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Abstract

The theoretical tradition of Reinforcement Learning (RL) views the maximization of
rewards and avoidance of punishments or costs as central to explaining motivated goal-
directed behavior. However, over the course of a life, organisms, as agents, will need
incorporate knowledge about many different aspects of the world’s structure, what are
called the states of the world and the state-vector transition dynamics—how a collection
of states, organized as a vector, can change over time. The number of combinations of
possible states of the world grows exponentially as an agent incorporates new knowledge
of states. This creates an epistemic problem for life-long agents: there is no obvious
weighted combination of pre-existing rewards or costs defined for a given combination of
states, because such a weighting would need to encode information about all good and
bad combinations prior to an agent’s experience in the world. Traditional RL does not
accommodate this complexity, and so we must develop more naturalistic accounts of behavior
and motivation in large state-spaces. We show that it is possible to use only the intrinsic
motivation metric of empowerment, which is a function of the agent’s state-vector and
possible transition dynamics, and measures the agent’s capacity to realize many possible
futures. We show how to scale empowerment to large hierarchical spaces of many individual
state-spaces. To achieve this, we propose using Operator Bellman Equations. These reward-
free equations produce state-time feasibility functions, which are abstract and compositional
hierarchical state-time transition operators. This means that the feasibility functions map
the initial state and time when an agent begins a course of action to the final states and
times of completing a goal as a result of the actions, and feasibility functions for single
time-dependent sub-goals can be sequentially composed to complete multiple sub-goals in a
hierarchical state-space. Because feasibility functions form hierarchical transition operators,
we can define hierarchical empowerment measures on them. An agent can then optimize
plans to distant states and times to maximize its hierarchical empowerment gain (i.e.
“valence”) by changing the state, transition structure, and affordances of the world. This
optimization allows an agent to interpret which state-vectors, as goals, are more favorable
to the coupling of its internal structure (e.g. hunger, hydration & temperature states, and
skills) to its external environment (e.g. world structure, spatial state, and items). Embodied
life-long agents could therefore be primarily animated by principles of compositionality
and empowerment for planning and goal setting, exhibiting self-concern for the growth and
maintenance of their own structural integrity without recourse to reward-maximization.
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Author’s Note

(Sept. 2023): This manuscript is going under review and has been updated from a previous
version posted (Nov. 2022). The sequence of arguments made in the introduction have been
rearranged and expanded by about a couple extra pages to discuss compositionality (along
with a new figure (5)), The Reward Hypothesis, Reward-is-Enough, Active Inference and
preference formation in more detail, in addition to some more references. The technical
content of the document is the same, and nothing significant has been removed (technical or
discussion). However, I rearranged some of the content in the Self-preserving Agent chapter
5. As it is now, I first introduce the TG-CMDP planning factorization, followed by the
bi-directional TG-CMDP planning factorization theorem, then followed by the subsection on
computing the aggregate feasibility function. The previous version included all of these steps
into one section, which risked confusing the reader with too many details simultaneously. The
TG-CMDP decomposition theorem and proof has been improved for clarity and the theorem
has been added to the main text, which should make things easier to understand. The
manuscript also contains an experimental section that compares methods. The document
has been reformatted, extra figures have been added for better comprehension, and some
grammatical and notational errors have been fixed. I have improved some notation, for
example: high-level actions (goals) used to be simply g, but is now written as g, where
g is now an index appended to an action «. There is a small new subsection on how to
compute the value of an item (such as a key). I also added some visual influence diagrams
to illustrate transition operator compositions corresponding to the equations. I will likely
not make additional changes before this is published, but should I do so, I will post the
notes here.
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This paper is organized into two parts: an introduction and high-level overview (Chapters
1 & 2), and technical sections (Chapters 4 to 11). In the first part, we aim to provide a
high-level overview of the motivation and technical content of the paper, to theorists and
non-specialists alike.

1. Introduction

Stoffel the Honey Badger was the star of a 2014 PBS documentary called |Honey Badgers:
Masters of Mayhem), in which he is shown performing impressive escape routines from his
pen, Badger Alcatraz (Steve Gooder, 2014). This was all to the astonishment and annoyance
of the caretaker Brian, who constantly had to remove the items and resources that Stoffel
used to open gates and jump over walls. If there was a tree in the middle of the pen, Stoffel
would climb up it and sway it in the direction of the wall to coordinate an escape. Remove
the tree and Stoffel would find novel objects like a branch or a rake, or he would unearth
stones to position next to the wall to climb up. And if those were taken away, Stoffel would
pack mud into balls and stack them into a climbable pyramid. What else can honey badgers
do? If there is food in a box, they can move objects under it to climb up close enough to
reach it (Hannah Ward, 2019); and, if there is a gate with a latch, Stoffel and his girlfriend
Hammie can coordinate to undo the latch mechanism and open the door. Not only do honey
badgers complete these tasks with clever reasoning, they do so potentially with a variety of
possible motivations: for satisfying hunger, or for expanding the capacity to move into new
external territory, or perhaps, much more speculatively, for the pleasure of trolling Brian by
intentionally acting in a way that defies his preferences. It is not too hard to imagine the
later, after all, Stoffel can be heard letting out what appears to be a sound of satisfaction
when he escapes down the side of the wall and runs away from an employee; Brian claims
that Stoffel resented his presence and treated all of his challenges as a game.

How does Stoffel achieve these tasks? When solving the problems, the honey badger is
presumably performing complex sub-goals to manipulate key abstract variables to change
the allowable dynamics of the world in order to solve a task. For example, Stoffel repositions
an item from one location to another in order to climb up the wall at a specific location. Or,
Stoffel removes the fastening wire, which binds and immobilizes the latch to the side of the
fence, in order to slide the latch from the binary state of closed to open. By performing this
sub-task Stoffel can then pass through a gate, which is a new mode of possible dynamics.

An even more perplexing set of question are: what purpose motivated Stoffel to perform
the tasks? Why should Stoffel choose one purpose over another? And what is a purpose?
These questions get at some of the core issues at the heart of Artificial Intelligence, the
interaction between three interlinked facets of intelligence discussed in this paper: skills,
abstractions, and intrinsic motivation. By skills, we mean complex sequences of polices to
attain some desired transformation (Konidaris & Barto, 2009; Shu, Xiong, & Socher, 2017;
Konidaris, Kuindersma, Grupen, & Barto, 2010). By abstractions, we mean two things:
abstract transition functions, which help us simplify low-level details in order to reason quickly
at a higher-level of abstraction (Ringstrom, Hasanbeig, & Abate, 2020), and high-level state
abstraction in the form of higher-order state-spaces or automata (Icarte, Klassen, Valenzano,
& Mcllraith, 2022; Hasanbeig, Kroening, & Abate, 2020a) for representing a modular and
remappable task (Ringstrom et al., 2020); for example, a gate latch is a continuous object
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with many (infinite) physical configurations corresponding to both open and closed, but we
can represent those two abstract states as one bit. This bit can be changed from a given
low-level state, and ideally for modular agents, the mechanisms and rules of such a task
should be able to be remapped to the features of many different environments (Ringstrom et
al., 2020) (see figure 5). Lastly, by intrinsic motivation, we mean that an agent’s internal
representations are the sole source of its justification for doing tasks (Oudeyer, Kaplan, &
Hafner, 2007; Oudeyer & Kaplan, 2009), which is also related to an emerging concept in
intrinsic motivation is known as autotelic agency, the ability for an agent to use its own
representations and knowledge to set goals (Forestier, Portelas, Mollard, & Oudeyer, 2017;
Sigaud et al., 2021; Khazatsky, Nair, Jing, & Levine, 2021; Colas, Karch, Sigaud, & Oudeyer,
2022; Akakzia, Serris, Sigaud, & Colas, 2022). What representations and computations help
intelligent organisms autonomously survive in a dynamic and complex world? Is there a
mutual dependency and interplay between these facets? And, what optimization principles
are at play?

In a recent article, Vamplew et al. (2021) termed a speculative set of innate capacities
that help guide an agent’s behavior the intellectual phenotype. To an agent, and to Stoffel,
the internal and external world may consist of many coupled state-spaces, such as (but not
limited to) hydration, caloric, temperature, and object-possession state-spaces, along with
the world’s state-space, forming a complex combinatorial space (i.e. a Cartesian product-
space) of state-variables which interact with each other in a dynamic and non-stationary
manner. For example, Stoffel may need to drink at a specific location in the world to change
his hydration state, but a dehydration state in a his physiological state-space, which evolves
independently over time, will arrest his dynamics in the world. Or, Stoffel may need to
obtain a key in order to enter a different part of the state-space where he can drink water.
If Stoffel is an organism that coordinates the expectations of multiple signals affecting each
other in a complex manner, what intellectual phenotype might Stoffel have to support
computations of this nature?

Recently, Eppe et al. (2022) have called for the development of a unified architecture
based on hierarchical reinforcement learning (RL) (Sutton, Barto, et al., 1998), which utilizes
model-based reasoning and compositional abstractions to tackle the breadth of advanced
biological problem solving. While new methods are indeed necessary, it is unclear if reward-
maximization objectives, such as infinite horizon discounted reward-maximization (IHDR),
admit natural factorizations that can be used to solve problems in large spaces of variables
in real-time—that is, it might not support the best intellectual phenotype. This should
be a cause of reflection for theorists: if modern learning frameworks such as RL are built
upon optimization foundations which do not admit a natural decomposition to exploit, then
it may be unlikely that the learning framework will scale to the large hierarchical spaces
naturally intelligent agents are faced with!. Given these considerations, it is important that
we thoroughly examine the assumptions behind the hypothesis of reward-maximization as a
theory of rational action and assess its limitations, as we will now proceed to do.

1. Meta-RL could be made to act as a meta optimization which invents new optimization paradigms that
engender flexibility and low-sample complexity, and in such a case reward could be considered sufficient
in an instrumental sense.
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Figure 1: Escape from Badger Alcatraz: Stoffel collects three stones, recorded in a binary
vector object space by flipping the bit corresponding to each object when collected.
Once the three objects are acquired, Stoffel can place them in the corner, thereby re-
parameterizing the low-level transition operator from P, ., to P, ., by transitioning
the indexing variable e. The new transition structure enables Stoffel to climb over
the wall. Before placing the stones, Stoffel can only reach states (pink squares)
and perform tasks (pink circles) on the interior of the pen, but can access more
states and tasks (such as eating, drinking, and mating) once he climbs over the
wall (the example assumes Stoffel can not climb back in). The difference in
reachability before and after the plan p (sequence of policies) can be computed
as a specific instance of empowerment gain (valence) to justify the semi-Markov
plan. Small dashed red lines denote a path from the plan, dark red dashed arcs
denote abstract, initial state-time to final state-time transitions under feasibility
function (7)) transitions for each of the 6 policies in the plan, which allows the
agent to reason at the level of goals and time. Plans are proposed and evaluated
by forward sampling polices under a factorized product-space operator that avoids
representing the otherwise intractable product-space.

2. Overview of Motivation and Theory
2.1 A Critique of Reward-Maximization and the Reward is Enough Hypothesis

A theoretical position taken in the field of RL, recently proposed by Silver et al., is that
scalar reward-maximization is sufficient as a means of generating purpose driven behavior
characteristic of general intelligence (Silver, Singh, Precup, & Sutton, 2021). This position
can be summarized by the Reward Is Enough Hypothesis (RIEH):
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“Intelligence, and its associated abilities, can be understood as subserving the
maximisation of reward by an agent acting in its environment.”

RIEH takes the stance that all attendant behaviors and abilities exhibited by intelligent
systems (such as model-based planning and representation learning) are acting in the service
of accumulating reward signals, even if there are many different kinds of reward signals in
the world.

However, in their article, Vamplew et al. (2021) critique RIEH arguing that it cannot
account for the breadth of real-world problems, which are fundamentally multi-objective
in nature from moral reasoning down to physiological regulation. Of the later they state,
“In mammals, as in most other organisms, the bio-computational processes that constitute
that intellectual phenotype have no single objective; rather, they include multiple including
hunger satiation, thirst quenching, social bonding, and sexual contact”, and they contend
that these factors are intrinsically multi-objective (Vamplew et al., 2021). Their critique of
RIEH ranges over a number of arguments, centering on the point that training polices on a
single scalar reward limits the space of good polices under a change in an agent’s priorities
in multi-objective RL (MORL).

In this paper, we take the position that maximizing a scalar is indeed sensible (this is
the essence of optimization after all), but we challenge the assumption of RIEH that agents
need to act to accumulate reward, at least insofar as it is a signal “received” at a given state
which needs to be represented and stored as an accumulated quantity. Of course, one can
always make the case that this is simply a semantic preference and that all positive scalars
that are maximised could be called “reward.” But, we argue against this case, as we do not
find it appropriate for the two Bellman equations we will introduce in this paper. Both of
the Bellman equations will have analogues of the reward function that are derived from
the structure of the agent’s control architecture itself, and not received from some other
source. Just because a given optimized quantity is a scalar doesn’t mean that it should be
considered a reward; semantic distinctions can take into account how and when the scalar is
derived and how it is used. Semantically, RIEH also regards reward-maximization as being
the goal, where sub-goals are anything that support this objective, such as dynamics learning
or value prediction. This is in contrast to a goal being (for instance) a variable representing
state-action attainment, which we argue for in this paper—we take the view that goals are
more primary. These semantic distinctions have practical consequences for how we interpret
objective functions and organize concepts.

Sutton and Barto’s (1998) Reward Hypothesis (RH) is related to RIEH and formalizes
goals and purposes: “all of what we mean by goals and purposes can be expressed as the
accumulation of a scalar reward function.” RH is about the expression of “goals and purposes”
as reward accumulation, whereas RIEH is a hypothesis about the sufficiency of reward-
maximization to realize a theory of general intelligence. Recently, Bowling et al. (2022) have
given the precise conditions in which RH is true. The argument is that if one defines “goals
and purposes” to be a preference relation on trajectory histories, then reward-maximization
leads to policies which satisfy a set of Von Neumann-Morgenstern (vNM) axioms on these
preference relations, and RH will hold. Therefore, reward signals effectively contribute to
a preference relation, which is not necessarily represented by an agent. If we accept this
argument (as we do), and also accept RIEH, we are led to believe that the purpose of an
intelligent organism is to maximize a received signal which encodes the preference relation
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that constitutes, as they call it, the organism’s “subjective purpose”. In RIEH, the reward
signal is the primary interest of the agent. If a reward signal is a proxy for a subjective
purpose and the reward signal is what is used to learn, then nothing an intelligent agent has
done or will do via reasoning contributes to the formation of the preference relation. This
is because RIEH asks us to believe that all of the ancillary intelligent activity of an agent,
whether it be the formation of abstractions and representations, or model-based planning
or reasoning, is done in the service of obtaining reward. RIEH does not explicitly make
statements about the necessity of respecting vNM axioms, and acknowledges that multiple
reward-signals could be relevant to maximize in complex environments. However, if the
agent were to act in a way that explicitly violates a given preference relation on trajectory
histories, or develop a new affinity for a specific kind of reward, what then would instigate
the formation of a new preference? We argue that the ability to rationally choose
which signals to respond to and when to act against established preferences is a
central mechanism of intelligence. RIEH is agnostic to this question because if an agent
were to form new preferences, the mechanism for this capability would be contributing to
maximizing reward regardless of the answer. But, this hypothetical mechanism would be an
ancillary mechanism of reward mazimization, and thus requires an explanation. By the logic
of RIEH, the mechanism in question would have to be shaped by reward-maximization itself.
There are two obvious possibilities that could shape this mechanism: the self-consistent (but
unsatisfying) explanation that there is a more universal and prioritized reward signal that
guides the process (a proposal that would shift the burden of explanation to a new level of
abstraction), or the explanation that the mechanism of preference formation is shaped by
evolution to collect more reward in order to avoid death (where evolution would need to
produce a mechanism general enough for humans to care about abstractions removed from
physiological reality). Either explanation would have to produce a mechanism that would
be able to interpret why any new reward signal for some new abstraction is salient to the
agent during life-long learning, which is challenging given that abstract states cannot be
anticipated before they are created as part of an agent’s model of the world.

The assumption that a signal corresponding to a choice “carries” or “communicates”
value has been critiqued in the psychological decision sciences by Srivistava and Schrater
(2015). They point out that expected utility theory does not account for the emergence of
new preferences and that “existing formal models of preference formation end up assuming
what they are supposed to generate—that value ‘signals’ associated with an option pre-exist
in the environment, and that the goal of a theory of preference formation is to specify
how to efficiently separate out these signals from ambient noise introduced by probability.”
They further argue, “if how much something is valued is already a signal though, then a
person’s experience cannot have a role in shaping it, which contradicts the primary role that
psychological theories assign to experience.” To account for the emergence of new preferences,
their solution is to assume a latent acceptability function which returns whether or not a
choice was acceptable to the agent. In doing so, they are able to show that an agent can
perform Bayesian inference over memories of choice acceptability and context and infer the
relative desirability of options to make choices without recourse to economic judgements and
hedonic utility maximization principles that rely on a “common currency,” and they also
replicate well-known irrational choice biases in psychology. The main insight relevant to
our work is that new preferences can simply be accounted for by the information processing
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mechanisms of an organism, where the acceptability function can be thought of as a function
of the agent itself, indicating what is acceptable to the agent, an insight which is one of
our main inspirations. This is in sharp contrast to RL where the reward signal or cost is a
normative representation whose content is pre-interpreted as good or bad independent of
any knowledge about the effect it has on the agent.

To bring these intuitions into the realm of embodied planning, one must have a measure
of the impact of a choice on an agent’s ontology, where for convenience we define ontology to
be the agent’s entire hierarchical planning transition operators. We propose an optimization
framework for an autotelic agent called the self-preserving agent (SPA) that addresses the
problem of autonomously setting goals, where SPA has an intrinsically self-undermining
ontology with states that can kill the agent (permanently immobilizing it). AI agents that
play GO or Chess may develop representations that represent important processes and
dynamics relevant to a task, but they do not have a core ontology that efferent processes
depend on, and they do not develop the internal representations of the processes that
sustain it, such as the state of the energy source used to power the volatile memory and
GPU computations required to represent the agent and to generate plans. However, an
animal might form internal representations of an interoceptive domain representing energetic
processes that sustain its functioning, an ontology to which symbolic content can be grounded.
Sims (2022) has recently called for the creation artificial agents that exhibit self-concern
by anticipating the needs of these sustaining processes. These themes have also been
extensively discussed within the intellectual traditions of enactivism and embodiment that
emphasize the precarious coupling of an agent to its umwelt (Varela, Thompson, & Rosch,
2017; Varela, 1979; Froese, Weber, Shpurov, & Ikegami, 2023), in addition to the Predictive
Processing research that emphasizes physiological regulation, including the Free Energy
Principle (A. K. Seth & Friston, 2016; Allen & Friston, 2018; Ramstead, Kirchhoff, & Friston,
2020; A. Seth, 2021). While we draw inspiration from these traditions, we depart from them
by centering the controllability of agent’s product-space as a fundamental objective rather
than sensory prediction. Whereas RIEH asks us to believe that model-based planning and
reasoning is something that occurs in order to accumulate more reward by occupying states
where the agent receives a reward signal, we are arguing that model-based planning and
reasoning can generate actionable value signals—walence, as it will be called—when applied
to an agent’s ontology to assess its integrity. When valence is optimized, it results in an
agent which exhibits self-concern. Unlike reward, valence is never “received” in transit or at
the terminal state, rather, it is derived as a computational process on an agent’s ontology in
order to initiate action, instigated by potential future changes in its hierarchical structure.
Our agent will always be lead by an understanding of the future, anticipating how a long
course of action can improve its internal organization?.

“Reward,” as the word is typically used in everyday life, often refers to a change in state
or capability, whether it be a change in wealth, a gifted object, or the granting of a privilege.
Reward maximization in RL, however, is an objective that produces accumulated quantities
of reward in the value function that is fundamentally non-fungible® nor exchangeable—one

2. As the Canadian phenom Drake once rapped: “Started from the bottom now we’re here!” One could
argue that his song evokes the valence arising from the change in circumstances of his life.

3. Fungibility can be thought of as a property of how a state-space (e.g. monetary states) operates with
other state-spaces, however we will not address this in this paper.
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does not spend accumulated reward as if it were a state of the world. In practice, information
about where and when something is rewarded is lost when rewards are aggregated as discount-
weighted quantities into the value function—you cannot extract this information from it
once rewards are accumulated. However, as we will show, information such as the location
and timing of an object availability is critical for compositional planning. For example, a
reward-function for a dollar bill could encode information about when and where it is located
in space, and the act of picking up a dollar bill could increment a wealth state, which is
typically not represented by reward functions; however, we need all of this information for
composing solutions to sequential tasks. However, value functions for individual problems
are not very useful for sequential tasks because they do not represent a state of the world and
therefore they cannot condition policies as variables, and this means that they essentially
play a passive normative role to the agent and not a functional one, they do not serve as
reusable and remappable representations that can be used across a variety of tasks in the
future. In this paper, our objective functions preserve the state, time, and goal availability
information in the representations that are optimized, and following an optimized policy
results in final state-vectors that represent states, such as object-possession states for a key,
that could be used, modified, or exchanged in subsequent tasks. This is also important
because, when combined with an intrinsic motivation metric, agents can bestow value to
actions or obtained objects in the world (like a key) based on how the actions or object
affects the agent’s ontology (discussed in section 6.3.2), similar to work by Kolchinsky
and Wolpert (2018) who have identified information-theoretic measures for quantifying the
intrinsic semantic information of an agent/environment coupling, which is information that
is salient to a system’s persistence.

As our title suggests, our claim is that reward is not necessary in the definition
and function of a basic self-preserving agent that can perform complex tasks
and create abstract hierarchical actions. We do not prove that a self-preserving
agent cannot be constructed on a foundation of reward-maximization, but we do
cast doubt that reward-maximization is appropriate for open-ended agency due
to the problem of defining rewards on combinatorially large spaces of variables.
We also do not dispute the usefulness reward-maximization as a general method for a variety
of model-based or model-free Al algorithms that have made tremendous progress in a variety
of areas, from matrix multiplication algorithm discovery to plasma control (Fawzi et al.,
2022; Degrave et al., 2022).

Lastly, in addition to contesting parts of RIEH, we also challenge the position of
Vamplew et al. (2021) that many problems should be framed as multi-objective in the
first place. MORL requires us to pick a policy from a space of multi-dimensional value
trade-offs called a Pareto Frontier, and the selection requires a utility function that takes
weight parameters which prioritize some objectives over others. The introduction of weight
parameters introduces the new problem of needing to explain the weights. However, as
we show, problems which appear to require a multi-objective treatment, such as multi-
dimensional physiological regulation, need not be formalized this way; rather, we argue in
chapter 10, that these problems can be formalized as single-objective multi-goal problems
defined on multi-dimensional state-spaces, thereby avoiding Pareto Frontier weighting
altogether.

10
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2.2 The Problem with Reward in Cartesian Product Spaces

Goal-directed behavior has typically been framed by RL in terms of the maximization of
accumulated rewards and minimization of punishments over time. However, in a life-long
learning setting an agent will not have access to knowledge about reward functions as
mathematical objects, only reward signals, and it is unclear how reward signals could be
conditioned on multiple variables in a high-dimensional spaces—where does the information
about state-combinations come from? Therefore, for clarity, it is worth approaching the
problem from a full model-based perspective, where we consider what reward-maximization
problems look like when the state-space and transition operator dynamics of an agent
expands over time.

Transition operators are objects that describe the dynamics of states of a system under
action. For example, a transition operator P,(z'|z,a) maps a state x to the next-state
2’ under an action a with a given probability. If we consider transition operators as a
central object of learning, then over a life-time the accumulated knowledge of a large set of
transition operators and their couplings necessarily induces a combinatorially large space
of state-combinations. The space of state-combinations is called a Cartesian-product space.
For two state-spaces X = {x1,...,zn} and Y = {y1, ..., Ym }, the Cartesian product space is
written as,

A XY= {(l’l,yl), (x1>y2)> ey (l‘n, ym—1)> (xna ym)}?

which is of size nm. Product-spaces are combinatorially large in the number of sets used.
Consider the scenario depicted in figure 2, where Stoffel has 4 sets of states representing
spatial location (X'), physiological states ()}, Z) and logical states (2). Each of these state-
spaces can have its own dynamics; for example, P, mentioned earlier, is an operator local to a
set of states X', along with P, P., and P, for the other spaces. However, a transition operator
P that probabilistically maps state-vectors (z, y, z, o) to next state vectors (2, y/, 2’, o), will
be enormous and impractical to ezplicitly represent even for (non-trivially small) grid-world
environments, as it is defined on the product-space X x Y x Z x 3. Furthermore, there can
be conditional interactions between the dynamics of state-variables, for example, an apple
can induce conditional dynamics on an object-possession state o, which will depend on its
location x and action a for picking it up. Thus, a product-space operator would require
some kind of factorization using individual components bound together by a function Ap
(defined later in equation 5), along with a function F' which couples the individual component
transition operators together,

P2y, 0 |v,y,2,0,a,t) = Ap(Py, Py, Py, F, Py).

