arXiv:2512.02193v1 [cs.Al] 1 Dec 2025

From monoliths to modules: Decomposing transduc-
ers for efficient world modelling

Alexander Boyd'?, Franz Nowak>*, David Hyland’, Manuel Baltieri®',
Fernando E. Rosas’”

alecboy@gmail.com, franz.nowak@inf.ethz.ch, manuel_baltieri@araya.org,
david.hyland@stx.ox.ac.uk, f.rosas@sussex.ac.uk

'Department of Informatics, University of Sussex

2Beyond Institute for Theoretical Science (BITS)

3ETH Ziirich

4Principles of Intelligent Behaviour in Biological and Social Systems (PIBBSS)

SDepartment of Computer Science, University of Oxford

6Araya Inc.

“Sussex Al and Sussex Centre for Consciousness Science, University of Sussex

8Centre for Complexity Science and Center for Psychedelic Research, Department of Brain
Sciences, Imperial College London

9Center for Eudaimonia and Human Flourishing, University of Oxford

Abstract

World models have been recently proposed as sandbox environments in which Al agents
can be trained and evaluated before deployment. Although realistic world models often
have high computational demands, efficient modelling is usually possible by exploit-
ing the fact that real-world scenarios tend to involve subcomponents that interact in a
modular manner. In this paper, we explore this idea by developing a framework for
decomposing complex world models represented by transducers, a class of models gen-
eralising POMDPs. Whereas the composition of transducers is well understood, our
results clarify how to invert this process deriving sub-transducers operating on distinct
input-output subspaces, enabling parallelizable and interpretable alternatives to mono-
lithic world modelling that can support distributed inference. Overall, these results lay
a groundwork for bridging the structural transparency demanded by Al safety and the
computational efficiency required for real-world inference.

1 Introduction

Advances in deep reinforcement learning have produced agents that can operate in increasingly com-
plex environments, from dexterous robotic control and large-scale games to open-ended dialogue
and tool use (Andrychowicz et al., 2020; Berner et al., 2019; Ouyang et al., 2022; Rajeswaran et al.,
2017). As these systems become more powerful and autonomous and are considered for deployment
in high-stakes settings, questions about reliability, safety, and interpretability are beginning to take
central stage (Bengio et al., 2024; Glanois et al., 2024; Tang et al., 2024). One way to address these
questions is by adopting world models as controlled testbeds, serving as synthetic environments in
which agents can be trained, probed, and stress-tested before deployment (Dalrymple et al., 2024;
Bruce et al., 2024; Diaz-Rodriguez et al., 2023). However, the usefulness of such sandboxing de-
pends critically on our ability to build world models that are faithful enough to guarantee that the
agent’s behaviour in simulation can be transferred to real-world settings (Rosas et al., 2025; Ding
et al., 2025).


https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.02193v1

An environment can be formally described as a transducer that turns input sequences (e.g., actions)
into output sequences (e.g., observations and rewards) (Ding et al., 2025). This transduction, how-
ever, happens via interwoven dynamics often involving co-occurring physical processes alongside
social interactions, biological rhythms, or engineered feedback loops. A surfer, for instance, must si-
multaneously navigate the ocean’s turbulence and the coordinated movements of their companions;
naively modelling all of this as a single high-dimensional mechanism makes learning and inference
expensive and blurs the underlying structure. For world models to be useful as scientific tools, they
should instead expose modularity: distinct components should track different aspects of the world,
while still interacting and combining to produce coherent global behaviour. Prior work related to the
modularity of transduction has mostly approached this from a bottom-up perspective, focusing on
how small components can be composed into layered networks that capture complex input-output
relationships (Hopcroft & Ullman, 1979; Mohri, 1997; Mohri et al., 2002).

From the perspective of model-based reinforcement learning, one is typically concerned with learn-
ing a model of the underlying transition dynamics of the environment, which can be used for sev-
eral downstream tasks such as planning and training policies (Hafner et al., 2020; 2025; Hansen
et al., 2024). However, simulating and learning the transition dynamics of high-dimensional data
(such as video data) in “entangled” latent spaces is complex, computationally expensive, and less
interpretable. Leveraging the fact that ordinary human-scale environments often consist of sparse
interactions between multiple distinct entities, several works have demonstrated the benefits of incor-
porating inductive biases to force neural networks to represent the world as a set of discrete objects,
such as generalisation (Goyal et al., 2021; Zhao et al., 2022; Feng & Magliacane, 2023), sample
efficiency (Rodriguez-Sanchez et al., 2025), interpretability (Mosbach et al., 2025), compositional
generation (Baek et al., 2025), and robustness to noise (Liu et al., 2023).

While composition explains how modular systems can be built, for Al safety and interpretability,
we often face the inverse problem: given a large, seemingly entangled world model, how can we
decompose it into simpler, interpretable pieces without sacrificing predictive power?

Composition

Decomposition

Figure 1: In this work, we first present a method for composing stochastic environments into larger ones. We
then use this framework to identify procedures that reverse the process, decomposing complex environments
into simpler, modular subcomponents.



This work develops a framework to address this question in the language of computational mechan-
ics (Crutchfield & Young, 1989; Shalizi & Crutchfield, 2001), which is used to explain when and
how a complex transducer can be factored into interacting sub-transducers. This provides a way to
move from a single high-dimensional transducer to a collection of modular low-dimensional ones,
each associated with a functional subsystem of the world model. Crucially, this factorisation does
more than aid understanding: it enables distributed inference, where each sub-transducer can update
its own beliefs locally, given only the parts of the input-output history that matter to it. Thus, as
shown in Figure 1, our analysis reveals how transducers can be both composed and decomposed,
moving between levels of complexity.

In summary, in this paper we take the perspective of a designer who wishes to model an agent-
environment interface in a way that is faithful enough for prediction, but also structured enough to
support analysis and control. Within this perspective, transducers provide a canonical representa-
tion, and our main contribution is to show how such representations can themselves be decomposed
into interpretable, modular components. The rest of the paper formalises transducers and their in-
terfaces (Sec. 2), introduces a general notion of transducer composition (Sec. 3), to then develop
decomposition algorithms (Sec. 4) and coarse-graining approaches (Sec. 5). We also investigate
how this approach can be used to decompose the causal states of an Al system doing inference
tasks (Sec. 6), opening the way to extend ongoing efforts to interpret the internal representations of
transformers (Shai et al., 2025; Piotrowski et al., 2025) to high-dimensional settings.

Overview and roadmap

This work develops an information-theoretic framework for representing, composing, and

decomposing modular world models as networks of transducers. The roadmap ahead and

main contributions are as follows:

1. Interfaces and transducers as a common language (Sec. 2). We use the ideas of in-
terfaces and transducers as a general representation for world models that can capture
agents, environments, and predictive models within a single framework.

2. Composition of world models as networks of transducers (Sec. 3). We show how
transducers compose in series, parallel, and convergent configurations, and give a linear-
operator view that treats a network of transducers as a single composite world model.

3. Decomposition with latent variables via intransducibility (Sec. 4.1). We introduce
intransducibility, an information-theoretic diagnostic that detects when a set of variables
cannot be generated by a causal transducer, and use it to factor a monolithic transducer
into a sparse network when latent variables are available.

4. Decomposition without latents via acausality (Sec. 4.2). We define an acausality mea-
sure that can be computed directly from observable signals, and show how it recovers
minimally acausal wiring diagrams in the absence of explicit latent variables.

5. Coarse-graining networks of transducers (Sec. 5). We characterize when blocks of
a transducer network can be merged without changing its observable interface, yielding
principled multiscale coarse-grainings of world models.

