered configurations with low avoidance ex-
hibit the largest redundancy. Incorporating a first-order
redundancy correction was found to be enough to reveal
causal emergence in this highly ordered regime, where
the uncorrected estimator can otherwise fail to detect it.

We then applied the same methodology to empirical
trajectory data from schooling fish. In these experi-
ments, uncorrected emergence metrics fail to identify
causal emergence. However, once first-order redundancy
is taken into account, causal emergence becomes evident.
Moreover, examining the decay of higher-order redun-
dancy reveals additional structure in how information is
shared among individuals, hinting at non-trivial patterns
of interaction that go beyond simple pairwise organisa-
tion.

Taken together, these results demonstrate that
redundancy-aware refinements of emergence measures
can substantially improve sensitivity in both simulated
and real-world systems. Beyond detecting emergence,

the detailed profile of redundancy across interaction or-
ders provides a promising avenue for probing the or-
ganisation and information-sharing architecture underly-
ing collective behaviour in natural and artificial systems.
These new tools open various doors for the investigation
of large complex systems which display both redundancy
and emergence in different places for different purposes
— collective intelligence, swarm behaviour, and last, but
not least, the human brain [28, 51].
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APPENDIX: PROOFS

We first present the coarse-grained PID redundancy
lattice introduced by [10] which, instead of decomposing
the mutual information down to each individual source
variable, is limited to collections of variables larger than
a given size k, by using the notion of k*'-order synergy:

syn®(X;Y) = Y Ig(X;Y) (9)
acSk)

where I§(X;Y') represents the information that the set
(or set of sets) of variables e provide redundantly, but
which is not provided by any smaller subsets. For exam-
ple, I§(X;Y") corresponds to {{12}} if a = {1,2}.

Intuitively, Syn®) (X;Y) corresponds to the informa-
tion about the target that is provided by the whole X
but is not contained in any set of k or less parts when
considered separately. For example, for n =2 and k = 1,
we obtain the standard synergy S = {{12}}, and for
n =3 and k = 1 we have SU = {{12}, {13}, {23},
{12}{13}, {12}{23}, {13}{23}, {12}{13}{23}, {123} }.

The goal of this paper was to define a family of mea-
sures U(k9) where ¢ =0,...,n— 1 is the approximation
order, such that U0 = ¢(*) apd wn=1) = gyn(®) 1

To make the following proofs simpler, it’s useful to vi-
sualise the involved information-theoretic quantities as
decomposed in a “PID basis” — i.e. as coefficients mul-
tiplying some “basis vectors” that are the PID atoms.
In general, any decomposable information-theoretic func-
tional F' can be written as

F(X;Y) =) anl§(X:Y), (10)
acA

with a given set of coefficients an. For example, in the
case of () for n = 3, we have

1 if o € S
W) if = {i}{j}, Vi, j
R if o = {1}{2}{3}

0 otherwise

Next, let us define M™ to be the set of antichains (i.e.
subsets of the lattice made of elements which cannot be
compared) that contain only singletons (i.e. sets with a
single element). For example,

M2={{1}, {2}, {1{2}} ,

MP={{1}, {2}, {3}, {11{2}, {1} {3}, {213}, {1H{2}H{3}} -

Within M", the partial ordering of the redundancy lat-
tice reduces to

aXf—pCa (11)

1 The lattice expansion can be applied with & > 1, although in
this case W(k-n=1) £ gyn(k)
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The pair (M", <) is a semilattice (where the greatest
lower bound always exists, but the least upper bound
doesn’t), which is a subset of A™.

The following lemma will be instrumental in formulat-
ing the lattice expansion:

Lemma .1. Consider two antichains o, 3 € M™ with

la| = |8] < n, and let v = a A B, and F = I + I.
Then, the following properties hold:

1.yeM"* and v =alpB.

2. The PID coefficients ao for F satisfy

1 ify<o=<a,B
g = 2 ifo <~
0 otherwise

Proof. For convenience, recall the definition of the partial
order in the redundancy lattice [16]:

axpB<<=VYbeB,Jaca,alh.

For the first property, we begin by proving that a| J 3 C
~. For this, note that since all a € e has |a| = 1, the C in
the expression above has to be an equality (since empty
sets are not allowed [16]). Therefore, since v < «, 3 we
have that Va € «,3,a € ~; and thus a|JB C ~. The
equality can be proven using the fact that 4 must be the
greatest lower bound of a and 3: if it was the case that
a|JB C v, then there would exist & = a|J B such that
~ < o = a, 3, resulting in a contradiction.
The second property follows directly from the defini-
tion of v and Eq. (2).
O

This guarantees that if you take a sum like
ZaeMn,\a\:r’ then all atoms down to the next level
(B € M™,|B] =r+1) have the same coefficient.

In turn, this means that if we want to guarantee that
aq = cfor all a € A", it suflices to guarantee that ag = ¢
for all B8 € M™. Now we use Lemma .1 to prove a useful
property of W1,

Lemma .2. The PID coefficients aa for ) satisfy
ae = 1 — g(a), where g(ax) is the number of singleton
elements in o.

Proof. The +1 term comes from the I(V;; Vi) in ¥, which
includes all nodes in the lattice. In addition, any given
may be affected by the negative I(X}; Vi) = Imz} (Xe; Vo)
in . Following a logic similar to Lemma .1, o < {i} iff
{i} € a. Since the sum in ¥™) runs for all individual
sources, any particular atom a will be subtracted once
for each {i} it precedes — or, equivalently, the number of
singleton elements in «. O



The coeflicients allow us to formulate the lattice expan-
sion for the ¥ emergence criterion introduced in Eq. 6,
which we repeat here for convenience:

ko) — gk L Z Z Cy I8 (X Vi)
r=n—q+1 aeM"
|a|=r

with the coefficients C¢', defined recursively as

r—1
mn n r
Cr.o=r—1- Y Cr, (S)

s=n—q+1
n —
qg,n—q+1 — n—q,

where n is the system size, ¢ € [1,n — 1] the order of the
expansion, r € [n — ¢+ 1,n] the cardinality of the set of
sources being considered, and (:) the binomial operator.

Lemma .3. The quantity V%9 in Eq. (6) is a valid
criterion for emergence, it is greater than W) and for

the k = 1 case the full expansion for ¢ = n — 1 satisfies
g1 — gyn(@),
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Proof. For a given n, g, we begin by correcting the high-
est level in the lattice (i.e. the level with the lowest 7).
As per Lemma .2, nodes with r singletons need to be
corrected by a factor » — 1; and thus the coefficient for
the lowest r in the expansion satisfies C7',,_, .1 =n —q.

Crucially, Lemma .1 guarantees that once the atoms in
A" with exactly r singletons have been corrected, then all
atoms between them and the atoms with r 4 1 singletons
are corrected too. This allows us to only consider atoms
in M"™ with different cardinalities, and guarantees that
all atoms in the full PID lattice will be covered.

After atoms with cardinality ¢ have been corrected, we
can consider the set of atoms in M™ with cardinality
¢+ 1. These atoms will have a coefficient 1 — r (as per
Lemma .2), plus the contributions from the terms in the
expansion with lower r. In general, an atom with car-
dinality r will precede (:) atoms with cardinality s < r,
which need to be accounted for in the expansion — and
thus the recursive expression for C7/',.

Finally, since, for all ¢, (%9 has no positive ao for
a ¢ SU| the same arguments for ¥*) being a valid
criterion for emergence apply to W9, [
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