In general, the product space of a life-long agent will be enormous considering the exponential
increase in possible state-vectors when incorporating additional knowledge of state-spaces
over a life-time. This complexity—what Richard Bellman calls the curse of dimensionality
(Bellman, 1966)—poses significant challenges for intelligent systems, which need to use
some kind of intellectual phenotype or task-decomposition to reason about actions and their
consequences in real time without extensive trial-and-error feedback, often for the purpose
of survival.
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From the RL perspective, a physiological agent like Stoffel that acts in hierarchical
Cartesian product space would also require some kind of reward-signal to incentivize the
completion of a task and to avoid death. One might intuit that fully satiated states are
maximally rewarding, or perhaps these states produce no reward, but the bad “death”
states (starvation, dehydration) incur arbitrarily high costs. While these are reasonable
assumptions for physiological states, it is not obvious how to define a reward-
function on any given Cartesian product-space that encodes context-sensitive
goals that are relevant at a given moment. Should the product-space reward function
R be a linear or non-linear function, h, of individual reward functions r on each space,

Rz, w,y,2,...) = h(re(x), rw(w), ry(y), r2(2),...) ?

Where would h come from? Would nature furnish the product-space with reward? What
information about the agent or the world would this composite reward function communicate?
And, how would an agent decide that this reward signal is salient to it? Some authors have
suggested that reward functions could have an evolutionary explanation, showing that they
can be evolved on a given space to keep an agent alive (Singh, Lewis, & Barto, 2009). However,
there are countless possible product spaces that an agent could experience in a lifespan,
and it is unclear how an evolution-derived reward function should generalize to any new
product space on the fast time-scale of an agent’s life. If a Cartesian product-space operator
P, defined on the product-spaces X x W x )Y x Z were to expand to accommodate new
states and transition structure (P! incorporating the state o in X), there is no naturalistic
process that informs the agent how the reward function, R (as well as h), of an expanded
state-vector should be expanded to a new function R’:

Ps(xlvlw/)y/a Z/’wivyu Z7t7 CL) - Ps/(xl)wlu y/7 Zlv 0'/|.’E, w,y, =, 0-7t7 CL)
?
= R(m,w,y,z) - R/($7w7?/72’70')7

To be an explanation, a mechanism for how to expand R must have an explainable origin—
what information about normativity is the reward communicating? This is a critical question
that theorists of open-ended reinforcement learning would need to answer.

One might suggest that agents will not have reward functions defined on specific state
combinations. Rather, when an agent encounters a new state-space X there is simply a
function r, not conditional on (z,w,y, z), which is added to the rewards of other states.
Another possibility is that new abstract states do not actually have rewards or costs, but
they contribute indirectly to the total reward accumulated (i.e. in the value function) from a
more privileged set of state-spaces for which nature has provided reward functions, such as
hedonic physiological states. This suggestion is extreme because it implies that new forms
of value for abstractions are always instrumental to accumulating some fixed core reward
function; it is exemplified by a mathematician who discovers that the value of learning
a new theorem or analytic technique is indirectly due to the ability to satisfy rewarded
physiological variables like hunger because the mathematician will remain employable and
materially compensated to buy food. Both of these suggestions imply that the contextual
information about state-combinations arises implicitly when computing the optimal value
function of the long run reward accumulation. The first suggestion doesn’t explain where
the new reward function comes from, and worse, the second suggestion assumes that reward
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functions are static and unchanging and that new forms of normative signals never appear
in the world. Neither of these possibilities are satisfactory answers that would allow agents
to flexibly reason about new forms of value. Furthermore, while we are focusing our critique
on reinforcement learning, it should be noted that other paradigms, such as Active Inference
(Actl) (K. J. Friston, Daunizeau, & Kiebel, 2009), are burdened by the same problem: Actl
does not account for how the generative observation model in the free-energy functional
should be re-defined to accommodate new knowledge about state-spaces and transition
dynamics. We contend that the problem of product-space rewards or generative models for
Actl, in fact, does not need to be solved. Instead, we will argue that we can compute value
from intrinsic controllability measures on the agent’s entire hierarchical structure.

To address this question in a different way, we must consider the possible ontology of
life-long agents along with the computational properties and processes they might employ
to tackle the problem of product-space planning and valuation.

2.3 Hypothesis: The Ontology of a Self-Preserving Agent

Inspired by Stoffel, we provide a hypothetical structure of an embodied agent, illustrated in
Figure 2, to frame our discussion of the representations and mechanisms for defining fully
autonomous systems. Consider the possibility that world presents many high-dimensional
internal and external signals to Stoffel’s sensory systems, where the signals are mapped
down to a discrete state-space through an encoder, Ey(s) — s, and generatively mapped
back to the high-dimensional space through a decoder, Dy(s) — s, accurately reproducing
the original signal. An agent that is constantly conditioned by these signals and engaged
in their reproduction would be generatively entrained to its umwelt through time. Let us
limit the theory to 4 spaces for now, while recognizing that their could be many more. For
instance, Stoffel could be engaged in the continual generative production of the entirety
of his interoceptive and proprioceptive domains through time, but we will simplify this
intuition and consider only hydration and caloric physiological domains. The purpose of
discussing this generative entrainment is simply to frame the problem of real-world agents: it
is imperative that organisms which plan and reason across many different continuous domains
will need computational techniques to mitigate the induced product-space of state-variables.
The benefit of discrete latent states is that we can define discrete planning algorithms on
them, and they can also evolve along with symbolic logic task states (such as a binary vector
o,eg. o=][1,0,...1]) that mediate the coupling of internal and external spaces through
cross-domain conditioning and action. An encoder and decoder could map all spaces to
and from discrete and continuous domains (e.g. Fg(X¢, ¥t,2t) — (¢, Yt, 2)), and the latent
coupling of dynamics could be described by an operator Py (defined in (5)), which dictates
the evolution of the entrainment,

Transition Operator: Py(z',y/, 2", 0’|z, y, 2z,0,a,t) = A\p(Py, P;, Ps, F, Py),

Gen. Entertainment: Dy (Ps(Eo(Xt,Yt,2%t), O, ar,t)) — (§t+1a§t+1a2t+laat+l)

. P S S DP,E .+ L < DP,E . L <
Agent Time-series: (Xtos Yy Ztor Oto) —>Tr (Xt1,Yiys2t1,0t,) —)ﬂ (Xt1 Yigs Btys Oty)--

The role of a binary vector o is to encode complex non-Markovian logical conditions of
behavior on the external state-space X necessary to induce transformations on the internal
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Figure 2: Stoffel, a generatively entertained self-preserving agent, lives in a world of high-dimensional
signals that are made comprehensible and amenable to computation by compressing them
down to discrete states through an encoder Ey. A generative model D, (decoder) can
anticipate the high-dimensional signals influenced by other sensory modalities, symbolic
variables o, and action through a latent transition operator Ps. Thus, the agent is
entrained to the umwelt of coupled internal and external domains over time. This paper
does not address the optimization of Dy and E,,, but rather asks two central questions: 1)
If a factorization were possible for P; through a composition operator Ap, what objective
function £ can optimize a planning factorization (7, wy, w,,w,) so the agent can efficiently
plan in a large non-stationary Cartesian product-space? And, 2) how can we optimize a
policy p with an objective function F and a reward-free intrinsic motivation metric U to
create a self-preserving agent that grows or maintains the integrity of its own structure?
We argue that £ can be the Operator Bellman Equations, ¥ can be a valence function
(empowerment gain), and F can be the Valence Bellman Equation.

spaces )Y and Z, such as the requirement to obtain multiple items in order to cook and eat
food. While o is a binary vector space in our example, it could also represent the state of
any automata-like state-machine. By non-Markovian, we simply mean that an agent’s policy
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7 (which outputs actions to control on space X') is conditioned by its history on X recorded
as a state in another space. For example, obtaining three necessary items for a single task
requires history dependence on X which is registered in a bit-vector space ¥ so that the
problem is Markovian on the full product-space.

2.4 Physiological Regulation

The constraint of physiological regulation—the need for agents to regulate critical internal
states corresponding to hunger, hydration, and temperature which underpin their normal
functioning—is an important but underdeveloped test-case for assessing the power of planning
and intrinsic motivation algorithms. These constraints can shed light on the qualitative
features and computational challenges facing biological organisms and artificial agents,
namely, the problem of planning in non-stationary Cartesian product spaces of variables.
There is intrinsic structure to physiological problems that is not exploited by standard
model-based Bellman formalisms, which points towards ideal representations that should be
computed in order to deal with the real complexity of the world. Physiological regulation is
also a good test-case because there are well-defined conditions in which the agent is alive and
has the capacity to influence the world, and when it is dead, and does not. A number of other
researchers have identified physiological regulation and self-preservation as key constraints
to address (Roli, Jaeger, & Kauffman, 2022). Sennesh et al. (2022) have developed control
models for allostasis, Kiverstein et al. (2022) have suggested that the free-energy principle
could address physiological self-preservation (K. J. Friston et al., 2009; K. Friston, 2010), and
Man and Damasio (2019) argue that today’s current robots “lack self-hood and ‘aboutness,”
and that meaning may emerge when homeostatic consequences impinge upon an agent’s
capacity for information processing. Additionally, a pioneering avenue of research called
Homeostatically Regulated Reinforcement Learning (HRRL) was put forward by Keramati
and Gutkin (2011) who formalized a theory of internal drive reduction (inspired by the
early work of Hull (1943)) and showed that closing the gap between a current state and
a physiological set-point could be equivalently cast as a reward maximization problem
by formalizing the reward as being proportional to the distance reduced to the set-point
(Keramati & Gutkin, 2014; Laurengon, Ségerie, Lussange, & Gutkin, 2021).

From the behavioral- and neuroscience perspective, Juechems and Summerfield (2019)
provide a valuable critique of RL. They argue that there is no known external entity that
can determine the reward of an action, nor is there a dedicated channel distinct from the
classical senses that registers a receipt of rewards. Rewards are just scalars, so how is an
agent supposed to distinguish a reward from any other kind of (non-rewarding) sensory
data? Similar to Srivastava and Schrater, they conclude: “rewards and punishments ‘are’
sensory observations [...] and so stimulus value must be inferred by the agent, not conferred
by the world.” Drawing on the strengths of HRRL, they conclude that organisms may
set their own goals which act as set-points within the organism. This idea is similar to
the previously mentioned concept of autotelic agency, which is built on the foundation of
goal-conditioned RL. Juechems and Summerfield conclude by asking the question about the
intellectual phenotype: what mechanisms and representations would make it possible? We
seek to address this question, in addition to a couple other shortcomings of HRRL; namely,
1) HRRL does not explain why an undesirable state, such as starvation, dehydration, or
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thermal disregulation is bad in terms of a functional consequence to the agent, it assumes
undesirable states are bad simply by being far from a set-point, and 2) it does not explain
how agents could reason in a multi-dimensional physiological space in real-time. We will
show how these challenges can be met with Bellman equations that produce reusable and
remappable compositional operators rather than value functions, and which decompose over
a hierarchical space by exploiting implicit structure of the hierarchy.

2.5 The Value of Valence

Given the difficulty of defining product-space rewards for large hierarchical spaces, is there a
different approach we could take to develop agents which reason about goals and motivation
in novel circumstances in real time? Important insights can be found in a recent paper by
Roli et al. (2022), where they argue that an artificial agent with true agency must want
something against the background of limitless possibilities, and moreover, they need to be
able to leverage new affordances in the service of their desires. They argue that current
Als are framed as input-output machines, or, algorithms in the classic sense, but that this
is a limited perspective because one cannot enumerate all of the possible goals, actions,
and affordances prior to the computation of a solution. They proceed to argue that true
autonomous agents capable of wanting must be “Kantian wholes,” meaning, agents that
are organized such that their parts “exist for and by means of the whole,” as originally
articulated by the philosopher Immanuel Kant. A Kantian agent, Roli et al. suggest,
could exhibit an open-ended form of organismal agency: an agent that is “able to perceive
its environment and to select from a repertoire of alternative actions when responding to
environmental circumstances based on its internal organization [emphasis added].” Our work
is in agreement with this perspective on agency. We believe that instead of using rewards,
advanced Kantian agents should ideally be able to reason about the vast space of possible
state-vectors that have not necessarily been experienced in the past, and in a naturalistic
and model-based teleological fashion, organize their behavior around the realization of a
spatiotemporally distant state-vector that has been justified by its impact on an agent’s
future internal organization.

We argue that the problem of machine wanting, and the process goal-justification, can
be addressed by empowerment gain maximization in the Cartesian product space of SPA’s
coupled internal and external transition operators (which we call product-space valence),
where the controllability of the product space must be maintained or expanded. Formally,
empowerment (reviewed in section 4) is defined as,

¢, (Plzr) = max I(An; X),
p(alz)

which is the n-step channel capacity of a transition operator P, and quantifies the maximum
mutual information I between sequences of n actions (random variable A, ) and resulting
states (random variable X) under P starting from state z—this can be thought of as
controllable optionality (Salge, Glackin, & Polani, 2014b). Higher empowerment means an
agent has a greater predictive capacity to realize a wide range of possible futures.

To illustrate empowerment, figure 3 shows normalized empowerment plotted in a gridworld
at different horizons. Notice that at a short action-horizon n = 1, the square A is high
empowerment (black), whereas B has low empowerment (light grey) because it is next to
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Figure 3: The first three maps show empowerment computed on a low-level state-space under
an operator P, at different horizons n, where the walls are red and the darker states
indicate higher empowerment. High-empowerment agents are at states where they
have high optionality, but here the agent does not perform complex tasks. The right
panel shows the focus of this paper: how to compute empowerment in the product-
space of Stoffel’s ontology, which could collapse over time. While computing
empowerment on Ps is possible (pink squares indicate Stoffel’s optionality), it
operates over a limited time-span, so we also compute empowerment where actions
are goal-conditioned policies for an abstract spatiotemporal goal-operator G,
parameterized by feasibility functions. Stoffel performs tasks (pink circles) to
regulate his internal and external states to increase task-empowerment.

walls which limit its possible one-action futures. However, at a longer horizon n = 5 the
situation flips: A has low empowerment because the it is confined to the room, but B has
high-empowerment because it is near a wide-open space. Empowerment can also be used as
an objective to balance a cart-pole or invert a double pendulum, because those are states
from which the largest range of possible future states can be predictably realized (Salge &
Polani, 2017).

A potential criticism of empowerment is that it only measures optionality, and it does
not dictate what tasks to work on. This might be true if empowerment is computed on a
single flat state-space when reward functions are considered to constitute a task (a semantic
convention which we reject). Flat empowerment in the gridworld is computed only on
the low-level actions of a transition operator P(z'|z,a). Flat empowerment is also only
confined to a short spatiotemporal range, because increasing horizon parameter n increases
the computation-time exponentially due to the combinatorial increase in possible action
sequences. A key innovation of this paper is to scale empowerment to all state-spaces that
an agent represents and cares about. We show how to compute empowerment on abstract
product-space Goal Operators G acting on state-vectors s = (z,w,y, z, ..., 7),

GS(S,7t + 7—7r|S’ t? 7T)’
¢, (Gsls, t),

and have policies m as actions which map the agent over long spatial and temporal (7)
distances in an agent’s Cartesian product-space. In this paper, the difference in empowerment
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over a long course of action p will be quantified by a wvalence function, G:

m(G;, G, Q,s0,t0,p) = p@@ [@n(GHSpatp) - en(GS|SO’tO)] )

which is a function of the change in an agent’s state-vector s and hierarchical transition
operator G (the details of this function can be found in section 6.1). We will show that
unlike flat empowerment, in hierarchical state-spaces reward-free goal-directed motivation
is entailed by optimizing empowerment-gain especially when the agent’s empowerment in
the hierarchical state-space can collapse over time in the absence of planning. For instance,
if an agent gets hungrier over time, eventually there will come a point in which the agent
dies and cannot move around to perform other tasks, effectively arresting its capacity to
control all efferent state-spaces which could resuscitate it. Putting the computational work
into achieving goals that transform some other (physiological) state-space then becomes
an imperative. Agents which maximize valence will seek out state-vectors, as goals, which
facilitate a favorable coupling between its internal states, skills, and the external states of
the environment, and therefore these agents exhibit self-concern for the maintenance and
growth of their own structural integrity?.

It is important to keep in mind that many state-elements of a large state-vector can
be quasi—death-states (or simply “bad-states”) within a sub-space of a Cartesian product
space. Consider an agent that enters the state of being fired from a job. In such a case, the
agent would still be alive, but restricted in how it can use its skills to acquire money to buy
food and shelter. The important capability of empowerment is that it can discover, without
supervision, the goodness or badness of states as intrinsic properties of the product-space
transition operator. Valence in a hierarchical space can be thought of the contraction or
expansion of an agent’s capacity to control other internal and external state spaces, in the
same way an army lieutenant might sense the internal contraction of his or her capacity to
perform learned skills and tasks in the world after a demotion, or how Stoffel might sense the
expansion of his capacity to access parts of the world and procure objects, food, and mating
opportunities external to Badger Alcatraz if he were to escape—these are computations that
propagate information across a hierarchy of state-spaces and transition operators.

Having explained hierarchical empowerment and its role in normative valuation, we can
now define a form of agency we will refer to as teleological agency:

An organism possesses teleological agency if it is capable of generating a spatially
and temporally distant goal-state, quantifying its normative value, and can
attempt to realize it, wherein the normative valuation is derived (via computa-
tion) from the impact of the goal on the capacity of the agent’s entire control
architecture to affect the internal and external world under its domain.

4. To anticipate a potential misconception, valence maximization does not directly optimize the quantity
of time-from-death. If death is inevitable, one could in principle have low-empowerment agents with
long life-spans and high-empowerment agents that have shorter life-spans. And, one could have agents
which are equally “close-to-death” in the absence of control, but attain different levels of empowerment
(e.g. compare a prisoner to a billionaire CEO, both of which are close to death in the absence of control
but with different levels of empowerment). Death state-vectors (and state-vectors that invariably lead
to them) are simply avoided if better options are available and the choices between empowerment and
life-span are contingent on look-ahead hyper-parameters, which is an interesting topic worthy of further
discussion that we will not address in this paper.
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The notion of purposefulness associated with the word teleology is distinctly present in this
definition, as goal-states have the potential to causally bring about or preserve environmental
affordances associated with the capabilities of the control architecture—purpose, here, comes
from the functional significance of the components of the control architecture in relation
to the goal state. This is contrast from a weaker form of agency in which an agent, such
as a squirrel, takes actions to navigate to a spatial goal-state to obtain and eat an acorn
without such deliberative considerations. The acorn could still be significant to sustaining
the functioning of a squirrel’s control architecture, and navigational computations may still
be required, but simpler mechanisms which map a stimulus to a goal-state could suffice in
lieu of the deliberative processes underlying teleological agency. What teleological agency
provides is a means to evaluate and organize behavior for realizing complex states of the
world that have yet to be experienced, but have a purposeful, functional significance to
the agent’s structure. The theory we develop in this paper is intended to advance our
understanding of this form of agency.

2.6 The Value of Modular, Compositional, and Factorized Representations

We have introduced the idea that we can construct factorized abstract operators G, for
planning and empowerment computations within a product space, but have not yet de-
scribed how these operators are actually constructed. The answer is by the computation
and aggregation of compositional factorized representations called State-Time Feasibility
Functions (STFF), which we will describe shortly—this factorization can be seen in Figure 5
and defined in equation (10) in the paper. Without factorized representations a hierarchical
state-space is difficult to plan within due to the size of the space. Planning in non-stationary
product-spaces is a primary challenge to both natural and artificial agents alike, and agents
that plan in a product space will find two extremes untenable: dynamic programming
(Bertsekas, 2012), a recursive method for computing the exact solution, is impractical due
to the problem of representing the solution, and forward sampling sequences of low-level
actions from a starting state is also impractical due to the size of the action tree.

In Deep RL, agents forward sample actions, but most of the true complexity and structure
underlying a problem such as a video game is not explicitly represented by the agent, rather,
the agent constructs inner representations from experienced rewards (Frangois-Lavet et
al., 2018). This often takes the form of a recurrent neural network, trained by rewards
to contextualize a policy on agent history. In doing so, researchers are essentially baking
in implicit information about the solutions to a non-stationary and non-Markovian task
into the weights of a network, and weights are static until experience is used to update
them. The downside of this approach, arguably, is that it requires lots of trial-and-error
feedback, which may contribute significantly to the high sample complexity of Deep RL
and renders the agent incapable of conjecturing and reasoning about task structure in real
time. We believe that the way to address the central problem of sample complexity is to
develop and use model-based theory for hierarchical decomposition and abstraction that
entails a reusable goal-conditioned planning factorization for structured and remappable non-
stationary non-Markovian tasks (see figure 5)—tasks which can be composed hierarchically
and be mapped to new environments. We advocate for creating artificial agents which
represent time explicitly in planning operators instead of implicitly in network weights; such
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an approach allows agents to flexibly forward sample at the level of goal-conditioned policies
in a non-stationary product-space.

To this end, in section 5 we introduce a new class of decision process called the Temporal
Goal Markov Decision Process (TG-MDP), and the hierarchical version, Temporal Goal
Compositional MDP (TG-CMDP). These decision process have Bellman equations called
Operator Bellman Equations (OBEs, see section 5.1), a reachability optimization that,
rather than optimizing a value function, optimizes a feasibility function xg(x,t), which is
the cumulative probability of achieving a goal variable o from state-time (z,t) under policy
mg. The OBEs do not use a reward function, rather, they use an availability function (f, in
figure 4) that specifies the probability that a goal is available, where this availability signal is
intrinsic to the connections between state-spaces in a hierarchical transition operator Ps. By
using the availability function, the OBEs can also generate the aforementioned spatiotemporal
transition operators called state-time feasibility functions, which probabilistically maps initial
state-times to both the final state-time and goal completed under a policy 7 (see Figure 4),

Nr(ag, xp,trlx,t).

The goal variable here plays the functional role of an action « on another transition operator
for a different state-space. For example, in P,(o'|o, og) a goal-action ay flips the gt" bit
in a bit-vector o, or in P,(y'|y, tteqt) the goal-action aq: transitions the agent to the top
of the caloric energy state-space. Thus, these STFFs are inherently compositional, as they
can sequentially compose with each other, and also vertically compose with higher-order
transition operators by conditioning their action space. Doing so permits compositionality at
different levels of representation, shown in figure 5 (this was demonstrated by Ringstrom et al.
for stationary state-to-state feasibility functions (Ringstrom et al., 2020)). In the hierarchical
setting we can compute STFFs only on the base state-space X and combine them with
prediction operators w of the higher-order state-spaces to form factorized feasibility functions
which update the full hierarchical state-vector after following a policy. This factorization is
equivalent to computing the intractable hierarchical STFF 7, on the full space:

(o, o5, y5, 25,05, tplo, y, 2,2, t)
= wa<af|07 ZL’f - t)‘*’y(?/f‘y, tf - t)wZ(zf‘Za tf - t)nﬂ'(ag7 Tf, tf’ﬂ?, t)

The previously mentioned Goal Operator G5 which we will compute empowerment on
(discussed in the last section) is the product-space feasibility function 7, evolved one extra
step after achieving the goal to update the resulting state. This is illustrated in figure 4 and
formally defined by equation (10).