6. Factoring causal states and belief states (Sec. 6). We relate our framework to e-
transducers and predictive belief states, showing how minimal predictive representations
inherit and expose the modular structure of the underlying transducer network.




b) Unravelled Causal Interface

. Time
Environment
Cl) Unravelled General Interface
Time
Xo Yo Xy Yy X Ys
C) Condensed Causal Interface
Time

Xy, XY

Figure 2: A general interface and two illustrations of a causal interface: An unravelled general interface (a)
takes a semi-infinite sequence of inputs Xo, X1, X2 - - - and stochastically transforms it to a semi-infinite
sequence of outputs Yo, Y1, Y> - - -, without any constraints on dependencies between inputs and outputs. An
unravelled causal interface (b) shows individual inputs X; and outputs Y; unravelled into a semi-infinite
sequence in time. The same object can be condensed (c) into a mapping from input pasts yt and futures Yt
to output pasts Y ; and futures Y ;.

2 Interfaces and transducers

2.1 Interfaces

Agents and environments can be described operationally by how they map input sequences to out-
put sequences. In probabilistic terms, a mapping of this kind is fully specified by the conditional
distribution of outputs given inputs, which we call an interface.

Definition 1. An interface 7 is a conditional input-output process characterized by the family of
consistent conditional probabilities

Z(Y|X) = { Pr(Yo:|Xo), Vt € {0,..., }}, (1)

where X; are inputs and Y; are outputs.

Here, uppercase variables denote random variables and lowercase represent specific realizations.
We use the shorthand Xy.; = (Xj,...,X¢—1) for ordered sequences of random variables, and
the random variable notation Pr(A|B) = {Pr(A = a|B = b)}4c.,peB is used to describe all
elements of a conditional probability. An interface specifies a semi-infinite stochastic process for
every semi-infinite input string, describing a transformation from increasingly long strings of inputs
. to corresponding lengths of outputs yy.; — like an information ratchet that performs stochastic
operations on time series in sequence (Boyd et al., 2016; Mandal & Jarzynski, 2012). However, this
temporal interpretation is only appropriate for certain subclasses that we call causal interfaces, for
which future inputs X; = X;.o, cannot causally influence past outputs Y ; = Yj.;. Hence, causal
interfaces can be interpreted as a circuit in time, as shown in Figure 2.

While causal interfaces are well-suited to describe actions and agents in perception-action loops and
feedback', this manuscript exclusively addresses feedforward networks of interfaces, where past
outputs cannot influence future inputs. In this context, the condition for causality can be expressed
in terms of a probabilistic relation

Pr(Y, X, X,) = PV X0). 2)

nterfaces can also be used to describe agents and feedback, as discussed in App. A
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Figure 3: A transducer is a general model that transforms an input process X to an output process Y using a
latent process R as memory, which can be used to generate interfaces. The network representation draws an
arrow from the input process X with unknown source () to the output process Y with latent variable R (%).
The circuit element representation takes two inputs (X; and R;) to two outputs (Y; and R:+1). The interface
circuit representation exhibits multiple timepoints resulting from applying the circuit element in series.

An interface Z[Y'|X] in a feedforward context is causal iff Eq. (2) holds, and implies that the in-
terface is anticipation-free or nonanticipatory (Barnett & Crutchfield, 2015; Rosas et al., 2025). If
the non-anticipatory condition isn’t satisfied in a feedforward network, then the interface somehow
utilizes future inputs before receiving them, violating causality. Thus, causal interfaces are the only
ones that are physically realizable in time.

2.2 Transducers

There are several models in the literature that can be used to implement causal interfaces, including
Markov Decision Processes (MDP) (Sutton & Barto, 1998) and partially observed Markov Decision
Processes (POMDP) (Kaelbling et al., 1998). These approaches are generalized by transducers,
which specify a repeating circuit relying on a latent variable that evolves in tandem with inputs and
outputs to carry memory from past to future (Figure 3).

Definition 2. A transducer T is a tuple {X,), R, {T(ylx) breR mex eyt consisting of an input

r—r!

alphabet X, an output alphabet Y, a latent memory alphabet R, and a stochastic kernel 7Y that

r—r!
determines the following probability:
TY") = Pr(Y;, =y, Ry =7/|Xy =2, Ry = 7). 3)

Transducers can be used to implement interfaces by applying the kernel repeatedly and summing
over all latent memory sequences as follows:

t—1
Pr(You = you| Xou = z0) = Y, Pr(Ro=ro) [ T2, )
ro:t+1 EREFTL =0

where Pr(Ry) is a prior distribution for Ry. We say that T is a transducer presentation of the
interface Z if there exists an initial distribution Pr(Ry) such that the transducer satisfies Eq. (4) for
all PI‘(Yo;t = yO:t|X0:t = -TO:t) S I(Y|X)

In line with past explorations of transducers (Barnett & Crutchfield, 2015; Boyd et al., 2024; 2018),

here we define the stochastic kernel Tfﬂf? to be independent of the time-step t. As shown in Fig-

ure 3, this means the same operation 7" is applied repeatedly, making it mechanistically stationary.



Rosas et al. (2025) consider time-dependent kernels, such that the relationship between random
variables shown in Eq. (3) can change as a function of time. However, App. B shows that mecha-
nistically stationary transducers are just as expressive, capable of realizing any interface that their
time-dependent counterparts can produce, given sufficient latent memory. Defined as such, trans-
ducers closely align with Hidden Markov Models, which implement stochastic processes (Jurgens
& Crutchfield, 2021b). Our first result identifies nonanticipatory interfaces with collections of con-
ditional distributions that can be generated by transducers (see proof in App. C).

Theorem 1. A collection of conditional distributions of the form Pr(Yo.: = yo.t|Xo:t = Zo:t)
constitutes a causal interface iff it has a transducer presentation.

This result emphasizes the generality of transducers as a model for environments and agents. As
long as these entities respect causality (information flowing from past to future), a transducer can
fully capture their behaviour.

3 Networks of composed transducers

As an input-to-output map, transducers can be used as elementary components of more complex
circuits. Here, we specifically consider a feedforward circuit.

3.1 Composing two transducers

Two transducers of the form T = {X, Y, R, 7"} and U = {X x Y, Z,S,U"Y} can be

r—r’ 5_)5
composed as shown in Figure 4, where both the input and output of 7" are used to drive U and

generate the interface Z[Y Z| X]. We formalize this in the next definition.

Definition 3. The composition of transducers T = {X,V,R, Tfﬂf)} and U =
{X¥%xY,Z,S, Us(:liy } is a new transducer V.= {X,Y x Z,R x S, Vr(syi‘r,s,} with input al-

phabet X, output alphabet Y x Z, latent memory alphabet R x S, and a stochastic kernel

ywe) = gEED i) g determines the following probability:

rs—r's s—s’ Tr—r!
V;(Syjlf)s/ = PI'(Zt = Z,E =1, Rt+1 = 7"/, St+1 = S/lXt =T, Rt =7, St = S) (5)

For mathematical convenience, we introduce linear operators for the kernel. For transducer 7', the
kernel has a linear operator on a vector space of the latent memory R:

T =N 7)) (6)

ror!

The bra-ket notation allows us to concisely express row and column vectors in the associated vector
space of the latent memory, where (r|r') = §,,.. The notation |v) represents a column vector and
(v| denotes the conjugate transpose. In the appropriate basis, |r) is a column vector with a 1 in the
rth row and Os everywhere else. Using this notation we can state our next result, whose proof is
found in App. D.

Proposition 1. The operator associated to the composition of transducers is the Kronecker product
of the linear operators of each transducer:

V(zvle) _ frzlue) g rule)
= > TRUE ) @18 s, ()

r,r'.s,s’

which operates on the joint latent space.

This result makes Def. 3 to inherit the properties of the Kronecker product, which we state next.

Corollary 1. Transducer composition is associative but not commutative.
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Figure 4: The network in the top left shows the most general way of composing two transducers, 7" with
latent states R, inputs X, and outputs Y, and U with latent states .S, inputs XY, and outputs Z. A circuit
element that implements this composite transducer is shown on the top right, with time proceeding from left to
right. The composite transducer V', when applied in sequence at the bottom, produces the interface from X to
YZ.

