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Abstract

Interpretability, AI auditing and assessments of machine consciousness increasingly rest on
mechanism-level quantities: functionals of a system’s causal transition law that describe how
it computes, not what it outputs. Experiments see that law only through finite, partial and
noisy interventions. We ask when such a quantity is identifiable from an experiment’s access,
continuous in the mechanism and certifiable from finite data, and answer exactly for a deliberately
demanding case—the integrated information 𝜑 of integrated information theory—in stochastic
networks of four and five units with known ground truth. Behavior can be silent: a recurrent and
a feed-forward network with identical input–output laws at their response delay carry 0.28 and 0
bits, yet internal recordings separate them within 4–53 trials. Partial access can be just as blind: in
our examples, units left out of a one-step recording impose precision floors of 0.30–1.02 bits that
no sample size lowers, and in all-but-self parity networks, recordings of any length see several
hidden units only through the product of their fidelities—a symmetry that one intervention broke
in exact checks. The measure has sharp edges: because 𝜑 selects a partition, and the cause and
effect it specifies, by one criterion and reports another, infinitesimal changes of mechanism that
cross an edge change it by 25–100% at 99% of the edges we found in random networks, and
about 1% of surrogate models that fit interventional data almost perfectly misreport it by more
than 20%. One-sided claims survive: the same data certify a lower bound on both sides of an edge,
and we prove 𝜑 > 1.004 bits throughout a 64-dimensional region of mechanisms and certify it
from about 107 controlled transitions with false-certificate probability at most 𝛼. Measurability is
thus a design question with computable answers.

1 Introduction
Two networks can compute exactly the same function and still differ in how they compute it. For a
growing set of questions about AI systems—which algorithm a network implements, whether a hidden
mechanism lies behind benign behavior, whether a system could be conscious and would then deserve
moral consideration (Butlin et al., 2023; Chalmers, 2023; Long et al., 2024; Anthropic, 2025)—that
difference is the whole point. For consciousness, behavioral evidence is also compromised: what
systems say about themselves is hard to interpret (Perez and Long, 2023), and a system trained on
human-generated text reproduces the outward signs of consciousness whether or not anything lies
behind them—the gaming problem (Birch, 2024). Serious assessments therefore look past behavior
to how a system computes: its architecture, its internal causal organization and its dynamics (Butlin
et al., 2026; Findlay et al., 2024).

Integrated information theory (IIT) takes this step most radically. It identifies consciousness
with a system’s intrinsic cause–effect power and quantifies it by a single number, system integrated
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Figure 1. Three barriers and one way through. (A) A recurrent network and a feed-forward chain with
identical input–output laws at their response delay differ in integrated information 𝜑. (B) An experiment
prepares known states, records some units after some delay, infers the mechanisms compatible with the data
and reports a claim about 𝜑. Three barriers limit what any such experiment can establish; robust claims
can still be certified. (C) Input–output data carry no evidence about the difference in A at any number of
trials, whereas recording internal units yields evidence at every trial (expected evidence between the two fully
specified systems; Section 3). (D) When one unit is hidden from a one-step recording, every point on the curve
and the red dot (the exact four-way tie; 𝜑 from 0 to 1.13 bits) is compatible with the same recordings, so a
valid 95% interval must contain each of these values with probability at least 0.95 and has expected width of at
least 0.9× 1.129 = 1.016 bits, whatever the sample size (Section 4). (E) Over a two-dimensional slice through
one weight and one bias of a random mixed-sign network (darker: larger 𝜑; same slice as Figure 4B), 𝜑 forms
a mosaic of tiles separated by cliffs (white: partition switches; dashed: a switch of the specified states). An
arbitrarily small change of mechanism that crosses a cliff changes 𝜑 by 25–100% at 99% of the edges we found,
and a surrogate trained near an edge misreported 𝜑 by a factor of 2.5–2.7 for about a thousand gradient steps
(Section 5). (F) Exact probability of certifying 𝜑 > 1.004 bits with simultaneous Clopper–Pearson intervals,
against the number of controlled transitions, for sources at the center (solid) and halfway to the boundary
(dashed) of the proved region (green), and for a source one cell outside it (grey; boundary sources are likewise
never certified). False certificates have probability at most 𝛼 (Section 7).

information 𝜑, computed from the system’s full transition law (Tononi et al., 2016; Albantakis et al.,
2023). On IIT, two systems that compute the same input–output function can differ in 𝜑: a recurrent
network can be integrated while its feed-forward unfolding is not, and a computer that perfectly
simulates a brain need not share its consciousness (Tononi and Koch, 2015; Findlay et al., 2024).
Critics reply that a property that behavior cannot reveal cannot be tested (Doerig et al., 2019), and
whether IIT is science at all has become a public controversy (IIT-Concerned et al., 2023, 2025).

Beneath the debate lies a question that can be posed precisely, and that matters well beyond
consciousness. Machine learning increasingly judges models by how they compute—whether a
network implements a hypothesized algorithm (Geiger et al., 2025; Conmy et al., 2023), whether
mechanistic explanations are identifiable at all (Méloux et al., 2025; Sutter et al., 2025), whether
audits can rule out hidden mechanisms (Casper et al., 2024; Hubinger et al., 2024; Marks et al.,
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2025)—yet it lacks a measurement theory that says when an experiment determines a mechanism-
level quantity, how precisely, and with what guarantee. Any such quantity is a functional 𝐹(𝜃) of
a causal transition law 𝜃 that experiments see only through a design: what is prepared, what is
recorded and when, where one intervenes, and through which instrument. Three checks decide what
a finite experiment can establish about it:
Identifiable? Does the design’s data distribution pin 𝐹 down, or do mechanisms with different
values of 𝐹 produce the same data?
Continuous? Does 𝐹 change continuously with the mechanism, so that a small error about 𝜃
means a small error about 𝐹?
Certifiable? Which one-sided claims about 𝐹 survive the uncertainty that remains, and with what
error rate?