Crucially, the state-time feasibility function factorization allows us to forward sample
policies and predict the resulting state-vectors in a high-dimensional space in parallel without
representing a full product-space transition operator, where we can advance each of the
components of a state-vector by pushing them through the factorization when applying
sequences of policies (71, %2 ... 7%7) (see figure 9 for illustration),

(o,y,z,2,t)K ™, (o', 22 ) LN, i (O yp 2 Tf,tf )k,
P 0 ? ? ? ) 1 ’ ’ ’ ’ f

Compositionality, which has been argued to be a key ingredient of human intelligence

(Lake, Salakhutdinov, & Tenenbaum, 2015), is a core attribute of our agent, where feasibility
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Figure 4: State-time Feasibility Functions, Goal-Operators, and Internal State Transition
Operators: A central theoretical innovation of this paper is the development of
Bellman equations which produce abstract spatiotemporal transition operators
7, which map initial state-times to final state-times under a policy. We can use
the time difference (tq =ty —t) encoded by 7 under a give policy 7 to update
all other higher-order state-spaces with operator w, in parallel, that evolve for
a given period of time under the policy, and update the state-spaces influenced
by the goal by one step to form the goal-operator G5 (blue dashed arc). This
factorization allows us to reason with abstract jumps on the low-level state-space
(red dashed arc), but also in (but not limited to) physiological state-spaces (black
dashed arc) to forward-plan in an otherwise intractable Cartesian product space
of variables.

functions can compose across a transition operator hierarchy and be remapped within
the same environment or to new environments (see figure 5)—we hypothesize that agents
which achieve human-level sample complexity will need to employ these principles. Ideally,
advanced agents should be able to rapidly synthesize theories of how the world works
in the form of composed state-spaces and transition operators, similar to various other
constructivist approaches that have been advocated for in cognitive science (Tenenbaum,
Kemp, Griffiths, & Goodman, 2011; Ullman, Goodman, & Tenenbaum, 2012; Tsividis et al.,
2021). Though we will not be performing inference over theories in this paper, a formalism for
transition operator composition, and theory to plan with them is provided. While transition
operator composition is a quick and easy computation (provided that we represent it in a
factorized form and do not construct the full explicit operator), it implies an exponentially
large space of state-vectors one could occupy (in this paper we compose with Ap and \g
operators). This is the regime that both natural and artificial intelligent systems inevitably
find themselves in, and it is characterized by the problem of the implicit product space: an
agent that incorporates new transition structure into its knowledge-base through implicit
composition does not have a corresponding normative representation to optimize for the
composition. That is, the agent does not immediately understand how to control, and the
consequences of controlling, through the new space with respect to all other state-spaces the
agent cares about maintaining. The trade-offs, conflicts, and synergism between individual
sate-spaces in an exponentially large product-space are all left to be discovered through
evaluation, which requires what is known as the freedom from immediacy (Gold, Shadlen, et
al., 2007; Roli et al., 2022), the possibility of introspective rumination—theorizing, planning,
and evaluating—without the expectation of immediate action. If an agent composes a
transition model, the value of any given state is not obvious and so the space will need
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Figure 5: The Hierarchical TG-CMDP presented in section 5.2 facilitates key features of
flexible intelligent, such as the ability to compose and remap representations.
STFFs can be sequentially composed to update the final state-times of following
a sequence of policies (e.g. (71, m2)) where 7 is an aggregate function of multiple
individual problem solutions (see section 5.2.3), and the goal variables o permits
composition with higher-order state-spaces such as the binary vector task modules.
Importantly, multiple modules with different structure can be can be mapped to
the same goal variable within an environment, or modules can be remapped to
new low-level TG-MDP solutions in a new environment, where state features such
as color correspond to different high-level actions .

be evaluated with the appropriate representations and an intrinsic motivation metric
(valence, empowerment-gain) to optimize a policy:

Explicit Implicit

7 Y 7
Transition Model Composition (Easy): P, = \p(Py,P.,...,P;, F, Py)
Policy Optimization (Hard): m = F(Ps, D)

When OBEs are defined on a hierarchical composition of transition operators, Ps, a derived
STFF factorization will constitute a corresponding goal-conditioned policy and feasibility
function decomposition which can be used to break down a problem into pieces and evaluate
the structure of a product space with semi-Markov planning and empowerment computations
via forward sampling, making the optimization (and state justification) possible.
State-time feasibility functions therefore play a dual role for planning and intrinsic
motivation: 1) they allow us to create flexible planning factorizations to build up an abstract
control architecture for planning with goal-conditioned transitions around a product-space,
and 2) we can compute empowerment in a hierarchical product space with them because
feasibility functions are transition operators and empowerment is a function of transition
operators. These two points leads us to a profound conclusion: a life-long agent such as
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SPA, that optimizes valence within an expanding product space of transition
knowledge, does not need to represent any running total of accumulated reward
as many RL agents might, rather, for SPA, empowerment gain is reflected the
changes of the ontology and is thus implicitly accumulated, registered in both
the full hierarchical state-vector and changes to the structure of its hierarchical
planning operator. These changes to the state and ontology thereby serve as a
baseline for future plans to optimize against as the agent learns more about the
world’s dynamics. It is for this reason that we do not consider valence to be a “reward
signal,” as it is not a received quantity from a state to be stored, rather it is a quantity
which is derived and revealed through computational work applied to the system as a whole.
Put another way, valence is a derived quantity used to initially justify a plan, but it is not a
quantity that is ever experienced as a received signal at the final state or along the path,
since it simply reflects changes to the state of the agent and its structure. And, because
OBEs produce abstract spatiotemporal transition operators, we can assess the product space
by evaluating both empowerment and valence at long time-scales through forward sampling®.

In the context of hierarchical control, optimizations centered around reach-
ability are more general than reward-maximization because reachability opti-
mizations can produce reusable and remappable factorizations. If the model-based
foundations of an optimization, such as infinite horizon discounted control, cannot solve
challenging problems with dynamic programming when everything is known, then we can
expect that there will be limitations when it comes to corresponding theories of learning,
such as RL. Our framework puts forward a different model-based perspective: that forgoing
reward in favor of goal-availability signals is precisely what facilitates the factorization of an
agent’s control architecture through the production of abstract feasibility function transition
operators, which makes both forward-planning in non-stationary product spaces efficient,
and the evaluation of empowerment at long time-scales possible.

2.7 Additional Contributions

Throughout this paper, we will also demonstrate a few other key properties of SPA, TG-
MDPs and OBEs. In section 6.3 we discuss how feasibility functions naturally fit into the
philosophy of Gibsonian affordances (Gibson, 1977), in which the agent actively plans to
change its environmental affordances to solve problems. In section 7 we define and study the
properties of the Valence Bellman Equation (VBE), which is a finite horizon Bellman equation
that uses a valence function instead of a reward function. The VBE is the model-based
foundation SPA is formalized on and can be parameterized by OBE solutions. In section 8 we
demonstrate how multiple levels of transition operators can be composed wvertically so that
an agent can plan when non-stationary non-Markovian tasks induce internal (physiological)
state-transformations (such as retrieving multiple items to prepare and eat food). Also, in
section 9 we prove the Sublimation Theorem for hierarchical OBEs which bounds the product
space feasibility from above with a feasibility function computed exclusively on a higher
space. This theorem allows for abstract sublimated reasoning on other (often symbolic)
state-spaces, which permits the agent to rule out low-level policy samples which cannot

5. As we will explain in the paper, the long time-spans are considered within a single empowerment
calculation and also the time-span that separate initial and final empowerment calculations (valence).
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contribute to the successful achievement of a task. Lastly, in section 11.1, we demonstrate
how a product-space operator can be built up from experience for life-long learning and
transfer across environments, where new information about high-level transition structure
can be anticipated with priors on the valence of associated state-features. By doing so, an
agent can learn transferable representations which can generalize across environments by
remapping known structure to state-features of new environments (Ringstrom et al., 2020).

Finally, it is important to note that though we framed the self-preserving agent as being
an entrainment of generative faculties in the form of encoders and decoders, these objects will
play no formal normative role in the theory of this paper. We use the notion of generative
entrainment as a proposal to frame the problem as a plausible biological system and to
inspire a new perspective, but we will only develop algorithms applied to the latent transition
operator Ps, and not train any networks. However, we invite the reader to consider the
importance of a generative entrainment for our theory and its relationship to other theories.
Paradigms such as Active Inference (K. J. Friston et al., 2009; K. Friston, FitzGerald, Rigoli,
Schwartenbeck, & Pezzulo, 2017) have taken the Free Energy Principal (K. Friston, 2010)
in the direction of control, where the objective is to optimize a policy that minimizes a
Free Energy functional. The expected free-energy functional is the negative model evidence
(surprise) of incoming sensory data, which can be decomposed into the agent’s generative
prior expectation of incoming sensory observations plus an information gain term. In the
setting of control, the agent will choose actions to ensure, in part, that incoming sensory data
accords with its expectations while balancing the epistemic incentives of the information
gain term. Thus, in Actl the generative model is in the objective function and therefore
takes on a normative role, where it encodes assumptions about what the agent should want
in a way similar to that of a utility function or reward function. As we have argued, this
creates significant challenges in explaining normativity when an agent’s product space needs
to expand over a life-time, because the generative model has no concrete definition in such
an event. In contrast, in our proposal of a generatively entrained self-preserving agent, the
generative model constitutes the medium that SPA can be defined on, where our intrinsic
motivation functions will measure the internal integrity (i.e. controllability) of the entire
latent hierarchical space described by P;. Our theory is therefore complimentary with Sims’
(2022) call to create artificial agents that exhibit self-concern. Although one can imagine that
the quality of an encoder and decoder could impact the algorithm, we will not address this
in our theory at this time. Indeed, good generative models are important and there may be
possible theoretical connections or potential hybrid theories between Actl and empowerment,
especially considering the similarities and connections that have been made between them
(Biehl, Guckelsberger, Salge, Smith, & Polani, 2018; Hafner et al., 2020). The important
aspect of a generative entrainment is that it clarifies the role of sensory prediction: encoding
high-dimensional signals down to discrete states and predicting their evolution over time
is important for computing empowerment-gain and thus sensory prediction would play an
instrumental role in the computation of value, not a primary role as it does in Actl. Our
intention in introducing the frame of a generative entrainment is to inspire the idea that,
in an open-ended life-long learning scenario, an agent can scaffold new knowledge off of a
persistent core ontology and certify the value of its acquired knowledge in relation to its
effect on the ontology’s intrinsic integrity.
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2.8 Summary of Contributions

In this paper we make several contributions:

e We define a Temporal Goal Markov Decision Process, a process for formalizing jointly
non-stationary non-Markovian problems, and which parameterizes the functions of the
Operator Bellman Equation.

e We formalize Operator Bellman Equations which produce abstract spatiotemporal
transition operators for hierarchical planning called state-time feasibility functions.
We make the case that representations of initial-to-final state or state-time transition
operators is the appropriate kind of abstractions for flexible hierarchical planning and
goal justification.

e We define Temporally Extended Semi-Markov Empowerment, which is empowerment
defined only on the final state-times of a policy. We show how state-time feasibility
functions are good for computing empowerment at long time-scales in a Cartesian
product space.

e We formalize a Valence Bellman Equation for maximizing total empowerment gain
(valence) and show how it can be parameterized by feasibility functions.

e We demonstrate sublimated reasoning, a property of hierarchical OBEs that allows
agents to reason at a higher level of abstraction to rule out lower-level policies during
forward sampling.

e We discuss connections between our theory and the concept of Gibsonian affordances
e We contrast our theory in relation to multi-objective RL.

e We argue SPA is well-suited for life-long learning of hierarchical transition operators,
where learned task modules and operators can be remapped to new environments.

25



RINGSTROM

3. Terminology

Goals and tasks have a similar meaning in this paper. In general, goals will be indicated by
g, which are indices that can be attached to any state-time (x,t),, or action variable a, or
ag. A task is simply all of the acceptable state-times for satisfying a goal (i.e. the set of
acceptable goals).

Definition 3.1: Goal and Task Definitions

e Goal: an index g, which indicates an acceptable state-time-action of a task.
Often it will be appended to a goal-action o, which is an action on a higher-order
state-space which can be induced from another lower-order state-space.

o Task: The state-time conditions .7 (goal-states and availability times) that a
task-goal variable will be induced from a state-space.

e Goal-variable: a variable, (e.g. xg, ag, tg, @), indicating that the variable is
one of many variables that can satisfy a task.

e Null-variable: an action-variable which is not encoded by a task, but which
conditions the ”default” dynamics of another state-space as the agent acts to
complete a task. This will often be referred to as a null goal-action ..

e Higher-order goal variable: A goal variable, e.g. @, (denoted with a bar), on
a higher-order state-space, which is induced from an intermediate state-space,
and not induced by the base state-space X.

e Subgoal: Any lower-order goal which can be induced to satisfy a task encoded
for an higher-order task-goal .
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4. Review: Empowerment

Empowerment (Salge, Glackin, & Polani, 2014a; Salge & Polani, 2017), &, (P|z;), is formally
defined as the channel capacity C of a channel derived from all open-loop n-step action
sequences, a = (a(l), - a(”)), applied to the transition operator P, where an action sequence
R.V. AT~! (with probability distribution p(a] ') on action sequences) is the input from
time ¢ to 7 — 1 starting from ¢, X is the final state R.V. with distribution p(z,|z, atT_l),
and n = 7 — t is the horizon:

€, (Plry) = C(A] ™! Xrlae)
= max (AT Y X |z;) = max [H(Xr|z) — H(XT]Az'fl,a:t)] .

—1 —1
p(ai ™" |z) p(a; ™ |at)

The definition of channel capacity is the maximum mutual information across the channel
over all possible input distributions. Here, I is the mutual information between two random
variables, and H is the entropy of a random variable.

Empowerment is a measure of an agent’s capacity to predictably realize a variety of
future state outcomes from a given starting state x;, a kind of optionality. There are two
extreme cases of empowerment. If P(z'|x,a) has the same next-state distribution for each
action, e.g. a uniform distribution, then H (X, |A7 ! 2;) = H(X,|,2;) and so empowerment
must be zero. Alternatively, if P(2'|z,a) is deterministic, then the conditional entropy
H (XT\AZ_I, x¢) is zero. This means that empowerment is the maximum possible final state
entropy, max, ,r—1, H(X;|xt) =logy(|Xa,|) (Salge et al., 2014b), which is the log of the
number of possible reachable states under open-loop plans a, of length n. When these two
conditions do not hold, empowerment is computationally expensive for large n because the
row-space of the channel grows exponentially in n. So, while channel capacity is usually
computed with the Blahut—Arimoto algorithm (Blahut, 1972; Arimoto, 1972), the advantage
of determinism is that we only need to count the number of reachable states, which is the
number of states with non-zero probability after a (tractable) n-step forward diffusion under
a uniform action distribution (See A.13.5). We will assume determinism for the examples of
this paper to simplify the concepts without loss of generality.

An agent with high empowerment in a single low-level state-space is in locations with
many possible futures to exploit, and so maximizing empowerment can appear to be at
odds with goal-directed behavior. However, as depicted in figure 3, empowerment can be
a measure of not just a low-level stationary operator, P,(z'|x,a), but any operator, for
example a state-time goal operator,

Go(ry, 'y, ty|r, z,t, 7), (1)

which maps initial state-times to a state-time after completing a goal variable under a policy
in a hierarchical state-time product space S x T where S = X x R. As we will see later, in
a hierarchical state-spaces under the dynamics of G, where goals induce dynamics on other
state-spaces, goal-directed behavior on a low-level state-space emerges as a consequence of
optimizing hierarchical empowerment. In such a case the Temporally-Extended Semi-Markov
Empowerment,

En(Gslst, t) = C(Ily; STy st t),
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is the maximum mutual information between a policy sequence R.V., II,;, and the resulting
n-step state-time R.V., ST,. This empowerment only considers the final state-times under
each policy and is thus defined on the task sub-space of the agent’s full product-space.

Empowerment has been proposed as a means of self-preservation, since €, = 0 implies
“death” at that horizon n, however it has been pointed out by Turner et al. that there is not
necessarily a convergent limiting behavior when increasing the parameter n (Turner, Smith,
Shah, Critch, & Tadepalli, 2019). They argue that their metric, POWER, has the advantage
that it takes into account an agent’s discount factors (and therefore converges), and they
explicitly tie POWER to an agent with infinite horizon discounted reward maximization as
the agent’s objective, showing that most reward-functions imply POWER seeking policies
when optimizing for the objective. We do not make reward-maximization assumptions in
our work, and do not see the absence of limiting behavior as problematic. Instead, future
theory can be directed towards rationally choosing the horizon parameters. Empowerment
has recently also been demonstrated in a task-centric setting help to robustly acquire reward
under changing tasks (Volpi & Polani, 2020). To our knowledge, our work is the first
to combine empowerment with abstract transition operators and to explicitly optimize
empowerment gain in the objective over long time-scales.

5. Temporal Goal Markov Decision Process

We begin be defining the Temporal Goal Markov Decision Process (TG-MDP), which is a
Markov decision process (Puterman, 1990) for maximizing the probability of achieving a goal
under finite-horizon non-stationary conditions. The TG-MDP will extend to hierarchical
settings and will have nice properties for goal-conditioned policy decomposition which we
will use to build up transition operator factorizations. The TG-MDP definition is given as:

Definition 5.1: Temporal Goal Markov Decision Process (TG-MDP)

A TG-MDP is a five-tuple 4 := (X, A, T, Py, f;) where X is a discrete state-space,
A is a discrete action space, P, : (X x A X T) x X — [0,1] is a transition operator,
fo i (X xAXT) x{ag} —[0,1] is a goal-availability function, and T = {to,t1, ..., Tt}
is a set of discrete times with a horizon T.

The goal-availability function, fs(x,a,t), is the probability that a task-goal variable a,
is available to be completed at a given state, action, and time. In this paper, we will use the
word goal to refer to a variable g, and a state this variable is associated with through f; is
a goal-state x4. The task-goal is a variable, which in the context of hierarchical planning
will be an action on a higher-order state-space. The TG-MDP is a decision process which
is based on reachability, rather than cumulative reward-maximization. Unlike a first-exit
Markov decision process, in which the value function is defined to be the cumulative cost up
until hitting a boundary state, we will instead compute the cumulative probability up until
the event of being at a state and inducing the goal variable.
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5.1 Operator Bellman Equations
The TG-MDP, .#, parameterizes the three Operator Bellman Equations (OBE) given as,

/{Z(l‘at) :I;léﬁ{ fg(l‘,a,t)+(1—fg($,a,t))Z/P |:E a t) (:L‘ t+1) (2)
Cumulative FF
T, (7,t) = argmin |tfg(z,a,t) + (1 — fg(z,a,1)) Z t i, (g, zp el t+ 1), (3)
—— a€A; :Jc ~P st
Time-min Policy £rf
n;kr:(agvvatf’*’nvt) = (1_fg(xva;tv Zﬁn O‘gavatf’x t+1) ( |xaaxt>t)v (4)

State-time FF @
where « is the cumulative feasibility function (the cumulative probability of achieving the
goal o from (z,t) under ), n is the state-time feasibility function (STFF) (the probability
of achieving the goal at state-time (zy,t f) when starting from (z,t) under 7), a, is a single
fixed variable called the task goal, and aj; = m;*(z,t). Equation (4) is defined for all ¢y such
that t <ty < T}, and when ¢y =t it is defined as,

Ujr:(agﬁf,tﬂ%t) fg(xaaxta )

The boundary conditions for OBEs (2-4) at the horizon time T are given in A.13.2.1. The
relationship between cumulative and state-time feasibility is intuitive, where the cumulative
feasibility is the sum of all individual final state-time probabilities (see A.13.2.2 for derivation):

rp(z,t) =Y (g ay, trle,t).

Tfity

The set A} ; in equation (3) is the action set of equally maximizing arguments of equation
(2). Since it is possible to maximize cumulative feasibility by arriving at the goal either
as soon as possible or later when it is still available, the policy 7** is optimized with an
additional conditional expected-time minimization (denoted with two stars sx) over the set

x»¢» Which means the agent will take the shortest possible time that maximizes cumulative
fea31b1hty. Note that the time-minimization expectation is over the next-state distribution
P, conditioned as Py(-|x,a,t). The OBEs are finite-horizon and can be solved via backwards
recursion with a simple algorithm called feasibility iteration (1), which is a direct analogue
of finite-horizon value iteration (Bellman, 1957). The STFF represents the state-time-goal
probability at policy termination, which is dictated by either task completion (inducing o)
or task-failure, inducing the null goal .. A task-failure termination event is defined as the
last time the agent has a positive probability of completing the goal az under the policy. If
P, and f, are deterministic and there is a single goal state x4, we can set the task-failure
probability as (See A.13.2.3 for derivation and details),

M (e g, tylw, ) = {1 — Kp(x,t), ife (tp = t;f) A(zp=1,4), 0 otherwise},

where t}r, which is obtained from n;‘r:(ag, xf,tr|lz,t), is the last time the goal oy can possibly
be achieved under m, from (z,t), inducing the null goal a.. If the task is impossible
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(kg(x,t) = 0), then definitionally, 9, (e, z,t|z,t) = 1, mapping the agent to its current
state-time. With the failure probability computed, 1 sums to 1 over states, times, and goals,
making it a transition operator with one action, 7**, and we will see shortly how several
STFFs can be aggregated together to create a transition operator with multiple actions
(policies). Thus, unlike the infinite horizon discounted reward Bellman equations, the STFF
OBE explicitly retains and propagate only the critical information for compositionality,
both within a state-space (state-time mappings) and up a hierarchy of state-spaces (goals).
Also, note that the termination conditions result from the optimization, unlike the Options
framework (Sutton, Precup, & Singh, 1999) in which initiation sets and termination sets for
an option are fixed parameters of the problem. Furthermore, unlike the Options framework,
the TG-MDP is designed for non-stationarity and hierarchical planning.

Algorithm 1: Feasibility Iteration

input :Dynamics P, (2’|, a,t), goal-availability function fy(x,a,t), final time T}
output :Cumulative feasibility function x, Policy 7, State-time feasibility function n
define nx as the number of states

1

2 initialize ng, n_ < zeros([nz * Ty, nx * T}])

3 initialize k < zeros([nxz, Ty])

a k(xyp,Ty) < max, fo(zf,a,Tf) Voy € X, #CFF Boundary Conditions

5 w(xys, Ty) < argmax, fg(xs,a,Tt) Yoy € X, #Policy Boundary Conditions

6 Ng(xp, Trley, Tr) < folap,m(xy, Ty),Tf), Yoy € X #Success Boundary Conditions
v n-(xyp, Tfley, Ty) < 1 — folay, m(xy, Ty), Ty), Yoy € X #Failure Boundary Conditions
s for ¢t from Ty — 1 to 0 do

9 for x € X do

10 (maz_k, A} ;) < argmax 4 [fg(z,a,t) + (1 — fy(z,a,t)) Exrnp, w(2',t + 1)]

11 k(x,t) < maz_k

12 m(x,t) < aXs « argmin, e 4: | [tfe(z,a,t) + (1 — fo(x,a,t)) Ep, By, tf]

13 ng(xys, tlxy,t) < fqlz,aks,t), Veye X

14 ng(zs,telz,t) = (1 — fo(x,als,t) Barnp, Nalxy, tela’ t),V(xs, tr) € X X Top
15 #Failure probability

16 if k(x,t) > 0 then

17 ‘ n_(If,tf|17,t) — Eor P, (Jayazs t) n_(xf,tf|x’, t+ 1),V(If, tf) € X X Toy
18 else

19 | n-(z,tlz,t) 1

20 end

21 end
22 end

23 1) <— Combine(n,, 7-)
24 return K,m,n

The TG-MDP builds on the feasibility function introduced by Ringstrom et al. in
their modular Goal-Operator Planning theory (2019, 2020) (Ringstrom & Schrater, 2019;
Ringstrom et al., 2020) which uses goal-conditioned transition goal-operators that transition
the agent from initial-to-final state-times under a policy, and compliments work in RL
with timed-subgoals (Giirtler, Biichler, & Martius, 2021). It differs from Ringstrom et.
al (2020) in that the feasibility function is computed directly from the Bellman equation,
rather than derived from a policy. It also shares similarities with first-occupancy RL which
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terminates on the first goal-state occupancy (Moskovitz, Wilson, & Sahani, 2021). The
TG-MDP, especially in the context of hierarchical state-spaces, is a new contribution to the
area of goal-centric policy synthesis of which there are numerous examples in the literature
(Kaelbling, 1993; Ghosh, Gupta, & Levine, 2018; Schaul, Horgan, Gregor, & Silver, 2015;
Andrychowicz et al., 2017), often going under the name goal-conditioned RL (Hoang, Sohn,
Choi, Carvalho, & Lee, 2021; Liu, Zhu, & Zhang, 2022; Chane-Sane, Schmid, & Laptev,
2021; Tang & Kucukelbir, 2021), multi-goal RL (Plappert et al., 2018; Colas, Fournier,
Chetouani, Sigaud, & Oudeyer, 2019), reward-machines (Icarte, Klassen, Valenzano, &
Mecllraith, 2018; Camacho, Icarte, Klassen, Valenzano, & Mcllraith, 2019; Icarte et al.,
2022), and goal-operator planning (Ringstrom & Schrater, 2019; Ringstrom et al., 2020).
We also believe that the OBEs could prove to be an important objective function generally
for temporal logic problems such as Linear Temporal Logic (LTL) (Yuan, Hasanbeig, Abate,
& Kroening, 2019; Hasanbeig et al., 2019; Hasanbeig, Kroening, & Abate, 2020b), especially
considering the limitations of infinite-horizon objectives for LTL (C. Yang, Littman, &
Carbin, 2022), and that LTL formulae can be expressed as high-level state-spaces. We do
not address LTL here, but we will demonstrate examples of Boolean logic tasks which have
time-constraints in our hierarchical TG-CMDP formulation, which is not as expressive as
LTL, but can be considered to be a kind of temporal logic. The ”C” in TG-CMDP stands
for composition, and indicates that the TG-MDP is defined on a composition of transition
operators.