3.2 Special cases of transducer composition

Using the composite transducer V' = UT' as the baseline, we see that by restricting dependencies
and making the transducers agnostic to certain inputs, we obtain various sub-classes of transducer
composition that can be partially ordered by their restrictions (see Figure 5). Some notable examples
of these sub-classes include:

* (a) Series: If the second transducer U does not depend on the input X of the transducer 7', then
UGly) = (=lv) and the two transducers compose sequentially (while outputting a copy of the
outputs of all transducers, in this case U, T").

* (b) Convergent: 1f the first transducer T is input-agnostic, i.e., 7% = T®)  then information
from X and Y converges to produce Z.

* (c) Parallel: If the second transducer U is agnostic of input Y, i.e., UZl#v) = UGI?) | then
information from X diverges to produce Y and 7 in parallel.

Note that in the figures of one transducer or two composed transducers, the outputs Y and Z were
conditional on the input X, meaning that the composed transducers generate the conditional dis-
tribution Pr(Y Z|X). However, this is functionally equivalent to considering X as the result of a
memoryless IID input-agnostic transducer.

3.3 Transducer networks

Let us now use Def. 3 to build transducers networks. Consider a collection of N transducers
{T(n)}nego,. ,n—1}, Whose respective latent memory alphabets are denoted by R(n) and their
observable alphabets by X'(n). Since outputs flow through the network, these variables may func-
tion as both inputs and outputs of the transducers, depending on the context. For simplicity, here we
focus on networks without loops, leaving the treatment of feedback for future work.



Condition 1: TW®) =7

/ Condition 2: UG = Gl

1 . N
------------ > Condition 3: UGl=v) = {7=lv)
«

“.‘ 4 Condition 4: [7=l¥) = (=)

N
o

3.
Condition 5: {7(=l%) = {7(=)
Vwale) — frGley) g plula)’

ole
oo

v :
o] @] @]
4
. Ly J) 1 ‘{";./ A~
“‘\ ,""' “‘ 1
o [ @

@

—

x
/! —
o
&
—_—
ot
v

.

Figure 5: Lattice of sub-classes of transducer composition, ordered according to the number of restrictions
they consider. Pruning edges from left to right corresponds to limiting dependencies on the inputs — these
limitations are enumerated in conditions 1 through 5. The arrows with dotted lines are labelled with the
number of the condition that is necessary to prune each edge. In this lattice, we highlight three notable cases:
(a) series, (b) convergent, and (c) parallel composition.

For convention, we assume that the numbering of the transducers is such that it respects their causal
ordering, meaning that 7;, can only influence T}/ if n’ > n, which guarantees no feedback in the
system. Thus, we assume that X'(n) serves as both the output of transducer n and part of the input
of transducers n + 1 onwards. Most generally, the linear operator of a transducer T'(n) depends
on all previous observable outputs and can be expressed as 7'(n)@(™=(01) where (0 : n) =
{z(0),--- ,z(n—1)}. These assumptions lead to the next, which is a direct consequence of Prop. 1.

Proposition 2. Under the above conditions, the resulting joint transducer operator of the composi-
tion of N transducers ®g;01 T, is given by

z
L

T@EON)(Q; N) = T (n)@20:n)) (8)

3
Il
o

where @) denotes the Kronecker product.

The condition of having no feedback in the dependency of transducers means that information pro-
ceeds from one layer of the network system to the next, and the interdependency can be expressed as
a Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG), as shown in Figure 6. Graphically, the network representation of
a composition of multiple transducers consists of a set of nodes n, each labelled )1;((2)) , where X (n)
is the random variable for the output process of node n, and R(n) is the latent memory process. If
the transducer at node n has a directed edge to the transducer at node n’, it implies that transducer
n’ depends on T'(n)’s output process X (n). Thus, the arrows from node n determine which latent
variables and outputs are affected by the output process X (n). For instance, the Figure 4 shows
arrows going from X| to Y|R and Z|S, meaning that the current outputs Y; and Z; and the next
latent states R;41 and Sy41 are dependent on the current output X;. This is shown explicitly in the
circuit diagram next to the network representation of the composed transducer.
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Figure 6: A network of N + 1 transducers can be expressed as a single transducer (left), or as a
compositional network (middle). In this fully connected composition, we see that the nth transducer, with
random variables )I;((Z)) depends on all prior outputs X (0 : n) = {X(0),--- , X (n — 1)}. This composition
allows us to examine sparse networks (right), where dependencies are pruned between elements.

As shown in Figure 4, it is also possible for nodes to leave latent variables, which is denoted as
X(n)

——_ This indicates that this node functions as an input to the transducer to which it has arrows.
If a subset of nodes N/ C {0,---, N — 1} has directed edges to the node n, that means that the
corresponding linear operator has simplified dependencies as follows:

T(n)@0m) — () @Em)leN") 9)

where x(N') = {x(n/)|n’ € N'}. Figure 6 shows an example where the dependencies between
nodes are restricted by choosing a subset of all possible antecedent processes. This includes the
possibility where there are no antecedent processes, such as for the node % This node only
creates information and feeds it into the network in Figure 6, but does not receive any information
from prior nodes. Such a node without antecedents can be conditioned out, and used as an input
process X6

In summary, using sequences of transducer composition one can build any feed-forward network
of transducers. Any set of feedforward dependencies between processes is accessible through this

formalism.

3.4 Related work on transducer composition

The study of transducers and their composition has a long history in computational linguistics, based
on the key result by Schiitzenberger (1961b) that the composition of two transducers yields another
transducer. In the linguistics literature, transducers are usually assumed to have a finite set of (latent)
states and are thus referred to as finite-state transducers (FSTs). The transitions between states are
weighted by elements from a semiring, and need not be stochastic. One basic form of composition
of FSTs is parallel composition, where two FSTs transducing distinct input processes to output
processes are combined into a single larger FST (Reape & Thompson, 1988; Mohri, 1997). When
the output set of one FST is equal to the input set of another, the two can also be composed in series
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by piping the output of the first to the input of the second, while the output of the second becomes
the output of the resulting composed transducer (Mohri et al., 2002). Note that this is an extension
of the classic algorithm for intersecting finite state automata (FSTs without outputs) as described
by Hopcroft & Ullman (1979). A third form of transducer composition that relates closely to ours
appears in the context of algebraic automata theory in the form of cascade products of FSTs (Maler,
2010; 1993), where the output of the first transducer is its latent state, and the input of the second
is the combination of the input and output of the first. This type of composition is commonly used
in the decomposition of finite state automata (Krohn & Rhodes, 1965; Eilenberg & Tilson, 1976;
Maler, 1993).

Our formulation of transducer composition generalizes the aforementioned types of composition,
meaning each of them can be embedded in ours (see App. E). Furthermore, our definition of trans-
ducers does not require the number of states to be finite, whereas we impose that the transitions are
stochastic (see Def. 2).

4 Decomposing transducers through factorization

We now investigate under what conditions the composition of transducers, as established by Def. 3,
can be inverted. We call the process of inverting composition factorization, because it results in
expressing the original transducer as a product of “prime” components.

In the following, we first explore the problem of transducer factorisation in scenarios where latent
processes are known (Sec. 4.1), and then address the question of how to do this in situations where
latents are not accessible (Sec. 4.2).

4.1 Factoring with latents

Our starting point for this procedure is a collection of random variables with no predefined causal
ordering. Instead, we just consider random variables categorised into two classes: observable vari-
ables, indexed by the set Z, and latent variables, indexed by the set Z'. Hence, each 7 € 7 has a corre-
sponding observable random variable X (i), and each i’ € Z’ has a corresponding latent random vari-
able R(i"). The overall process is represented by a single node %, where X (Z7) = {X(i)|i € T}
and R(Z') = {R(¢)]7/ € Z’}. The goal will be to cluster subsets of Z and Z’ into smaller nodes,
which will correspond to elementary transducers. This can be done using our understanding of the
statistics of single transducers, as explained next.