Integrated information is a deliberately demanding test case: it is not determined by behavior, it
depends on every unit and every connection, and it is defined by selecting one quantity and reporting
another. Its barriers transfer in two ways. Behavioral equivalence and hidden units depend only on
what an experiment records, so their logic applies to any mechanism-level property, with magnitudes
that depend on the property; sharp edges arise from how the measure is defined, so they threaten
any metric that selects by one criterion and reports another. We do not ask whether integrated
information is consciousness; we ask whether any experiment could tell us its value.

We study the question where it can be answered without approximation: in small stochastic
networks of four and five binary units, in which 𝜑 and every other quantity can be computed
exhaustively, so that every inference can be checked against the ground truth (Section 2). An
experimenter prepares known states by intervention, records some units after some delay through a
noisy sensor, infers the mechanisms compatible with the data, and reports a claim about 𝜑 (Figure 1B).
Three barriers emerge, and one way through.
• Black boxes (Section 3). A recurrent and a feed-forward network have identical input–output

laws at their response delay, yet 𝜑 is 0.28 bits for one and 0 for the other. Input–output data carry
no evidence about the difference at any sample size, while recording a single internal unit raises
the expected log-likelihood ratio between the two fully specified candidates to ln 20 (odds of 20:1)
after about 17 trials. The gaming problem does not need a gamer: behavior can be exactly silent
about mechanism without any training to deceive.

• Hidden units (Section 4). Partially opening the box is not enough. When one unit is left out of
a one-step recording, mechanisms with very different 𝜑 produce identical data, which imposes
floors on precision that no sample size lowers: in our examples, 0.30–0.34 bits when no two units
share a reliability, and 1.02 bits—84% of the largest value a four-unit system can take—at an exact
tie. In all-but-self parity networks with several hidden units, the entire recorded trajectory from a
known initial state depends only on the product of their fidelities: no observation of any length
separates configurations with equal products, along which 𝜑 varies by a third away from exact ties
(by two-thirds including them), but in exact checks with two hidden units a single intervention
does.

• Sharp edges (Section 5). Because 𝜑 selects a partition, and the cause and effect it specifies, by
one criterion and reports another, it is discontinuous on hypersurfaces of parameter space, with
partition-switch jumps fixed by combinatorics and state-switch jumps typically to or from zero.
Across 400 random networks we found 849 such edges; 99% change 𝜑 by 25–100% of its value,
and 26–44% of random paths from a state meet one within unit parameter distance. Near an
edge no estimator is uniformly reliable, and surrogate models that predict interventions almost
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Table 1. Three barriers and one way through. What fails, why, and what works, for inferring a mechanism-
level quantity from finite interventions.

Cause What does not help What helps

Black boxes behaviorally equivalent
mechanisms differ in 𝜑

more input–output trials
(zero evidence)

recording internal units:
expected log-likelihood ratio
ln 20 (20:1) in 4–53 trials
(two specified candidates)

Hidden units marginalization; in
all-but-self parity networks,
only the product of hidden
fidelities reaches the
recordings

more trials; with several
hidden units, longer
recordings of the same units

recording more units; later
readouts; interventions on
hidden units

Sharp edges the measure selects by one
criterion and reports another

point estimates; plug-in
values from well-fitting
models

warranted structural
knowledge; reporting the
lower envelope

Certificates a theorem over a region of
mechanisms, or a lower
envelope

— one-sided claims: confidence
set inside the region, false
certificates ≤ 𝛼

perfectly can still misreport 𝜑 by more than 20% (about 1% of fits at 218 transitions, against at
most 0.2% for 𝜑raw).

• Certificates (Section 7). Near an edge, “what is 𝜑?” has no uniformly good answer, but “is 𝜑 at
least 𝑐?” does. At an edge, the data on which point estimates err by 0.80 bits certify 𝜑 > 0.31 bits
on both of its sides. Away from edges, we prove that 𝜑 > 1.004 bits throughout a 64-dimensional
region of mechanisms and certify membership of a source at the region’s center from about 7.5
million controlled transitions (28 million halfway to its boundary), with false-certificate probability
at most 𝛼 uniformly over mechanisms.
Calibration, inference and model checking then determine how much of the attainable evidence

an experiment actually delivers; the design most precise under an assumed model can be the least
able to detect that the model is wrong (Section 6). Together these results turn the measurability
of mechanism-level properties into a design question with computable answers: before collecting
any data, one can compute whether an experiment separates the mechanisms at stake, how much
uncertainty it must leave, whether the measure is stable over that uncertainty, and which robust
claims it can certify (Table 1).

For machine learning the lessons are concrete. Open weights remove the black-box barrier but
not the other two: hidden units return whenever the grain a claim is about differs from what is
logged, and any metric that selects an object by one score and reports another score of it can jump
under arbitrarily small changes of the model—so a surrogate that fits the data almost perfectly is not
thereby a good measurement.

2 Measuring a mechanism: the setting
Systems as causal models. We study networks of 𝑛 binary units that update synchronously and,
given the previous global state, independently—the standard stochastic recurrent network, the
parallel-update kinetic Ising model, and the usual discrete-time abstraction of spiking circuits all fit
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this description. A mechanism is a transition law