A TG-CMDP has a strong connection to program synthesis (Y. Yang et al., 2021; Nye,
Hewitt, Tenenbaum, & Solar-Lezama, 2019; Ellis et al., 2021) and policy sketching (Andreas,
Klein, & Levine, 2017) given that it is formed on compositions of transition functions. There
is also a new emerging area of research called Compositional RL (CRL) which emphasizes
the composition of task modular high-level tasks for policy synthesis(Jothimurugan, Bansal,
Bastani, & Alur, 2021; Neary, Verginis, Cubuktepe, & Topcu, 2022). However, CRL tasks do
not have time-varying goals or environments, nor do they provide global model-based Bellman
equation foundations with compositional hierarchical transition operators. In this paper, a
TG-CMDP serves this very purpose for synthesizing non-stationary non-Markovian problems
with a composition operator and a corresponding goal-conditioned policy decomposition.
Lastly, the TG-MDP provides new representations for reasoning about time, which is growing
area of interest in deep RL (Lampinen, Chan, Banino, & Hill, 2021).

5.2 Hierarchical TG-CMDPs for a Self-Preserving Agent

We can extend the TG-MDP to hierarchical state-spaces by composing transition operators
into a Cartesian product transition operator Ps, and we will refer to this as the Temporal-
Goal Compositional-MDP, (TG-CMDP). Let W = {wo, ..., Wmaz } be a hydration state space,
Y ={y0, ---s Ymaz } be a caloric energy state-space, and Z = {2, ..., Zmaz } be a temperature
space, with each space paired with an action space Ay = {Qdrink, e}, Ay = {eat, e},
A, = {awarm, @}, where each set has an active action (e.g. aeq¢) that modifies an internal
state (e.g. drinking water increases the state to the max value), and a null action ., which
induces the natural uncontrolled dynamics of the space when the agent does not directly
influence it (e.g. the agent gets hungrier over time). Also, let the transition operators Py, Py,
and P, have the same chain-like structure shown in Figure 8 and 4, where (taking P, as an
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example) the task-goal causes the agent’s state to jump to the top state Ymaq, and the null
goal causes the agent to descend from y; to y;—1 until yo. The set of states D = {wo, yo, 20}
are defective states, which will inhibit the agent’s low-level movement.

A N ~ ﬂL
(@) \ 2
P-T«,F«+ (Il|$7a7 t) - ﬂ -
Tali i : :
<-C+‘—’ 6_|_ C( alve) - | | | i Talive
y [
C(rdead) Ll - -
Q €_ - Ll || i Tdead
Hle  FHle] H(m
Py (2'|z,a,t) W Y Z

Figure 6: Mode Mapping: State-vectors that have no defective components map to the
normal grid-world dynamics mode. If a state-vector has a defective component, it
maps to the defective dynamics mode in which all actions are identity transitions.

Now let P, : (X x Ax T x &) x X — [0,1] be a transition operator which is indexed
by a dynamics mode variable e € {e;,e_} = £. The modes partition the x—dynamics into
a normal mode indexed by ey (e.g. gridworld dynamics) and a defective mode indexed
by e_ where the dynamics will be a simple identity map z; — x; for all state-actions,
meaning the agent cannot move. We then can split the operator P, into Py, (2’|, a,t) and
Pye_(2'|z,a,t). We provide a mode function, ¢ : R — £, where r is an internal state vector,
r € R =W x Y x Z; the mode function partitions the internal vectors into disjoint subsets
which condition low-level dynamics by a mode variable e (see figure 8 for an illustration).
We call a mode function element-invariant if all states (e.g. w € W) of a state vector
r = (w,y,...), map to a consistent mode e when other states in the vector change, meaning
there is no pairwise interaction between states in the vector that determine the mode. The
variable e transitions from e, to e_ when the agent enters any defective state in D and
transitions from e_ to e when an agent stops occupying a defective state. If the agent hits
any defective state, it is immobilized on X and effectively becomes a self-absorbed Markov
chain, where it cannot complete tasks to transition itself out of the defective state unless it
is already at a goal state.

For compactness let P, : (R x Al) x R — [0, 1], be defined as:

PT(I',|I'7 a) = Pw(w/|w7aw)Py(y/|yyay)Pz(z/|Za az)a r= [w)y) Z]) o = (awa Qs az)'

where Al is a set of action vectors that induce dynamics on R, where each vector o € A}
has elements that are actions for a higher-level space. We use the convention that the
superscript, 1, refers to when the action set belongs to a state-space linked to the base-state
space X (a “distance” of one); later, .A? will belong to a state-space a distance of two from
X.
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Let S =R x X, let s =r oz be a concatenated vector in S, and let F': (X x A x T) X
Al —10,1] be a action-availability function, which is a probability mass function where
> acar Flalz,a,t) = 1. The action-availability function dictates the state-action-time to
goal probabilities for all goals that parameterize a higher-level transition system (see figure
4). We can then use it to link together low- and high-level spaces, the full fine-grained
product dynamics P; are defined by a composition operator Ap applied to the functions
(P, F,(, Py):

Py(s'[s,a,t) = Ps(r',2'|r, 2, a,t) (5)
= )‘P(PMF’ ¢, PI) = ZPT(I‘,|I‘, a)F(a|$a a,t)Px(l‘/|$, a, C(r)a t)'

a

Notice, due to the bidirectional coupling, this transition system is intrinsically self-
undermining in the absence of computational work applied to computing a goal directed
control policy, and it will serve as the agent’s ontology, which it can ground it’s value
judgements in without reward. The composition operator Ap should have the form
Ap((secondary), (linking), base) where, if there are multiple secondary operators, they
are assumed to be independent (e.g. as we did with P,).

We can formalize a hierarchical variant of the TG-CMDP, ., using (5) along with the
composition function that builds a hierarchical transition operator:

'%: (S’AvAP(PT7FaC7PI)7fg) = (SaAaPSaf_g)a

where fg encodes the acceptable task conditions. The functions of .# can parameterize
a hierarchical OBE (along with the omitted policy and state-time feasibility function
equations):

Rg(r,z,t) = max fo(r,z,a,t) + (1 — folr,z,a,t)) Z Py(v,2'|r, z, a, t)/?cg(r’,m',t +1)

r,x!

(6)

However, because the size of & grows exponentially as we add additional higher-order
state-spaces, two problems arise when we model problems in the TG-CMDP formalism:
(A) computing closed-loop policies on these spaces quickly becomes intractable due to the
prohibitive space- and time-complexity, and (B) fg becomes challenging to intuitively define
over a product space because, unlike a human engineer, an autonomous agent without a
capacity of reasoning and justification does not know a priori which state-vectors in a
product space are good and which are bad. However, with regards to the former problem, we
show in the next section (5.2.3) that we can derive an efficient planning factorization. Then
we can use the factorization to forecast final state-times (r; T ) produced from plans
(sequences of polices) starting from an initial state-time (r,z,t). The later problem (B) will
be addressed in sections 6.1 and section 7 where we show how, rather than formalising the
problem as the TG-CMDP above, it is better formalized as a valence maximization objective
parameterized by TG-CMDP solutions 7 of equation (6), using the operator factorization
that we will now discuss.
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5.2.1 TG-CMDP PLANNING FACTORIZATION

Consider equation (6) where Ps only has a unidirectional coupling (no ¢). That is, Ps =
Ap(Py, F, P;), where P, does not have mode parameters £ in its domain. Also we define
F(al|z,a,t) to be a homogeneous multi-goal function when it is defined on A = {ag, .},
only having one non-null goal, a,, in A

Given that 7, (o, 74, t¢|x,t) specifies the time that it takes, 4 =ty — ¢, to complete the
goal variable oz under 7. 4, the agent will produce null actions o, from the homogeneous
availability function F'(«|z,a,t) for states in its trajectory until the goal oy is induced at
(xg,t¢). Therefore, we can obtain an internal state prediction operator, w, which returns
the future internal state when the goal a is first activated, by evolving the null Markov
chain on a given space for ¢4 time-steps. Taking Y for example, if we let P,(y'|y) be the
Markov matrix by setting the action of Py(y'|y, «) to a. for all possible inputs y, then we
can compute w as a matrix power (see figure 4 for illustration):

te—t,.
Wy(yf|yi,td) = Pyé (Zaf)a (tfat) A 777r(04g7 l‘fatf’ffat)
—_———
Prediction Operator ~ Null Markov chain Time duration from STFF

where (i, f) indexes the element of the evolved matrix chain matrix, corresponding to the
initial state y; and final state y;. Furthermore, if we have multiple independent high-
level state-space transition operators, we can compute a set, 2 = {ww, wy,wz}, of internal
prediction operators for each internal state-space, and use it to define an internal prediction
operator w, on the vector r,

wr (|1, tg) = ww (W' |w, t)wy (Y |y, ta)w: (2|2, ta), 1:=[w,y,z], ¥’ =y, 7],

We can then state the unidirectional decomposition. If .#Z = (¥ x ... x Z x X, A, P, fg)

is a hierarchical TG-CMDP with Py = Ap(Py, ..., P., F, P;), homogeneous F, and where
fe(z,a,t) is not a function of (y, ..., z). Then the optimal STFF 7;* is equivalent to:

ﬁ;*(ag7 TfyYfy-eny Zfatf‘x7y7 ey Zat) = wy(yf|y7 tf - t)wZ(Zf|Z,tf - t)n;kr*(ag7 ‘Tfatf|'r7t)

where (e.g.) wy(yrly,ty —t) = P;f;t(y, yy) where P is the null-goal Markov chain derived
from P,, and n}* (no bar) is the STFF for a flat TG-MDP .#Z = (X, A, Py, fs). The equation
can alternatively be written with w, and r = [y, ..., 2] as:

ﬁ;*(aga re,Tg, tf|1', z, t) = O.)T(I'f‘r, tf - t)n;kr*(aga Zf, tf’xa t) (7)

This result is a special case of the bidirectional TG-CMDP decomposition theorem
(5.2.2), which we will state and prove shortly. The significance of this decomposition is
that we only need to compute the goal-conditioned policy m and STFF n** on the low-level
state-space (not the product space), and we can compute the higher-level prediction operator
w, separately on each individual high-level space. By forming this factorization, we can
forward sample sequences of policies. In figure 7 we show how this allows us to chain together
sequences policies and predict the resulting state-vectors after following each policy. This
paper will only consider scenarios where the homogeneity assumption holds, and theory for
when it does not hold will be addressed in future work.
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Figure 7: Stoffel uses the planning factorization to execute the plan pi 32 = (7g,, 75, Tg,)
while updating the low-level states with 77 and physiological states with w predic-
tions, each which map initial states to final states (and times) with an dashed arc,
followed with a one-step update indicated by a solid arc.

5.2.2 TIME-TO-GO RESTRICTION FOR BIDIRECTIONAL COUPLING

We introduced the planning factorization assuming we only had a unidirectional coupling,
but our original construction had a bidirectional coupling where ¢ mapped the state of r
down to a mode parameter e which conditioned the operator P, .. That is, the dynamics of
r will determine a deadline on how long we can use P, . before the mode changes. Therefore,
solving an OBE restricted to the low-level space might seem improper in the bidirectional
case because dynamics on X depend on R, which would require us to track all of the internal
states in order to index the correct mode. However, because the internal state-spaces evolve
independently of X' the policy will only produce null actions a. for the intermediate states
of the trajectory due to the homogeneity assumption. Thus, a computed policy which is
restricted to a single mode will be walid up to a time-constraint given as the amount of time
before any component of the vector r becomes defective under the sequence of null goals.
This is determined by the minimum first-hit time over the set of “null Markov chains”, given
by the linear systems (Brémaud, 2013),

1= (I — Pyo)tuw, 1= (I — Pye)ty, 1= (I - P,)t.,

where (e.g.) Pye is a square matrix formed by setting the actions of P, (w’|w, ) to a., and
the overbar indicates that the rows and columns corresponding to the defective states of
W are deleted from the matrix. The vector 1 is a column of ones, and t,, is the unknown
vector of first hit times where t,,(w;) is the time it takes for an agent at w; to hit a defective
state wy € D. Each of these linear systems represent a solution of the expected first-hit time
under the Markov chain, where by rearranging terms things become more clear: we see that
ty = My,1, where My, = (I — P,.)~! (notice that the vector of ones sums up the expected
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total state-occupancies of each row). Here, the matrix inverse is the Fundamental Matrix
M, for the absorbing chain P,., which represents the expected total state-occupancies in
transit to a defective state given the agent starts at w;, index by the rows in M,, (Brémaud,
2013) (cf. the successor representation (Dayan, 1993), which does not have a terminal state
and is discounted in time).% It should also be emphasized that t represents the expected
defective-state hitting time, which under deterministic transitions is the exact hitting time.
If the high-level space has stochastic dynamics, then one would need to construct the first-
hitting time distribution by forward evolving the null Markov chain, and use this distribution
to set the feasibility function appropriately. We will only consider deterministic high-level
dynamics here for simplicity.

Computing the time-to-mode-switch set, 7, := {ty, ty, t.}, allows us to make an impor-
tant restriction on which unconstrained policies are valid to follow. We can now state the
bidrectional TG-CMDP decomposition, which will allow us to construct a factorization that
is constrained to polcies that are valid under an given r, respecting the time-to-go values in
the set 7,

Theorem 5.1: Bidirectional TG-CMDP Decomposition

Let #° = (¥ x .. x Z x X, A, Ps, fz) be a TG-CMDP where R = Y X ... X Z,
18, = )\S’;(PT,F,C , P;;), homogeneous F', element-invariant ¢, deterministic P, and
where fq(,a,t) is not a function of r = (y, ..., z). Let the mode-switch time set be
Tr = {tw, ty, t.}. If ty —t < ming,e7, t;(r;), then the optimal STFF 7** is equivalent
to:

ﬁ**(ag7 I‘f,fl)f,af,tfh‘,l‘,t) = Wy(yf|y,tf - t)...wz(Zf|Z,tf - t)n:rfer(aga afaxfatflwvt)
(8)
:wr(rf’rvtf_t)njrfer(agavaafatf“,rat)a (9)

where w,.(rf|r,tq) := wy(ys|y, ta).--w:(2¢]2, tq), and the STFF 73", is computed solely
on Py(2'|x,a,t,ep) = Pye (2'|x,a,t) fixed to the mode ey < ((r).

This theorem is proved in Appendix (13.3), and it reduces to the unidirectional equation
7 as a special case where the mode-switching time-to-go condition can be dropped due to
the absence of a ¢ function. Here, j on r; indexes the corresponding state in the vector, e.g.
tw(rw) = tw(w), w € [w,y, 2] =r. Note that the condition ¢y —t < ming 7, t;(r;) in the
theorem means that this only holds if the agent can reach the goal before a mode-switching
event. In figure 8 we illustrate this time-constraint: the policy call 7y, from state x4, violates
the time constraint dictated by r, and the policy 7,4, does not, and the transitions of 7 are
set accordingly. This theorem applies to one STFF for completing a single goal. We will
next show how we can aggregate many individual solutions into a larger operator and use it
for multi-goal planning.

6. In the case that the internal state-spaces are chains with an descending one-step increment null dynamics,
and there is one defective state at the bottom of the chain, then the hitting time is given by the index in
the state array (e.g. y» is 2 time-steps away from the defective state yo under the null dynamics). The
linear system, however, covers all hitting-time cases with many possible defective states or state-space
transition structures.
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Figure 8: Time Constraints: the time vectors t,,, t, and t, are computed and compared to
the time it takes to navigate to goal states. It takes 2 time steps to get to the
lake from the tree, and so the agent can successfully get there without violating
philosophical constraints. If the agent goes from the tree to the house, which
takes 4 steps, it will not starve or die of dehydration, but it will will freeze to
death, so the task of getting to the house is infeasible from the tree.

5.2.3 FORWARD SAMPLING WITH A GOAL-CONDITIONED POLICY SET

Because the explicit operator Ps is very large, computing solutions to equation (6) with
either dynamic programming or forward-sampling low-level actions is not practical. This
is a significant problem for any agent which represents a hierarchy of transition operators.
However, we can exploit the time-constrained TG-CMDP factorization discussed in the
last two subsections to forward sample policies from an ensemble of solutions for each
goal (similar to (Ringstrom & Schrater, 2019)), where we compute policies and low-level
STFFs separately from the higher-order transition operators and combine them with the
higher-order state predictions w.
Let,

‘” = {%61,917 ceey %@mygn},

be an ensemble of TG-MDPs with an availability function for each of the low-level goal
states in z-component domain of F, i.e. x4 € Xy = Dom,(F'), paired with each mode in £.
Bach 4, 4, = (X, A, Pye;, fg;) is a TG-MDP which is optimized using operator Py.; and
the availability function fe(z,a,t) :== F(ag|z,a,t) is a restriction of the action-availability
function F' to a single goal oy € A' corresponding to a single goal-state xg € Xy, the set of
states associated with task-goals. Solving the regular OBEs for each .Z, 4, in .# will result
in unconstrained goal-cover sets, Iy, 1= {Te; g1s s Tep g, b AN Hay 1= {0, o0seees Ny g -
We can then define a constrained aggregate state-time feasibility function 7). using equation
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(8) applied to the STFF's in H,:

Ne(og, p ty|r, o, b, Ter) o) = Ny g(Qg, Tp, tplT,t), Vrity —t < tme%l_ t;(r;)

F€Tr
Notice here that even though 7. is parametrically defined on R x X' x T, it is defined to always
output an STFF defined only on X x T, and thus we are avoiding representing an object in
the full product-space. We can now compose the aggregate operator 7). with w, for the joint
dynamics. Given that the STFF maps to an action (goal), in order to sequentially compose it
we have to define the product-space goal-operator G5 : (X X RXIIXT) x (X xR xT) — [0,1]
defined with the policy-prediction composition operator Ag as,

Gs(r;"7m}7t;‘|r7x7t77r<(r)) = )‘G(Pra vawrvﬁc) = (10)

Y P(flrs ) Po@llap, m(ay,ty), ((rg) tp)we(rplr,ty — R0, mp, telr, 2t mery)
o,xfr,rrty

~
Goal-Operator Factorization

where t’f =ty + 1, and we use P, and P, to evolve the dynamics one extra step so that the
operator G represents what happens after the goal oy is activated (hence the ¢ty 4 1) (See
Fig.4 for operator illustrations). Also note that ¢ and 7 are implicit supporting functions in
the arguments of A¢g, suppressed in the notation.

With G, we have a composite goal-operator which respects mode-switching constraints.
Crucially, this operator has a memory-efficient factorization defining the agent’s ontology,

O = {ﬁwwwawy)wm Pw7Py7 Pz: Pa:}v

that we can use to forward-sample state vectors without explicitly representing the Cartesian
product space of GG in memory, which would be otherwise intractable.

It is also important to note that if the higher-order state-space is static, meaning that
each null action induces an identity transition y — vy, for all states y, then w must have
identity transitions for every state for all time t; provided as an input. This simplifies
things, and it will be used when we introduce static binary states o for logical tasks, or
to parameterize the state of an environment. For example, these binary states and can be
flipped under a transition operator P, when the agent presses a button or picks up an item,
and so the prediction operator must necessarily be given as,

we(a'|lo,ty) = {1 if: o =o', 0 otherwise}, Vts € Ny,

due to the static property of the state-space.

Because the operator G, is indexed by polices, we can apply any tree-search algorithm,
such as breadth-first search (BFS), to generate m-length plans (open-loop sequences of
closed-loop policies) p = (7, 7). 7(™)) from the set II, shown in algorithm 27. Given
an initial state-time (s, t);, we can initiate a root node, root = Node(s;, t;, p = (), is_leaf =
False). Then executing, BF'S(root,O,m) — leaves, will generate leaves by advancing
the state with policies w € II applied to the operator set O for every level in the tree. It is

7. Note that algorithm (2) is written assuming deterministic dynamics for simplicity. If stochastic dynamics
are used, the variables have to be represented as probability distributions over states (e.g. (t,¥,...)).
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straightforward to see that a plan can be used to define a plan operator, Q. For example,
the entries of @ for a length-2 plan p; 2 = (71, m2) is the composition,

Q(r”,:v”,th’I‘,I’i,t,ﬂl,Q) = ZGs(r,/,iﬂll,tb’r/,l‘/,tfl,ﬂg)Gs(r,?x,,tf1|I‘, xi,taﬂ-l)v (11)

/ /
r'x ’tfl

where the definition extends for a p of any length by sequentially multiplying G5 and
marginalizing over all of the intermediate state-times. Thus, Qp, : (SXT X Pp) X (SXT) —
[0,1] can be computed by BFS where leaf nodes index m-length plans p € P, and the
resulting state-times. We can see what an individual plan p1 32 = (7g,, 7g,, 7g,) looks like
when executed in a simple gird-world with physiological states in figure 7.

Since the leaves contain the resulting state-time (s,,t,) of applying the open-loop plan
p, we can evaluate the state-time with the availability function f, (sp,a*,t,). While this can
be easily done for a given fg, a good method of defining this function is not obvious. An
engineer might intuit that the best internal state that should be encoded as the goal is the
fully satiated state riae = (Wmazs Ymazs Zmaz ), NOWever, this state is clearly not reachable.
How should one know, a priori, which of the many possible vectors in a large Cartesian
product space should or should not be encoded as a “goal” in fg?