4.1.1 Identifying transduction via intransducibility

Consider the random variables for an input process X, latent memory process R, and output process
Y. Given the distribution Pr(X,Y, R) over these variables, we now wish to know whether this
represents the operation of a transducer. As shown in Figure 7, while we started talking about

10
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Figure 8: Two illustrations of a transducer: An unravelled transducer (a) shows individual inputs X, outputs
Y:, and latent states R; unravelled into a semi-infinite sequence. The same object can be condensed (b) into a
mapping from input pasts &t, input futures X ¢, and latent state pasts R; to output pasts Y ¢, output futures

+, latent state futures ﬁt via the present latent state R;.

conditional processes that depend on unspecified input sequences, there is an equivalence with the
joint distribution when driven by a known input distribution. Rosas et al. (2025) established that
this distribution represents the operation of a transducer iff the following equality holds for all times
t:

I[ﬁt—o—l,?t;?t,§t7§t|?t,Rt] = O (10)

As shown in Figure 8, the present latent state R, of a transducer shields the future of the latent

states ﬁtﬂ, and outputs Y, from the past ?t,ytf}—%t, when you condition on future inputs ?t.
Conditioning on the input future is necessary, because information can be carried between the input
past and input future outside of the latent memory of the transducer. This measure allows us to
determine the causal influence of the processes on each other.

We now wish to answer the question, given a joint distribution over processes Pr(X,Y, R), can
X be interpreted as the input of a transducer with latent states R and outputs Y? Our shorthand
notation for the answer to this question is as follows:

* X can be transduced to Y via R: X = Y|R.

* X cannot be transduced to Y via R: X % Y|R.

We introduce a measure that is the sum of the mutual information for each time step:

Definition 4. The Intransducibility of a joint distribution over processes Pr(X,Y, R) is

F(X=Y|R) = i[[ﬁm, Y Ve R Xo X0 R 11
t=0

Informally, intransducibility is large when the joint process (X, Y, R) behaves in a way that cannot
be implemented by any causal transducer with latent state R: even after conditioning on the present
latent state and future inputs, the future latent states and outputs still reveal extra information about
the past. This leads to a measure that allows us to determine the causal influence between variables
in a network from the statistics of the observed and latent variables

Lemma 1. X can be transduced to Y via R (X = Y |R) iff the Intransducibility is zero (f(X =
Y|R) = 0).

11



Proof. Since each term is non-negative, the Intransducibility is only zero when all terms are zero.
Thus, the condition for the distribution Pr(X,Y, R) to be consistent with a transducer that trans-
forms X to Y with latent state R is met. In the reverse direction, if we assume the distribution is
generated by a transducer, each term of the measure is zero, so the measure is zero overall. O

4.1.2 Factoring high-dimensional processes with latents

Let us consider a general high-dimensional process, which is described via a collection of observed
processes X (J) = {X(j)}jcs and latent state processes R(J') = {R(j)}jess. Our starting
point is the joint probability distribution Pr(X (7 ), R(J')), which is accessible either through an
analytical model or sufficient data to estimate mutual informations over time. J and 7’ are finite
sets that index the observable and latent processes, respectively. Each element X () is the random
variable for a probability distribution over observable words, like the data one may take from outputs
of a transformer, and each R(j) is the random variable for a probability distribution over latent
words, like the residual stream of the same transformer. One might imagine that a larger environment
is composed of many such transformers, feeding into each other, and our task is to determine how
information flows between these different elements of this complex world. The algorithm described
here provides a strategy for determining this network of dependencies, paralleling factoring a large
integer into primes. In this process, the measure of Intransducibility we introduced in the last section
functions like the remainder of a division operation, indicating how far we are from an exact product
of terms. The result of the factorization algorithm will be an ordered set of nodes, each labeled
with a subset of the observable processes and a (possibly null) subset of the latent processes. The
ordering of the nodes is a viable causal ordering of the processes.

In factorizing a joint process Pr(X (J), R(J)’) of observables and latents, it is useful to define
prime processes, which cannot be decomposed. For subsets of the observable and latent spaces,
O C J and O C J' respectively, we can use the Intransducibility to determine whether the subset
of observable processes X (J — @) can be interpreted as the input for a transducer that outputs
X (0O) with latent memory R(Q’), meaning X (J — O) = X(O)|R(O").

Definition 5. The joint set of observables and latents (J,J') is prime if there does not exist a
pair of subsets O C J and O C J' such that the observable subset is nonempty O # & and
X(J - 0) = X(0)|R(O).

Figure 9 shows a recursive process that decomposes a large transducer into smaller prime elements,
and Algorithm 1 provides the pseudocode”. The input to the algorithm is the joint process over ob-
servables and latents Pr(X (7), R(J')), and the sets of observables and latents themselves (7, J’).
The output M is an ordered list of subsets, where the nth element of M is (O(n), O’(n)), where
O(n) C Jand O’ (n) C J’, and specifies the node % in the dependency graph. By construc-

tion, this node can only be directly influenced by the node })g((g,i((zl,)))) if n’ < n, which reconstructs

the ordering that is consistent with our original composition of transducers. The process requires
finding the smallest set of observable variables and latent states (characterized by the sets O and
(') such that the remaining observables (characterized by J — O) are inputs to the causal channel
X(J - 0) = X(0)|R(O). If we apply this test recursively, we will discover a feedforward net-
work of dependencies of the transducer. However, this decomposition may not be unique in general,
as there may be several smallest sets of variables satisfying the above condition for a given joint
process. Thus, depending on how ties are broken in selecting this set, the resulting decompositions
may be different.

To illustrate this algorithm with an example, if we are given the data for a transducer )1;((8%)) where

X(n)

withn € {0, ..., N—1} in ascending order, applying the algorithm

R(n)
would first identify the last element )I;((]]\\;le)) as the two smallest sets of random variables that can

be transduced from the remaining observables.

the elements are composed

2In general, additional assumptions such as a finite horizon, convergence of the infinite series in Equation 11, or station-
arity would be required for the algorithms to be computable.
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Find smallest © and O’
such that

X(J - 0)= X(0)|R(O) Separate out input HMM

——> — >

Repeat on new joint process

Figure 9: By finding the smallest sets of observables O and latents O’ such that the remaining observables

J — O function as the input to a transducer with output X (O) and latents R(O’), we can decompose the

transducer network. This provides a factorization of the overall transducer g((g,)) .

Algorithm 1: Decomposition via Intransducibility

P:=Pr(X(J),R(T"));

Robs ::«7;
Ry :=J";
M:=3;

while (Robs, Riat) is not prime do
Find smallest (O, O’) such that O # @ and f(X (Robs — O) = X(O) | R(O')) =0;
(Note: Intransducibility f is evaluated using the joint process P) ;
Prepend module (O, O') to M ;
Rops := Rops — O

Rlat = Rlat - Ol 5
Prepend (Robsa Rlat) to M 5
return M ;

4.2 Factoring without latents

In the absence of explicit latent variables, we can no longer appeal to Intransducibility directly, but
we can still exploit the nonanticipatory constraint to probe causal structure from observables alone.
To do so, we now introduce an observable-only diagnostic (Acausality) which quantifies how much
an interface deviates from being realizable as a feedforward transducer.

4.2.1 Measuring dependency without latents

When viewing the behavior of an environment, we may not have access to the latent parameters that
carry information between inputs and outputs. In this case, it is still possible to determine a causal
architecture for the data using the constraints of transduction. As shown in Theorem 1, being non-
anticipatory (i.e., an interface) is a necessary and sufficient condition for the joint process Pr(X,Y)
to be describable via the application of a transducer. Therefore, for two processes X and Y, we
can introduce a measure which tells us whether X could be the input to a transducer that produces
outputs Y, a condition we denote X = Y.
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We define the Acausality of an interface Z[Y'| X], which is a measure that allows us to determine the
degree to which it violates the non-anticipatory condition.