𝐾𝜃(𝑦 | 𝑥) =
𝑛∏
𝑖=1

𝐾𝜃,𝑖 (𝑦𝑖 | 𝑥), 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ {0, 1}𝑛, (1)

indexed by parameters 𝜃 (for example the weights and biases of logistic units, 𝐾𝜃,𝑖 (1 | 𝑥) = 𝜎(∑ 𝑗𝑤 𝑗𝑖𝑥 𝑗+
𝑏𝑖)). We work with networks of four and five units, small enough that every quantity below can be
computed exactly, so every inference can be checked against the ground truth—the same strategy
that made toy models a workhorse of mechanistic interpretability (Elhage et al., 2022).
The target: integrated information 𝜑. Informally, 𝜑 asks howmuch of a system’s power to constrain
its own past and next states is destroyed by the least damaging way of cutting it into parts. It is
zero when some part can be disconnected without loss—as in a feed-forward chain, whose first unit
receives no inputs—and positive when every cut destroys something. IIT 4.0 makes this precise
(Albantakis et al., 2023). At a current state 𝑥, the recipe implemented in the reference software
PyPhi (Mayner et al., 2018) has three steps (Section A):
1. Specify the past state 𝑧∗ and next state 𝑦∗ that the current state 𝑥 constrains most strongly—its

cause and its effect, scored by intrinsic information.
2. For every directed cut 𝑐 that severs connections between parts of the system (150 cuts for four units),

compute the loss 𝐿𝑐 of cause–effect power at (𝑧∗, 𝑦∗) and the number 𝑒𝑐 of severed connections.
3. Select the cut with the smallest loss per severed connection and report its raw loss, capped by the

intrinsic information 𝐼 of the specified cause and effect:

𝑐∗ = argmin
𝑐

𝐿𝑐

𝑒𝑐
, 𝜑 =min{𝐼, 𝐿𝑐∗}. (2)

Ties in Equation (2) are broken toward the larger raw loss (the PyPhi default). We also track
𝜑raw = min{𝐼,min𝑐 𝐿𝑐}, which selects and reports the same quantity. It is not part of the theory;
it isolates the effect of the selection rule. For a four-unit system 𝜑 can never exceed 𝐵4 = 1.21
bits. Following IIT’s own examples, we treat the network’s units as the causal substrate; whether a
simulation inherits the integration of what it simulates is a separate question (Findlay et al., 2024).

One family has a closed form. In the four-unit parity network, each unit fires when an odd number
of the other three are active, and computes this parity correctly with reliability 𝑝𝑖 ∈ [1/2, 1]; we
also use its fidelity 𝑎𝑖 = 2𝑝𝑖 − 1, which is 0 for a unit that ignores its inputs and 1 for a perfect one.
Enumerating all cuts gives (Section A.1)

𝜑(𝑝) =min{ 𝑟 𝑞 log2(2𝑚), 𝑞 log2(16𝑞), − log2 𝑞
}
, 𝑞 =

∏
𝑖 𝑝𝑖, 𝑚 =min𝑖 𝑝𝑖, (3)

where 𝑟 is the number of units attaining the minimum; 𝜑raw is the same expression with 𝑟 = 1. Our
exact implementation of the general recipe reproduces every value of Equation (3) to 10−15 and, to
nine decimals, seven reference values from our earlier exact-rational implementation (Section A.2).
Measurement designs. An experimenter cannot read 𝐾𝜃. A design D specifies (i) which states are
prepared by intervention, (ii) which units are recorded, (iii) at which delays, and (iv) a sensor model;
we use a sensor that flips all recorded bits of a trial together with probability 𝜂 < 1/2, estimated from
calibration trials. We call the mechanism that actually generates the data the source. Each design
induces a data distribution 𝑃𝜃,D . Any confidence set 𝐶 that contains 𝜃 with probability 1 − 𝛼 yields
the interval [

inf
𝜃′∈𝐶

𝜑(𝜃′), sup
𝜃′∈𝐶

𝜑(𝜃′)
]
, (4)
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Figure 2. Same function, different mechanism. (A) The recurrent parity network (𝜑 = 0.28 bits) and the
feed-forward chain (𝜑 = 0) unrolled over two updates. Highlighted arrows (red in the recurrent network, dark
in the chain) trace how the input (unit 1 at 𝑡) reaches the output: through every other unit in the recurrent
network, along a single path in the chain. (B) Exact probability that a unit is on, from each of the 16 initial
states, grouped by the input bit. Top: the output (unit 1 of the recurrent network, unit 3 of the chain) at
𝑡+2 coincides in the two systems. Bottom: interior unit 2 at 𝑡+1 differs. (C) Expected log-likelihood ratio
(nats) in favor of the recurrent network, when it is the true system, as trials accumulate, for four internal
recordings (sensor error 0.10; both systems known; balanced interventions). Markers show where the expected
log-likelihood ratio reaches ln 20 (odds of 20:1), labeled with the number of trials. Input–output data give
zero evidence at any number of trials.

which covers the true 𝜑 with at least the same probability, since 𝜃 ∈ 𝐶 implies that 𝜑(𝜃) lies in the
interval. Everything that follows asks when such intervals can be short—and when, for a given design,
no sample size or estimator can make them so.

3 Black boxes: when behavior is blind to integration
The sharpest version of the problem is a pair of systems that compute the same function.
Proposition 1 (Same function, different 𝜑). Let R be the recurrent parity network with reliabilities
(0.78, 0.80, 0.83, 0.85), so that 𝐴 =

∏
𝑖 (2𝑝𝑖 − 1) = 0.155232, and let F be a feed-forward chain in

which unit 1 is a fair coin and each later unit copies its predecessor with reliability (1 +
√
𝐴)/2 ≈ 0.697.

Taking the input to be unit 1 at time 𝑡 and the output to be unit 1 of R (unit 3 of F ) at time 𝑡 + 2, the
two systems have identical input–output laws from every one of the 16 initial states, yet, at every current
state, 𝜑(R) = 0.28 bits and 𝜑(F ) = 0.