6. Self-Preserving Agent
6.1 Goal Setting with the Valence Function

We now turn to the question: what is a good goal? Previously, we introduced OBEs to solve
for policies that induce variables, a,, that act on a different space, i.e. a task goal, but there
also are many possible non-task goal-states that do not emit a ag variable. Our approach is
to evaluate the quality of any possible state-vector of the Cartesian product space with an
intrinsic measure of the change of the agent’s empowerment in order to side-step the problem
of defining f,. We define the valence function U, as the n-step empowerment difference
from following an m-step plan p from initial state-time, (s,t), and ending at (s,,t,):

V(GG Qustip) = €u(Clspnt) ~ ECs1)]. (12)
(8p:tp)~Qm(-,[s,t,p) ~ /) —_

Final Emp. Initial Emp.

where G is an operator, G’ is an operator evaluated after following p that shares the same
domain as G but can potentially have different transition dynamics, and (s, t,) is the state
vector and time after executing a plan p from (x,¢) under the m-step plan operator @y,
in equation (11). The open-loop plan p can stand for any kind of action sequence, e.g.
either p = (a(V,...,al™) or (for the focus of this paper) p = (71, ... 7(™)). Note that
controlling with sequence of polices is a (deterministic) semi-Markov formulation somewhat
similar to the Options framework (Sutton et al., 1999), however we do not use predefined
or learned initiation- or termination-state sets, rather, terminations conditions are defined
by goal-success or failure events dictated by the STFF. The operator G can be a fine-
grained operator such as Ps(s'|s,a,t), or a hierarchical goal-operator G4(r/, 2/, t'|r, z, t, 7).
Computing empowerment on an operator is a measure of the agent’s capacity on the domain
of that operator. While the fine-grained operator for the full product space, Ps, is the most
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Algorithm 2: SPA_Breadth_First_Search

input 7, He = {Ney,91 Mer,gor -1 O = {wwy oy w2 b, Pr = { Py .., P.}, Py, Py,
e,y = {77617571771-61,92’ ""ﬂ-@bgk}? ¢ F,m

output :tree

1 let root < Node(Oinit, Tinits Tinits to, p = (), leaf < False, parent < none) be an initial
node

2 sub — compute,all,sublimated,feasibility,functions(Pr, f)
3 tree < initialize_tree(root)
4 Queue.push(root)
s while not_empty(Queue) do

6 node < Queue.pop()
7 (o,r,2,t) + (node.o,node.r,node.x, node.t)
8 e+ ((r,o)
9 for 7. 4 in Il. do
10 if (kr, ,(z,t) > 0) A (sublimation_check((o,r,z,t), #sup) = True) then
11 (o, zp,ty) < Nelog, xp, trla, t,r,m)
12 r’ < update_all_internals(r,t; —t,(;)
13 & = Py(a" |wp,m(xy, ty),ty)
14 r"" < one_step_internal_update(r’, o, P,)
15 0"+ P,(d"|o,al0))
16 et +1
17 if len(node.p) < m then
18 new_node < Node(a”,r" 2" t" leaf + False,parent + node)
19 tree < add_to_tree(tree, new_node)
20 Queue.push(new_node)
21 else
22 new_node <— Node(a” v" z" t" leaf + True, parent < node)
23 tree < add_to_tree(tree, new_node)
24 end
25 end
26 end
27 end

28 Return(tree)
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complete, it is challenging to compute empowerment at long horizons. Alternatively, the
value of state-time goal-operators like G5 is that one can compute empowerment at the level
of the task, which means that it operates over long state-time ranges in the sub-space of
low-level states the task is defined on, called the grounded subspace (Ringstrom et al., 2020),
and the resulting internal states. If we define the set of plans of length m obtained from BFS
as P, then we can compute the best plan which maximizes valence from state-time (s, ),

Vyst = max (0n(G, G, Qm,s,t,p)], (13)
p;t = argmax [%H(G? Gl? Q'ITU S? t7 p)] ‘ (14)
PEPm

We write the optimal valence as v, ,, leaving the transition operators out as implicit
arguments. Also, note that v} ¢, = v* (s,t,p), where the appended subscripts indicate that
it is a scalar for a wvalence-to-go function v computed only for one initial state-time. A
valence-to-go function is simply valence in the context of a valence Bellman equation, which
we will discuss later on in Section 7.

Computing empowerment in a product space can be done in principle with the Blahut-
Arimato algorithm, however the row-space of the channel matrix will be |II|" for a horizon
n, and the column space will be |S x T, which scales exponentially with additional new
state-spaces comprising S. However, with determinism in P; F' and fg of the TG-CMDP,
one can represent an product-space state vector s as a set of (deterministic) marginal state
vectors (X, w,y,...,z) to avoid representing the full product space, and forward propagate
these vectors through O for all actions to sum up the total number of reachable states after
n steps (see section 13.9 for pseudocode). We do not currently have a method for computing
empowerment with a stochastic factorization without building the full channel, but it could
be possible in future implementations to maximize a lower-bound on empowerment by
fixing an action-sequence distribution (e.g. uniform) p(agn)) constant and maximize the
mutual information between action-sequences and states under this distribution. Therefore,
stochastic operators and availability functions can be used for SPA, but determinism plays a
major role in simplifying the computations.

6.2 Self-Preserving Agent Definition

We have defined all of the components for a self-preserving agent, which includes the base
transition operators, abstract goal operators, and valence functions. We now formally define
SPA as:

Definition 6.1: Self-Preserving Agent

A self-preserving agent (SPA) is a 4-tuple S = (P, P;, (, F'), where P, : (X x A X
T x &) x X —[0,1] is a low-level transition operator with a defective mode e_ and
normal mode ey, P, = {Py, Py, ..., P.} are secondary transition operators, ( is a
mode function which maps defective states-vectors to the defective mode, and F' is
an action-availability function.

SPA uses these components to compute an ensemble of unconstrained state-time feasibility
functions and their policies using the OBE equations (2-4) to construct the unconstrained
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aggregate feasibility functions #H,, from which it can derive the constrained aggregate 7., the
internal prediction operator w,. Then, SPA runs BFS for m-length plans, forward sampling
state-vectors with the factorization in equation (10), implicitly forming @ (equation (11)) by
enumerating the leaves. After BFS, SPA computes empowerment over all the leaf state-times
and the initial state-time in order to calculate the valence of each plan with equation (12),
and selects the best plan p* using equation (14), and follows the plan it until completion
(see Algorithm 3 for pseudocode).

We will now provide two theoretical examples of the valence optimization, one simple
one in which the environment does not change 6.2.1, and then in the context of affordances
(6.3.1) where we compute it in task space when the environment can change.

Algorithm 3: Self-Preserving Agent (Deterministic)
inI)Ut : Pe - {P:c,eoa Px,ela }7 P’I” = {Pwa Pya ceey Pz}a Dv 87 Cv Fv n,m, Tf

1 F < {fq,, fg,, -}, set of goal-restricted availability functions of F
2 Tiste < {}, internal state-space time constraint set (ISTC)

3 foree £ do

4 for f,, € F do

5 (Ke,gis Te,gs2Ne,g;) < feasibility_iteration(Py e, fg,,Tf)
6 (o, I1,’H) < append_to_sets((,II, 1), (Ke,g:> Te,g; Ne,g:))
7 end

s end

9

for P, € P, do

define function wy(¢;|¢;,tq) = Pg‘i(i,j)
11 Q.append(wy)

12 P+ remove_states(P ., D)

13 ty < linsys( — ngg, 1)

14 Tistc-append(ty)

15 end

16 7). < time_constrain(H, Tisic)

17 O« {7, Q, P, P}

18 tree < SPA breadth first_search(O,II, F\(,m)
19 init_emp < empowerment (O, root.s, root.t,n)
20 best_valence =0

21 for leaf € tree.leaves do

=
(=]

22 final_emp < empowerment(Ojeqf.p, leaf.s, leaf.t,n)
23 cur_valence < final_emp — init_emp

24 if cur_valence > best_valence then

25 best_valence + cur_valence

26 best_p < leaf.p

27 end

28 end

20 execute_plan(best_p)

6.2.1 EXAMPLE 1: VALENCE FROM CHANGE IN STATE

Now that we have developed the mechanics of SPA we can being to illustrate some theoretical
examples. Figure 9 shows the BFS plan prediction and valence computation of SPA for two
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plans, using two hikers for the purpose of illustration, where each start at the same low-level
state s;. Empowerment on product spaces is challenging to visualize, so for illustrative
purposes we use marginal empowerment, €7 (see A.13.4), which shows the contribution
from the space X given a physiological state which bounds the hiker’s movement. Initially,
both hikers cannot move more than 2 states without dying, thus both Hikers have an initial
empowerment (setting n = 3 for simplicity) €5 (Ps|s;, to) = log,(13). Hiker 1 (Yellow Shirt)
executes pig = (71, m2) ending at state x4,, with an empowerment of logy(5) which produces
a negative valence (-1.37). Notice that none of the reachable states (shaded pink) include
the house, so Hiker 1 will inevitably die because he cannot return home to get warm. Notice
that the temperature state effectively dictates the final empowerment for P, for both plans,
as the z internal state which will dictate the switch to the defective mode the soonest (in 1
step for Hiker 1 and 3 steps for Hiker 2). The horizon parameter n matters here, because for
n = 1 the final empowerment on P; will be the same for p;2 and p34 but as n is increased
greater to 2 or 3 the discrepancies between pi2 and p3s become apparent. Hiker 2 (blue
shirt) executes p34 = (w3, m4) ending at state x4, with an empowerment of log,(25) and a
positive valence (0.94), thus, SPA will select p34 as the better plan. Agent 2 is also also
capable of performing four other possible tasks within the empowerment horizon, which
includes the cabin unlike Hiker 1. These tasks, as we will discuss shortly, can be formalized
as Gibsonian affordances (Gibson, 1977), which we will later show can be directly changed
to increase valence.

BFS ° P12 = (g, Tg,) Final Emp.
e m=2 Si x x Spia e (P to) = logy(5)
QO (4, w2, Y10, 210, T0) 25 (2g,, w10, Y7, 27, t3) —22 (g, We, Y10, 23, to) 3(Ls|Sp1z, to) = logy (5
Q o i i 5 O i 6 _ i i ® .
_ O om m m RN Fh YRS EENEA Valence
= @ n L o E g . ] B3 (Ps, Ps, Q, 51, to, pr2)
1 1 Y
i : lg ‘E 1" F,"\.‘.‘ ® e = log,(5) — log,(13)
To Nl 2 ok § B = 1.5
T e l . y R B =-137 @
3 T 1 v | ¢ & | <
= % ® I A [ Fr PR N A & Valence
e b i ! e A & MR
® & ﬁf T R I VE(Py, Po. Q. 51110 p3a)
T 1T {'5{ ® %) @ =logy(25) —logy(13)
3 L]
1 H L | L I . —094 ©
€5 (Ps|si, to) = logy(13) - - = - = *
Initial Emp (i, w2~,l./;u- 210, %0) oy (€45, w10, Y7, 27,t3) T (€ ltmé/m-zn-lﬂ E(Pulsputr) — logy(25)
. i Sp,
© . Final Emp.

Figure 9: Valence evaluation for a change in state: Two hikers, represent two possible plans
generated by SPA. We show the evolution of the state vectors under the plans
and compute the valence. Hiker 1, follows a plan which leads to a decrease in
empowerment for a negative valence, and Hiker 2 follows a plan which increases
its empowerment for a positive valence.

6.3 Affordances

In the previous example we suggested that the tasks available to the agent are Gibsonian
affordances, which are environmental opportunities to achieve an internal goal (Gibson, 1977;
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Roli et al., 2022). Affordances, in Gibson’s original conception, is what an environment
offers to an agent. Affordances are not just controllable aspects of the environment, they
must incorporate an agent’s capacities in relation to the environment; feasibility functions
naturally represent such capacities.

Affordances have been formalized in RL (Abel, Barth-Maron, MacGlashan, & Tellex,
2014; Abel et al., 2015; Khetarpal, Ahmed, Comanici, Abel, & Precup, 2020) where Khetarpal
et al. define them as (z, a)-pairs satisfying an set of intended distributions over future states,
where the intention of an action is a distribution over next-states given an initial state.
However, we can also think about affordances as being the intended high-level goal-actions
which induce state-transformations on a space. This is a useful notion because it is the
state-transformation itself that we care about learning (which we discuss in section 11.1),
and also because there could be many distinct (high-level) states we might want to apply
a transformation to, and so we might only be interested in the means by which we induce
the transformation to those states. With SPA goals are afforded contingent on the agent’s
internal states and environment, which restricts the agents movement to realize goals. If the
empowerment horizon is set to n = 1 and the dynamics are deterministic, then the agent is
computing the logarithm of the number of ways in which it can feasibility influence other
systems of interest under G4, which is a sensible way of understanding an affordance. For
our purposes, a similar definition to Khetarpal et al. can be given as, (s, 7)-pairs that satisfy
an intended higher-order action ay:

AFL ={(s,m): > filag, sy tyls,t,m) > 0,¥(s,m) € S x II}.
Sfity

An affordance set .A]-"tag is notation introduced to establish a connection between our work
and the work of Khetarpal et al. and Roli et al. (Khetarpal et al., 2020; Roli et al., 2022),
and it simply reflects the structure of Gy since both are defined by 7. Thus, changes in
A]:flg indicate changes to the structure of Gj.

Gibson imagined the activity of changing the environment to create affordances as a
primary activity of organisms. In his words:

“Why has man changed the shapes and substances of his environment? To change
what it affords him. He has made more available what benefits him and less
pressing what injures him. [...] Over the millennia, he has made it easier for
himself to get food, easier to keep warm, easier to see at night, easier to get
about, and easier to train his offspring.” p.122 (Gibson, 1977)

We can see that implicit in Gibson’s original conception is the idea that affordances
should be actively changed to suit the needs of an agent. Suiting one’s needs implies a
normative evaluation, and we argue in this paper that valence is a good criterion for life-long
agents because we can estimate the impact of an affordance on an agent’s hierarchical control
architecture. In the next section we will show how SPA can compute valence when it alters
its own affordances, and we can begin to see how the (colloquial) value of an item in the
world is not a fixed and static property, but can emerge from the effect the item has an
agent’s ontology.
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6.3.1 EXAMPLE 2: VALENCE FROM CHANGE IN ENVIRONMENTAL AFFORDANCES

The valence function definition allows for the possibility that there can be two operators for
evaluation. Figure 10 shows a scenario how this can occur if the agent actively changes the
structure of the environment. Here, Stoffel needs food and water to survive, however, he
only has access to water on one side of an impassable mountain range. However, if Stoffel
obtains a key from the Dwarf, represented by a binary state ¢, he can unlock the mountain
pass door. This switches the dynamics from P, . S0 to Ppe b1 with an additional operator
Py(¢'|¢, ag), creating a shortcut through the mountain range to an apple tree. With the
door open, he can cycle between water and food fast enough to avoid death.

Fine-Grained Valence
05 ( Py, Py, Q2 8i, to, p3,2)
= log,(17) — log,(12)

A E
@ ‘ ' » =0.503
® ﬁ:}f > Task Valence
DDD D U3(Gyo, G,y Q2,805 to, p3,2)
= log,(8) —logy(1)
D €§<P¢n‘si’t0) = 10g2(12) @g(PLﬁllsmzvtﬂxz) = 10g2(17) =3
€5(Goolsisto) = logo(1) €3(Gy[8psas tpsn) = logy(8)

Figure 10: Valence evaluation for a change in state and environment: Stoffel starts from a lake
with an initial empowerment, and then travels to the Dwarf to obtain a key. This
key allows Stoffel to travel through the mountain-pass by reparameterizing the
base transition model to Py k., and the resulting state-time feasibility functions
derived from the base model. Thus, if the he returns to the lake then there is an
expansion of empowerment both in the fine-grained transition operator P;, and
in the goal-operator G5 which allows him to compute empowerment in task-space.
With the key, he can now travel back and forth between the lake and tree in
order to survive, which is reflected in the valence computation.

The two low-level operators P, . %0 to Ppe 41 parameterize different 7, " functions when
computing STFF ensembles, and therefore, changes in the environment can induce changes
in affordances reflected in Gy ,. We evaluate empowerment on fine-grained operators P, 40
and P 5 OF goal-operators G e %0 and G b1 each indexed by the environmental modes®.
The figure shows an executed plan p3s = (w3, m2) (m = 2), followed by an evaluation of
empowerment for n = 3. For this example we assume that the agent computes an ensemble
‘H,, which includes the key as a goal for the plan operator ), but the operator G4 that we
compute empowerment on is only defined on the physiological goals (see A. for full details).
Notice that if Stoffel does not retrieve the key, he will eventually die of starvation. However,
if he obtains the key, he can open the mountain pass door and eat from the apple tree.
After following the plan ps2, he returns to the lake to drink water, however, now that the
mountain pass is open he can reach extra squares on the other side, leading to a positive

8. It’s important to recognize that we could always include the state-space £ in the operator Ps and use a
single operator evaluated at two states, however this increases the size product space operator.
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fine-grained valence. Additionally, another task-goal ceq is afforded, AFo°, — AFot

Qeat Qeat )
under the re-parameterized goal-operator G o1 With the key, Stoffel can now follow many
other possible plans, such as p = (w1, w2, %=, 71, m2) which repeats (w1, m2) for n iterations,
in which he can avoid hitting a defective state; this is captured by n-step final-empowerment.
What started out as zero task-empowerment increases to an empowerment of 3 (with n = 3
there are 23 = 8 reachable state-times under G, ¢1)' Thus, the agent can use feasibility
functions (defining Gs) to reason across the product space in order to forecast the long-term
term consequences arising from changes to the environment structure and affordances.

6.3.2 QUANTIFYING THE VALUE OF AN ITEM WITH VALENCE

Interestingly, we can define a computation in which the agent can attribute value to the key
in figure 10 with a function V,,. The agent can compare its current state s, = (24, y;, ..., ¢1)
(with the key) to the state it would be in if it did not have the key s¢, = (x;,y;, ..., $o) with

all other states in the vector being equivalent to sy, where G? is the operator conditioned
on environment state eg:

Vn(¢1|¢07 Gsa S, t) = an(Gfl |S¢17t) - en(Gf0|S¢ovt) .

With Key Without Key

The value of the key in figure 10 with respect to (s;,to,n = 3) is V3(¢1|¢o, Gs, si, to) = 3.
This is the same amount as the valence of the plan in the example, though it does not follow
that the value of the item must equal the valence of the plan that obtains it. Also, note that
this computation assumes that G5 as an operator does not include the task of obtaining the
key in its domain, which would defeat the purpose of the calculation—we want to know the
value of the key conditioned on it existing or not existing in the world.

Notice that the value of the key is relative to the agent’s state, time, operators, and
the horizon n. Therefore, a key could become valued or valueless to the extent that these
parameters change. What we have presented is a mechanism in which value can be directly
bestowed upon an item by an agent. Notice that this is very similar to a utility function,
however, the agent is not committed to static values for items like keys, rather, if an open-
ended agent were to learn new structure of the world, it valuations can change as the agent’s
planning architecture G or state-vector s change. That being said, an agent could store and
recall the value of an item it has calculated in the past as if it were like a utility. This would
be an important mechanism for maximizing valence without explicitly computing it, much
in the same way that a person might act on an instinct to pick up a twenty dollar bill on
the ground without computing the empowerment-gain of increasing the state of his or her
bank account by twenty dollars.

6.4 Empirical Comparison

We present, in Figure 11, empirical demonstrations of SPA’s time-complexity, and how
it compares to IHDR value-iteration solutions for problems in the full product-space. By
progressively adding new internal state-spaces, such hunger, hydration, temperature, etc.
the problem becomes combinatorially larger, so we show how various parameters of the SPA
algorithm change the algorithm’s scalability. The IHDR problem assumes that physiological
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death-states are penalized with an arbitrarily high penalty (—1000), and fully satiated
states are rewarded with a reward (+10), and both IHDR and SPA problems will assume
determinism in the transition operators.
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Figure 11: (A) The time to compute the solution is plotted while varying the number of
secondary state-spaces linked to a 3 x 3 grid-world. The number of states in
each secondary state-space is fixed at 13. The blue line is the solution times
for IHDR, which exponentiates when we use value-iteration (VI) in the full
product space as we add more state-spaces. The green lines are SPAs solution
times as we add more state-spaces. The empowerment horizon was fixed to
n = 3, and each green line corresponds to a different BFS depth, M. (B) We
demonstrate the time-complexity of SPA when increasing the number of states
in each state-space far beyond what IHDR, can manage, holding the number of
internal (physiological) secondary state-spaces (NISS) constant for each line plot
and fixing the BFS depth, M = 3. The number of states, IV, applies to both the
grid-world and each of the secondary state-spaces. The problems were solved on
an Apple M1 Max, 32 GB RAM.

In Figure 11.A we fix the size of the nine-state gird-world (3 x 3) and vary the number of
secondary state-spaces (e.g. physiological state-spaces) which are linked to randomized goal
states. The number of states in each secondary state-space is fixed to 13. The blue line shows
how the solution time exponentiates when we solve the solution with value-iteration in the
full product space as we add on more state-spaces. The green lines plot how SPAs solution
time scales as we add additional state-spaces to the product-space, where the empowerment
horizon was fixed to 3. We collected results for 10 runs, but the variance was negligible
so we simply plotted the mean. Each green line varies the depth of BFS. The exponential
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growth for SPA is caused by adding more state-spaces and corresponding goal-conditioned
policies (goals being colors). BFS with fixed depth M grows polynomially in the number of
policies P at the rate PM | where P is also equal to the number of secondary state-spaces.

The 3 x 3 gridworld was chosen in 11.A because larger grid-worlds become intractable
too quickly for THDR. To demonstrate how SPA scales beyond the 3 x 3 gird-world, in
Figure 11.B we demonstrate the time-complexity when increasing the size of all state-spaces,
holding the number of secondary state-spaces constant for each line plot. Note that the
number of states, N, applies to both the grid-world and each of the secondary state-spaces.
Each point on the graph quantifies the total time of all aspects of the SPA algorithm, which
includes computing all STFFs 7, prediction operators w, M-depth BFS, and empowerment
for each leaf of the BFS tree. The empowerment horizon was set to n = 2, BFS depth was
set to M = 3, and the time horizon T’ for each problem is set to be 12v/N to guarantee the
agent will not exceed the time limit under BFS and empowerment computations. Therefore,
the size of the full product-space of state-vectors and times that the factorization of Gy
is defined on is 12¢/NN® where S is the total number of state-spaces (gird-world and
physiological). Both IHDR value iteration and SPA were optimized by representing the
hierarchical state-space transition operators into sparse matrices for all relevant aspects of
the problem when it is computationally advantageous, whereas dense multi-dimensional
arrays (tensors) can be used for simplicity, but do not scale well. For smaller problems
solved in figure 11.A, sparse matrices for SPA are slower compared to dense tensors, but
sparse matrices are necessary for the larger grid-worlds in 11.B due to memory constraints.

With SPA we can compute solutions to much larger problems because we 1) never need
to form the explicit hierarchical operator like IHDR, and instead compute a space efficient
factorization of Gg, and 2) we avoid dynamic programming to compute a value function
defined on the full product-space and instead forward-compute a sequence of policies with
tree-search. Note that tree-search can become arbitrarily expensive depending on the depth
of the roll-out, and thus this example is meant to highlight how valence maximization tree-
search can solve problems in a given regime that are simply intractable from the perspective
of IHDR. These examples are qualitative comparisons because one objective function is
not meant to approximate the solution to another, rather the examples are comparing how
different formalizations scale. The central qualitative departure between the two methods is
that we never need to justify the arbitrary reward function provided for the IHDR problem,
and instead the problem only requires optimizations that depend the hierarchical transition
operator. Additionally, SPA was optimized serially on a single core, however, the policies,
STFFs, prediction operators w, and empowerment computations could all be parallelized on
multiple cores.

7. Valence Bellman Equation

We will now address the Bellman foundation of SPA. SPA optimizes the valence of an
open-loop plan via forward sampling, but we developed the theory from the ground up
by first constructing the components of the sampling factorization (built on TG-MDP
formalisms) and then we used it to define the valence optimization. However, it is natural
to ask the more fundamental question of whether or not there is a formalization for the
valence optimization written as a Bellman equation. Indeed, there is; since valence is a

48



REWARD IS NOT NECESSARY

scalar, a one-action valence function could be used in a Bellman equation in place of a reward
function, constituting a finite-horizon Valence Bellman Equation (VBE), here written in a
hierarchical form (hVBE) with the hierarchical transition operator Ps,

vi(s,t) = max | By (Ps, Ps, Psys,t,a) + > Puls]s, t,a)u(s,t+1) | (15)
a
(s, t) = argmax | U, (Ps, Ps, Ps,s,t,a) + ZPs(sl|s,t,a)1/:L(s/,t +1) (16)
a o
Qi(sry Tyls, 1) = S Qi(sry Tyls's t + 1Py(s']s,t, 7 (s, 1)), (17)

Notice that in the VBE, the operator that moves the agent around is the same operator
being measured with valence—in this equation there is only the transition operator and
an intrinsic measure on the operator, no external quantity. The optimal wvalence-to-go
function v, solved for with value iteration, has the important property that it represents
the cumulative empowerment gain of the agent from its initial state to the distribution over
states at the final time, Q7 (sr;, T¥|s, ), under a policy 7* (the boundary condition at ¢t = T}
is Q5 (s7;, Ty|st,, Ty) = 1 and v;;(s, Ty) = 0). That is to say, the cumulative empowerment
gain of the valence-to-go function can itself be expressed as an abstract valence function
0, . This is true because if we unroll the VBE recursion (equation (15)) into its series form
and substitute in the empowerment difference definition of valence for each state (equation
(12)), then all of the intermediate empowerment values (where &, = &,,(Ps|s, t)) cancel out,
leaving only the final empowerment evaluation minus the initial empowerment evaluation,
meaning the solution is path-independent (see Section 13.6 for full derivation):

oo = (2 feal - € ) + (2 B et £ feT) )
—EE + ...+ CE &, |- E .. ST, ;
(XMJSL/[’M/ QQ/{L@S/}) (STf e, [ Tf:| s s Ty—1 )

= .. E | — &, = E Plsp., T &, (Pglsy,t 19
BB 6]t = B [E(Plr T] - @B ) (19)
V;(StoatO) = %nm(P& Psa Q;krv stovth 7['*)- (20)

Notice that line (19) is the definition of valence, but now for the abstract operator Q% :
(S xT)x(Sx{Tt}) = [0,1] for the policy m, which summarizes the final sequence of
expectations Eqx = Esp, -+ Esyy s where each Es, := Es,~p,(|s;_1,a,t—1)- Note that {T}} is
a singleton dimension included for clarity. An agent acting under the optimal policy of
this equation will seek out the most empowered states reachable under the horizon 7%, in
expectation, from the initial state-time.

