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ABSTRACT

Online reinforcement learning (RL) relies on the Markov property for guaranteed
performance, but real-world applications often lack well-defined states given raw
observed variables. While causal RL has attracted growing interest, existing work
typically assumes Markovian states are provided and uses causality only to ac-
celerate learning. This leaves a fundamental gap: given a longitudinal causal
graph over observed variables, how does one construct MDP states that provably
satisfy the Markov property? We provide a procedure that constructs a provably
minimal such state. In deep RL, the minimal representation alone empirically
fails to improve performance, indicating that neural networks cannot automatically
exploit Markovian minimality. We therefore propose MOSE (Multi-Order State
Exposure), which exposes a single shared Q-function to history-based state con-
structions of orders 1 through W simultaneously. An attention-based selection
layer scores the dimensions of this combined input by their estimated relevance to
value-function estimation and selects the high-scoring ones. Causal MOSE further
constrains the selection layer to retain every variable of the minimal state, guaran-
teeing sufficiency while leaving the model free to admit useful redundancy. MOSE
consistently outperforms both the minimal state construction and single-window
policies on common benchmarks and synthetic datasets. Including the minimal
representation alongside MOSE can further improve performance. Our results
establish a core principle for causal deep RL: minimal sufficiency is not enough.
Controlled redundancy gives the model flexibility to learn its state representation
end-to-end. Causal state information provides structural guidance that can make
this learning more efficient.

1 INTRODUCTION

Reinforcement learning (RL) algorithms typically assume that the agent’s state satisfies the Markov
property: the future is conditionally independent of the past given the present (Sutton & Barto, 1998).
In practice, however, raw observations (e.g., sensor streams) do not inherently form a Markovian
state, because the system’s dynamics may depend on an unknown amount of history. For instance,
sepsis treatment depends on vital-sign trajectories, not just current readings (Komorowski et al.,
2018); similarly, robotic manipulation may require tracking occluded objects across frames (Chung
et al., 2026). Using non-Markovian observations as states can, in theory, lead to suboptimal policies
and unsafe decisions.

A large body of prior work addresses this challenge under the partially observable Markov decision
process (POMDP) framework, where a latent Markovian state exists but is not directly observed
(Monahan, 1982). Methods in this line of work learn a belief state using sequential architectures
such as LSTMs (Hausknecht & Stone, 2015; Kapturowski et al., 2018; Badia et al., 2020) or
Transformers (Zambaldi et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2021b; Zheng et al., 2022). Though in principle
these approaches can recover the optimal policy given sufficient history, they offer no guidance
on which past observations are actually needed. Instead, this is learned from data, often requiring
large samples. Further, it is unclear if the learned representation satisfies Markovian Property which
makes state selection on the learned representation necessary. Meanwhile, frame stacking arises as
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a pragmatic heuristic that has become widespread in deep RL practice. Concretely, frame stacking
concatenates a fixed number k of recent observations into a single input, reducing partial observability
and rendering the process approximately Markovian over k time steps (Shi et al., 2020). Frame
stacking can be effective when dependencies span a short, known horizon. For example, stacking
four frames in Atari is assumed to sufficiently capture object motion and works well in practice
(Mnih et al., 2015; Hessel et al., 2018; Kaiser et al., 2020). However, as the true window length k
is often unknown, k must be tuned or learned. When k is too small, we lose critical information,
while arbitrarily large k requires excess computation and memory and leads to poor sample efficiency
(Tasse et al., 2025).

To move beyond these heuristics when constructing the state space, a principled approach would need
to determine exactly which past variables are causally relevant for the future. While causal directed
acyclic graphs (DAGs) have been used in RL to improve learning, these DAGs are typically static
(non-longitudinal) and assume a pre-specified, Markovian state representation. These methods do not
ask the more basic question: how does one construct Markovian states from raw observations? In this
work, we bridge this gap by establishing a direct mapping from a known longitudinal causal graph to
a minimal Markovian state representation: a representation that satisfies the Markov property and
is minimal in the sense that removing any variable would, for some consistent environment, either
break the Markov property or reduce the optimal value. This establishes the long-missing connection
from longitudinal causal graphs to Markov decision process (MDP) states.

While prior causal RL methods assume access to a valid MDP (Li et al., 2025a;b), we instead ask
whether the state we construct can itself improve learning. The answer, however, is not straightforward
in deep RL. Deep networks are known to overfit to spurious correlations and rely on redundant features
which affect the expressivity of neural networks (Zhang et al., 2018; Nikishin et al., 2022; Sokar
et al., 2023; Cobbe et al., 2019). By stripping away all statistical slack, a minimal representation can
lead to sharp minima and poor generalization (Zhang et al., 2018; Nikishin et al., 2022; Sokar et al.,
2023; Cobbe et al., 2019). Indeed, in our experiments, we discover that feeding only the minimal
representation often fails to improve performance and can even degrade it.

Motivated by this, we reconsider the role of redundancy. We propose MOSE (Multi-Order State
Exposure): we add a selective layer that will operate on the belief history either learned by sequential
architecture or the raw observation that is markovian (W th order) so the model can select the
redundant information which helps learning value function. To calculate importance score, we
calculate the attention between a learnable query and each element of the history and then compare
with a learnable threshold to decide whether to include that element as input or not. This design
is supported by a range of findings: (i) attention can calculate the relationship between elements
(Zambaldi et al., 2019; Vaswani et al., 2017); (ii) exploration signals improve deep RL performance
(Fortunato et al., 2018; Laskin et al., 2020b); and (iii) multi-view learning helps neural networks build
richer representations (Li et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2021a; Jangir et al., 2022; Hwang et al., 2023).
Empirically, MOSE substantially outperforms both the minimal state and standard frame stacking
in multiple environments. Moreover, we introduce Causal-MOSE, which always inputs minimal
markovian state while the model can decide whether to retain other information. Causal-MOSE
performed as well or better than MOSE in experiments, suggesting that controlled redundancy can
unlock the benefit of causal state information.

Contributions This work presents three main contributions.

1. Minimal Markovian state construction from time series causal DAGs. We prove a graphical
criterion for constructing a valid state space given a time series causal DAG. We provide a
procedure that returns a provably minimal state space satisfying validity (Algorithm G.1).

2. Multi-Order State Exposure (MOSE). We provide a heuristic method for state space construction
that does not require knowledge of the causal DAG (Algorithm G.2). We show that in deep RL,
MOSE improves upon both the naive frame stacking heuristic and the minimal markovian state
provided by Algorithm G.1.

3. Causal-MOSE. Finally, we show that combining the minimal Markovian state with MOSE
performs as well or better on the experimental settings explored in this work.
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2 RELATED WORKS

This work lies at the intersection of RL, causality, and deep learning. See Appendix B for extended
related works.

Markovian Tests Non-Markovianity is a known issue in RL, yet testing it requires new test statistics
as classical conditional independence tests (CITs) assume i.i.d. data. Recent efforts have addressed
this by developing asymptotically valid test procedures (e.g., conditional characteristic-function
tests (Chen & Hong, 2012) and forward-backward sequential tests (Shi et al., 2020)), embedding
such tests in deep generative frameworks for high-dimensional settings (Zhou et al., 2023). These
Markovian tests generalize CITs to time series, enabling us to directly test whether a future variable
is conditionally independent of the full past given a candidate parent set. We further discuss tests of
Markovianity in our framework in Section 3.

Causal Reinforcement Learning A growing literature explores the intersection of causality and
RL. Assuming access to a ground truth DAG, causal graphs have been explored in reward design for
mediator-based surrogate rewards (Zou et al., 2025), robust reward modeling (Srivastava et al., 2025),
and causal Bellman equations under confounded offline data (Li et al., 2025a; Juliani et al., 2026).
Causal perspectives have been leveraged in policy space reduction to eliminate reward-irrelevant
actions and shrink the policy space Zhang & Bareinboim (2020), and in state space representation
Wang et al. (2022); Zhang et al. (2020); Wang et al. (2024); Gao et al. (2025) to aggregate similar
states (a.k.a., state abstraction (Andre et al., 2002; Abel et al., 2018; Ni et al., 2024)) and learn latent
representations Lesort et al. (2018); Ota et al. (2020). All these methods assume a valid Markovian
state representation is already given. Our work is complementary: we provide a procedure to construct
a minimal Markovian state from raw observations using a longitudinal causal graph, and we propose
MOSE to make it usable in deep RL. The resulting representation can serve as a foundation upon
which existing causal RL techniques could be applied to potentially further improve performance.