The proof is a one-line spin calculation (Section B.1): in both systems the output equals the
input multiplied by an independent ±1 variable with mean 𝐴, so the output equals the input with
probability (1 + 𝐴)/2 = 0.578 whatever the initial state (Figure 2A,B; largest numerical difference
2 × 10−16). Integration differs because the chain has a cut that loses nothing: severing the inputs
of its first unit changes no transition probability. The construction is the unfolding argument of
consciousness science (Doerig et al., 2019) made exact and minimal, in the spirit of earlier examples
of dynamically equivalent systems with different causal composition (Albantakis and Tononi, 2019).
Section B.1 shows that for every recurrent network and every horizon, some acyclic feed-forward
network with 𝜑 = 0 reproduces its input–output law at that horizon, so no test that sees only inputs
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and outputs at that delay, and must remain valid for networks of unknown size, can certify that
𝜑 > 0.

White-box access breaks the tie quickly (Figure 2C). With both models known and a sensor
error of 0.10, recording one interior unit (unit 2) one step after the intervention yields 0.17 nats of
expected evidence per trial, so the expected log-likelihood ratio reaches ln 20 (odds of 20:1) after
about 17 trials; three units need about 6 trials and all four about 4. Reading three units two steps
later is slower (about 53 trials), because a second round of update noise washes out much of the
difference. Input–output data yield exactly zero evidence at any number of trials.

Takeaway. Behavior can be blind to integration. Whether an implementation-dependent property is
measurable depends on which internal variables an experiment touches, and the divergence between the
candidate mechanisms’ data distributions gives the number of trials each choice needs.

4 Hidden units: what observation cannot resolve
White-box access is rarely complete. In brains, and in any audit with partial instrumentation, many
units go unrecorded; we call them hidden. We next ask what partial access can and cannot establish.
Partial access can hide 𝜑 at any sample size. Take two versions of the parity network with
recorded reliabilities (0.78, 0.80, 0.83) that differ only in the reliability of unit 4 (0.85 versus 0.55),
so that 𝜑 drops from 0.282 to 0.039 bits. Consider three designs (Figure 3A): record units 1–3 one
step after the intervention (baseline), additionally record unit 4, or read units 1–3 one step later.
Under a common budget that pays for interventions, updates, recorded bits, an extra channel and
calibration (Section C.1), we built 95% intervals for Δ𝜑 from 256 simulated paired datasets per
design and budget. The baseline never resolved the sign of Δ𝜑: its intervals spanned about ±1.2 bits
and barely narrowed with four times the budget (Figure 3B). Recording the fourth unit resolved the
sign in every dataset; the later readout did so only at the larger budget. Every interval covered the
truth, and none supported the wrong sign (Table 5).

The mechanism is marginalization. Because units update independently given the previous state,
summing out an unrecorded unit removes its parameters from the recorded law (Section B.2): the
two conditions produce identical one-step recordings. Their two-step recordings differ by a total
variation of only 0.053 (versus 0.267 when the fourth unit is recorded), because the hidden unit’s
influence reaches the recorded units only after it has propagated once. What an experiment records
matters more than how long it records.
Proposition 2 (Identification floor; cf. Imbens and Manski, 2004). If two mechanisms induce the same
data distribution under every action of a (possibly adaptive) design and their values of 𝜑 differ by 𝐷,
then every interval procedure with coverage 1 − 𝛼 under both has expected width at least (1 − 2𝛼)𝐷, at
every sample size.

The proposition converts indistinguishability into a number (Section B.3). For the baseline design
with all three recorded reliabilities at 421/512, the hidden reliability can lie anywhere between
1/2 (where 𝜑 = 0) and 421/512 (where 𝜑 = 1.13 bits), all producing the same one-step recordings
(Figure 3C). The floor is then 1.02 bits, 84% of the largest value any four-unit system can take. That
value sits on an exact four-way tie and depends on the tie rule (Section 5). With only the hidden unit
off the tie the floor is 0.94 bits, but this value also rests on a tie, among the three recorded units, and
falls to 0.36 bits if ties are broken toward the smaller raw loss. For the two sets of distinct recorded
reliabilities in Figure 3D, (0.78, 0.80, 0.83) and (0.80, 0.82, 0.84), the floor is 0.30 and 0.34 bits,
which no tie rule affects; for the first set it rises to 0.47 bits if the hidden unit may tie with unit 1 at
0.78. No interval procedure with 95% coverage can have smaller expected width, at any sample size.
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expected width of any 95% interval (Proposition 2) for recorded reliabilities 421/512, with and without the
exact four-way tie, and for two sets of distinct recorded reliabilities; no number of trials lowers them. Dashed
line: 𝐵4 = 1.21 bits, the largest possible 𝜑 for four units. (E) 𝜑 (all-zero state) of a five-unit network with
recorded reliabilities (0.78, 0.80, 0.83) over the fidelities 𝑎4, 𝑎5 of its two hidden units. Observation reveals
only the product 𝑎4𝑎5 (white curves: 𝑎4𝑎5 = 0.2, 0.32 (thick; through configurations a and b), 0.5 and 0.7;
Theorem 3). (F) Total-variation distance between the recorded trajectories of a and b (equal product) and
of a pair with a different product, as the recording is extended. Equal-product trajectories are identical by
Theorem 3; the residual 10−16 is floating-point round-off. Setting one hidden unit once (diamonds: unit 4
filled, unit 5 open) separates a from b. (G) 𝜑 along curves of constant product. The shaded band is the tie-free
spread of 𝜑 along 𝑎4𝑎5 = 0.32; at the two exact ties on that curve, where a hidden fidelity equals that of
recorded unit 1, 𝜑 = 0.380 bits (red dots).
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Observation reveals products; intervention reveals parts. A later readout recovered a single
hidden unit because two-step moments identify the product of all fidelities, from which the hidden
one follows by division (Section B.2). In all-but-self parity networks with several hidden units, this
route closes for good.
Theorem 3 (Product symmetry). In an all-but-self parity network with state-independent reliabilities,
started from a known state, the joint law of the recorded units at any set of readout times depends on
the fidelities of the hidden units only through their product. A common sensor error on the recorded bits
does not change this.