Definition 6. The Acausality of an interface I|Y |X| is the sum over all time steps of the mutual
information between past outputs and future inputs conditioned on past inputs

t=0

Informally, Acausality is large when past outputs of the interface depend on future inputs, even after
conditioning on past inputs. In other words, it quantifies how much the interface “looks like it needs
to see the future” to explain its behavior. This measure can be used to determine whether the flow
of information can be interpreted as proceeding from X to Y

Lemma 2. The interface Z|Y | X] can be expressed as a transducer from X to Y iff the Acausality
is zero AC[X = Y] =0.

Proof. Let us prove in both directions:

* = If Z[Y'| X] can be expressed as a transducer, then it is nonanticipatory, and Pr ?t |7t, yt) =

Pr ?A? which further implies that 1 ?t, 7 |§ = 0 for all ¢. Therefore, all elements of
the sum of the Acausality are zero, and the Acausality is zero.

» < Because conditional mutual information is always greater than zero, I[A; B|C] > 0, this
implies that all elements of the sum of Acausality must be zero

1V, XX, = 0forall t. (13)

The conditional mutual information I[A4; B|C] is zero iff Pr(A|BC) = Pr(A|C), so we arrive at

the condition for being nonanticipatory Pr(?ﬂ?t, ? = Pr( ? |§ Thus, the interface can
be expressed as a transducer from X to Y.

O

The Acausality AC[X = Y] of the interface is zero iff X = Y. Therefore, there exists a latent
variable R that can transform X into Y. A strong candidate is the set of causal states of the e-
transducer (Barnett & Crutchfield, 2015). As before, we can apply this simple measure recursively
to determine the dependency between many observed variables.

4.2.2 Factoring high-dimensional processes without latents

The measure of Acausality allows us to build a network of dependencies between random variables
X (J), where there is an edge from node j to 5’ iff X (j) = X(j’). Once again, it is useful to define
primes in the context of an observable process

Definition 7. The set of observables [J is prime if there does not exist a subset of the observables
O C J such that the observable subset is nonempty O # @ and X (J — O) = X (0).

The Acausality allows us to factor a process composed of many elements in the same way as before,
functioning as the remainder in the “division” operation.

Algorithm 2 shows the general method for discovering such a network given the probabilities
Pr(X(J)) of that set of random variables. It effectively mirrors the strategy when the probabil-
ity of latent variables R(J’) is also known, but reduces the difficulty of those calculations. Once
you have factored the set of observable random variables, inference becomes simpler. Rather than
infer the e-transducer from the whole system, we can infer the causal structure of subcomponents of
the factorized transducer. This is sufficient to reconstruct the overall causal architecture of the whole
system.
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Algorithm 2: Decomposition via Acausality

P:=Pr(X(7));
Robs = \7;
M=o,

while R, is not prime do
Find smallest O such that O # @ and AC[X (Rops — O) = X(0)] =0;
(Note: Acausality AC is evaluated using the joint process P) ;
Prepend module O to M ;
Rops := Rops — O

Prepend Rgps to M ;
return M ;

4.2.3 Relation to causal discovery

Our Acausality-based factorization relates to a broader literature on discovering causal links between
subsystems in dynamical processes (Glymour et al., 2019; Nogueira et al., 2022). Time-series causal
discovery methods such as PCMCI+ (Runge et al., 2019) estimate directed networks by combining
conditional independence tests with graph search, under time-series Markov and faithfulness as-
sumptions. In contrast, we start from a representation of the agent—environment interface and use an
information-theoretic notion of Acausality—essentially directed information from future inputs to
past outputs—to decide when that interface can be realized as a feedforward transducer and how it
factors into composable modules. Our method is capable of detecting non-Markovian dependencies
between time series.

Our approach also is complementary to recent information-theoretic causality measures such as
SURD (Martinez-Sanchez et al., 2024; Jansma, 2025), which decompose the strength of multi-
variable causal influence into unique, redundant, and synergistic contributions: Acausality provides
a structural test for when a module can be treated as causally downstream of another, while SURD-
style decompositions can, in principle, be applied within each module to analyze the nature of multi-
parent influences. Finally, empirical work on compositional neural subspaces in cortex (Tafazoli
et al., 2025) suggests that biological agents may realize world-models as compositions of reusable
latent subspaces; our results provide a normative framework for such ‘cognitive building blocks’ in
terms of composable transducers.

5 Coarse-graining networks of transducers

Decomposition recovers a fine-grained network of interacting transducers whose joint operation
generates a high-dimensional observable process. Once this network has been identified, one might
well want to operate at a reduced level of description — e.g. eliminating variables that are not
relevant for a given predictive or inferential task.

Coarse-graining, in this setting, refers to reducing the state space of the overall transducer by re-
moving nodes entirely: their observable processes and the latent states required to model them. This
operation must preserve the marginal interface among the remaining nodes. Thus, coarse-graining is
only valid when the nodes being removed can be ‘lumped out’ without altering the conditional dis-
tribution governing the surviving observables. This extends the idea of ‘lumpability’ from Markov
chains (Kemeny et al., 1969, Ch. 6.3) to multi-transducer networks with both inputs and outputs.

5.1 A multiscale perspective on transducer networks

A network of N transducers may be viewed as a single input-independent transducer with joint latent
state R(0 : V), generating the observable process Pr(X (0 : N)) (see Figure 6). From this perspec-
tive, different descriptive scales correspond to retaining only a subset of nodes and eliminating the
rest while preserving the marginal interface on the nodes we keep.
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Consider selecting a contiguous block of nodes composed of the transducers T'(n),T(n +
1),-+-,T(n 4+ a — 1), whose observables X (n : n + a) and latents R(n : n + a) we wish to
track explicitly. We call such a block causally adjacent when every node outside it lies entirely

upstream or entirely downstream. In this case, all predictive influence from the eliminated nodes
reaches the retained block only through its boundary observables, ensuring that those external nodes

can be coarse-grained without altering the conditional dynamics of the block.

This viewpoint provides a clean multiscale structure: once a block has been identified, nodes before
it may be eliminated by conditioning on their observables, and nodes after it may be eliminated by
marginalizing over theirs. These coarse-grainings are consistent because they preserve the marginal-
ized interface. In other words, we can “lump” latent states together as long as they are consistent
within this causally adjacent chain. The following subsections detail these two forms of coarse-
graining and their role in reducing the state space of the transducer network. This is useful in

extrapolating less complex structures from the overall network.
X(2) X(3)

X(0:6) .
Total I ————= -
otal mode R(0:6) Coarse-grained mode R2) RG)

| Marginalize X(4),X(5)> ‘ —

- omom
A

‘ |

.
-

&
/‘ |Condition on X(0)7X(1)> ‘

Figure 10: The total transducer network can be simplified from the bottom by conditioning on upstream
observables, and from the top by marginalizing downstream observables.

5.1.1 Simplifying from the top

If our objective is to describe the system only up to X (b — 1), then all nodes X (b : N)/R(b: N) lie
strictly downstream of the region of interest. Their influence on earlier nodes occurs solely through
the observable variables we choose not to retain. Thus, we may marginalize over these downstream

observables:

I[X(0:b)e] = > Pr(X(0:b),X(b: N)=u(b:N)).

z(b:N)
Marginalizing over X (b : N) also removes any dependence on the downstream latent variables

R(b: N), whose only predictive role is mediated through the eliminated observables. This yields a
reduced transducer representation that exactly preserves the interface on the retained variables.
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5.1.2 Simplifying from the bottom

Consider a contiguous block of nodes X (0 : a)/R(0 : a) forming the bottom of the network. Even
though individual nodes within the block may have internal dependencies, the block as a whole has
no incoming edges from the outside. Therefore, its joint observable trajectory X (0 : a) can be
treated as an externally supplied input.