As we can see, VBEs have a self-similar structure: if reward is replaced with valence
for low-level state-actions, then the valence-to-go function vy, . is interpreted as a valence
function at the level of state-policies, (s, 7), under an operator Q%. In other words: valence
in, valence out. Because of equation (19), we can see that a VBE agent (which includes SPA)
does not optimize the path that it takes to get to the final state (distribution) of highest
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empowerment, it only optimizes for reaching high-empowerment states under the horizon T,
so all policies which have the same termination distribution are valence-equivalent from a
given starting state-time. This means that VBE’s can be naturally extended for hierarchical
abstraction, as we could always create a higher-order semi-Markov hVBE with abstract
operators which map from initial-to-final states, where the abstract operators are synthesized
via function composition. This property makes it well-suited for incorporating OBE STFF
solutions into the definition of a semi-Markov VBE, since OBEs are an optimization based
on reachability rather than reward-maximization.

Solving a VBE with dynamic programming should be avoided, especially in a hierarchical
state-space, since it first requires calculating empowerment difference for every product-space
state-action vector just to define the one-step valence function, then followed by solving the
VBE for a valence-to-go function in the product space, both of which are computationally
prohibitive. However, it is useful and illustrative to formalize the VBE because it defines
the class of model-based optimization SPA contained within and motivates the approach
of forward sampling from a single state-time. Full solutions to this class would require
representing feasibility function on a huge space, and therefore forward solutions from a single
given starting state are ideal for VBEs because we do not need to evaluate empowerment
for intermediate states.

SPA, however, is a semi-Markov formulation that uses open-loop sequences of closed-loop
policies, and so the canonical VBE above does not take this into account. Also, we defined
SPA so that it has a constant number of polices for the BFS roll-out, which means that there
is not a fixed time-horizon Ty. However, SPA fits in the VBE framework if we formalize
it as a hierarchical semi-Markov VBE (hsmVBE). This equation is parameterized by the
goal-operator G, produced by OBEs, and with the horizon Ky which is the open-loop plan
length and number of abstract time-steps IC = {ko, k1, ..., Kt}. The equations are given as:

Constructed from OBE solutions

e —
vi(s,t, k) = max |, (Gs, Gy, Gy, s,t,m) + Y Go(s, s, t,m) (st k+1) |

s/t

(s, t, k) = argmax |, (G, Gy, Gy, s,t,m) + Y Go(s, s, t, m)vi(s', ¢ k+ 1),

s

s/t
Qh(skp iy, Kyls, t, k) =Y Qi(sky i, Kpls' 'k + 1)Go(s, t]s, t, 1" (s, 1, k),
s/t
where,
V’;:,“u(s)t? k) = E [en(Gs|st7th)] - en(Gs|Svt) = %H,M(G87G87QZ7S7th7u*)J

(K poticp)~Qp

is the semi-Markov valence-to-go function, u is a closed-loop meta-policy, and @}, : (S x
T xK)x(SxT x{Ks})— [0,1] is the final state-time prediction at abstract time (i.e.
policy count) Ky (again, {Ks} is a singleton dimension for clarity). Also, G used in
the first two arguments of the valence function can be substituted for Ps, depending on
the choice over operator the agent uses for the empowerment calculation. The abstract
time-steps k are non-standard, but this is a well-formed equation where one can think of
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the state-time (s, t) as acting as a single state and k acts as the (abstract) time variable in
a standard finite-horizon MDP problem. Notice that @y, is simply the closed-loop version
of the open-loop forward sampling plan operator @, defined by equation 11. SPA, on the
other hand, computes open-loop meta-policies (plans) p € P,, to construct Q.

For the exact same reason that intermediate empowerment calculations cancel out for
the original VBE, it is easy to see that SPA’s valence evaluation of a plan, where it evaluates
initial and final empowerment, is equivalent to summing the empowerment difference at
every step along the way. Therefore, given that the hsmVBE above has the same horizon,
we can relate SPA’s open-loop sampling procedure to the closed loop valence-to-go function
with the inequality,

V;,s,t < V;,n(sa t, k‘o),

due to the fact that any open-loop policy can easily be cast as a closed-loop policy by
assigning each action in a sequence to a time-index that parameterizes a non-stationary
policy. Therefore, any open-loop policy exists within the set of all possible closed-loop non-
stationary policies and so the optimal closed-loop policy bounds any open-loop policy from
above. Equality between these two quantities will be achieved if the dynamics (P, Py, ...)
and action-availability function F' are deterministic because these conditions imply that the
closed-loop meta-policy p* will produce a single deterministic sequence of policies when
sampled, and this sequence of policies must therefore be an optimal valence-maximizing
open-loop plan.

We developed TG-CMDP as a formalism for solving specific tasks defined by f,, which
produces feasibility functions for abstract planning through the OBE. The VBE, on the
other hand, is for controlling to any state which is determined to be in the interest of the
agent under empowerment-gain as a metric. To summarize the interplay between the two
Bellman equations: The OBEs play a functional role in making forward solutions to an
intractable hierarchical VBE possible by creating feasibility function transition operators
that connect the “contact points” (states associated with non-null actions of F) of the
individual component transition operators of a hierarchical transition operator Ps (equation
(5)) which parameterizes the VBE. This is done by turning a Hierarchical VBE into a
semi-Markov variant, the hsmVBE, and forward sampling plans.

8. Reusable Modular Representations and Compositionality

Having established the connection between the OBE and VBE, we will now orient our
discussion towards the topic of representational reusability and compositionality. The
SPA formalism is compositional because the STFFs compose with themselves on the low-
level state-space under sequential policy calls. Composability implies that for policies m
and 7y the corresponding STFFs can be represented as matrices H,, and Hy, such that
Hr H, = Hp,,, which is an STFF matrix for the plan pi2 = (71, m2). Thus, the matrix
multiplications preserve the STFF interpretation, and so STFFs are objects that exhibit
closure under matrix multiplication. This is in contrast to other representations like the
successor representation (SR) from the infinite horizon discounted reward Bellman equation,
which are matrices representing weighted state-occupancy that do not exhibit closure or
compose across hierarchies (Dayan, 1993; Gershman, 2018). Furthermore, the SPA formalism
also supports reusability because we can always expand our set of policy and STFF solutions
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for new problems and remap those solutions to new higher-level structure (refer back to
figure 5 for illustration). Taken together, this means we can create flexibly composable
multi-level transition systems for solving difficult problems, which we will now discuss.

8.0.1 VERTICAL COMPOSITION: GOALS AS NON-STATIONARY NON-MARKOVIAN TASKS

Previously, we have shown how we can plan in a hierarchical state-space by forward sampling.
The hierarchical state-space consisted of a low-level state-space X and physiological state-
space R. However, we can include other intermediate state-spaces, such as a binary vector
task state-space ¥ with a transition operator P,, where we can define non-Markovian
Boolean Ordered Goal (BOG) tasks to drive the dynamics of higher-order state-spaces, such
as the physiological state-space (Ringstrom et al., 2020). When we say non-Markovian, we
mean that the problem is non-Markovian with respect to the base state-space X, where the
higher-levels of abstraction, such as a binary vector space of a BOG task, can record the
agent’s progress in a task on X. It is straightforward to map tasks defined on intermediate
level state-spaces to induce dynamics in a higher-level space.

To compose levels of abstraction, let ¥ be a binary vector state-space, F' : (X X
AxT)x A — [0,1] be an action-availability function for first-order goals A!, and F :
(X x T) x A% — [0,1] be the second-order multi-goal function for second-order goals A?
produced when achieving an accepting state-time for a non-stationary non-Markovian task.
Then the full hierarchical operator is given as:

(s'|s,a,t) = ZP 'Ir,a, t)F(a|o,t) P, (o' |o,a)F(a|r,a,t)Py(2'|z,a,((r), 1),

where s = (r,o,z). Note that the operator P, can encode multiple binary tasks into
one space. For example, in figure 12 we have two binary vector spaces 1 and Y5 with
corresponding operators Py 1 and Py 2 which can be combined into one binary vector space:
P,(o'|o,a) = Py 1(6'|6,a) Py 2(6'|6, ), where the full vector o = 606 is the concatenated
binary vector. Thus, we can have multiple tasks each corresponding to different goal variables
in A? driving different higher-level dynamics.

We can encode the task-acceptability conditions into fg. For our tasks, we will use the
Boolean Ordered Goal (BOG) task formalism developed in Ringstrom et. al (2020). For a
logical bit-vector state-space like 3, a BOG task £ is defined as a set of accepting states
(the task-states X p) and a set of precedence rules C,

#B = (¥p,0),

which is parameterized by a Boolean statement B written in disjunctive normal form, e.g.
B = (ol noT)V (ol Aol). Each conjunction encodes the state (T or F in the superscript
denotes values 1 or 0) of a bit in & (denoted by the subscript 7, e.g. o; is the i" bit of &) for
fg to be non-negative evaluated on a given o. The task-states X p C X is the set of accepting
task states corresponding to conjunctions of B encoded in fg, and the set C are the set of
precedence rules encoded in the structure of P, (dashed lines on the cube in figures 12 and
13 denote that the transition has been disallowed). For example, 07 < o1 means the first
bit cannot be flipped to 1 if the second bit is already 1. For a TG-CMDP, it is not necessary
that the intermediate state-space is a logical task (it could be an automata, for instance),
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nor is it a requirement that the highest-level space is a physiological state-space, however,
we will use these state-spaces in this section to demonstrate vertical transition operator
composition. We will also use the convention provided by Ringstrom (2020) that goals have
types such as axe, or red, and therefore precedence rules can be expressed over the types in
order to enrich the semantics for the figure illustrations, e.g. water < fire implies that the
bit corresponding to water must be flipped before the bit corresponding to fire.

The operator P defines the full three-level system. SPA can use the exact same policy
and feasibility function decomposition of earlier sections and compute a state-time feasibility
function set on X, and forward sample policies to optimize a plan. If we have two or
more tasks, naturally one might wonder if we can and plan at an even higher-level with
second-order plans, i.e. sequences of first-order plans p = (p2, p1, ...), where a first-order plan
p is a sequence of closed-loop polices. This is indeed possible, but it introduces questions
of optimality when using second-order plans, and we will not pursue this further. One
can construct a hierarchical problem with two tasks that need to be completed in order
to complete a second-order task, however, the optimal solution could require the agent to
interleave policies for each task in order to complete both on time, due to how the two
tasks are embedded in the world. If we optimize a first-order plan for each of two tasks in
the hierarchical problem using only a set of low-level policies, then interleaving progress
between the two tasks is possible. When using precomputed first-order plans for each task
optimized separately, interleaving is not possible. Abstraction in this sense is would be
clearly beneficial though for very large hierarchies, considering that chunking sequences
would decrease the tree roll-out to find a solution. Future work could address the benefits of
using second-order plans and the conditions for their optimality.

We demonstrate this interleaving task problem in Figure 12, where SPA has two possible
tasks that it can perform: BOG Task 1, %; (green squares), require the agent to collect
a knife and step-ladder in order to obtain and eat a coconut from a palm tree; BOG Task
2, By (blue squares), requires the agent to collect water and a kettle, to boil water at the
fire (for sanitizing the water through boiling it in the tea-pot) so that the agent can drink
clean water. Task 1 has a precedence constraint knife < coconut and ladder < coconut,
and Task 2 has precedence constraints water < fire and kettle < fire. We can see that
SPA’s initial internal state r; is such that any trajectory that does Task 1 first and then Task
2, or vice-versa, will cause it to die of starvation or dehydration, however, if it interleaves
the tasks, it can satisfy both tasks before dying. Note that the items can have their own
time availability windows, and we model the fire as having a finite temporal availability
before it extinguishes, making the problem non-stationary non-Markovian®.

To conclude, an agent built on a foundation of VBEs and OBEs, therefore, has two
major kinds of decision process that it could engage in at any given moment to optimize

9. On a technical note, there are alternative ways this problem could be formalized. The tasks could be
repeated depending on how the operators Py and Py 2 are defined. If the agent completes a task by
collecting, boiling, and drinking water, then the fire and kettle will still exist, but the water will be
consumed, and so completing the task should reset the bit corresponding to water to zero, but not the
kettle and fire, one-step after it is achieved. The same would apply the knife and ladder as items, but the
coconut is consumed and thus the bit must flip back to zero. The fire can, alternatively, not be defined
as an “item”, but rather as a static feature of the environment to boil the water. In this case, one would
not represent fire as a bit, rather one could encode the task so that it could only be completed at the fire
state, defined in f,,.
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Figure 12: Two different BOG tasks #; and % can be completed in order to satisfy
physiological needs. Each BOG task will only have one accepting state, which
is the state o = 111. % requires SPA to collect a knife and a ladder in order
to retrieve and break open a coconut for food. s, requires SPA to collect
pond water and a kettle in order to boil the water at a fire for safe drinking.
Both tasks induce physiological jumps at the accepting state, and both tasks
have precedence constraints encoded into the task space (red dashed arrows
indicated disallowed transitions in P,). SPA starts the task full satiated in both
physiological state-spaces and forward samples polices using state-time feasibility
functions to flip bits (on the left, two dark red dashed arcs denote n-function
state-time transitions to flip the first bits of the binary vector for each task). Each
logical task is encoded in the 2"?-order action-availability function F' with two
task-goals agrink and deqr. The 15%-order action-availability function fe encodes
all individual goals for each feature on X to induce dynamics on each ¥ space,
and also encoded in F' is a time deadline on the fire, causing it to extinguish after
50 time-steps (F'(poit| T fire, @0, t) equals 0 for all ¢ > 50, 1 otherwise), making
the task non-stationary non-Markovian. The state-space on the right shows
the optimal path (red dotted arrows). The physiological state-spaces have 55
states, so the agent cannot solve one task and then the other, rather, SPA must
interleave goals for each task in order to satisfy both tasks before starving or
dying of thirst. Each sub-goal is assumed to take one time-step, and we will
ignore that, in reality, coconuts have thirst-quenching liquid inside, and assume
it is only used for calories.

a policy; should an agent choose to optimize a new policy and feasibility function for an
unknown feature of the world, or should it simply optimize a policy to increase valence
with the representations it already has? This leads us to an interesting conclusion: while
a TG-CMDP task can be designed and specified by an engineer, it can also, in principle,
be motivated by the potential valence if the agent were to learn the mapping between low-
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and high-level state-spaces or learn new state-space transition dynamics. We will return to
this point in section 11.1 when we discuss life-long learning, and the incentive to learn new
high-level transition dynamics.

9. High-level Reasoning with Sublimated TG-CMDP Solutions

SPA, being built on a the foundation of a TG-CMDP, is also capable of high-level reasoning.
Here by reasoning, we are simply referring to a process of applying computation to a
part of the problem to constrain or direct the search for a solution to the entire problem.
One important feature of the TG-CMDP is that it has a property called sublimation.
A sublimated problem is when we take a TG-CMDP and only solve it on one of the
state-spaces with a sublimated availability function that is only a function of variables of
that space. That is, if the original problem is .Z = (X x X, A, P, fg), the sublimated
problem for space ¥ is Ay, = (3, AL, P, fg,sub), where the sublimated availability function
fosup(0,t) := max, 4 fo(o, 2, a,t) discards all other variables other than o and ¢ (here, we
just drop x and a) from the original function fg and retains the maximum possible feasibility
over the discarded variables. We can then prove a theorem that the cumulative feasibility
function of a sublimated problem must bound the full hierarchical problem from above.
Put simply: if a problem is abstractly impossible from a high-level state, then it cannot
be achieved from that high-level state when embedded in the world. Thus, sublimation
exploits the fact that the OBE feasibility functions communicate reachability, rather than
path-dependent cumulative quantities along a policy trajectory. If X is a higher-level state
space, then a sublimated feasibility function kg s solved only on must bound the full
hierarchical feasibility function x. The theorem is stated as:

Theorem 9.1: Sublimation Theorem

If # = (¥ x X, AP, fg) is a full hierarchical TG-CMDP, and Ay, =
(%, AL Py, fgsup) is a sublimated TG-MDP using P, on space X derived from .#,
where fg sup(0,t) := max, q fo(0, 2, a,t), then:

R(Ua .%',t) < K?sub(o-a t)a

where & is the full hierarchical cumulative feasibility function and kg, is the sublimated
cumulative feasibility function.

With this theorem, we can see that an agent can quickly rule out policies to sample by
solving a partial problem in a higher-level state-space, as shown in figure 13. This figure
shows two tasks: Task 1 is impossible to complete, and so the agent never needs to try to
forward sample any policies because the entire task is infeasible, Rgyp1(00,t) = 0. Task 2
can be solved, but the sublimated feasibility function &g, 2 can help constrain the roll-out
of policies, where the red circles in the tree indicate that the task is infeasible from these
states (and thus roll-out is terminated). The agent can select the time-minimizing policy
that traverses the states in the order DEF.

It is important to In RL there is a practice of defining pseudo-rewards on sub-goals in
order to create incentives to complete a task (Sutton et al., 1998). This could run into
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Figure 13: Sublimation: 2 tasks each require the completion of three goals, recorded in
a bit vector space where the agent starts at o9 = 000. A rule (encoded by a
brown dashed line) A < B is interpreted as: flipping A to 1 requires B to be
0. Reverse transitions are not allowed by the transition operator P,. Task 1
encodes 3 precedence constraints which make the task impossible solely in the
binary vector space as indicated by the red star at o, therefore the agent does
not need to sample low-level polices 74, g, or m¢ which drive the dynamics of
Py,1. Task 2 only has 2 precedence constraints, and thus Py 2 has feasible paths
from 000 to 111, so we can forward sample low-level polices mp, mg, or T to
find a sequence that completes the task. Notice that if the agent samples 7,
or mp first, transitioning o for Task 2 from 000 to 010 or 001 (red stars), then
the sublimated feasibility from those states is 0 and forward sampling will be
terminated, as shown in the tree, where each node is a full hierarchical state
vector s. The plan pppr = (npmpnE) is feasible, as well as pprp = (TpTp7E),
where ppgr can be selected as the time-minimizing plan.

problems where an impossible task will still have rewards that the agent can accumulate,
which will cause the agent to pursue it anyways. However, this does not occur with the TG-
CMDP if the agent can reasons abstractly about sublimated feasibility. We see sublimation
as an important tool for abstract and symbolic reasoning, which has been called for as a
necessary ingredient in artificial intelligence for more general agents (Marcus, 2018, 2020).
If natural or artificial intelligence operates in a compositional model-based manner, then
computing sublimated solutions can act to refute or justify the relevance of a task or policy.

10. Relationship between TG-MDPs, VBEs and Multi-Objective RL

It is natural to compare SPA to a Multi-objective RL (MORL) agent, given that the physio-
logical dimensions of SPA can be viewed as multiple objectives. MORL is a multi-objective
paradigm where agents have a vectorized value function V7™ : X — R" corresponding to a
reward function vector R, where V7 can be considered a set of individual value functions cor-
responding to the n dimensions (Hayes et al., 2021). It is typical to obtain a scalarized value
function VI by using a utility function v with a weight vector w, V. = u(V™, w) = w! V™
(where non-linear utilities are also possible). This means that an agent can compute a policy
under a change in the agent’s priorities, represented by the weights. Policies can be plotted
in multi-dimensional value-space and a utility function can be constructed to choose a policy
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off of a Pareto frontier. The Pareto frontier is the set of value function vectors and associated
policies that cannot be improved along a given dimension without sacrificing improvement
along a different axis. The frontier represents a space of trade-offs where every dominated
point off of the frontier is clearly worse in all dimensions. Naturally, to select a policy from
the frontier, one must justify which point is preferable over all others. This justification
is given by the utility function (though, Pareto frontiers are not always used in MORL,
as they can be difficult to enumerate especially in continuous spaces). Of course, when
using preference weights we run into a similar problem faced in standard RL, the problem
of explaining where the preferences are derived from. In figure 14, we can see how SPA,
being built on the foundation of the VBE, does not require weights or a frontier. SPA’s
valence maximization optimization is multi-goal, but single objective, and the preferences
for various outcomes are dictated by the valence of the entire product space of the agent.

Pareto Frontier Utility Maximization y Valence Maximization
max u(V™,w (73] S, max Vs
b2 AVaut well ( ’ ) y ) Vs 2P1 cP 0P
P2 o,

> o «1Sp Vs,

Py V7T2 ‘0. i3P2
Y Yps T 5o

.’. ~inVSi s
S/’.x
Zp1 ZpaZps z

Figure 14: Pareto Frontier Optimization vs. Valence Optimization. Left: An optimal policy
can be computed from a set of policies, IT*, lying on a Pareto Frontier, (blue
points connected by dashed lines; red indicates interior “dominated” points) by
evaluating the polices with respect to a utility function w which is a function
of weights w. Right: product-space valence optimization is multi-dimensional
(and multi-goal) but single-objective optimization, so it does not require a Pareto
frontier or weights, and instead we optimize the valence of a plan, which transports
the agent from s; to a final state vector s, = (x,,¥,, 2,) (or vector probability
distribution). Notice that the axes represent objectives as value on the left, and
state on the right. Thus, on the right, a point farther away from the origin
does not necessarily have higher valence, rather it depends on the structure of a
product space transition operator. Life-long valence-maximizing agents build up
knowledge in the form of a product-space transition operator, and justify which
state vectors in the product-space are best given knowledge of their internal
functional organization.

An important difference between MORL and TG-CMDP agents is that MORL agents
represent the alternative objectives value functions for policies on X, whereas TG-CMDP
agents represent these objectives as state-spaces in R = W X Y X ... X Z controlled by
policies on X and framed as a reachability problem. This difference between value-objective
and state-objective (state-space) is significant because in MORL value functions are derived
from Bellman equations that have an additive form that results in the accumulation of a
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quantity over time without any imposed structure on the accumulation (other than discount
factors). Alternatively, the TG-CMDP represents the effect of following some policy in
other state-spaces with their own transition dynamics that are not necessarily required to
have a chain-like structure. This means that, while TG-CMDPs could use infinite chain-like
state-space to record unbounded reward accumulation just like a value function, they can
also use a state-space to record any other kind of process that cannot be modeled as reward
accumulation. For example, in some video-games, an agent may have a capacity (such as 999)
of how much money it can carry. The designer of a MORL agent may model wealth as one of
many possible objectives using a standard reward approach, representing the accumulation of
wealth independent of limits to the amount of wealth that the agent can effectively posses (or
physically carry and transport). Alternatively, the TG-CMDP can represent processes such
as (but not limited to) wealth or energy dynamics with floor or ceiling limits, or bit-vector
dynamics for recording object possession, making the TG-CMDP qualitatively different, but
more expressive. Also, because alternative objectives are represented as state-spaces, all
high-level states of a TG-CMDP agent can be used to condition its policy, and so they can
also be used for new tasks (spending money from a previous task to obtain an item in a
new task) whereas the value functions of MORL agent do not serve this role. This is an
important property for open-ended life-long agents which are constantly updating the states
of many state-spaces.

11. A Minimal and Ideal Model of Valence-based Life-long Learning

Up until this point, optimizing a plan to increase valence is a process that has taken place
with known dynamics. However, the world affords many opportunities to learn and control
new state-spaces. We argue that information seeking should be in the intrinsic interest of
the agent, and that the TG-CMDP formalism allows for the accumulation of skills and
knowledge because of its compositional and reusable feasibility functions, as we discussed in
chapter 8. Such knowledge of newly observed dynamics in other spaces can be integrated
into a planning architecture over time. We conclude this paper by demonstrating a minimal
and idealized life-long learning algorithm supported by valence and TG-CMDPs.