The proof shows that the product of the hidden spins evolves as a single hidden variable that,
together with the recorded units, forms a closed Markov chain (Section B.4). Configurations with
equal products are therefore indistinguishable by any observational protocol, however long. We
computed what this leaves open about 𝜑 in a five-unit network with two hidden units (Figure 3E–G).
Along the curve 𝑎4𝑎5 = 0.32 of equal products, recorded trajectories agree to machine precision at
every horizon, while 𝜑 varies from 0.128 to 0.190 bits away from exact ties—a third of its value—
and reaches 0.380 bits at the two points where a hidden fidelity equals 0.56, that of recorded
unit 1. No observation can remove this spread. In exact checks, a single intervention breaks the
symmetry: setting one hidden unit once and reading the recorded units one step later separates the
two configurations (total variation 0.018, or 0.011 when the other hidden unit is set). This is the
ladder of causation (Pearl, 2009) inside a neural network: watching cannot do what one intervention
does.

Takeaway. Partial access imposes floors on precision that are properties of the design, not of the sample
size. In all-but-self parity networks with several hidden units, no recording of the same units, however
long, separates configurations with equal products of hidden fidelities; in exact checks with two hidden
units, recording either one, or setting either one once, does.

5 Sharp edges: when the measure itself is unstable
Even with full access, a third barrier remains, and it lies in the mathematics of the measure rather
than in the data.
Select one thing, report another. Equation (2) selects a cut by its loss per severed connection but
reports its raw loss. Whenever two cuts with different numbers of severed connections exchange the
role of minimizer, the reported value jumps, unless the cap binds on both sides. In the parity network
this happens at a symmetric mechanism: with all four reliabilities equal to 421/512, IIT 4.0’s tie rule
selects the cut that severs all four weakest units and 𝜑 = 1.129 bits; lower any one reliability by an
arbitrarily small amount and that unit alone is weakest, giving 𝜑 → 0.328 bits—a 71% drop for an
infinitesimal change in mechanism (Figure 4A). The full cause–effect structure of IIT changes by
only 0.02% over the same perturbation and the selected system stays the same: the scalar and the
structure answer different questions. This example sits exactly on a tie, so its size depends on the
tie rule: with ties broken toward the smaller raw loss, 𝜑 = 𝜑raw throughout the parity family. The
edges we turn to next are not artifacts of symmetric ties among units: on each side a single cut is
the unique minimizer, so their existence and size do not depend on the tie rule, which only sets the
value on the switching surface itself.
Proposition 4 (Selection switches create quantized jumps). Suppose that near a hypersurface in
parameter space the specified cause and effect states are unique, cut 𝑎 uniquely minimizes 𝐿𝑐/𝑒𝑐 on one
side and cut 𝑏 on the other, 𝑒𝑎 < 𝑒𝑏, the two tie on the surface with 𝐿𝑏 > 0, and 𝐼 ≥ 𝐿𝑏 there. Then 𝜑

jumps across the surface from 𝐿𝑎 to 𝐿𝑏 = (𝑒𝑏/𝑒𝑎)𝐿𝑎; relative to the larger side, the jump is 1 − 𝑒𝑎/𝑒𝑏.
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Figure 4. Sharp edges are common. (A) 𝜑 (solid) and 𝜑raw (dashed) of the parity network as one unit’s
reliability varies with the other three at 421/512; left of the tie the two coincide. At the four-way tie 𝜑 = 1.13
bits (filled dot); an arbitrarily small decrease gives 0.33 bits (open dot, the one-sided limit), and larger
decreases give less. Right: over the same 10−4 perturbation the full cause–effect structure (Φ, summed over
all its distinctions and relations) changes by 0.02% and the selected system not at all. (B) 𝜑 and 𝜑raw over a
two-dimensional slice through one weight and one bias of a random mixed-sign network (dot: the network).
White lines mark discontinuities from partition selection, where the selected cut changes its number of severed
connections; the dashed line marks a switch of the specified states, across which 𝜑 and 𝜑raw both jump to zero.
(C) Sizes of 849 discontinuities found on 1,976 random parameter paths through the 988 states with 𝜑 > 0 of
317 random networks, relative to the larger side, for excitatory (light) and mixed-sign (dark) networks side
by side. Partition switches sit exactly at 1 − 𝑒𝑎/𝑒𝑏 for the edge counts of the competing cuts (Proposition 4);
jumps to or from zero come from switches of the specified states. Two edges lie off this lattice: a 4:9 switch
at which the cap binds (32.6%) and a simultaneous state and 3:3 partition switch (31.5%). (D) Fraction of
random paths (two per state with 𝜑 > 0) that cross an edge within a given parameter distance of the state.
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The proof is short: uniqueness of the specified states makes 𝐿𝑎, 𝐿𝑏 and 𝐼 continuous at the surface,
where 𝐿𝑎/𝑒𝑎 = 𝐿𝑏/𝑒𝑏, so the two one-sided limits differ by the factor 𝑒𝑎/𝑒𝑏 (Section B.5). Generically
such switching sets have codimension one, so edges are not a curiosity of symmetric networks.
We measured how common they are in 400 random stochastic logistic networks with excitatory or
mixed-sign weights, scanning random directions through their 20-dimensional parameter spaces from
every state with 𝜑 > 0 and confirming every discontinuity by bisection to 10−15. Two-dimensional
slices show 𝜑 as a mosaic of smooth tiles separated by cliffs, whereas 𝜑raw has no partition cliffs
on the same slice and jumps only along one curve where the specified state switches (Figure 4B).
Across 1,976 scans through 988 states of 317 networks (83 mixed-sign networks have 𝜑 = 0 at every
state) we found 849 edges. Their sizes are quantized as the proposition predicts (Figure 4C): every
partition-switch edge at which the cap did not bind (719 of 720) sits exactly at 1 − 𝑒𝑎/𝑒𝑏. Two-thirds
of all edges are 25% jumps from 3:4 switches; most other partition-switch edges sit at 50% (3:6
and 4:8), 57% (3:7), 63% (3:8) or 67% (3:9), and only six, from 6:7 to 8:9 switches, are smaller
than 25%. A second family of edges, created when the specified cause or effect state switches, takes
𝜑 to or from zero in 128 of its 129 edges (15% of all edges). In all, 99% of edges change 𝜑 by at
least a quarter of its value. Along a random direction, 26% (excitatory) and 44% (mixed-sign) of
random paths through states with 𝜑 > 0 meet an edge within unit parameter distance (Figure 4D).
Five-unit networks (60 per family), with 1,061 cuts to choose from, show the same picture: 73 and
76 edges, 97–99% of them at least a quarter of 𝜑, met within unit distance along 33% and 48% of
random paths (Table 11). Every edge we found in 𝜑 that 𝜑raw did not share came from partition
selection; the 129 edges (15%; 28% in mixed-sign networks) common to both came from a second
select-then-report step, the choice of specified cause and effect states.
Proposition 5 (One-sided limit; adapted from Donoho, 1988). Let Θ be a model class on which the law
of the data under the design varies continuously in total variation, and let 𝜑∗ be the lower semicontinuous
envelope of 𝜑 on Θ. At every 𝜃 ∈ Θ, any lower confidence bound 𝐿 with coverage 1 − 𝛼 uniformly over Θ
satisfies Pr𝜃{𝐿 > 𝜑∗(𝜃)} ≤ 𝛼. In the parity family with four free reliabilities, 𝜑∗ = 𝜑raw; if the reliabilities
are known to be equal, 𝜑∗ = 𝜑.