Conditioning on these observables removes any dependence on their latent states:

Pr(X(0:b))

Z[X(a:b)|X(0:a)] = Pr(X(0:a))’

15)

Once the entire block’s upstream observables are fixed, the latent variables R(0 : a) make no further
predictive distinctions for downstream nodes. They can therefore be coarse-grained out, yielding an
exact reduced complexity representation of the system’s behavior above the block.

5.2 Simplifying sparse networks

In a fully connected network, coarse-graining is only possible at the very top or bottom of the system.
Sparse networks, however, contain many internal clusters that can be simplified.

If a group of nodes has no incoming edges from outside, we may condition on its observables and
remove its latent states, as in bottom simplification. If it has no outgoing edges, we may marginalize
its observables and remove its latents, as in top simplification.

Both operations preserve the marginal interface on the remaining nodes. This provides a framework
for lumpability in transducers (Rosas et al., 2024): a cluster may be removed whenever it intro-
duces no additional predictive distinctions for the rest of the network. Sparse dependency structure,
therefore, provides many more opportunities to reduce state-space complexity.

5.3 Parallelizable inference

Coarse-graining simplifies the latent space, but parallelizable inference relies only on observable
processes. After applying Algorithm 2, the system is decomposed into an ordered set of modules,
each with its own interface:

T[X (n)|X (0 : n)). (16)

Because these modules have zero Acausality, each one can be inferred independently from data.
This breaks the global modeling task into a set of smaller sub-problems, each corresponding to a
different component of the decomposed observable process.

Thus, even without access to latent variables, decomposition yields a complete set of structurally
independent pieces. Each can be learned in parallel, providing a direct way to build models from
coarse-grained observations while avoiding the complexity of inferring a single high-dimensional
latent representation.

6 Decomposing causal states

In previous sections, we showed how nonanticipation and sparsity jointly induce hierarchical decom-
positions of dynamical processes: first by factoring monolithic interfaces into networks of transduc-
ers (Sec. 4), and then by moving up and down these networks to obtain emergent macroscopic levels
(Sec. 5). In this section, we apply this approach to decompose minimal predictive representations
of a process, known as e-machines and e-transducers. The e-machine (Crutchfield, 2012), a special
case of the e-transducer, is a powerful tool for mechanistic interpretability which captures the mini-
mal ‘causal states’ for a process, providing a theoretical prediction for what should be stored in the
latent states of an optimal predictor (Marzen & Crutchfield, 2017). Recent studies are revealing that
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such causal state structures are reconstructed inside the latent space of neural networks (Shai et al.,
2025; Piotrowski et al., 2025).

We therefore investigate how the decomposition principles developed earlier act on these canoni-
cal representations: when and how can a monolithic minimal representation can be factorized into
interacting modules, and what kinds of hierarchies arise from this.

To study this, let us first note that the composition of the two transducers 7" and U corresponds to the
composition of the interface Z[Z| X'Y'] with the interface Z[Y'| X] to generate the interface Z[Y Z| X].
If both T"and U are the e-transducers (minimal predictive model) for their respective interfaces, then
they are both unifilar (Barnett & Crutchfield, 2015; Rosas et al., 2025). Unifilarity means that the
next latent variable is a function of the present latent variable, inputs, and outputs

Ryt = er(Re, Yi| X), 17
Stp1 = €u(St, Z¢| Xe, V). (18)
Here e7 and €7 are the e-maps for the two transducers 7" and U respectively, which are the functions

that take present inputs, outputs, and latent variables, to the next latent variable. This also implies
that the joint transducer is unifilar with the e-map for the composed transducer UT'

[Rit1,St+1] = eur([Re, Stl, Yz, Z¢| X) (19)
[ET(Rt7Y—t|Xt)7€U(St7Zt‘Xtv}Q)L (20)

as well as an e-mapping from histories to states of the composite machine:

[RnSt] = €UT(?ta§t|§t) 21
= [eT(Yt‘§t)7GU(?t\yuytﬂ 22)

Theorem 2. The e-transducer of the composite interface I|Y Z|X| of two interfaces Z|Y | X| and
Z[Z|Y X is the composition of the e-transducers of those two interfaces.

Proof. 1t can be shown that the product e-transducer only distinguishes states when they have dif-
ferent predictions. See App. F for details. Thus, the product e-transducer is both predictive (a
function of the past) and minimal, making its states equivalent to the causal states of the composite
interface. O

If the building-block models of a complex graph of interfaces are each minimal predictors, then
so too is the composite model. This guarantees closure of minimal predictive transducers under
composition, allowing us to build larger interfaces from smaller ones while preserving minimality.
This also allows us to consider how we might decompose e-transducers as the composition of other
e-transducers.

Crucially, transducer factorization provides a principled route to modular causal-state decomposi-
tion: it breaks a monolithic belief state into interpretable sub-belief states, each aligned with a partic-
ular informational subsystem. This links structural decomposability with semantic interpretability.
The causal states of a machine reflect belief states (Rosas et al., 2025). Rather than inferring in-
tractably complex belief states from high-dimensional data in a large environment, we can leverage
its natural modularity to localize causal structure within subcomponents, substantially accelerating
computation. This creates a bridge between structural transparency and computational efficiency,
with direct implications for Al safety and interpretability. By making inference tractable and mod-
ular, factored transducers open the door to scalable, mechanistically grounded world models.

7 Discussion

We have developed a framework for composing, decomposing, and coarse-graining transducers that
treats world models as modular input—output machines rather than opaque monoliths. Starting from
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the notion of interfaces and their realization as transducers, we showed how layered structures of
stochastic dynamics can be represented algebraically and combined into larger feedforward net-
works. Building on a long line of work on transducer and automata composition (Schiitzenberger,
1961a; Hopcroft & Ullman, 1979; Mohri, 1997; Mohri et al., 2002), our composition is formulated
both in terms of stochastic kernels and their associated linear operators, and can be used to ensure
that complex world models formed by stacking and wiring simpler components are still describ-
able as a single higher-level transducer. This gives a principled way to move between ‘micro’ and
‘macro’ views of an environment (Rosas et al., 2024), treating networks of mechanisms and their
aggregate behaviour within one unified formalism.

The central contribution of this work is to highlight conditions under which a large transducer can
be factored into a network of simpler sub-transducers, following similar approaches specialised
in deterministic automata (Krohn & Rhodes, 1965; Eilenberg & Tilson, 1976; Maler, 2010; Egri-
Nagy & Nehaniv, 2005). That said, it is important to note that our results do not factor a single
process into prime processes — as e.g. the Krohn-Rhodes decomposition (Krohn & Rhodes, 1965)
does for semigroups (see (Maler, 1993) for probabilistic extensions). Instead, our results decompose
multiple processes according to their causal dependencies, being closer to the causal graph discovery
literature (Glymour et al., 2019; Nogueira et al., 2022). Using novel information-theoretic quantities
— Intransducibility when latents are available, and Acausality when they are not — we provide tests
for when a subset of variables can be treated as the output of a causal module driven by the rest.
These conditions lead to decomposition algorithms that ‘peel off” modules one by one, yielding a
directed acyclic graph that captures a causal architecture implicit in the joint process.

Using these methods, we show how a seemingly entangled world model can — when it obeys appro-
priate conditional independence constraints — be rewritten as a composition of prime transducers,
each associated with a distinct functional subsystem. This structural decomposition is not only
conceptually clarifying but also computationally useful. Once a process has been factored into an
ordered set of modules, learning and inference can proceed locally within each sub-transducer con-
ditioned on the upstream modules that influence it. Instead of inferring a single huge latent state
space, we can learn smaller modules, each with its own belief dynamics, and then compose them.
This creates natural opportunities for parallelizable inference and training (Guestrin et al., 2003)
— provided that the factorization captures genuine conditional independence rather than merely
approximate separation.