Redundancy and Exploration in Deep RL A separate line of work has shown that controlled
redundancy via structured noise, data augmentation, or multi-view inputs can improve learning and
generalization in deep RL. Coarse representations may encourage the learner to ignore impertinent
information (Sutton & Barto, 1998). Noise-based exploration methods (e.g., NoisyNet (Fortunato
et al., 2018) and curiosity-driven exploration (Pathak et al., 2017)) inject stochasticity into the
agent’s parameters or reward signal, smoothing the optimization landscape and preventing premature
convergence. Deep RL agents have been observed to learn more efficiently when increasing the
input dimensionality through high-dimensional representation learning (Ota et al., 2020). Data
augmentation (e.g., random shifts, cropping) acts as an effective regularizer in visual RL, improving
generalization (Laskin et al., 2020b; Yarats et al., 2021; Stooke et al., 2021). Multi-view RL (Li
et al., 2019; Chen et al., 2021a; Jangir et al., 2022; Hwang et al., 2023) and contrastive representation
learning (Sermanet et al., 2018; Laskin et al., 2020a; Stooke et al., 2021; Laskin et al., 2022;
Eysenbach et al., 2022) further demonstrate that providing multiple, partially redundant views of the
same observation yields richer, more robust representations. Collectively, these findings support the
intuition that deep networks benefit not from information-theoretic minimalism, but from carefully
designed redundancy. MOSE operationalizes this basic principle.

3 PRELIMINARIES

Structural Causal Models This work uses the formalisms of structural causal models (SCMs)
(Pearl, 2000) to bridge causal DAGs and MDPs. For explication, we begin by defining stationary
SCMs for i.i.d. data and subsequently extend them to the time series setting.

Definition 3.1 (Structural causal model (SCM), Bareinboim et al. 2022). An SCM is a tupleM :=
⟨U, p(u),X,F⟩ where U = {U i}ni=1 is the set of exogenous variables explained by mechanisms
external toM, p(u) is the distribution over U, X = {Xi}ni=1 is the set of endogenous variables
explained by variables in U ∪ X, and F = {f i}ni=1 is the set of structural functions such that
xi = f i(paXi , ui) for endogenous parent set paXi and exogenous context ui.

Given an SCM,M (Def. 3.1), its causal structure is encoded by a directed graph G = (X,E) over
variables X, and E is the edge set. For a G that is linked withM, an edge Xi → Xj iff Xi ∈ paXj .
We restrict our attention to directed acyclic graphs (DAGs). We assume a positive SCM: p(xi) > 0
for every realization Xi ∈ X = xi (Pearl, 1999). We additionally assume causal sufficiency, i.e., the
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absence of latent confounding in G. We assume a nonparametric SCM, but do not require jointly
independent noise variables and are therefore not restricted to the non-parametric structural equation
model with independent errors (NPSEM-IE) regime (Wang et al., 2025).

Extension to Time Series This work considers the setting where SCMM represents a discrete-
time multivariate stochastic process X,R,A over a finite horizon, so observations are temporally
dependent and not i.i.d. The endogenous variables are

X := {Xt}Tt=0 = {X0, . . . ,XT },R := {Rt}Tt=0 = {R0, . . . , RT },A := {At}Tt=0 = {A0, . . . , AT },
(1)

where Xt := {Xi
t}m−1
i=0 , with m variables at each time step, and Xi := {Xi

t}Tt=0 for discrete time
indices t ∈ N. As in Definition 3.1, Xi

t is a function of its causal parents and an exogenous noise
variable U it . G is now a time series causal DAG over endogenous variables {Xt}Tt=0 ∪ {Rt}Tt=0 ∪
{At}Tt=0. The graph containing every variable in the time series SCM is the full time graph.
Definition 3.2 (Full time graph, Runge 2018; Assaad et al. 2022; Hasan et al. 2023). Let G =
(X ∪R ∪A,E) be a full time graph of multivariate process X,R,A. Nodes are Xi

t ∈ X, Rt ∈ R,
At ∈ A for all time t ∈ [T ]. Edges E are lag-specific directed links Xi

t−k → Xj
t with a time lag of

k > 0 for i = j (autodependencies) and k ≥ 0 for i ̸= j, and analogously for R and A.

We do not require causal stationarity in G (also known as the consistency throughout time assumption),
which states that any link Xi

t−k → Xj
t with lag k recurs for all t (Runge, 2018). Importantly, we

assume the causal Markov condition.
Definition 3.3 (Causal Markov condition). Let G = (X ∪A ∪R,E) be a full time graph. For node
Xi
t ∈ X, let ndXi

t
denote its nondescendants and paXi

t
its parents. For every Xi

t ∈ X,

Xi
t ⊥⊥ ndXi

t
| paXi

t
. (2)

We do not make explicit assumptions over A,R. Definition 3.3 is important because with this,
checking conditional independence between Xi1

t1 , X
i2
t2 conditioned on Xi3

t3 is equivalent to check
whether the Xi3

t3 blocks all path from Xi1
t1 to Xi2

t2 in the DAG G (Pearl, 1999). Though the time series
model with independent noise (TiMINo) (Peters et al., 2013) is a popular extension of the NPSEM-IE
for which causal Markov is known to hold, we find this setting overly restrictive for RL. In many RL
applications like healthcare, the noise often has seasonal trends which breaks the i.i.d. assumption.
Further, although there always exists an equivalent SCM describing the data when the underlying
SCM is an MDP and the value space of Xt is countable (detailed discussion in Appendix D), this
does not always hold when the space is not countable. Therefore, we relax the strong assumption of
jointly independent noise to conditional independence as stated below.
Assumption 3.4 (Conditional independence of exogenous variables). Given an SCM denoted byM,
we assume the exogenous variables U over X satisfy U it ⊥⊥

{
U jh : Xj

h ∈ ndXi
t

}
| paXi

t
.

Assumption 3.4 states that all the influence of past noise to the current node Xi
t are fully mediated

through the parents of Xi
t . Assumption 3.4 ensures that the causal markov condition holds. Formally,

Proposition 3.5. Under Assumption 3.4, for node Xi
t ∈ X, let ndXi

t
denote its nondescendants and

paXi
t

its parents. For every Xi
t ∈ X, Xi

t ⊥⊥ ndXi
t
| paXi

t
.

Proposition 3.5 can be proven using the same technique as Peters et al. (2013) and we provide proof in
Appendix F. When Assumption 3.4 fails, the causal Markov condition might also fail and it becomes
unclear whether it is possible to recover the Markov state from the DAG alone. See Appendix E for
discussion.
Remark 3.6 (Relaxation of Assumption 3.4). We only need causal markov condition for Theorem 4.1-
4.2. Though Assumption 3.4 is still a restrictive assumption to ensure causal markov condition, it
already relaxes the independent noise assumption used in literature (Peters et al., 2013). In this work,
we focus on constructing markovian state from DAG under causal markov condition. Thus, finding
the exact necessary and sufficient condition for causal markov condition is important future work.

Wth Order MDP We consider an episodic finite-horizon problem with horizon T . At each time step
t ∈ {0, . . . , T}, the learner observes m scalar variables, represented by Xt = (X0

t , . . . , X
m
t ) ∈ X ,
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where X denotes the observation space. After choosing an action At ∈ A, the learner receives a
reward rt that satisfies E [rt | Xt, At] = r(Xt, At), where r(Xt, At) is the expected reward function.
We say the system is a W th order MDP if, after defining the state

Zt = (Xt,Xt−1, . . . ,Xmax{t−W,0}), (3)

the process {Zt}Tt=0 satisfies the Markov property, namely,

P(Zt+1 | O0, . . . , Zt, A0, . . . , At) = P(Zt+1 | Zt, At). (4)

For any policy π = {πt}Tt=0, we define the value function and Q-function at time t by

Qπ
t (zt, a) := Eπ

[
T∑
h=t

r(Zh, Ah) |Zt = zt, At = a

]
, V π

t (Zt) := Eπ

[
T∑
h=t

r(Zh, Ah) |Zt = zt

]
.