The proposition (Section B.5; see also Hirano and Porter, 2012) makes the edge statistically
precise. Within the family of four free reliabilities, no uniformly valid lower bound can exceed 𝜑raw at
a tie with probability above 𝛼, so the high value there cannot be certified by any method that does not
assume the tie; and under every design, any interval with uniform 95% coverage over that family has
expected width at least 0.72 bits at the equal-reliability source. A two-point argument quantifies the
finite-sample cost: for the equal-reliability source and the same source with one reliability lowered by
15/4096, with all four reliabilities free, any estimator seeking 0.2-bit accuracy from 1,000 complete
transitions fails with probability at least 0.42 under one of them. Even the numerical comparison
tolerance of 10−13 used in software creates its own edge, between two laws that would take more
than 9.66 × 1023 transitions to tell apart.
A good fit is not a good measurement. Near an edge, what finite data support depends on what
is assumed (Figure 5A). At the exactly symmetric source with 65,536 transitions, fitting four free
reliabilities gave a mean absolute error of 0.80 bits, while assuming one shared reliability gave
0.0045 bits; lower one reliability by 10−4 and the advantage reverses (0.0043 versus 0.80 bits). The
structural assumption, not the data, picks the branch.

Modern practice would fit a model and read off its integration. We tested this directly (Figure 5B–
D): for 200 random networks we fitted stochastic logistic networks of the correct form by maximum
likelihood to interventional data and reported the plug-in 𝜑̂. Fits improve smoothly with data, yet
the probability of an error above 20% decays slowly, because once ordinary estimation error is small
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Figure 5. A good fit is not a good measurement. (A) Mean absolute error of 𝜑 estimated from 65,536
complete transitions of the parity network, assuming four free reliabilities or one shared reliability, when all
four are equal (left) and when one is lowered by 10−4 (right); 256 datasets each. (B) Full-batch maximum-
likelihood training of a surrogate network on 216 interventional transitions from a mixed-sign target chosen to
lie within 0.03 of an edge. Top: predictive divergence from the target. Bottom: 𝜑 (solid) and 𝜑raw (dashed) of
the surrogate and the true 𝜑 (dotted); the shaded window marks where the surrogate’s 𝜑 is 2.5–2.7 times
the true value. (C) Relative error of the plug-in values against the fit’s predictive divergence, for 100 random
excitatory networks, five sample sizes and 64 fits each. Dots: plug-in 𝜑 of each fit; lines: median and 99th
percentile of the relative error of the plug-in 𝜑raw. (D) Probability of a relative error above 20% against the
number of transitions, for 𝜑 (dark) and 𝜑raw (blue) in excitatory (solid, circles) and mixed-sign (dashed,
squares) networks; zero failures among 6,400 fits are not drawn on the log scale.

it is dominated by the probability that the estimate lands across an edge. With 218 transitions and a
predictive divergence of 4 × 10−5 nats per transition, about 1% of fits still misreported 𝜑 by more
than 20%, against at most 0.2% for 𝜑raw (Table 10; protocol in Section C.5). For a target chosen to
lie within 0.03 of an edge, the model’s 𝜑 jumped along a single gradient-ascent trajectory to 2.5–2.7
times its true value and stayed there for about a thousand steps while its predictive divergence fell
eightfold.

Takeaway. When a measure selects by one criterion and reports another, it jumps wherever the selection
switches between candidates whose reported values differ. For 𝜑, jumps from partition switches are
fixed by edge counts, switches of the specified states add jumps almost always to or from zero, and
both are common in random networks. Near an edge no estimator is uniformly reliable and predictive
accuracy does not imply measurement accuracy; without structural assumptions, no uniformly valid
lower confidence bound can exceed the lower envelope with probability above 𝛼. The problem lies in the
definition of the measure, not in the data, and its edges can be mapped before any data are collected.