We also showed how these ideas interact with coarse-graining and minimal predictive models. Se-
quences of causally adjacent transducers can be grouped into larger effective units without violat-
ing the feedforward structure, enabling multiscale descriptions that range from fine-grained micro-
dynamics to high-level macro-modules. When each component is represented by its e-transducer,
we proved that composition preserves minimality: the product of minimal predictors is itself the
minimal predictor of the composed interface. This result connects our structural factorization to the
emerging literature on belief states and geometric causal structure in neural networks, suggesting
that the belief states of Al systems may themselves be decomposable into interacting belief sub-
spaces, rather than taking place in a monolithic high-dimensional latent space.

There are, however, several important limitations. First, computing Intransducibility or Acausality
requires access to joint distributions over long histories (Jurgens & Crutchfield, 2021a; Marzen &
Crutchfield, 2016), which can make it intractable. In practice one may only need finite-horizon, low-
order, or variational approximations, together with statistical tests that distinguish genuine structure
from sampling noise (Fiderer et al., 2025; Rosas et al., 2025). Second, we have restricted attention
to feedforward, mechanistically stationary transducers, whereas many realistic agent—environment
systems involve feedback, non-stationarity, and adaptation (Beer, 1995; Zhu et al., 2022). Extending
our results to such settings — while preserving a useful notion of modularity — remains an open
challenge. Third, we have focused on formal properties and did not include empirical case studies;
validating these ideas on trained world models, reinforcement learning environments, and large
neural networks is a priority for future work.
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Despite these caveats, we believe the framework developed here offers a promising route toward
structurally transparent and computationally efficient world models. By treating environments and
agents as composable, decomposable transducers, we gain a language in which to design, analyse,
and interrogate complex Al systems. For safety and alignment, this provides a way to link mecha-
nistic interpretability — through causal states and belief dynamics — to the modular organization of
the broader agent-environment loop. Ultimately, our hope is that tools of this kind will help support
Al systems whose internal structure is not only powerful and data-efficient, but also intelligible,
auditable, and amenable to principled control.
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Supplementary Materials

The following content was not necessarily subject to peer review.

A Feedback interfaces

In the context of a perception-action loop linking an agent and an environment, the environment
can be thought of as a system that stochastically turns action sequences xp.; = xg:--T¢—1 Iinto
observation sequences Yo.: = Yo - - - Y+—1 for any time length ¢. Similarly, the agent does the same
by stochastically transforming observation sequences into action sequences. The action sequence is
the agent’s output and the environment’s input, while the observation sequence is the agent’s input
and the environment’s output. Both agent and environment are specified by an interface Z (Rosas
et al., 2025), which produces an output process for each input sequence (Fiderer et al., 2025)

Ze(yo:tlzor) = Pr(Yo.e = yot|Xo:t = o:t)
Za(zo:t|yot) = Pr(Xow = 20:¢|Yo:t = yo:t)- (23)

Here, the capital variables represent random variables while the lowercase represent specific re-
alizations. Together, they produce the joint probability of an action-observation sequence in the
perception-action loop (Fiderer et al., 2025):

Pr(Xo.t = o, Yot = Yot) = Ze(Yo:t|To:t)Za(o:|Yo:t)- (24)

While it may appear that this equality does not obey Bayes’ rule, it can be derived using the causal
architecture of an interface and the fact that it can be described via a transducer. Let us say that the
environment is given by a kernel e(y, 7’|z, ) = Pr(Y; = y, Ri41 = /| Xy = x, Ry = ), and the
kernel of the agent is given by a(z, |y, s) = Pr(X;y1 = @, Sgp1 = '|Y: = y, St = s), where S;
is the latent of the agent and R; is the latent of the environment. From this, we can determine the
joint distribution of the perception-action loop through recursive operation

Pr(XO:t = Z0:t, YO:t = yO:t)

Z Pr(Xo. = ®owt, Yo:t = Yout, Rost+1 = 70441, S0:t+1 = S0:44+1)

S0:t5T0:t+1

(25)
= Z Pr(Xo = 20, So = so) Pr(Ro = ro)e(yt—1,7t|Tt—1,7¢-1) (26)
80:t570:t+1
t—2
X Ha(xi—i-ly51’+1|yi7Si)e(yiari+1|Ii7ri) 27
i=0

t—2
(Z Pr(Xo = 0, S0 = s0) [ [ a(@it1, sit1lyi, 31‘)) (28)

S0:t i=0
t—1

X Z Pr(Ry = 19) H e(Yi, riv1|Ti, ) 29)
o1 i=0

= Pr(Xo:s = 20:¢|Y0:t = yo:t) Pr(Yo.t = yo:¢| Xo:t = To:¢) (30)

= Ta(w0:¢|y0:¢)Ze(Yo:t|T0:¢)- (31

The interface characterizes the behavior of the agent or environment, independent of the details
of their internal models or other latents. Figure 11 shows how the perception-action loop can be
decomposed into distinct interfaces in this way.

Causal interfaces are well-suited to describe environments within perception-action loops, where
X, corresponds to actions that precede observations Y;. In a feedforward context, the conditional
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Figure 11: A perception-action loop (top) operates through the exchange of actions X that pass
information from agent to environment, and observations Y; that pass information from the environ-
ment to the agent. This interwoven circuit produces a joint process over actions and observations.
We can isolate the dynamics of either the agent or the environment, which are both represented by
an interface. This is a stochastic circuit from an input sequence to an output sequence.

probabilities in the definition of the interface exactly match observed probabilities Pr(Yp.:| Xo.¢).
However, a perception-action loop involves feedback, which can change the associated distributions
by allowing past outputs ?t to influence future inputs 7t indirectly through a channel outside the
interface in question. Nevertheless, the interface allows us to exactly calculate observed probabilities
of the feedback process through a product of the probabilities in the two interacting interfaces as
shown above (Fiderer et al., 2025).

In the feedforward case, the conditional probabilities that specify an interface are the same as ob-
served conditional probabilities. The independence of past outputs from future inputs is expressed
in terms of distributions induced by a causal interface that satisfy

pr(Y, X, X)) =pe(V. X)) (32)

This probabilistic relation will not necessarily hold in a perception-action loop, because feedback

from output pasts Y, can indirectly influence the future inputs X ;. If the non-anticipatory condition
isn’t satisfied in a feedforward network, then the interface somehow utilizes future inputs before
receiving them, violating causality. However, feedback networks can violate this condition, because
the output past is processed and returned to the input future.

B Universality of mechanically stationary transducers

Recall that any nonanticipatory interface can be generated by a transducer. Let us label the kernel of
Tl

this transducer 7.7,/

(t) with latent memory space R. We can construct a mechanically stationary
transducer with kernel T,(,f’l_fzn, with a latent memory space M that is the direct product of the
original latent memory space R and the space of time indices 7 = {0,1,---}. We define the

probabilities of this modified transducer via relation to the original kernel:

T =T ()60 4. (33)

rit—r/ it T Tr—or!
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Thus, the probability of following the input/output trajectory yo.¢|zo.+ is the same

T—1

I[y0:7|1'0:'r] = Z Pr(MO = mO) H T;nybg7%7+1 (34)
mo:r+41 1=0
T—1
= Y Pr(Ro=ro.To=to) [[ T i, 35)
T0:r4+1,t0: 741 i=0
assuming the initial time latent memory state is tgp = 0 (36)
= Z (RO = TO 5t ,0 H Tr(?i|>f=l+1 6t7+17t1‘,+1 (37
T0:7+1,00:7+1 =0
delta function selects out single trajectory tg., = {0,--- ,7 — 1} (38)
= b H SIANG) (39)

To:7+1

This final line is precisely the expression for the interface that one arrives at from the general trans-
ducer. Therefore, the mechanically stationary transducer we design produces the same interface.