By optimal Bellman equation (Sutton & Barto, 1998), we have Q∗
t (zt, a) = r(zt, a) +

E
[
V ∗
t+1(Zt+1) | Zt = zt, At = a

]
, V ∗
t (zt) = maxaQ

∗
t (zt, a),whereQ∗

t (zt, a) = maxπ Q
π
t (zt, a)

and V ∗
t (zt) = maxπ V

π
t (zt). We further have the optimal policy π∗ is given by π∗

t (zt) =
argmaxaQ

∗
t (zt, a).

In the online setting, at each time t of episode k, the learner observes Xt and then chooses an
action At based on the history ht = (X0, . . . ,Xt, A0, . . . , At−1, R0, . . . , Rt−1). Then the learner
observes a reward r

(k)
t . Over K episodes, the goal is to minimize the regret of online policy

π(k): E
[∑K

k=1 V
∗
0 (z0)− V π(k)

0 (z0)
]
. However, directly taking all variables in Zt as the state can

substantially slow learning. In tabular RL, the regret scales polynomially with the number of states
(Auer et al., 2008), so when the state is formed by stacking all m coordinates across W + 1 time
steps, the effective state space can grow rapidly with both m and W .

We therefore seek a lower-dimensional state process that can preserve the Markov property and
optimality. This leads to the following definition of a valid state.

Definition 3.7 (Valid States). Consider a W th order MDP, and let Zt be the stacked observations
from window t−W to t, as defined in Eq. (3). A sequence of random variable sets {St}Tt=0 is called
a valid state if, for each t, St is a subset of the observed variables contained in {Xi}i∈[t] and the
following two conditions hold:

1. Markov Property. For every t and any sequence of actions, P
(
St+1 | St, At, . . . , S0, A0

)
=

P
(
St+1 | St, At

)
.

2. Optimality preservation. For every t and every realization st ∈ Zt, st ∈ St, zt ∈ Zt,
argmaxaQ

∗
t (st, a) = argmaxaQ

∗
t (zt, a).

4 MINIMAL MARKOVIAN STATE & MULTI-ORDER STATE EXPOSURE

Section 4.1 presents the minimal Markovian state based on a known causal DAG. Section 4.2
introduces Multi-Order State Exposure (MOSE), which constructs the state that can be fed to any
deep RL algorithm as input when the DAG is unknown.

4.1 FROM DAG TO MDP: MINIMAL MARKOVIAN STATE CONSTRUCTION

We introduce a graphical criterion for constructing valid states (Definition 3.7) in Theorem 4.1, and
then show that Algorithm G.1 constructs a minimal set satisfying this criterion (Theorem 4.2, Lemma
G.1). Complete proofs are provided in Appendix G.

Theorem 4.1 (Graphical criterion for valid state construction). Let G be a full time graph as defined in
Definition 3.2. For each t, we are given St ⊂ ∪j∈[t]Oj , which is a subset of state variables observed
up to the current time. Let At := {Aj}j∈[t] be the set of actions taken so far. We say {St}t∈[T ] are
valid states (Definition 3.7) for all possible DAG if and only if the following conditions hold:

1. Reward parent inclusion. For every t, the parents of the reward Rt (as defined in the graph G)
are contained in St: paRt

\At ⊆ St.
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W0 X0 Y0

L0 N0M0

R0 A0

S0 W1 X1 Y1

L1 N1M1

R1 A1

S1

W2 X2 Y2

L2 N2M2

R2 A2

. . .
S2

(1)

S0 S1 S2

A0 A1 A2

R0 R1 R2

. . .

(2)

Figure 1: From DAG to MDP. (1) Time-series causal DAG shown at time t ∈ [0, 2], where S0, S1, and
S2 are valid states selected by Algorithm G.1. (2) Causal DAG representation of the corresponding
MDP (Bareinboim et al., 2025), a subgraph of (1).

2. Inclusion of extended next state parents. For every t, let C∗t+1(St+1) be the closure of St+1

under same-time parents, constructed iteratively as follows (by replacing St+1 with Z):

C0t+1(Z) = Z, Ck+1
t+1 (Z) = Ckt+1(Z) ∪

( ⋃
Y ∈Ck

t+1(Z)

(
paY ∩Xt+1

))
, C∗t+1(Z) =

⋃
k≥0

Ckt+1(Z).

We require that every parent of any X ∈ C∗t+1(St+1 \ St) that lies in the past (times ≤ t) and is
not an action must be included in St:

⋃
X∈C∗

t+1(St+1\St)

(
paX \ (Xt+1 ∪At)

)
⊆ St.

3. Retension of Extended Neighbours For any t, let Nt+1 := {Xi
h : Xi

h ∈ St+1 \ St, h ≤ t}
represent the variables that is new in the next time state whose index is smaller than t. For any s ≤
t, letAt,s to be the extended parents of variables indexed by s that are in historic state, i.e. At,s :=

C∗
s

(⋃
h≤t+1 Sh ∩Xs

)
. Then let Mt be the moral graph for G constrained on variables Xi

h in

At,s and paXi
h

that are not in∪h≤tSh. For every maximal cliqueK ofMt such thatK∩Nt+1 ̸= ∅,

the following must hold:
⋃
Xi

h∈At,s,{Xi
h}∪paX

hi
∩K ̸=∅

(
{Xi

h} ∪ paXi
h

)⋂(⋃
h≤t Sh

)
⊂ St.

4. Persistence of included variables. If a variable appears in the state at two different times, it must
also appear at all intermediate times: ∀ t1 ≤ t2 ≤ t3, St1 ∩ St3 ⊆ St2 .

Condition 2 ensures that St captures every variable at times ≤ t that directly influences the extended
next-state set C∗t+1(St+1). Any causal path from the earlier history to (St+1) must pass through one
of these parents. Condition 3 guarantees that markov blanket of St+1 when restricted on vertices
indexed before t is included in St. Condition 4 ensures that when some variable is present in the state
of two time steps, this will not cause the Markov property to fail because that variable will be in the
state of every time step in between.

In this work, we assume for simplicity, the action At can only affect Xt+1. When this assumption
does not hold, we need to modify Theorem 4.1 to also include the parents of actions to the state to
avoid edge cases like Xi

t−2 → At−2 → Xi
t . We note that for a W th order MDP, stacking all variables

within the window length W satisfies all four criteria and is a valid state.

However, a state construction {St}t∈[T ] that satisfies the criteria under Theorem 4.1 may contain
redundant variables that are not needed to maintain validity. To remove redundant variables, we
propose a backward construction procedure in Algorithm G.1. Algorithm G.1 constructs the state sets
{St}t∈[T ] backwards, starting from the empty set at time T + 1. At step t, we are given St+1 and
an auxiliary set Ct+1; together, St+1 ∪ Ct+1 forms the extended next-state set C∗t+1(St+1) required
by Condition (2). We construct St as follows. First, any variable in St+1 with time index ≤ t is
included in St. This avoids recursively expanding their own parents, which would needlessly increase
the state size. Second, to enforce Condition 2, St is augmented with all all parents of the extended
next-state set St+1∪Ct+1 that lie at times≤ t, together with parents of the reward paRt

. To illustrate
the construction, we provide an example in Figure 1. In Theorem 4.2, we prove that Algorithm G.1
returns a minimal set satisfying Theorem 4.1 such that removal of any variable from S is impossible.
Theorem 4.2 (Minimality of the state space returned by Algorithm G.1). Given a full time DAG
G, let {St}Tt=0 be the state sequence returned by Algorithm G.1. Then {St}Tt=0 is valid (satisfies
Definition 3.7). Moreover, it is minimal in the following sense: for any sequence {S̃t}Tt=0 such
that S̃t ⊆ St, ∀t, and S̃t0 ⊊ St0 for at least one time step t0. There exists a transition
probability model admissible by the DAG such that {S̃t}Tt=0 is invalid.
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The proof of Theorem 4.2 proceeds in two steps 1) verifying the criterion in Theorem 4.1 are satisfied
naturally by construction and 2) to preserve optimality, the causal parents of the parents of reward
has to be involved in the state as established by Lemma G.1. Nodes Per State

W = 2 [16.77, 16.90]
W = 5 [28.06, 28.41]
W = 10 [35.17, 35.93]

Table 1: Nodes per state (95% CI).