SPA has a number of functions which could be learned, such as the low-level dynamics
P,, action-availability function F', or any higher-order transition operator (P, Py, etc.).
We emphasize that our focus here will be to highlight the relevant aspects of our theory as
it pertains to valence-based life-long learning to set the stage for future algorithms, not to
provide a comprehensive theory which address all problems of learning. Thus, our life-long
algorithm assumes a fixed discrete state-space model constituting the world and it assumes
that the agent has perfect observations of the features on the underlying state-space—the
state-space of the world will not expand over time, which is of course necessary for a true
life-long algorithm. Instead, we present a simple learning algorithm to demonstrate the
important properties of learning at a high-level of abstraction. We will assume that the
low-level transition operator P, is known to SPA (including environment variable e) along
with the action-availability function F' and the null dynamics of all high-level spaces. We
also assume that SPA has knowledge of environmental features in the state-space, and can
compute an aggregate state-time feasibility function for the features. Features 6 will simply
be lists of attributes associated with the goal variable “visible” at the given states in X,
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e.g. 0 = {green, apple} would be a green apple at a state, and eating the green apple would
have a consistent state-transformation. Thus, any « will have a feature set 6, including the
null action «,, which is an empty set . = {}. Given that the availability function maps
the state-action-times to a goal variable, it also implicitly maps these tuples to the features
(through the one-to-one correspondence). We will refer to the feature associated with state
x as 6, and O is the set of all known features.

We also assume that when SPA learns something about a higher-level transition operator
P,, that it will directly learn a function ., called the state-transformation function,
that parameterizes P,. For example, if P, is a binary vector transition operator, a state-
transformation v, can be defined as an XOR (@) function which compares the i'* bit (denoted
as a superscript) in 0';- to another vector o} and applies logical AND (A) to all other bits.
That is, 1, returns True if only the ith bit differs in the vector, and so it formalizes a
bit-flip operation,

Yo, (0, 0%) = (0’;- @ O'i) /\(0'5 A Uﬁ).
0£i

If we have a set 1 = {Vay; Vags s Ve, > Vo }10 of state-transformations associated with each
goal-action a, € A!, then the bit-flipping operator PY¥ will be defined as:

PY(oploj, i) = {1 if ta,(0j,04) = True, 0 otherwise}, Vibo, € .

Alternatively, as we will use in an example, v, can be a function that acts on a
physiological state-space wa defined by ¥ = {¥qa ., Ya. }:

¢O¢eat (ijyk) = (yk = ymax))
Ya. (yj,yk) = (ymax(jfl,o) = Yk),
Pf(yk|yj,a) =A{1 if Ya(yj,yx) = True, 0 otherwise}, Vi), € 1,

where 4 is a Kronecker delta function used to compare states, and the resulting P, will map
any state y; up to the fully satiated state ymaq. (other functions are possible that increment
the physiological state up or down by a fixed amount).

By providing an observation function O : A — W, the agent can directly learn 1),, from
activated goal variables:

O(Oéz> — wai .

If the agent observes 1),,, then it means that it can expand the domain of P to the goal-action
a; and set all state-transitions of P in accordance with 1,,. Even though the function v,
is information that is generally not accessible to a real world agent, observing it, rather
than inferring it, will serve to demonstrate a broader capacities of SPA in life-long learning,
which is our primary interest here. Since 1, is a function, inferring it from observed state-
transitions would be akin to program induction (Shaw, Swartout, & Green, 1975; Lake et
al., 2015), which could be employed for a more realistic process of learning. However we will
leave inference over these functions from state observations for future work. We will also

10. The null state-transformation ., is defined without @ in order to induce null dynamics.

59



RINGSTROM

assume that the observation function is deterministic and v functions are consistent across
different environments.

If the agent has any new 1 set, we can construct the operator G¥ using the definition of
P¥. For example, if the agent’s only high-level space is ¥, we would have:

Updated Goal Operator

sz’(a}, x'f, t}]a, x,t,T)

Updated High-level Dynamics
—

= Z P;p(o-}|o-f7 a) Px(x/f|$fa Qrr C(o-f)7 tf)wo-(a'f|0', td)ﬁC(az g, tf|1:7 t 77)7
(e g T N A NeY

where t’f =tr+1land ty =ty —t.

The algorithm we present will be an m-policy roll-out of a single policy in order to
see if it can gather information about a feature under physiological constraints. That is,
we do not perform long roll-outs which condition on a potential belief updates from our
observations, as one might in a Bayesian-RL framework (Ghavamzadeh, Mannor, Pineau,
Tamar, et al., 2015) (as the agent will not know what the dynamics are until it observes
them). Nevertheless, this simple heuristic algorithm demonstrates how information seeking
behavior can be guided by the expected valence of learning. We will assume that for each
policy 7 in p, that the agent computes the expected valence vs ¢, of arriving at the state
with a feature, which is the valence of arriving at that state given the agent’s knowledge of
the effect of the feature on the product-space dynamics, plus a prior over the valence of the
feature in the absence of knowledge:

PEPm Tg~Qs,p; V™~Pv

V:,t,@ = max <mn(G'g)v G;’ba Q%>S7tv P) + Z Hé(efﬂﬁ) E E 1/)7 (21)

ﬂz] €Puni

Sum of valence for unknown features.

where Eg,~q, ,. 18 the plan-operator expectation over the probability that the agent will
be at the goal state x, under the (partial) plan p; = (7!, ..., 7?) sequentially sampled with
Gg’, and Ey~p, = Evrpy (102)" This equation is the same as a standard valence computation
(equation 13) except there is an additive valence prior for when the agent does not know
what transformation the feature 6, will induce from state z, the final state of following 7.
The sum is over pyn; which are the unique policies in p, so that we do not count the same
valence multiple times if the agent repeats the same policy.

Notice that when the agent does not know the feature effect, it still computes the resulting
valence of traveling to the state under its current understanding of 1 respecting the relevant
physiological and external state changes—the prior over valence is the agent’s anticipated
valence given new knowledge. The set O is the set of features 6 corresponding to the current
knowledge of dynamics 1, and © is the set of unknown features. 1g is an indicator function
that returns 1 when feature 6,_ is in the unknown feature set ©, and therefore acts to add
anticipated valence for an unknown feature (which can be positive or negative, depending
on the definition of p,). The operator G;p is the current product-space goal-operator under
the parameterization ¥ of known state-transformations.
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One could make the case that the introduction of a prior over feature-specific valence is
counter to the spirit of this paper, which has sought to derive value signals solely from the
intrinsic structure of the agent. While this is true, we acknowledge that real world biological
agents may have in-born curiosity signals or preferences for shapes, colors, sounds, and
tastes, among other features, and we maintain that signals of this nature can be combined
with product-space valence. Furthermore, it also might be possible for the agent to infer its
valence-priors for new features using past observations of similar features and their observed
valence.

11.1 A Simple SPA Learning Algorithm and Remapping Example

The Life-long SPA algorithm (algorithm 4) presented here is fully model-based. It assumes
knowledge of all transition operators and environmental features (trees, lakes, etc.), but it does
not assume knowledge of the feature’s effect on the higher-level state-space. The algorithm
is formalized to accommodate program in future instantiations, but these complexities are
avoided for now by the use of the observation function. At the beginning of the algorithm,
SPA will only have knowledge of P, and the null dynamics for all other operators. If we
assume a prior p,, then the agent then computes the best plan with equation (21) and
executes the plan. If the agent learns a new v, from observation (red exclamation point
in figure 15), then we can update 1 and P;’b and fo’, and allow the agent to interrupt its
previous plan to re-plan in light of the updated information.

Algorithm 4: Life_Long_SPA

input :Dynamics P,, High-level operators Q = {P,, P,, P,, ...} action-availability function
F', mode-function ¢, final time ¢, horizon m, prior p,

1 7, « create_aggregate STFF(FP,, O, F, ()
2 () « create_omegas(Q)
3 @«
at+0
5 < {YY VZ ..} #lInitialize null dynamics for all spaces
6 while ¢ < inf do
7 p < argmax cp (mn(G;pv G’;l)’ Q%v s, 1, p) + Zﬂepuni ]lé(eﬁw) EIgNQs,pi Ev~p, V)
8 for 7 € p do
9 (s Ty Ty b)) = Wi (c|r, tr — Oy -, |yt 70) #Update State
10 if 0, ¢ O then
11 VYo, — O(ar) #Observe State-Transformation
12 Y.append(,,.)
13 O.append(0,..)
14 break_for_loop #Re-plan after learning new dynamics
15 end
16 (s',t') + one_step_state update(cy, Ty, Tr,tr, T, Q¥, Py)
17 (s,t) « (s',¢) #Update state and time variables to latest
18 end
19 end

Figure 15 shows a simple example of life-long Stoffel running algorithm 4, and then
transfers to a new environment to plan with the learned knowledge in order to reach Hammie
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Figure 15: Learning, Transfer and Remapping: Here we show an agent employing the life-
long algorithm. We assume Stoffel knows the null dynamics and can generate
low-level state-time feasibility functions for the known goals in the map to produce
7. In environment 1, Stoffel is fully satiated and optimizes a plan to first go the
lake. The red exclamation points indicate that the function 1), has been observed
and the agent updates GG; and re-plans. Stoffel then travels to the dwarf and
learns that he can get a key (changing the object state to ¢1 and mode to ey, ),
and then he travels to the tree an learns that he can eat an apple. After the
episode Stoffel is transferred to a new environment with his state-transformation
set, in which he can readily plan without learning. Knowing he can get a key
from the dwarf, he can chain 6 policies together to reach Hammie, in which he
learns a new state-transformation ,,qte. Stoffel could not be confident that he
can reach Hammie without the knowledge that he can obtain a mountain-pass
key from the Dwarf, which he needs in order to drink from the first lake to avoid
dehydration.

without any additional learning, which could not be achieved without prior learning, as
Stoffel would die of dehydration and hunger. The example assumes that Stoffel can ”see” all
of the features of each environment, knows the dynamics model P, for each environment,
and can compute feasibility functions for each environment with feasibility iteration. Stoffel
has two physiological state-spaces with 15 states, meaning he has an effective range of 14
before he will die, and interacting with features takes one time-step. There are two features
of physiological significance, the apple tree and the lake, that can be found in the state-space,
along with a Dwarf who can offer a key, the possession of which is represented by the bit
state ¢ parameterizing the environment variable e4. Stoffel initially knows the null dynamics
of all spaces, but does not understand that he can drink from the lake, eat from the tree, or
obtain the key from the Dwarf. Stoffel starts out fully satiated and decides to obtain the
food first, since the prior p, encodes new features as equally good, then he travels to the
Dwarf and learns that he can open the door, which means he can then obtain water instead.
After Stoffel has learned the three operators in environment 1, it is then transferred over to
environment 2 and the high-level transition operator actions are remapped to new state-time
feasibility functions, and since Stoffel knows the map between features and transformations,
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he already knows how to act in environment 2. Therefore, Stoffel can generate a plan to
reach a new feature, Hammie, without needing to learn anything. If Stoffel did not learn the
dynamics, he could not reach Hammie without dying of thirst, as he would not know how to
reach the first lake to obtain water using the key to pass through the door.

12. Discussion

We have introduced SPA, a reward-free model-based autotelic agent that can dynamically
plan in a large product space of variables in order to stay alive, and uses empowerment-gain
to evaluate the quality of states produced by policy sequences. We showed how SPA can
reason at a high-level of abstraction via sublimation, plan across a vertical hierarchy of logical
tasks connected to physiological state-spaces, and how SPA could use the anticipated valence
of obtaining new information in order to obtain new knowledge of transition dynamics. We
intend that this framework will inspire lines of research, in both AI and computational
neuroscience, centered around compositional hierarchical planning and empowerment.

A few questions will require further investigation. First, we use a time-minimizing policy
basis for a set of goals, however, it remains to be proven whether or not this basis is sufficient
to form a plan operator that has maximum empowerment with respect to its domain. Second,
the hyper-parameters, m, for generating plans, and n for evaluating empowerment are fixed
and could be optimized, future work should address whether there is a good theory for setting
the parameters. Third, product-space empowerment in our theory was limited to the case of
deterministic operators because this allows us to compute empowerment via reachable-state
counting without using the Blahut—Arimoto algorithm. While Blahut—Arimoto can be
applied to our algorithm in the stochastic case, this is not ideal due to the size of the channel
matrix which has to be constructed. Future research could be directed towards the question
of whether or not there are methods for computing empowerment (or computing a bound
for it) in the stochastic case using our operator factorization to avoid constructing the
full channel’s joint distribution. Lastly, in our high-level dynamics learning example, we
simplified the problem by making the assumption that the agent directly learns the function
that parameterizes the high-level transition operator. We did this for simplicity, but future
work could infer the underlying transition structure directly from state observations.

A few technical and philosophical questions arise with respect to SPA. Some readers
might wonder if SPA can be designed to do specific tasks, such as cooking a meal, run
errands, or completing a video-game. While the TG-CMDP is a general decision process
for computing solutions to non-stationary non-Markovian tasks and appropriate for such
engineering problems, SPA’s decision theoretic foundation is based on empowerment gain. If
SPA is truly autonomous, then it could be incentivized to complete specific tasks so long as
completing the task is worth it to SPA, which is determined by assessing its own hierarchical
structure. A person could withhold basic resources from SPA unless a task is completed to
the benefit of the person, perhaps contingent on SPA’s capacity to possess awareness and
theory-of-mind—this is an act many people may rightly consider to be immoral in real-world
scenarios. Keep in mind, the validity of SPA’s empowerment-gain computation hinges on
the knowledge that it is derived from a measure of its own planning representations. A
deceitful person (such as a computer scientist) could intervene and feed SPA an artificially
adjusted high final-empowerment estimation for a state-vector predicted under a plan, but
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the person would be committing an act of deception and would be undermining SPA’s
agency. Presumably, only an agent which has access to the knowledge that it carried the
computation out on itself could be said to be confident in its own motivations. We propose
that agency necessarily depends on the potential to interrogate any external or internal
signal to evaluate its significance with respect to the integrity of the agent’s hierarchical
architecture. Inhibiting such a process undermines the effort of creating agents with true
autonomy.

Our framework has several implications for the debate around the reward-hypothesis.
First, we agree with the position of Silver et al. that intelligence can be framed as optimizing
the accumulation of a scalar quantity, however, in our framework we do not use a reward-
function in either the policy optimization or the goal justification. The scalar, valence, is
derived from computational work applied to the representations of an agent which correspond
to a complex world-model of itself and the external world, not as an externally or internally
received quantity like a reward function. Indeed, one could simply define reward as valence—
in fact, as we have shown, a finite-horizon Bellman equation with this definition will simply
have optimal polices that try to reach the most empowered state, in expectation (see A.13.6).
However, we believe our framework should avoid the theoretical commitments (discount
factors, value functions) of THDR or other reward-based optimizations. There is no guarantee
that THDR captures all aspects of intelligence, and to the contrary, the factorization of our
architecture is possible by exploiting the properties of a Bellman equation of a different
form—the model-based foundation defining the optimization is crucial, and it is not clear
how IHDR could achieve a similar result with the same or better computational complexity.
Secondly, if we were to define reward as a valence, we see no reason for storing a value
function that represents the accumulated total empowerment gain since the gain already
reflects changes in the agent’s hierarchical organization and state; many problems are non-
stationary and it might be that for most problems of consequence, the agent will likely never
return to the same state vector in large product space. Lastly, Silver et al. have argued
that “an effective agent may make use of additional experiential signals to facilitate the
maximisation of future reward” (Silver et al., 2021). Valence could be a kind of experiential
signal, however it is unclear why valence, which is a well-defined quantity derived from an
agent’s acquired representations, must act in support of a reward function, which lacks an
explanation of origin for any given product space an agent might represent and compute its
control policies on.

It is also worth revisiting the point that while the valence function outputs a scalar,
it is not a utility function like we find in MORL, where utility is defined as a weighted
combination of value functions for multiple tasks (Hayes et al., 2021). The bidirectional
coupling between the internal and external transition operators renders one large operator;
therefore, valence unifies the contribution of many seemingly disparate drives which are
often regarded as distinct factors that need to be weighted together, as was suggested as an
objection to RIEH (Vamplew et al., 2021). Furthermore, since the internal states depend
on the base state-space to be controlled, SPA incorporates environmental context into the
evaluation of the quality an internal state, e.g. being in a state of low hydration is not
intrinsically bad if there is a water source nearby to avoid the dehydration state; the same
low-hydration state could be catastrophic if the agent is located in a desert 30 miles from an
oasis—this contextual information is incorporated into hierarchical empowerment. Therefore,
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product-space valence sidesteps the problem of defining reward functions in RL and defining
weighting functions on a set of value functions in MORL, with the benefit that the question of
explaining the origin of such functions can in principle be disregarded depending on how the
problem is framed. Product-space valence is not a linear or non-linear function of individual
factors lying on a Pareto frontier. However, we see this not as a shortcoming, but as a reality.
Agents must investigate and relieve the tensions arising from the competing needs of their
many interconnected subsystems through reasoning, and an outcome of successful reasoning
is explainable motivations for the unity and expressiveness of the system, whereas utility
from rewards on each subsystem will always require further explanation: where do the scalar
weights come from, and what do they mean?

On a closing note, we would like suggest that the coupled operators of SPA instantiate
something akin to the concept of organizational closure, which is a relationship of mutually
dependent sub-systems, each enabling and conditioning each other’s dynamics, where the full
system, sustained by the ongoing activity of the components, serves as a locus of normativity
to be maintained for self-preservation (Varela, 1979). Typically, organizational closure
refers to coupled systems that materially support each other through the production of
physical substrate (e.g. chemical reagents), which is not occurring in our state-space control
models, and thus the analogy does not hold in that respect, however, states can represent
relevant objects or quantities. Organizational closure has been argued to be necessary for
the existence of normativity in autopoietic systems (Mossio & Moreno, 2015), and (as we
mentioned in the introduction) for a theory of what Roli et al. calls an “organismal agent,”
an agent capable of perceiving environmental affordances and “select[ing] from a repertoire
of alternative actions when responding to environmental circumstances based on its internal
organization,” as opposed to a mere input-output processing system (Roli et al., 2022).
Indeed, our agent satisfies this aim and directs computational work towards the assessment
of possible states of the world in order to make choices which promote the integrity of the
agent as a whole, exhibiting a form of decision making which is mechanistically normative,
but relativistic to an idiosyncratic planning architecture which has developed over time.
This is possible under a particular “intellectual phenotype” where the OBEs generating
the agent’s feasibility functions are formalized on the objective of reachability over reward-
maximization, permitting the agent to both forward sample high-dimensional state vectors
and evaluate goal states with the same compositional representations. We submit that
intelligent systems which organize their behavior around the realization of states that are
conceived of and rationalized, but yet to be experienced, possess agency of a teleological
nature. Of course, since control-theoretic algorithms produce end-directed dynamics, they
have a teleological quality (Rosenblueth, Wiener, & Bigelow, 1943). However, many have
argued that a full account behavior in biology and neuroscience must explain how goal
states are set, which requires a normative standard (Juechems & Summerfield, 2019; Yin,
2020; Roli et al., 2022; Jaeger, 2021; Mossio & Bich, 2017; Kiverstein et al., 2022). Here,
we invoke the concept of teleology to convey the idea that a potential state in an agent’s
model of the world can play a causal role in bringing about its own realization with the
normative consequence of enhancing the agent’s capacity to act in a teleological manner
in the future, a conception of self-determination that is consistent with arguments made
by philosophers of biology and agency (Deacon, 2011; Mossio & Moreno, 2015; Mossio
& Bich, 2017). Indeed, by setting goals with empowerment-gain, the expressiveness of
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SPA’s planning representations (STFF factorization) from considered goal state-vectors is
causally determining the behavior that brings about the state-vector. This is why feasibility
functions, which allow an agent to reason across the different state-spaces that define the
agent, play such an important role in our theory, and by extension, why the Bellman
optimization principles (e.g. reachability vs. reward-maximization) that underpin an agent’s
representations cannot be ignored—the structure of the availability signal (as opposed to a
reward signal) determines the interpretation of the representation that is produced. With
this considered, we anticipate that further investigation of the questions arising from our
framework will advance our understanding of intelligent living systems, the nature of agency,
and how to design life-long agents which exhibit these remarkable capacities.
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13. Appendix
13.1 Notation

For the Operator Bellman Equations in this paper, we will often refer to the ”task” goal
variable as ag, but in the context of the equations, we will often drop the + subscript to
avoid notational clutter. The OBEs only optimize the feasibility of achieving the task goal.
The null-goal variable will be referred to as a.. The time T will refer to the fixed finite
horizon parameter, and ¢y will refer to any final time of completing as task within [0 : T%].

13.2 Operator Bellman Equations

Let # = (X, A, Py, fg) be a TG-MDP with horizon T}. The Operator Bellman Equations
are given as:

foy, (1) = max fo(m,a,t) + (1 = fo(z,a,1)) > Po(a/|z,a,t)k (2, + 1), (22)

72 (@, 1) = argmin |tfo(z,a,t) + (1= fylw,a,0)) S t7 0 (ag ap trla! st 4+ 1) Pa(a'|2,0,8)

aEA;t o wpity
(23)
U;:(Oég, $f7tf|x7t) = (1 - fg(xaﬂg*(x>t)at)) ZT/;:(O‘@ .%'f,tf’$/,t + 1)P£($/|xa W;*($7t)at)7
x/
(24)

where k* : X x T — [0,1] is the optimal cumulative probability of solving the task,
T* : X X T — Ais the optimal policy, and A7 , is the argmax set of cumulative-maximizing
actions from equation (22).

Equation (24) is technically defined as:

(L= fol@, 73" (2,8),8)) Ep, (|w,az;.,0) Tay (g gty st + 1), If: £y >0

n;:(ag,xf,tf\x,t) = fg(xf,ﬂg*(xf,tf),tf) If: tf:t,
0 If: ty <t
(25)

but this is omitted in the main OBE equation for compactness. Formally, the state-time
feasibility function, n;kr’;, is defined as:

Ny (XX T) X (X X T x {ag,ac}) = [0, 1],
where «. is a "null goal” which represents a goal variable induced when the agent fails the
task. However, solving the above equations will only compute 7, for the task-goal a,g which
defines the task. Computing 7., for the task failure event will be discussed in section 13.2.3.
13.2.1 BOUNDARY CONDITIONS

Given that this is a finite-horizon problem, future feasibility after ¢ > Ty 4 1 is defined as
zero, i.e. k(x,Tf+ 7) = 0,V7 € Ni. Therefore, the state-time boundary conditions for (22),
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(23), and (24) are given as:
HZ(JEf,Tf):méiX[fg(CCf,a,Tf)]:fg<$f,a;k,Tf), vwfexa (26

Ty (2, Tf) = argmax [fo(zf,a,T)] = ay, a€ Ay (27

)
)
Melagxp, Trlp, Tp) = foxp, mg"(xf, Tf), Ty) = fo(xg, 07" Ty),  Vape X,  (28)
)

where 7 = (0,1, ..., Ty], and .A;Tf is the set of maximizing arguments for the /@Z(ac, Ty
(which will be a singleton set). It should be noted that when we say ”boundary conditions”

we mean all state-times pairs which include the final time 7.

13.2.2 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN Kk AND 7

Assume that we compute an optimal x*, 7**, and n**. Using the boundary condition, (28),
we can substitute 7 in for f, in the recursion (22) but with the maximization dropped (since
we have already optimized the three main equations), resulting in:

K“jrg (xbt) = njr:(avxtvﬂxtvt) + (1 - fg(xha?t)) Z Pm(wt+1|xtv a7t)"€jrg (:Et-l-l:t + 1) (29)

Tt41

Focusing on the right side of the addition, we can unroll x another time-step, again
substituting in 7 in for f,:

(1 - fg(fEta a, t)) Z Px($t+1|$t’ a, t) 77;;:(0‘7 Ti+1, t+ 1|xt+1’ t+ 1) (30)

x/

+ (1 - fg(xt-f—l? a, t + 1)) Z Pz(xt+2‘$t+17 a, t + l)ﬂ;k-rg <$t+27 t + 2) .