6 From attainable to delivered evidence
Black boxes, hidden units and sharp edges limit what any experiment can establish. Three practical
choices—calibration, inference and model checking—decide how much of the attainable evidence a
real experiment delivers (Figure 6).
Calibration. Sensor error enters every recorded frequency, so uncertainty about it propagates to
𝜑. With 32,768 recording trials and 128 calibration trials, ignoring sensor error covered the true
𝜑 in 12% of datasets and plugging in the estimated error as if exact in 35%, against a nominal
95%. Propagating calibration uncertainty restored full coverage, at the price of intervals 14 times
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Figure 6. From attainable to delivered evidence. (A) Coverage of the true 𝜑 (heterogeneous source, sensor
error 0.10, 32,768 recording and 128 calibration trials) when sensor error is ignored, plugged in as an
estimate, or propagated jointly with recording uncertainty. Bars show coverage (31, 89 and 256 of 256
datasets), whiskers are exact 95% binomial intervals, and the dashed line is the nominal 95%. (B) Mean
interval width on identical two-step data with the Box and Joint procedures for four sources (216 cells, 55,296
datasets); blue line: four recorded units on their own data, averaged over all 216 cells (all sources pooled).
(C) Mean interval width under a correct model (finest grid) against the rate of rejecting a wrong model (coarse
grid; a recorded unit’s bias shifted by 0.20), for eight random logistic networks (Bias family, hidden bias 0.25,
budget 131,072). (D) Rejection rate against the size of the unmodeled shift (colors as in C); the dotted line is
the bound 𝛼 = 0.05 on rejecting a correct model.

wider than an oracle that knew the error; eight times more calibration narrowed them by a quarter
(Section C.3).
Access versus inference. Under a shared budget, access bought precision: at the heterogeneous
source and the largest budget, four recorded units reached a mean width of 0.38 bits, the later
readout 0.80, and the baseline 1.09. A sharper inference procedure that bounds 𝜑 over the joint
compatible region narrowed intervals by 20% on identical data (59% at weak reliabilities), but four
recorded units remained better on average (0.69 versus 0.91 bits over the 216 cells; Section C.2,
Table 6). Inference extracts what the data contain; only access changes what they contain.
Model checking. In eight random logistic networks with an unknown hidden bias (73,728 datasets;
Section C.4, Table 7), the later-readout design was as precise as recording the fourth unit (mean
width 0.035 versus 0.034 bits at the largest budget and finest parameter grid), yet when a recorded
unit’s bias was shifted by 0.20 outside the model, it rejected the wrong model in only 12% of datasets,
against 95% and 85% for the one-step designs. In 4.6% of all dataset–state evaluations the wrong
model survived and its interval missed the truth, against 0.2% with four recorded units and none
with three at one step. The design that is best under the assumed model can be the worst at detecting
that the model is wrong.

Takeaway. Report calibration-aware intervals, choose designs for access before inference, and evaluate
every design twice: for precision under the model and for power against plausible violations of it.

7 Certificates: what finite data can establish
Sharp edges and hidden units suggest a change of target: instead of estimating 𝜑 at a point, certify
a one-sided statement that holds throughout the mechanisms the data cannot rule out.
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Figure 7. One-sided claims can be certified. (A) A theorem guarantees 𝜑 > 1.004 bits for every law in a
64-dimensional region. If a simultaneous confidence set lies inside the region, the claim is certified; if it crosses
the boundary, no claim is made. (B) The region and the rule drawn to scale for one of the 64 probabilities:
four test sources (top) and the ranges that every estimate must fall in for certification, with Hoeffding (grey)
and exact Clopper–Pearson (green) intervals. (C) Exact probability of certification against the number of
controlled transitions for the center (solid) and halfway (dashed) sources, with exact Clopper–Pearson (green)
and Hoeffding (grey) intervals. Circles: Monte Carlo simulations with the Hoeffding rule (256 datasets each;
filled, center; open, halfway); crosses: boundary and outside sources, never certified (0/256). (D) The four
uniform lower bounds in the proof: selected raw loss, cause and effect specification, and differentiation (− log2
of the largest specified probability). The smallest sets the certified value (filled: the two bounds within 0.01
bits of it). No candidate of at most three units can exceed one bit (grey).

At an edge. Proposition 5 says which one-sided claims remain possible, and they are available.
Because 𝜑 ≥ 𝜑raw everywhere, any valid lower confidence bound on 𝜑raw certifies 𝜑 from below;
in the parity family 𝜑raw is continuous, so such bounds stay valid across the edge. At the exactly
symmetric parity source with 65,536 complete transitions, simultaneous Clopper–Pearson bounds on
the four reliabilities certified 𝜑 > 0.31 bits in all 256 simulated datasets, and they remained valid
on the other side of the edge, where one reliability is lower by 10−4; on the same data the plug-in
estimate erred by 0.80 bits at the tie (Section C.5, Table 9). Near an edge, “what is 𝜑?” has no
uniformly good answer, but “is 𝜑 at least 𝑐?” does.
Throughout a region. Away from edges, a theorem can raise the certified value.
Theorem 6 (A robust region of high integration). In the four-unit parity network with input masks
(6, 12, 15, 7) (Section B.6), let each of the 64 state-dependent probabilities 𝑝𝑖 (𝑥) that unit 𝑖 outputs the
parity of its inputs correctly vary independently in [1699/2048, 857/1024] ≈ [0.830, 0.837]. For every
such transition law and every current state, 𝜑 > 1.004261 bits.

The proof fixes the specified states and the set of cuts that can win (only two, which sever
the same number of connections), bounds the cap from below, and encloses every logarithm by
rational series, so the inequality is exact (Section B.6). Because the region has width in all 64
directions—each probability may vary by about 0.007—high integration here holds for a whole
family of implementations, not a single law. The family is narrow, which is why certifying membership
takes millions of controlled transitions.