To illustrate the scale of reduction of the state space size, we
evaluate the number of variables contained in St for randomly
generated graphs. In Table 1 we report the 95% confidence
interval for the average number of variables contained over all
horizons. The confidence interval is calculated based on 100 randomly generated graphs with 10
nodes per time step. The exact generation process is the same as the one shown in Section 5. This
illustrates that we can often scale down the state space size relative to the full window state.

4.2 MULTI-ORDER STATE EXPOSURE

Deep RL is known to suffer from decreasing expressivity and generalizability (Sokar et al., 2023) due
to overfitting to early samples (Cobbe et al., 2019). Feeding a neural network the minimal Markovian
representation can further worsen this behavior, as it removes many variables from observation that
can provide additional information to help the network adapt to new samples. This is consistent with
our observations in Figure 4, where the minimal Markovian representation did not improve over
window policies when W = 5. To confirm this, we plot the difference between training and testing
loss when the state is minimal Markovian state. The curve is averaged over H horizons using linear
ANM detailed in Appendix H.1. As shown in Figure 2, the DAG state starts with good generalization
in the beginning and fluctuates toward negative as more samples come in. This indicates that the
model using DAG state overfits to early samples and cannot adjust to later samples, as the testing loss
consistently becomes larger. Meanwhile, though the magnitude of stacked window state is smaller
than DAG state, it still fluctuates. In contrast, MOSE and Causal MOSE, which will be introduced
later, consistently have near-zero loss difference, showing the benefits of controlled redundancy. We
include the per-horizon loss curve in Appendix H.3.
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Figure 2: Loss Difference Averaged
over Horizons.

To address this issue, we introduce Multi-Order State Expo-
sure (MOSE; Algorithm G.2). Based on the idea that selecting
features jointly with the model that uses them will improve
model performance (Sutton, 2019; Balın et al., 2019), MOSE
explicitly adds a selection layer before the final MLP that es-
timates the value function. As shown in Figure 4.2, MOSE
operates on a history that is either the raw observation or the
belief history learned by a sequential architecture like LSTM.
We first embed each dimension into a higher-dimensional space
by Eit = tanh

(
W iXi

t + bit
)
. We use a separate weight W for different dimensions of X (Gorishniy

et al., 2021) because each dimension of X describes a different aspect of the environment. We let
the same dimension of X across different time steps share the same weight because they should lie
in the same direction, with the effect of time introduced by a bias term. To choose which Xi

h in
the history Zt should be part of the state, we need to calculate the importance of this dimension to
estimating value functions. Attention provides a natural way to parameterize this dependence on
the value-estimation task (Vaswani et al., 2017). Accordingly, we introduce a single learned query
q0, shared across candidate coordinates and trained jointly with the Q-network. Its association with
value estimation comes from the learning objective: gradients from value prediction determine which
information the query learns to retrieve.

The selector uses this query to obtain a context for evaluating the current history. Let i index the
available variable–lag pairs, i.e., i = (h, j) for t−W ≤ h ≤ t, 0 ≤ j ≤ m, and let kt,i, vt,i ∈ Rd
denote the key and value obtained from the embedding of coordinate i at time t. The attention read is

αt,i =
exp
(
q⊤0 kt,i/

√
d
)

∑
j exp

(
q⊤0 kt,j/

√
d
) , ct =

∑
i

αt,ivt,i. (5)

We then use ct to score the same candidate coordinates by rt,i =
c⊤t kt,i√

d
. This second step allows

selection to reflect the information retrieved from the current history while retaining a single indepen-
dently learned query. The selection layer converts these scores by comparing the sigmoid of score and
a learnable threshold τ . We learn τ using a straight-through estimator (Bengio et al., 2013) with hard
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Figure 3: MOSE architecture. A learned query q0 attends to embedded history coordinates to form
a context for assessing their relevance to Q-value estimation. This context scores each coordinate
through its key to determine a selection mask. The masked observations and mask form the state
passed to the MLP Q-network.

gates 1{σ(z) ≥ τ} in the forward pass and the differentiable surrogate σ(σ(z)− τ) in the backward
pass. When σ(rt,i) ≥ τ , then the corresponding Xj

h will be retained. Otherwise the value will be
replaced by 0. The Q-network receives the selected original observations together with their mask.
Preserving the observations retains their numerical values, while including the mask distinguishes
an excluded coordinate from an observed zero. This mask can be seen as an artificial missingness
because the corresponding element is not helping the value function estimation. Therefore, we also
include the mask as input to the value function following the common structure when dealing with
missingness in MLP (Le Morvan et al., 2020).

We initialize the threshold so that all available coordinates are selected. The selector and Q-network
are then trained jointly using the temporal-difference objective. Starting with full selection gives the
network access to potentially useful redundancy before learning which inputs it can dispense with.
Because the gates remain trainable and the selector continues to inspect the available history, these
decisions can be revised as learning proceeds. The aim is thus to learn a compact input representation
suited to the Q-network, with room to retain redundant coordinates when they make value estimation
easier. We have done ablations to replace the attention mechanism with a simple weight to directly
represent the score and the results are deferred to Appendix H.2. When DAG information is available,
we use the minimal Markovian state to specify inputs that MOSE must retain. We initialize the
corresponding input gates to 1 and keep them fixed at 1 throughout training. The remaining gates are
learned as before. Therefore the DAG state determines which inputs must remain available, and end-
to-end selection determines which additional inputs are useful. To further emphasize DAG state, we
additionally add an gradient update on the Q network using only DAG state as input (Algorithm G.3).

5 EXPERIMENTS
We tested the benefits of MOSE (Algorithm G.2) and Causal MOSE (Algorithm G.3) compared with
naively stacking Window State: Defining all observations within a time window w as state (Mnih
et al., 2015; Hessel et al., 2018) and DAG-State: minimal valid state representation constructed by
Algorithm G.1. We evaluate the performance on synthetic data generating processes (DGPs) and
Atari games (Machado et al., 2018). We use a variant of Double Q Learning (van Hasselt et al., 2015)
as the RL algorithm for synthetic environments and R2D2 (Kapturowski et al., 2018) for Atari games.

Synthetic DGPs We first randomly generate a graph with 10 nodes per time step and the causal
parents of each node Xi

t can only lie in {t−W, t− 1, t} where W denotes the order of MDP and
can take value in {5, 10} in our experiment. Given the causal graph, data were sampled from additive
noise models (ANMs) (Hoyer et al., 2008; Peters et al., 2014). We describe the details of the DGPs
in Appendix H.1. We compare two length of horizon per episode as 25 and 30 and we feed our state
to a variant of Double Q Learning (van Hasselt et al., 2015) for episodic finite RL. Linear ANM (14)
are included in main body and nonlinear ANM results are deferred to Appendix H.

Atari Games We additionally evaluate MOSE on the Atari game. In this environment, episode
lengths are policy-dependent, since an episode terminates once the agent loses all lives. For this reason,
we formulate the problem as an infinite-horizon discounted W th order stationary MDP; the formal
definition is deferred to Appendix C. As the underlying RL backbone, we use R2D2 (Kapturowski
et al., 2018), a strong value-based deep RL algorithm. We compare MOSE against vanilla R2D2,
where vanilla R2D2 directly uses the hidden states learned by LSTM as its input state. We claim that
hidden states at current time might not be sufficient and it is beneficial to choose which dimensions
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Figure 4: Average per-episode reward averaged over 18 instances. From left to right: 5th-order MDP,
Horizon 25, 10th-order MDP, Horizon 25, 5th-order MDP, Horizon 30,10th-order MDP, Horizon 25.
Linear ANM (Eq. (14))

of hidden states are enough. Therefore, we use MOSE to operate on the belief history learned by
LSTM. Since the ground truth causal graph of the game environment is unavailable, we do not include
Causal-MOSE in this experiment. For both methods, we train the agent for 2 million environment
interactions. Every 50,000 environment steps, we evaluate the current policy over 10 episodes and
report the average episodic reward across these evaluation episodes.

5.1 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
Results Using Eq. (14) Figure 4 shows a clear and consistent pattern across all three choices of
the order W : MOSE outperforms all competing benchmarks throughout the full training horizon
of 500K episodes for Linear ANM. The fact that this advantage appears for every tested W and H
suggests that the gain from MOSE is not tied to a particular order and horizon length. By selectively
constructing the state representation, MOSE reduces the burden of learning from irrelevant or weakly
informative variables for Q-function, leading to better performance across training.