J)/

After distributing we have,

(1 - fg(ﬂft, a, t)) Z Px(xt+1|xt7 a, t)n::(agv Tt+1, t+ 1|xt+17t + 1) (31)
Tt41
+(1_fg(xt’a7t)) E (1_fg(xt+l7a7t+1)) E Kjrg(xt+27t+2)v
Te41~Py Tt~ Py

where the first term is equal to the definition of the feasibility function n(x¢y1,t + 1|y, t)

defined by the OBE equation 24. Substituting, we have:

= (g, Tey1,t + 1|z, t) (32)
+ (1= felzr,a,t)) E (1= fglwpm,a,t+1) E ki (we42,t+2).

Tir1~Py Tiro2~ Py

Note that (24) implies that for any start state-time (z,?) and final state-time (z¢,,ty) we
can expand 1 into a sequence of expectations of not achieving the goal under the policy,
multiplied by the probability of achieving the goal:

nﬂg(ag,l"tf,tﬂa:t,t) =1 - folzt,an,t)) E (1= fol@igr,an,t+1)) ...

Tpr1~Pr
E (1= fg(xi,-2,an,tp —2)) E  nay(ag, @i, tylze,—1,tp —1). (33)
xtf72NPz ftflePz
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Recall that (32) is the right side of the addition in (29), and every time we expand kK
and distribute, we get a term which can be written as an extended 7 function, plus the
expectation of a future x term. Therefore, we can keep unrolling (32) out until 7, and
apply (33) each time, resulting in the sequence:

*

Kg(T,t) = nn (g, Tt t) + 7 (g, Tegr, t 4+ 1, t) + o+ m (g, vy, Tz, t),

which can be written as a sum over the final state-times, leading to the relationship
between x and 7:

Kp(w,t) = Y mit(ag, @y, tyla, t),
Ty,ty

The cumulative feasibility function (which is the cumulative probability of completing the
task) is simply the sum of the first goal-satisfaction state-time events of the state-time
feasibility function for a policy 7.

13.2.3 TASK FAILURE PROBABILITIES

The feasibility function computed by (24) represents the probability of finishing the task
at a given state-time (inducing the task-goal variable a,, with the + dropped in the OBE
equations for clarity). We can also compute the first task-failure probability, n(c, z ¢, t¢|z,t),
which is the probability that a given state-time is the last state-time that an agent can
achieve the goal under the optimized policy. Formally, for any given initial (z,t), the
probability of task failure at (z,t¢) under the policy is given as:

Pr(xg, telag, t,m) if (O, k(@ ty + 1)Pyp(a’|2f, ar,,, tf) = 0)
n(ae, xyp, tyle,t) = A(k(xyp,ty) > 0) )

0 otherwise

where,

Pr(zg,teles, t,m) =Y Pu(wy o1, m(xy 1ty — 1), tp — 1) Pa(@p o, w2, ), 1),

Tty Tt g

Computing the probability Pr(xg,ts|x;,t,7) like this requires forward unrolling of
the controlled transition dynamics, however the situation is greatly simplified under the
assumption of deterministic dynamics.

TASK-FAILURE STATE-TIME FEASIBILITY FUNCTION UNDER DETERMINISTIC TRANSITION
OPERATOR

In the case that P, is a deterministic operator, the policy will only produce one trajectory
for any given final time ¢; under the availability probability f,(x,a,ts),

Xp = (.’L‘t,xt_l,_l,...,xt}»).
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Given that the cumulative feasibility function has the information of the final time that we
can possibly achieve the task under the policy, we automatically have a state-prediction
model of the task-failure event in x,. This means that the final state of task-failure must
either be at the goal state if the task has any positive probability of being achievable, or the
cumulative feasibility function evaluates to zero and the task is impossible (meaning the
policy is degenerate and will not be used). Formally, we can compute the failure state-time
feasibility as:
Mg (e, T, Uplwiy ts, m) = 1 — Kp(@i, ts), V(@i ts) st ky (zits) > 0.

where t;{ is the last possible final time the task will be achieved under the policy, and x4 is
the single goal state associated with the availability function f,.

13.2.4 TRANSITION OPERATOR OVER TERMINATION EVENTS

The termination conditions for the policy are given by the goal success and failure events
we previously mentioned, where success is achieved by inducing the goal variable, and the
failure event is defined as the first time that the goal can no longer be achieved. When we
say that a policy terminates at state-time (z,t), we mean that this is the last state-time
the policy will be called. We could use the convention that policy termination refers to
the first time that the policy is not used (which would be one time-step later than the
previous definition), however with the transition operator interpretation of the feasibility
function, it is more natural to use the former definition in order to say that the state-time
feasibility function maps to the final (terminating) state-time with probability p (note that
the operator G in the main text is the one-step evolution of the feasibility function, and
therefore maps to the first state-time after termination). Therefore, because

Z n(a@xf?tf‘x?t) = ﬁg(xvt)’
Ty,ty

and Z N(ae, xp, tylz, t) =1 — ke(x,t),
acf,tf

then the summation over goals, states, and times is,

Z Nrg (g, tylw,t) = 1 — Kg(x,t) + kg(z,t) = 1.
a,Tfty

Therefore the operator 7y, is a distribution over termination events.

When we have an ensemble of state-time feasibility functions I, = {¢; g;; -, e, g }
with the ensemble of policies, H, = {77%17 o100 Mrem, . }» then because each individual 7,
is a transition distribution, we can aggregate these feasibility functions into 7 which is an
aggregate transition operator where 7 is an input to the function. That is, the aggregate
state-time feasibility function is an operator 7 : (X x T X II) x (X x T x {ag,g_}) — [0,1],
defined as,

ﬁu(a,ivf,tf‘l‘,t,ﬂ'ejﬂi) = nﬂej,gi (O[,l‘f,tf|x, t)’ vnwe]',gi € Hu
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13.3 Proof of Bidrectional TG-CMDP STFF Decomposition

Proof: Remark: notice that this theorem gives an equivalence for the condition if: t5 <
ming, e7; t;(r;), which is saying the time that it takes to complete the goal is less than the
time that it takes for the environment variable to transition from e to e’ under P,. In this
proof we will point out where we enforce this condition.

For compactness, let ey <— ((r). Recall, that at the horizon time boundary Rg(r,z,T}) =
maxg fg(ac, a,Ty). Therefore, we can also define a new function without r as a parameter (no
bar) r(x, Tf) = max, fqe(r,a,T¢) which also equals the quantity kg4(r,z, Ty) at the boundary,
and we can substitute it into the hierarchical OBE (line 2): Let 7 =Ty — 1

— %

Rg(r,z,7) (34)

)

= max [fg(m, a,7)+ (1 — fg(z:, a,T)) Z P,(r', 7|z, a, e, T)Rzr(r”zn’,Tf)
a

xT

= max [fg(a:, a,T) (35)

+ (1 — fo(z,a,7)) Z P(r|r, ) F(a|z,a,7)Pp(2 |2, a, er,T)HZ(.CUI,Tf) ,

= max [fg(a;, a,7) + (1= fo(z,a,7)) Z Pu(2 |z, a, 6r,T)I<&Z($/,Tf) , (36)
Rg(r,z,7) = Kg(z, 7). (37)

We can repeat these same steps iteratively backwards through time for each 7 < Ty — 1,
substituting the x(x,7 + 1) from the previous step in for (r,z,7 + 1) on the R.H.S. of
equation (34), to establish that ky(r,x,t) = ry(x,t) for all t € T.

We can then repeat the exact same steps to obtain to the optimal policy 7*(r, z,t) =
m*(x,t) for all r (not shown). Given that the policy is established by the same steps,
and the STFF equation is a function of the policy, we now address the equivalency of the
product-space STFF and the factorization in the stated theorem.

The horizon is defined as (o, rf, s, trlrp, xp,ts) = fologlr, 7™ (z,t),t). Again, letting
7 =T}y — 1, we can start by substituting the product-space 7 with the 7 restricted to mcX
and the variable e at the horizon:

ﬁjr*(agv I‘f,iL‘f,tf|I‘,:U,7‘) (38)
= (1= folz,a,7) Y Pulr', 2 [r, 2, a3, 7)05" (0g, vy, g, |1 2l 7 4 1),
', r’
ﬁjr*(agv I‘f,l'f,tf’P,m,T) (39)
=(1— fg(z,a,7)) Z Py(r' 2 |v,z,a )0t (g, x g, tyla!, 7+ 1),
', r’
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Substituting Ps(r', 2’|r, z,a,t) :== >, Pr(r'Ir, @) F(alz,a,t) P (2'|x, a,t, e;) and pulling out
the summations over a, we have:

7] (ag,l‘f,l'f,tf|1' xz, 7- ZP |I'-,—, (OC|ZL‘,CL,T) (40)
# (1= fal(z,0,7)) ) Px(w’\ﬂfa a7 ec)ny (g, xyp, tyla, T+ 1),
77;:-*<ag; I‘f,l'f,tf|1‘,(1;,7‘) (41)

= Pre(rylrs) <(1 — folw,a,7)) Y Pl |2, a3 e, T (g, g, tla!, 7+ 1)) :

Let ey s be the environment variable at 7 =T¢ — 1, and P! be P, conditioned by er f:

M (g, vy, zp,tylr,z,7) (42)

= Pre(rylrr) ((1 — folw,a,7) Y P (@ o, a7 (g g, tlad, T+ 1)) :
x/

= 77;* (ag7xf7tf7|x77—)
r,f

The term in the large parenthesis of equation (42) is the definition of 777 - (which is an STFF

computed only on Py™/ and fg) starting from 7 using the same goal-availability function.
Substituting it in we have:

ﬁ;*(a@ Pf,$f,tf|1‘, va) = Pl‘,é(rf|r7)77::7f(ag7$f)tfv |:U77-)' (43)

Note that 7 = Ty—1 and sor’ = ry. Also note that equation (41) replaces P.(r'|r;, o) (|, a, t)
with the transition operator P . fixed to the input a. due to the homogeneity assumption
(the variables (z,a,t) from F' are independent and can be dropped).

As we repeat these steps (38) to (43) backwards in time from 7 = Ty —2 to 7 = 0, we can
continue to hold the operator Py™/ as a constant across all steps—this is the enforcement
of the single environment variable e, ; mentioned at opening remark. We can ask: under
what conditions will enforcing this variable (ey r) result in the true equivalency expressed
in equation (43)? The answer is that if the true environment variable for the time step
0<7<T;~—1iser;, and e;r = e, r, the equation must be true.

If we work backwards in time, we can ask the important question: when is the first time
7 that the expression is not true? This must be the first time that e,y is different for any
given ey ». Since e is directly determined by r via e, < ((r), we can compute the first time
that an r-vector has an element that hits a mode that induces a different e than the final e;.
Since,

Pr,e(r/|r) = Pw,e( |w) ye(y ‘y) ( /‘Z)’ r= (wayaz)ar, = (w/,y/,Z/)

is a Markov chain (considering only three spaces for R, w.l.o.g.), we can compute the first
hitting time of each one, taking y as an example (Brémaud, 2013):

t, = (I — P,)"'1, (44)
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where Py is the Markov matrix with the rows and columns corresponding to elements of y
which would map to an environment variable other than e, r. Recall, ¢ is element-invariant,
so the first time any element v of r = (v, ...) transitions out of the mode-restriction set V,, ,
is the first time that e will transition. Therefore, if we compute a set of time-to-go vectors
T = (tw, ty,t.,...), then the first time that the mode parameter transitions from e — ¢’
(where e # €') when starting from a given r; is:

™=ty < b = min t(r;)
J T

Therefore, for any given 7 as we are stepping back time, if this inequality is true, equation

(43) holds:

ﬁ;*(agarfvxfatf‘rvxﬂ-) = (45)
( Z Z Pr’ﬁ(rfrf1)"'PF,6(I‘T’|I‘T)> n::,f (ag,zy tylw,T),
ry 1 r.s
which can be written as:
_x te—T *
nﬂ*(ag7rfawf7tf‘rax77) = Pl‘yff (rf7rT)ne:f(ag7xfatf’xaT)a (46)
i (ag,rp,ap,tylr, o, 7) = we(rylrr, ty — )0 (o, xp, tylw,7), (47)

where PffE_T(rf, r;) is the element (ry,r;) of the Markov chain matrix P taken to the

power (ty —7) (the probability of starting at r; and ending up at ry after t; — 7 time steps),
tp—7

and wy(rflrr,ty —7) := Prle (ry,r7), where,

tr— te— tr— tr—
Pr,f6 7-(I'f,rq.) = ow,e T(wf|wT)Py,fe T(yf]yT)PZfe 7-(,2']c|zT), (48)

due to the independence of the transition dynamics in the definition of P,.
Since the entire proof can be done with for the goal-success distribution, one can apply
the exact same steps to the goal-failure distribution (not shown), resulting in:

N-(a_,r_ ot |r,z,t) = w(r_|r,t —t)ne, (Q_,z_,t_|2,1).

This concludes the proof. ]

A couple things to note: This proof assumes P, is deterministic, so the above calculation
is for the average hitting time, which must also be the exact hitting time. If one were to
prove this for stochastic Pp, one would have to compute the joint probability that any of the
components change the environment variable, which would involve forward-evolving each the
Markov chain dynamics. One would have to compute this probability for all combinations of
high-level states, which would be possible, but computationally expensive. Furthermore, if
were not element-invariant, then we would have to compute the hitting time and probabilities
on the full Markov chain P,

t,:= (I — P,) 1,

which is computationally prohibitive, unless alternative techniques were possible to be
developed. It is also worth noting that this proof assumed that the high-level states were
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deterministic. A similar proof could potentially be given assuming stochasticity if one
computes the probability of arriving at a specific state before a given time under the
controlled Markov dynamics, but would likely not have a simple solution (e.g. in the form
of a linear system) and would involve forward-evolving the probability distributions under
the Markov chain.

13.4 Marginal Empowerment

Marginal empowerment &F(Ps|z;) can be defined as the empowerment of a particular
state random variable in a product space (here X, denoted in the superscript by z, which
corresponds to X of the larger product space S), by marginalizing out the other state-spaces.
For instance, if Ps(2/, v/, 2|z, y, z,a) is our transition operator, then

€% (Pyls) = max I(AT % X,|s;) = max [H(X7|st) — H(XT\AtT_l,st)] , (49)

p(ai *[st) p(ai ~"|st)
is the marginalized empowerment, where we do not care about the entire final state
random variable S;, rather we only compute mutual information with respect to X;. That

means that for a given atT_1 = (at,...,ar—1), the random variable X, has a distribution for
the marginalized operator P(z,|s;,a] '), given as:

P(«’BT’St; az’—l) = Z PS($T7 Yr, ZT’xT—la Yr—1,27-1, aT—l)---Ps(wt—i-la Yt+1, zt—&—l‘xt? Yt, 2t at)-
Y1327 5 Tt 4+1,Yt 41,2t +1

(50)
Again, when P; is deterministic, we can compute the marginal empowerment by counting
the set of reachable states on X and taking the logarithm.

13.5 Deterministic Transition Operator Empowerment and Forward Diffusion

This proof is done on state-time transition operators, but it also applies to stationary
transition operators as a special case.

Theorem 13.1: Deterministic Empowerment by Forward Diffusion

Let Py : (SXT x A) x (8 xT)— {0,1} by a deterministic transition operator. The
n-step empowerment from a state-time (s,t) is

€ (Pstls, t) = logs(|[[T-1[]1),

where || - ||1 is the 1-norm and @ is the probability vector over S x T after a forward
n-step (n = 7 — t) diffusion starting from (s,t), with a uniform distribution over
actions.

Proof: Let C = 8§ x T be a set of state-times. We redefine Py for convenience as

P:(CxA) xC—{0,1}. Since

¢, (Plc) = max [H(Cylc)— H(C-|A7 ', e)],
p(A)] e
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where p is the distribution over action sequences, determinism in P implies that the
conditional entropy H (ST|AtT_1, ¢) equals 0, and therefore empowerment is maximized at

max H(C;|c) = logy(Cp) (51)
pler)
where C,, is the set of possible reachable states under open-loop plans of length n, therefore,
one only needs to compute C,. If we let 7(alc) be a uniform distribution over actions
for every state s, vy, be a one-hot vector over § x 7 with a value of 1 for (¢, t), and let
P.(d|c) = >, P(d|c,a)m(alc) (where Py is the acting as the state-time Markov matrix),
then we write the vector update after one forward step as:

v,ioP,r = Ugl, (52)

A non-zero entry in v, implies the existence of an action which can be used to deter-
ministically reach the state-time associated with the entry with a probability of 1. By
extension,

v{fOqu = vén, (53)

implies the existence of an n-length action sequence that can reach any state state with
non-zero probability in v, . As such, the number of possible reachable states under open-loop
policies is,

Co = [[Tve, 1l (54)

which is the count of states with a probability greater than 0. Therefore,

€ (Pls,t) = logy(|[[ve, [1]1)-

13.6 Valence Bellman Equation

Here we show that if we define reward as valence, then the finite horizon Bellman equation
simply optimizes a closed-loop policy which controls to the state with the highest empower-
ment value (in expectation). Starting with the finite-horizon Bellman equation with horizon
tf, we substitute in U(Py, Py, Py, x¢,t,a) in place of a reward function:

v(z,t) = max |U(Py, Py, Py, x4, t,a) + E P.(2|z,a)v(z',t +1)| .
a
J,'/

We drop the empowerment horizon n for generality. Note that we are using P, for the
first and second empowerment evaluation and also using it for the plan distribution () over
the next states, i.e. Q = P;.

If we optimize the Bellman equation to produce v* and 7* then, by substituting the
definition of reward, our optimal value function is defined as:

vi(z,t) = Viyaz, + E [V:.(H?/,t + 1)] ,

w/NPx("ana;t)

81



RINGSTROM

where a, = 7*(x,t). Expanding the recursive form into its series representation, we have:

V;kr(xtoato) = m;ptoa;to + E [ijtla‘;tl} + E E [mthCL;tJ + + ]E E |:€ZI
Tty

Ty ak, } .
Tty Ttq Tip o Ty fraty

The definition of valence is,

m(P17Px7PI7xtaat) = E [€$t+1:| — QSI“

Tp1~Pr(-|xe,a,t)

where €,, = E(P,|z:). Substituting this into the series we have:

i) = (£ fe - + (£ plocct— £ JoT)
—EE + ...+ . ¢ |— E .. T,
W %ﬂf% > (%v xt1|: v } oy ey L )

Notice that for every intermediate empowerment evaluation there is a negative quantity
for the current time and a corresponding positive quantity of the same magnitude for the
subsequent time, so each intermediate empowerment evaluation cancels out, leaving us with:

vi(zty,t0) = E ... E [Q‘Extf} — &

il?tf Itl

- E_|&,]-¢,

-th ~Qn

= m(Pm; Pra Qﬂ’;xtovt07ﬂ—*)>

where Qr (v, ty|z,t,7%) = Ex;; s - Eay, P e (T g |2, —1, 7 (2,5 — 1)) is the distribution over
final states, with each expectatlon defined as Eo~Pu(lar—1,am, )" This means the value
function is simply the expected valence of the final state z, after following the policy for
ty time-steps. As we can see, optimizing with respect to empowerment gain is equivalent
to optimizing to reach the states with the highest empowerment value (in expectation over
final states).
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13.7 Sublimation Inequality Proof

Theorem 13.1: Sublimation Theorem

If 4 = (ZxX, A, Ps, fg) is a full hierarchical TGMDP, and A = (2, AL, Py, fasub)
is a sublimated TG-CMDP using P, on space ¥ derived from .#, where fg sub(O, 1) =
max, q fg(o, x,a,t), then:

R(o,x,t) < keup(o,t),

where % is the full hierarchical cumulative feasibility function and k4, is the sublimated
cumulative feasibility function.

Proof:

For notational compactness let fs =1 — fg. We start the proof by proving the inequality
at the time horizon T, where the condition (o, x,Ty) = fo(on, x4, Ty) and Keup(o, z,Ty) =
fg sub(0, Tr) holds. Also, following from the definition of fg s, it must be the case that,
fg(a x,t) < fg sub(0, t), and therefore the horizon feasibility for the two problems must be,
’i(o- T Tf) < /{sub( Tf)

Starting with the definition of the OBE, and letting 7 = T — 1:

R (oK, @i, T) (55)

= max | fo(ok, i, 7) + fs(ok, i, T) Z Pyy(o! 2o, i, a,7)R* (o, 2/, T}) | |

L o’ x!
é mc?x f_g(o-k‘vxi)T) +f_5(o-k‘7xi77—) Z Po’:l?(o-lvxl|o-k7$’iaaa T)R:ub(o-,7Tf) ) (56)
< mc?x fg,sub(a'ka T) + f_(S,sub(o-ky 7—) Z Pa';r(o-la $/’0'k, T4, Q, T)R:ub(o-,a Tf) s (57)
o'z’ ]

= max ngﬁub(O’k,T)+fg,sub(ak,T)ZPU(O'/‘O',OA)F(O(‘(L'Z‘,CL,T)P( Nwiy 7, @)k (0!, Ty) |,

L a,o’ .z’
(58)
= max | fgsub(0k: 7) + fosub(Ok, T )Y Py(c'|o, a)F(alzi, a, 7R, (0" Ty) | (59)
70'/
= fasub(0k: T) + fosun(0k:7) Y Polo’|o, @) Falas, 7 (2, 7), 7)K" (07, Tf), (60)
a,o'’
< m(?x fg,sub(aka T) + f5,5ub(aka7-) ZPU(U,‘Ukva)R:ub(Ulan) , (61)
- ﬁsub(akﬂ—) (62)
= K (0%, @i, T) < Ry (O, T). (63)
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Because this condition holds at the time 7 = T’y — 1, then by backwards induction we can
apply the same steps for each previous time-step, and the cumulative feasibility function for
any time ¢ < Ty — 1 must also have the same inequality. Therefore, for every input (o, x,1),
we have,

R (o,z,t) < Rgplo,t), YteT, VYrelX, Voei,

concluding the proof. O

Note that this proof applies to all possible sub-state-spaces of the full hierarchical product
space. If /= (S=LxWxYx..xX, A, P, fg) is a full hierarchical TG-CMDP, and
Msuy = (B, A, Py, fosup)- Then fosup(o,t) := max_y, fo(o,w,y, ...,z,a,t), where max_y
maximizes over all state variables comprising S that are not in ¥, along with the action. If
one formalizes a set of sublimated TG-MDPs for each individual space in S, then a set of
sublimated feasibility functions Hup 1= {Ksub,o s Rsub,w, Fsuby, - Rsube ) Can be computed
to constrain policy forward sampling.
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13.8 Empowerment Pseudocode

Algorithm 5: Empowerment

© 0 N O oA~ W N

e
Ww N = O

14
15
16
17
18
19

input :0,s,t,n
output :empwr
P+~ OP # P:(SxTxA)x(S§xT)—][0,1]
define ns as |S]|
define nt as |T|
define 7(a|s) as a uniform distribution over a for every s
Pr >, P, a,:0)n(al 2)
P, + reshape(Py, [ns * nt,ns x nt))
# Forward Diffusion for unfactorized transition operator
if is_deterministic(P) Ais_product_space = False then
v < one_hot(linear_index(s,t), ns * nt)
forr=0:n-1do
| v« dot(v, Py)
end
empur < logy(||[v]]]1)
else if is_deterministic(P) Ais_product_space = True then
| empwr < det_factorized_empowerment(O, (s,t),n)
else
| empwr < blahut_arimoto_empowerment(P, (s,t),n)
end
return empwr

13.9 Deterministic Empowerment (Factorized) Pseudocode

This empowerment algorithm is for deterministic factorized product-space transition oper-
ators, and simply counts up the number of unique reachable state-times for a horizon of

n.

Algorithm 6: Deterministic Empowerment (Factorized)

1

2

3

® 5 o o B

©

10
11
12

input :Low-level Operators:
P ={P;, Py, P., ..}, N, Q = {wy, ws, ...}, state-vectors : s = (x,y,3,...),t,n

output :empwr
queue +— empty_queue()
for £ from 0 to n do
(s, t) + queue.pop()
for m € II do

(', t) « (x',y',2,...,t') + advance_state(Z, 7, Q, (x,y,2,...), t,T)

if (s',t') € queue then

| queue.push((s',t))
end

end

end

empwr < log,(queue.size)
return empuwr
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