C Nonanticipatory transducers

Proof. We have our two properties:

1. Pr(Y|X) is nonanticipatory, meaning that
Pr(YV X0 Xprar) = Pr(V X)) (40)

2. Pr(Y'|X) has a transducer presentation, meaning that there exists a R process such that

Pr(V i1, RiiolXon) = Pr(Ye, Besa | X0, R) Pr(Yy, Ryga| X)) (1)
* 1. = 2.: Let us decompose the probability of an output given an input
o(V it X o) = Pr(V v [X, X0) 42)
= Pr(v,| V. X, x0) Pr(V X, ) (43)
using the nonanticipatory condition (44)
— pr(vy| V. X x) Pr(V LX), 45)

Thus, we have a recursive relation for building up the interface time-step by time-step as a trans-
ducer. We can implement the transducer by simply choosing the latent memory to be a copy of

the input-output history R, = X, Y ;.
<_
Pl"(Ym Rt+1|Xt7 Rt) Pf(?t, Rt+1‘§t) = PT(Y;n §t+1?t+1|Xt7 ytyt) Pf(?t, yt?ﬂyt)
(46)
eliminating redundancy using Pr(A, B, B|A) = Pr(B|A)
47)
— Pr(Yy, | X0, X, V) Pr(YVo X0 (48)
= Pr(?t+1 ‘yt+1) (49)
reintroducing redundancy (50)
P
= Pr(Vi1, Resal X 14). 51)

Thus, this satisfies the condition of being a transducer.
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e 2. = 1. : Let us decompose an expression for the output future and past, and the latent memory
R; that links them, conditioned on the input past and history using the fact that the latent memory
partitions past and future

Pr(?t, 7t7 R”yt, Yt) = Pr(?t|Rt7 ?t) Pf(?t, Rt|yt) (52)

We simply sum to marginalize over the latent memory state R, and future outputs 71& to obtain
our desired expression for being nonanticipatory

pr(Y, X, X,) = PV, X)) (53)
O

D Proof of Prop. 1

Proof. The linear operator notation allows us to evaluate the probability of an output sequence given
a sequence of inputs via the product of operators:

Pr(Yo.r = yo.r|Xo.z = o) = (1T W0l pp . (54)

Here,
L—-1
T(yO:L‘fCO:L) = H T(yf\zf) (55)
t=0

is the composition of the transducer operators for the particular input-output sequence yo.r,|Zo.L,

=> I (56)

is the vector of all 1s in the latent memory basis,
pRe) = Y Pr(Ro =r)|r) (57)
is the vector of initial memory probability. O

E Other types of transducer composition

Here, we formally define common types of weighted transducer composition used in the literature,
and discuss how they relate to our definition in Def. 3.

There are two main types of composition of weighted finite state transducers (WFSTs): in parallel
and in series (Mohri, 1997; Mohri et al., 2002).

Definition 8 (Parallel composition). Let T = (X, Y, R, T}y and U = (2, W,S,U™"?)) be

r—r! s—s’

transducers. The parallel composition of T and U is a new transducer V.= (X x Z,Y X W, R x
S V(ywhﬁ) with input alphabet X x Z, output alphabet Y x W, and stochastic kernel ywlrz)

> Vrs—r!s rs—r/s’ T
T,
This is case c¢) from Sec. 3.2, where U is not dependent on the output ) of 7. Note that, in our
formulation in Def. 3, both T" and U take in the same input, while the parallel composition defined
above assumes separate inputs. This can be easily reconciled by taking the single input to both
transducers to be (X, Z) and letting T ignore the second argument and U ignore the first argument.
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Definition 9 (Serial composition). Let T = (X, Y, R, T and U = (Y, Z, S,U*Y)) be trans-

r—r’ s—s’

ducers. The serial composition of T and U is a new transducer V. = (X, Z, R x S,V (zl2) ) with

rs—r's’
T(ylt)U(z Y)

r—r’ Y s—s'"

input alphabet X, output alphabet Z, and stochastic kernel v ) = Zer

rs—r's

This corresponds to case a) discussed in Sec. 3.2, where U takes only the output of 7" as its input and
ignores the original input X of T'. The combined kernel of the composition then just marginalizes
out all the possible intermediate symbols from ) .

A third type of composition of transducers is the cascade composition. In the literature, this type
was originally defined for unweighted transducers or finite semigroups (Krohn & Rhodes, 1965;
Eilenberg & Tilson, 1976; Egri-Nagy & Nehaniv, 2005; Maler, 2010), and has also been extended to
stochastic semigroups and automata (Carlsson & Yu, 2015; Maler, 1993). Here, we give a definition
of explicit stochastic transducers.

Definition 10 (Cascade composition). Let T = (X, ), R, T(ylx)) withY = R, such that 7w #0

r—r! r—r!

onlyify =r, andlet U = (X xR, Z,S, Us(i'i,'?)) Then the cascade composition of T and
U is a new transducer V. = (X,Z,R X S, VTj_M, &) with 1/7(6‘_”) s = Dyey TfﬂT)Uiz_liy) =

7o) pr(eler)

r—r’Y s—s’ *

This is also a special case of our construction, again marginalizing out the intermittent symbols.
Because of the special constraint on the kernel that the output of 7" has to be its state € R before
transitioning, there is only one possible intermittent symbol for each transition, eliminating the need
to sum over multiple symbols.

F Proving composite causal states

We wish to show that the composite map ey is the e-map for the interface Z[Y Z| X]. For this to be
true, it must be true that the following conditions are equivalent:

evr(Ye, | T1) = ewr (Y, 71 %)) (58)
s 59)
7t77 \?t, Y, Zt7 iCt 7t;7 |?t» ygv?iﬁ—/ for all 2 7 7. (60)

We can factor the probabilities in the equivalence expression

p(7ta7t|7t7§t7?ta<§t) (7 |?t7 2 T xt 7t|?t7 CRIRTI CUt) (61)

where we use the shorthand notation p(a|b) = Pr(A = a|B = b). Note that the future of 7/; doesn’t
depend on the past ‘21 outside of its own past %y ;, meaning that

Pl T Te. Ve ) = (Ve 7. We, T0), (62)

and

P Zu 7650905 =p(Zd Ve 20, T 0 WL T (7 T, ). (63)

This means that the condition for ey to be the e-map reduces to

evr(Ve, o T4) = ewr(yy, Z1 7)) (64)
& (65)
7t|7t77t7 2t yta .T}t 775'?157 Yt xt _p ?t|7t7?t, Z;a?:ﬁ wt 7t|?t7 yft?(_;)

(66)

We break the proof that the composite map is the correct forward and reverse step
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1. =: If ey maps two histories ¥z, and ¥z} to identical causal states, then er(%y|7)

er(W| ) and ey (2%, %) = e (%7|% ", ). Furthermore, this implies that

7t|?tv yt, xt =p( 7t|7t7 yfgf_/) (67)
7 |7f7 ts Zf? yta ‘Tt 7 |7ta ts Zta?ﬁ (68)

and therefore by multiplying these equalities together, we arrive at the condition that the future
distributions are equivalent

? |7t’7t7 2ty yu xt 7t|?t; Yt xt 7t\7t7 t;?i’?;,%é)p(7t|7t,<§;7<§;)
(69)

and equivalence is half-proved.

2. <: We begin with the equality of future distributions and sum over z future to obtain:

7t|?t, Yt, xt 7t|7t7 y£,<—/). (70)

This implies that ez (% | T ) = er (% |7 1), leveraging the assumption that T is the e-transducer
for Z[Y| X].

Plugging the equality of y future distribution back into the original equality and factoring out, an
equality for the future distribution of z:

p(7 |7t7 ts Ztv yta xt 7 |7t7 ts Zéa?;&v%;ﬁ)v (71)
meaning that e (7%, T) = ev(Z/|%’,2’), and therefore the causal states are identical
cor(T4 VilT) = eor(Z, @t|? )-
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