A particularly notable observation from Figure 4 is that the benchmark based only on the minimal
Markovian state does not improve performance, and in fact remains worse to window policies across
3 (W,H) of 4 experiments. This is an important finding. From a theoretical perspective, the minimal
Markovian state is sufficient to preserve the optimal control problem. However, the figure suggests
that such minimality alone does not necessarily translate into the best empirical performance when the
value function is approximated by a neural network. This indicates that although some variables are
redundant for satisfying the Markov property, they may still contain auxiliary statistical information
that helps the network estimate the Q-function more accurately in finite samples. Removing all
such variables may therefore make the representation too sparse from the standpoint of function
approximation, even if it remains sufficient in principle for optimal control.

This interpretation is further supported by the comparison between MOSE and Causal MOSE in
Figure 4. When the minimal Markovian state is provided as prior structural information, Causal
MOSE consistently outperforms MOSE over the entire 500K-episode training period. This shows
that by fixing DAG state to be always input to the model, Causal MOSE can selectively choose which
redundant information is needed for statistical efficiency and build state around DAG state. Therefore,
the best performance is achieved by combining a principled Markovian core with a mechanism that
can incorporate extra informative variables.

Finally, we plot the false negative and positive rate of the state constructed by MOSE compared with
DAG state to check what state MOSE is trying to construct. As we can see from Figure H.5 the
false positive rate of both MOSE and Causal MOSE is dropping and Causal MOSE dropped faster
than MOSE. This shows that MOSE are slowly learning the DAG state and with DAG state hard
encoded, Causal MOSE can drop truly redundant information more quickly. Though the false negative
rate of MOSE is increasing, this is due to under finite horizon, MOSE may falsely drop important
information and need more samples to collect back. Detailed discussions are in Appendix H.5.

Results on Atari Games Table 2 shows that MOSE outperforms vanilla R2D2
after 2M training samples, improving mean scores by 25.8% on BattleZone
and 34.7% on Krull. Specific learning curves are deferred to Appendix H.6.

Game R2D2 MOSE

BattleZone 12,435.0± 1,009.4 15,640.0± 5,409.6 (+25.8%)
Krull 5,556.9± 888.6 7,483.2± 77.7 (+34.7%)

Table 2: Final Average results over past 10 evaluations after
2M training samples.

A possible explanation is that learned
belief states are not necessarily
Markovian: the LSTM may forget in-
formation relevant to control, making
past belief states useful for current Q-
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value estimation. MOSE selects rel-
evant components across the belief-
state history, providing access to this

information while avoiding the high-dimensional input produced by concatenating full past belief
states. Furthermore, dimension-wise selection allows gradients to propagate back to the LSTM,
guiding it toward learning belief representations that better retain control-relevant information.

AI USE STATEMENT

In this work, we used generative AI tools for 1) Generating synthetic data sets; 2) implementing
methods. We have not used generative AI tools for 1) helping develop theoretical models or conceptual
frameworks; 2) formulating mathematical claims; 3) providing critical ingredients for proving
mathematical claims and assisting in the writing of proofs; 4) proposing or refine hypotheses; 5)
designing or provide feedback on research methodology or experiments; 6) supporting qualitative and
thematic data analysis; 7) interpreting results and assist with translation, clean and reformat dataset
are not applicable to this work.

We have reviewed all AI-assisted work. LLM-generated code was verified and tested for correctness.
We take responsibility for the final content of this work, including text, claims or artifacts produced
with the aid of generative AI.
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A LIMITATIONS

In this work, we established a formal construction of minimal markovian state and design MOSE
and Causal MOSE that can leverage the minimality of the state we constructed in deep RL. Several
limitations remain. First, our approach assumes a known full time graph; learning such a DAG from
high-dimensional longitudinal data, particularly with temporally correlated noise, remains an open
challenge. Though state constructed by MOSE may be converging to minimal markovian state, its
convergence speed has not been established and would be interesting future work. Second, integrating
our framework with other causal RL techniques could further improve performance. These would be
interesting future research directions.

B EXTENDED RELATED WORKS

Longitudinal Causal Discovery Despite extensive research addressing causal discovery in time
series (Assaad et al., 2022; Hasan et al., 2023), longitudinal causal discovery in RL remains an open
problem. Existing longitudinal discovery approaches include Granger causality (Granger, 1969;
Geweke, 1982), neural Granger causality (Marcinkevičs & Vogt, 2021; Tank et al., 2022; Löwe
et al., 2022), methods that assume functional causal models (Fujiwara et al., 2023), constraint-based
algorithms (Entner & Hoyer, 2010; Runge et al., 2019; Runge, 2020; Günther et al., 2023), and other
deep learning approaches (Pamfil et al., 2020; Bellot et al., 2022; Sun et al., 2023). These methods
typically make stationarity assumptions and sometimes deploy classical CITs that assume i.i.d. data.
For RL, two challenges arise: (1) in many applications, the noise associated with a given variable is
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correlated across time, and hence no longer i.i.d.; (2) data are generated under a behavioral policy,
potentially introducing distributional shifts and selection bias. Despite recent advances in CITs for
stochastic processes (Liu et al., 2025), Markovian tests, and causal RL (Bareinboim et al., 2025),
open questions surround the adaptation of CITs to policy-intervened settings and, more generally,
designing discovery algorithms that are robust in RL contexts. In this paper, we assume access to a
ground truth longitudinal causal graph and explore (1) how it can be used to build a Markovian state
and (2) whether that representation can be effectively leveraged by modern deep RL algorithms.

Causal Bandits and Causal Representation Learning Causal bandits (Lattimore et al., 2016;
Bareinboim et al., 2015; Zhang & Bareinboim, 2017) focus on regret minimization in bandits,
where actions causally affect the rewards via a (often known) causal graph (Sen et al., 2017; Lee &
Bareinboim, 2018; 2019; Lu et al., 2020; Nair et al., 2021; Lu et al., 2021), and the environment resets
after each round. Causal representation learning (Schölkopf et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2024; Ahuja
et al., 2023; von Kügelgen et al., 2023; Varici et al., 2024) aims to recover latent causal variables
and their structural relationships from high-dimensional variables. Both address distinct settings
orthogonal to the objective of this paper.

C EXTENDED PRELIMINARIES

Infinite Horizon Discounted Reward W th Order MDP The only difference compared with
episodic finite horizon W th order MDP lies in the objective. In infinite horizon discounted reward
setting, we have an discount factor γ and the objective is maximizing

Eπ

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtr(Zh, Ah) | Zt = zt, At = a

]

D VALIDITY OF I.I.D NOISE

In this section, we establish that when the space of Xi
t is countable, then if the SCM is describing an

MDP, there exists a function f it such that xit = f it (paXi
t
, uit) where uit are independent uniform [0, 1].

Without loss of generality, we assume there exists only one node per time step and the underlying
MDP is 0-th order MDP, i.e. P(xt|xt−1, . . . , x0, at−1) = P(xt|xt−1, at−1). As stated in Norris
(1998), for any markov chain with countable state space, there exists an representation such that
xt = f(xt−1, at−1, ut) where Ut are i.i.d uniform random variable. Therefore, suppose the data
forms an MDP, there must exist an causal function such that the noise is independent for countable
state space.

E WHEN IS THE CAUSAL DAG HELPFUL?

As discussed in Section 3 and shown in Theorem 4.1, given DAG that satisfies Definition 3.3 we can
construct state such that it defines an MDP. However, when causal Markovian condition does not
hold because of dependent noise, we can not construct state directly from DAG alone. For instance,
suppose the DAG is just a single chain having X0 → X1 → X2 → X3 but the same noise U
controls all four nodes, we can not get that information from DAG and thus do not know whether just
taking current observation state satisfies Markov property. We think it is an important future work to
study how to construct valid state given DAG and other further information when causal Markovian
condition fails. It is also important to study exact conditions on exogenous noise so that an SCM can
admit an MDP.

F PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.5

Before we prove Theorem 3.5, we introduce the notion of topological ordering which resorts the
{Xt}Tt=0 so that the parents of X(i) can only be in X(j), j < i. Formally,
Definition F.1 (Topological Ordering). Given a DAG G = (X, E), we say a mapping g : [T ] ×
[m] → {0, 1, . . . , (T + 1)(m + 1)} is a linear topological sort iff ∀Xi

t , whenever Xj
h ∈ paXi

t
,

g(h, i) ≥ g(t, j).
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For any Xi
t , assume

∣∣∣ndXi
t

∣∣∣ = n. Then we can topologically sort these nodes into

X(0), X(1), . . . , X(n). Since Xi
t does not have descendants among this set, without loss of generality,

assume X(n) = Xi
t . Then we have

P
(
x(n) | x(0), x(1), x(2), . . . , x(n−1)

)
= P

(
f (n)

(
paX(n) , U (n)

)
| paX(n) , U (0), f (1)

(
U (0), U (1)

)
, . . . , f (n−1)

(
U (0), . . . , U (n−1)

))
= P(x(n) | paX(n)),

where the second equality holds because the variables are sorted by topological ordering and the last
equality holds because of Assumption 3.4.

G TECHNICAL DETAILS IN SECTION 4.1

G.1 PROOF OF THEOREM 4.1

We will first prove the sufficiency. First, we prove that any state space satisfying the criterion
satisfies the Markov property. It suffices to show that P(C∗

t+1 = ct+1, Lt+1 = lt+1 | At = a, St =
st, St−1 = st−1, . . . , S0 = s0) = P(C∗

t+1 = ct+1 | At = a, St = st) where Lt+1 = St+1 ∩ St.
This holds since St+1 \ St ⊂ C∗t+1. Since Lt+1 ⊂ St, we have

P(C∗
t+1 = ct+1, Lt+1 = lt+1 | At = a, St = st, St−1 = st−1, . . . , S0 = s0)

= I(lt+1 = g(st))P(C∗
t+1 = ct+1 | At = a, St = st, St−1 = st−1, . . . , S0 = s0),

where g is the projection from St to L⊔. By construction of C∗t+1 and Criterion (2), for any X ∈ C∗t+1,
X’s parent can only be in C∗t+1 ∪St. Let X(0)

t+1, . . . , X
(i)
t+1, . . . be the variables in C∗t+1 that is ordered

according to topological ordering. Then we have the parents of Xi
t+1 can only be X(j)

t+1, j > i and
St. Since by Criterion (4), if St+1 ∩ Sk for k < t is non empty, then those value are also contained
in St, without losing generality, assume St+1 ∩ Sk = ∅ for k < t. Then we have

P(C∗
t+1 = ct+1 | At = a, St = st, St−1 = st−1, . . . , S0 = s0)

=

|C∗
t+1|∏
i=1

P
(
x
(i)
t+1 | x

(i−1)
t+1 , . . . , x

(1)
t+1, St = st, At = a, . . . , S0 = s0

)

=

|C∗
t+1|∏
i=1

P
(
x
(i)
t+1 | x

(i−1)
t+1 , . . . , x

(1)
t+1, St = st, At = a

)
,

where the last equality holds because Criterion (3) ensures no path will point to St+1 without passing
St.

Then we prove that such state space also preserves the optimal value. We prove by induction. The
induction hypothesis is

∀ t, st, zt, a, Q∗
t (st, a) = Q∗

t (zt, a). (6)
When t = T , since by Criterion (1), paRT

⊂ ST , we have Q∗
T (sT , a) = R(paRT

, a) = Q∗
T (zt, a).

Suppose this holds for t = h+ 1, when t = h, we have

Q∗
h(sh, a) = R(sh, a) + E

[
max
a

Q∗
h+1(sh+1, a) | Sh = sh, Ah = a

]
= R(paRh

, a) + E
[
max
a

Q∗
h+1(sh+1, a) | Sh = sh, Ah = a

]
.

Similarly, we have

Q∗
h(zh, a) = R(zh, a) + E

[
max
a

Q∗
h+1(zh+1, a) | Zh = zh, Ah = a

]
= R(paRh

, a) + E
[
max
a

Q∗
h+1(sh+1, a) | Zh = zh, Ah = a

]
= R(paRh

, a) + E
[
max
a

Q∗
h+1(sh+1, a) | Sh = sh, Ah = a

]
.
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where the second equality holds by Eq. (6) and the last equality holds because of Criterion (4) and 2.
Therefore, we have Q∗

h(sh, a) = Q∗
h(zh, a).

Next, we prove the necessity. To prove Criterion 1,2 are necessary, we introduce Lemma G.1. The
proof will be deferred to the end of this section.

Lemma G.1 (Necessity of parent inclusion). Fix t ∈ {0, . . . , T −1}. Suppose that the state variables
{Sτ}Tτ=t+1 have been constructed such that the following holds: there exists a transition probability
model consistent with the times series DAG under which, for any τ ∈ {t+ 1, . . . , T}, removing any
variable from Sτ strictly reduces the optimal value.

Then, if there exists a variable X ∈ St+1 ∪ {Rt} such that

X /∈ St and pa(C∗
t+1(X)) ∩ {variables at time ≤ t} ⊈ St,

then there exists a transition probability model consistent with the DAG under which the optimal
value at time t under St is strictly smaller than that under the full construction.

Lemma G.1 immediately shows that for any valid state, it must satisfy the first two criteria.

Suppose Criterion 4 fails, there exists Xi
h and t1 < t2 < t3 such that Xi

h ∈ St1 , St3 , Xi
h /∈ St2 . Then

we have St3 is dependent of St1 given St2 since even conditioned on St2 , Xi
h in St1 determines the

value of Xi
h in St3 . This breaks the Markovian property.

Since Criterion 4 must hold, it implies Nt+1 ∩
(⋃t

h=0 Sh

)
= ∅. Indeed, if a variable in Nt+1 had

appeared in some Sh with h < t, then its appearances in Sh and St+1 would imply its inclusion in St
by persistence. This contradicts the definition of Nt+1.

Suppose Criterion 3 fails, there exists t and s ≤ t, maximal cliqueK ofMt satisfyingK∩Nt+1 ̸= ∅,
Xk
s satisfying Xk

s ∈ At,s and a variable Xj
r such that

Xj
r ∈

(
{Xk

s } ∪ pa(Xk
s )
)
∩

[(
t⋃

h=0

Sh

)
\ St

]
,

and (
{Xk

s } ∪ pa(Xk
s )
)
∩K ̸= ∅.

Choose Xi
h ∈ K ∩ Nt+1 and Xm

ℓ ∈
(
{Xk

s } ∪ pa(Xk
s )
)
∩ K. Thus Xj

r is a previously included
variable that is absent from St, and it shares a family with a variable in K.

Consider the subgraph of G induced by Nt+1 ∪
(⋃t

h=0 Sh

)
and all ancestors of these variables, and

form its moral graph. Recall that moralization connects every pair of parents sharing a child and then
removes all arrowheads.

Every variable in At,s belongs to this ancestral subgraph. To see this, the variables used to define
At,s are indexed by s ≤ t and belong to states up to time t+ 1. Each such variable therefore either
belongs to

⋃t
h=0 Sh or belongs to Nt+1. The same-time ancestors added by C∗

s , and all their parents,
also belong to the ancestral subgraph.

Consequently, every edge of Mt is also present in this ancestral moral graph. Furthermore,

{Xk
s } ∪ pa(Xk

s )

forms a clique there: the child is adjacent to each parent, and every pair of parents is joined by
moralization. In particular, the ancestral moral graph contains an edge between Xm

ℓ and Xj
r .

Because K is a clique, it is connected. Hence there is a path inside K from Xi
h to Xm

ℓ ; if these
variables coincide, this path has length zero. Appending the edge from Xm

ℓ to Xj
r gives a path from

Xi
h to Xj

r in the ancestral moral graph.

Every vertex of K lies outside
⋃t
h=0 Sh, by the construction of Mt. Therefore, every vertex of the

path inside K lies outside St. Its final vertex Xj
r also lies outside St by its choice. Thus this path

avoids St entirely.
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It follows that St does not separate Nt+1 from(
t⋃

h=0

Sh

)
\ St

in their ancestral moral graph. By the ancestral moral graph criterion for d-separation,

Nt+1 ⊥̸d

[(
t⋃

h=0

Sh

)
\ St

]
| St.

By completeness of d-separation, there exists a probability model compatible with G under which

Nt+1 ⊥̸⊥

[(
t⋃

h=0

Sh

)
\ St

]
| St.

However, Nt+1 ⊆ St+1, whereas the Markov property requires

St+1 ⊥⊥ (S0, . . . , St−1) | St.
The latter would imply the conditional independence just shown to fail. This contradicts Markovianity
for every compatible model. Therefore, the required inclusion holds.

Algorithm G.1 Backward State-Space Construction from a Time Series DAG
Require: Time horizon T ; times series DAG G

1: Initialize ST+1 ← ∅, CT+1 ← ∅
2: for t = T, T − 1, . . . , 0 do
3: Construct state St and auxiliary variable set Ct:

St ←
{
Xi
s : X

i
s ∈ St+1, s ≤ t

}
∪ {Xi

s : X
i
s ∈ paXj

t+1
, Xj

t+1 ∈ St+1 ∪ Ct+1, s ≤ t} ∪ paRt

4: Initialize Ct ←
{
Xi
t : Xi

t ∈ paXj
t
, Xj

t ∈ St, Xi
t /∈ St

}
.

5: while
{
Xi
t : Xi

t ∈ paXj
t
, Xj

t ∈ Ct, Xi
t /∈ Ct

}
̸= ∅ do

6: Ct ← Ct ∪
{
Xi
t : Xi

t ∈ paXj
t
, Xj

t ∈ Ct, Xi
t /∈ Ct

}
7: end while
8: end for
9: Output: {St}Tt=0

G.2 PROOF OF THEOREM 4.2

We first show that this construction gives a valid state space by verifying the four criteria of Theo-
rem 4.1. Criteria (1) and 2 is satisfied by Line 3 of Algorithm G.1 since Ct+1 ∪ St+1 is the same as
C∗t+1. For Criterion (3), again by Line 3, we have for all k ≤ t2 if Xi

k ∈ St1 , Xi
k ∈ St2 . Therefore,

for every Xi
k ∈ St1 \ St2 , time index k must be larger than t2. Since the variables in St2 can only

have ancestors from time smaller or equal to t2, Criterion (3) is satisfied. Criterion (4) holds because
of Line 3 similarly.

We will use induction to show that we can’t move any variable from the state constructed by
Algorithm G.1. At t = T , by Lemma G.1, we must have the parents of reward to preserve optimality,
which is exactly the same as the construction of Algorithm G.1. Suppose for t ≥ h + 1, we can’t
remove any variable from the constructed state. When t = h, by Lemma G.1, for any X ∈ Sh+1,
either itself or pa(C∗

h+1(X)) needs to be in Sh. If X is indexed by k ≤ h, X can be in the state
at time h. Since this will only increase the dimension of state space by 1 which is smaller than the
cardinality of pa(C∗

h+1(X)), we should put X to St. If X indexed by h + 1, then pa(C∗
h+1(X))

must be in St.
Since this exactly matches the output of Algorithm G.1, every variable retained by the construction is
indispensable: deleting any one of them causes failure of at least one of the two desired properties for
some transition instance.
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Therefore, no strictly smaller state sequence can simultaneously preserve Markovianity and preserve
the optimal policy for all transition instances. This proves the minimality of {St}Tt=0.

G.3 PROOF OF LEMMA G.1

It suffices to consider the case where exactly one necessary variable X is omitted from the state at
time t. Suppose X is either a causal parent of some variable in St+1 with time index at most t, or a
variable in St+1 itself, but X /∈ St. Fix some realization St = s, and let X ∈ {0, 1} with

P(X = 1) = p, P(X = 0) = 1− p, (7)

for some p ∈ (0, 1). Consider two actions a0 and a1, and define a transition model consistent with
the DAG as follows: the next state contains a binary variable Yt+1 ∈ St+1, and

P(Yt+1 = 1 | St = s,X = x,At = a) = I(a = ax), (8)

where ax = a0 if x = 0 and ax = a1 if x = 1. Let the continuation value be

Vt+1(Yt+1) = I(Yt+1 = 1). (9)

Then if X were observed as part of the state at time t, the controller could choose ax after observing
x, and hence attain value

max
a

∑
y

P(Yt+1 = y | St = s,X = x,At = a)Vt+1(y) = 1 (10)

for both x = 0 and x = 1. In contrast, if X is not included in the state, then the policy must choose
the same action for both values of X , so the value is obtained by averaging over the conditional law
of the unobserved variable:

Qt(s, a) =
∑

x∈{0,1}

P(X = x | St = s)
∑
y

P(Yt+1 = y | St = s,X = x,At = a)Vt+1(y). (11)

By construction,
Qt(s, a0) = 1− p, Qt(s, a1) = p, (12)

and therefore
max
a

Qt(s, a) = max{p, 1− p} < 1 (13)

whenever p ∈ (0, 1). Thus, the optimal value under the reduced state representation is strictly smaller
than under the full state representation. Moreover, any policy based only on the reduced state St = s
must choose the same action regardless of the realized value of X , whereas the optimal full-state
policy chooses a0 when X = 0 and a1 when X = 1. Hence the policy induced by the reduced state
representation is not optimal under the full state representation. This proves that omitting even a
single necessary variable can strictly reduce the optimal value.

H EXPERIMENTAL DETAILS

Compute Resources Experiments were run on an AWS EC2 c6a.4xlarge instance with 16 vCPUs.

H.1 SYNTHETIC DGP DETAILS

In the linear additive case, each variable takes the form

Xi
t = bi + ωit,aa+

∑
xj
h∈pa(Xi

t)

ωit,xh,j ,a
xjh + ϵit, (14)

where ω is randomly generated, bi follows normal distribution with mean 0 and ϵit is uniform over
[−
√
3,
√
3]. And the reward follows the same DGP.

Additionally, we have implemented a non-linear ANM. In the nonlinear additive case, we standardize
the parent values as zjh = (xjh − µ

j
h)/s

j
h and za = (a − µa)/sa, where µ and s > 0 are randomly
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Algorithm G.2 Multi-Order State Exposure (MOSE)
Require: Update-Value-Function; order W ; batch size B; head dimension d

1: Initialize separate parameters θh for each h = 1, . . . , H , including the attention module and
Q-network

2: Initialize thresholds τh = 0 and replay buffers Dh = ∅
3: for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K do
4: Reset the environment
5: for h = 1, 2, . . . ,H do
6: Observe Xk

h and construct Zkh = (Xk
h, . . . ,X

k
h−W )

7: Construct Ôkh using the step-h attention and selection operations defined below
8: Take action akh = argmaxaQ

θh
h (Ôkh, a)

9: Observe rkh and Okh+1

10: Store (Zkh , a
k
h, r

k
h, O

k
h+1) in Dh

11: end for
12: for h = H,H − 1, . . . , 1 do
13: Sample B transitions {(Zkbh , a

kb
h , r

kb
h , O

kb
h+1)}Bb=1 from Dh

14: for b = 1, . . . , B do
15: Let Ah denote the availability mask and Ih the available coordinates
16: Ebh;t,i = tanh

(
W i
hX

kb,i
t + bh;h−t,i

)
17: Ebh := (Ebh;t,i)

18: Compute keys and values: Kb
h = EbhWK,h, Vb,j

h = EbhWV,h

19: Compute attention weights: αbh = softmaxIh

(
q0,h(K

b
h)

⊤
√
d

)
20: Compute context: cbh = αbhV

b
h

21: Compute coordinate scores: zbh =
1√
d
cbh(K

b
h)

⊤

22: Select coordinates: mb
h = Ah ⊙ 1

{
σ(zbh) ≥ τh

}
23: Construct the exposed state: Ôkbh = [Zkbh ⊙mb

h;m
b
h ]

24: end for
25: θh ← Update-Value-Function

(
θh,
{
(Ôkbh , a

kb
h , r

kb
h , O

kb
h+1)

}B
b=1

)
26: end for
27: end for

Algorithm G.3 Causal MOSE
Require: Update-Value-Function; W,B, d; minimal Markovian state masks {m⋆

h}Hh=1
1: Initialize as in MOSE, with θh = (ϕh, ψh): ϕh contains attention and selection parameters; ψh

contains Q-network weights
2: for k = 1, . . . ,K do
3: Collect transitions as in MOSE
4: for h = H, . . . , 1 do
5: Sample B transitions Bh from Dh
6: (θh,yh)←MOSE(h, θh,Bh) {One minibatch update; retain detached TD targets}
7: ψh ← DAG-State-Update(ψh,Bh,m⋆

h,yh)
8: end for
9: end for

generated parameters whose dependence on the target node Xi
t is suppressed. The action modifies

each state-parent coefficient as

ωit,xh,j ,a
= ωit,xh,j

+∆i
t,xh,j ,a

.

Define ρ(z) = z/(1 + |z|) and the weighted nonlinear functions

φ1(z, w) = w tanh(z), φ2(z, w) = wmax{0, sgn(w)z},
φ3(z, w) = w[sin(z + θit) +

1
2 cos(ν

i
tz)], φ4(z, w) = ρ(wz).

23



Algorithm G.4 DAG-State-Update
Require: Q-network weights ψh; batch Bh; minimal-state mask m⋆

h; detached TD targets yh
1: for b = 1, . . . , B do
2: O⋆,kbh = [Zkbh ⊙m⋆

h;m
⋆
h ]

3: end for
4: Bypass attention and selection; compute

LDAG
h =

1

B

B∑
b=1

(
Qψh

h (O⋆,kbh , akbh )− ybh
)2

5: Take one optimizer step on ψh using ∇ψh
LDAG
h ; keep ϕh fixed

6: return ψh

Then define

f im,t,a = φm(za, ω
i
t,a) +

∑
xj
h∈pa

Xi
t

φm(zjh, ω
i
t,xh,j ,a

), m = 1, . . . , 4.

Pairwise interactions and a sigmoid gate are defined by

f i5,t,a =
∑

{xj
h,x

k
u}⊆paX(Xi

t)

ηi,j,kt,h,uρ(z
j
hz
k
u),

f i6,t,a = σ20

γit,aza + ∑
xj
h∈pa

Xi
t

γit,h,jz
j
h

 , σ20(z) =
1

1 + exp{− clip[−20,20](z)}
.

The pairwise sum counts each distinct unordered pair once. Each node randomly selects a coefficient
vector cit from its eligible mixtures in the fixed library, giving

f it,a =

5∑
m=1

cim,tf
i
m,t,a + ci6,tf

i
6,t,af

i
5,t,a + ci7,tρ(f

i
5,t,a) + ci8,tf

i
6,t,af

i
4,t,a.

Each variable then takes the form

Xi
t = clip[−106,106]

[
bi + gitf

i
t,a + αit sin(ν

i
tt+ θit)

]
+ ϵit. (15)

The weights ω, action adjustments ∆, interaction coefficients η, gate coefficients γ, and parameters
g, α, ν, θ are randomly generated. The intercept bi follows a normal distribution with mean zero, and
ϵit is independently drawn from Unif(−

√
3,
√
3). Reward nodes follow the same construction, with

the clipped component divided by 1000 and an action-dependent offset added before the noise.

H.2 ABLATIONS ON ATTENTION

We compared MOSE with a version without attention. Specifically, instead of using attention to
calculate s and then compare with learnable threshold τ , we directly set s as learnable parameter
for each dimension. As shown in Figure H.1, MOSE without attention is worse than MOSE with
attention. This indicates that with the learnable query, it can more directly calculates the relationship
between the estimation error and each dimension of history.

H.3 PER HORIZON LOSS DIFFERENCE CURVE

As shown in Figures H.2-H.3, many curves are initially flat and close to zero, indicating little
discrepancy between training and testing losses on the early samples. Their subsequent departures
from zero are consistent with our interpretation of overfitting to early samples: a model may generalize
well within the early sample distribution but become overly adapted to it, limiting its ability to
accommodate samples encountered later in training. For Figure H.2, this deterioration is particularly
visible for DAG State at h = 20–25, whereas MOSE and Causal MOSE remain comparatively close
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Figure H.1: Performance Comparison Between Using Attention to Score and Directly Learn Score.
Averaged over 18 instances.

to zero. Window State also develops substantial fluctuations at h = 26 and h = 28, suggesting that a
fixed history representation can exhibit similar difficulties. For Figure H.3, the contrast is especially
pronounced at h = 22–25 and h = 29–30, where DAG State exhibits large fluctuations while Causal
MOSE remains comparatively stable. MOSE also performs well across many of these steps, although
it develops late-training deviations at h = 26 and h = 28. At the earliest horizon steps, the advantage
is less consistent, as the MOSE variants also depart from zero later in training. These patterns suggest
that learned state selection can help mitigate excessive adaptation to early samples, particularly at
intermediate and late horizon steps.

H.4 NONLINEAR ANM (EQ. 15)

As shown in the top row of Figure H.4, the closely clustered reward curves and small absolute
performance gaps suggest that obtaining a clear advantage in this complex-transition setting is
challenging. Nevertheless, MOSE eventually achieves higher mean rewards than both the Window
and DAG state benchmarks, as highlighted in the upper-right panel. This result suggests that MOSE
can capture useful information for decision making even under complicated transition dynamics. The
second row shows that its false-positive rate decreases during training, although its false-negative rate
increases. Thus, the performance gains support the usefulness of MOSE’s learned representation,
while the gate errors indicate that it does not exactly recover the DAG-defined state due to finite
samples.

H.5 WHAT IS MOSE LEARNING?

As shown in the Figure H.5 and bottom row of Figure H.4, MOSE progressively eliminates some
historical coordinates and retains a smaller subset, as indicated by its decreasing false-positive rate.
However, its increasing false-negative rate raises the question of whether this selection recovers a
minimal Markovian state. First, the minimal state constructed by Algorithm G.1 does not imply
uniqueness without additional assumptions. For a simple counterexample, let Xt be a nondegenerate
binary Markov chain, observe both Xt and Yt = 1−Xt, and define the reward as Rt = 1{At = Xt}.
Both {Xt} and {Yt} are minimal Markovian states: either determines the transition and reward
distributions, whereas the empty state cannot preserve the optimal action. Thus, omitting a coordinate
from one particular minimal state does not necessarily imply losing essential information.

Second, Causal MOSE consistently outperforms MOSE in the available state-selection comparisons
and eliminates unnecessary coordinates more rapidly, supporting the usefulness of the DAG state
constructed by our algorithm in guiding selection. In these runs, DAG coordinates are retained by
construction and this results in faster reduction in false positives, demonstrating improved elimination
of additional information by having minimal markovian state information. Together, these observa-
tions are consistent with finite-sample estimation and optimization errors causing MOSE to discard
coordinates belonging to the algorithm’s minimal Markovian state. They motivate the conjecture
that, with sufficient data and suitable learning conditions, MOSE may recover the DAG state or an
informationally equivalent minimal state asymptotically.
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Figure H.2: Difference of Training and Testing Loss for Horizon 30 and W = 5
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Figure H.3: Difference of Training and Testing Loss for Horizon 30 and W = 10
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Figure H.4: Avergaed over 18 instances of nonlinear ANM. Horizon is 30 and W = 10. 20 nodes per
time step. Top: Performance comparison; Bottom: False positive/negative rate of MOSE selected
state.
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Figure H.6: Performance Comparison on Krull and Battlezone

Table H.1: Hyperparameters of Network for Synthetic
Hyperparameter Value
Hidden layers 2
Hidden size 128
Learning rate 10−3

Adam ϵ 10−8

Batch size 64
Replay capacity 50,000
Target update interval 50
Replay frequency 1
Gradient clipping 1000.0
Learning starts 32

H.6 LEARNING CURVE OF ATARI GAMES

As shown in Figure H.6, MOSE frequently outperforms R2D2 on BattleZone, particularly during
later training. On Krull, MOSE requires a longer initial learning period but subsequently overtakes
R2D2 and sustains higher returns toward the end of training. This delayed yet sustained improvement
suggests that explicit selection may help MOSE eventually learn a more informative belief state.

H.7 CHOICES OF HYPERPARAMETERS

We report the hyperparameters of Q-netwrok for synthetic and the attention related hyperparameters
for Atari games respectively in Table H.1 and H.7. For the choices of hyperparameters of R2D2, we
match the ones reported in Kapturowski et al. (2018) except we only have one learner that collects
sample and learns from it. We did not have multiple actors as in R2D2 due to compute constraint.
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Table H.2: MOSE attention selection-layer hyperparameters.
Hyperparameter Value
History length 4
Attention dimension 32
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