A theorem becomes evidence through a simple rule: certify 𝜑 > 1.004 bits if a simultaneous 95%
confidence set for the 64 probabilities lies inside the region (Figure 7A). A false certificate requires the
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confidence set to miss the true law, so its probability is at most 5% by construction (Lemma B.8).
The guarantee is uniform: it holds for every true mechanism, including those arbitrarily close to
the boundary. With exact Clopper–Pearson intervals, a source at the center of the region is certified
with probability 0.95 after 7.5 million controlled transitions, and a source halfway to the boundary
after 28 million; conservative Hoeffding intervals need 1.7 times more (Figure 7B,C; Table 8). Monte
Carlo runs with the Hoeffding rule match its exact power: the center source was certified in 2 of 256
datasets at 223 transitions and in all 256 at 225, and the halfway source in all 256 at 227. Sources
on the boundary or one cell outside were never certified, and their exact certification probability
stays below 10−6: the rule abstains in a margin around the boundary, including on it, where the
theorem still holds. These budgets are the price of a uniform guarantee, and in silico they amount to
cheap forward passes. The certified value is set by the weakest of four uniform bounds in the proof
(Figure 7D).

Takeaway. Robust claims can be certified from finite interventions with error control that holds uniformly
over mechanisms, however close they sit to an edge or to the boundary of the region. The theorem
supplies the content; the confidence level supplies the evidential strength—the same logic as certified
robustness for neural networks.

8 Related work
Assessing consciousness in AI. Proposals for assessing machine consciousness derive indicator
properties from scientific theories (Butlin et al., 2023, 2026), weigh the evidence for and against
consciousness in large language models (Chalmers, 2023), and argue that the possibility of AI welfare
warrants preparation now (Long et al., 2024). Because behavioral markers and self-reports can be
gamed by systems trained on human data (Birch, 2024; Perez and Long, 2023), these proposals
emphasize architecture and mechanism (Aru et al., 2023). IIT-based analyses go furthest, arguing
that the same behavior can be realized by systems with and without intrinsic causal integration
(Tononi and Koch, 2015; Findlay et al., 2024); biological naturalism ties consciousness to properties
of living substrates (Seth, 2025). Our results supply a measurement theory for one such approach:
which claims about 𝜑 finite experiments can establish, and with how much evidence.
Measuring and testing integrated information. Exact 𝜑 follows IIT 3.0 and 4.0 (Oizumi et al., 2014;
Albantakis et al., 2023; Marshall et al., 2023; Mayner et al., 2026). The reference software is PyPhi
(Mayner et al., 2018); we reimplement its recipe, including its default tie rule, in vectorized form
(Section A). Practical integration measures for time series trade fidelity to the theory for computability
(Barrett and Seth, 2011; Oizumi et al., 2016; Tegmark, 2016; Mediano et al., 2019); integration-like
quantities have been tracked in evolving artificial agents (Edlund et al., 2011; Albantakis et al.,
2014) and in deep networks and language models (Marrow et al., 2020; Proca et al., 2024; Li,
2025). The non-uniqueness of IIT’s selections and the mathematical structure of the theory have
been analyzed before (Krohn and Ostwald, 2017; Moon, 2019; Kleiner and Tull, 2021; Hanson
and Walker, 2023); we make their statistical consequences exact. Perturbational approaches probe
causal organization in the brain (Massimini et al., 2005; Casali et al., 2013; Leung et al., 2021),
and adversarial collaborations confront IIT with neural data (Cogitate Consortium et al., 2025).
The unfolding argument (Doerig et al., 2019), its replies (Kleiner, 2020; Tsuchiya et al., 2020) and
the debate on falsifiability (Kleiner and Hoel, 2021; IIT-Concerned et al., 2025) concern whether
behavior can test causal-structure theories; our same-function pair makes that premise exact and
shows which further measurements decide.
Identifiability of mechanisms. Mechanistic interpretability asks whether networks implement
hypothesized algorithms, typically through interventions such as activation patching and causal
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abstraction (Geiger et al., 2021, 2025; Conmy et al., 2023; Zhang and Nanda, 2024; Heimersheim
and Nanda, 2024). Explanations can be non-identifiable (Méloux et al., 2025), causal abstraction
can be too permissive without constraints on the map (Sutter et al., 2025), and observational probes
or patching can mislead (Belinkov, 2022; Makelov et al., 2024). In causal inference, interventions
identify what observation cannot (Pearl, 2009; Peters et al., 2017), and the number and design of
experiments needed with latent variables have been studied (Eberhardt et al., 2005; Kocaoglu et al.,
2017). The product symmetry is an exact instance in a recurrent network, with a computable cost
in the target quantity. In neuroscience, subsampling and unobserved units bias inferences about
network properties (Levina and Priesemann, 2017; Das and Fiete, 2020).
Black-box audits and hidden mechanisms. Behavioral audits cannot certify how a model computes
(Casper et al., 2024): planted mechanisms can be undetectable from input–output access (Goldwasser
et al., 2022), deceptive behavior can persist through safety training (Hubinger et al., 2024; Greenblatt
et al., 2024), and in an auditing game for hidden objectives the only team that failed had neither model
weights nor training data (Marks et al., 2025). Our black-box result is the measurement-theoretic
counterpart for a quantity of scientific interest, and our floors quantify what partial white-box access
buys.
Statistical limits and certification. Functionals that are discontinuous or nondifferentiable in the
underlying law admit no uniformly consistent estimators and only one-sided inference (Donoho, 1988;
Dufour, 1997; Hirano and Porter, 2012; Bertanha and Moreira, 2020), and two-point arguments
bound what any estimator can achieve (Yu, 1997; Tsybakov, 2009); partially identified parameters
call for intervals over identified sets (Manski, 2003; Imbens and Manski, 2004). Measurement
artifacts can also create apparent discontinuities in machine-learning metrics (Schaeffer et al., 2023);
here the discontinuity is real and belongs to the measure. Certifying properties throughout a region,
rather than estimating them at a point, is the logic of neural-network verification and certified
robustness (Katz et al., 2017; Wong and Kolter, 2018; Zhang et al., 2018; Gowal et al., 2019;
Cohen et al., 2019). Our certificates combine an interval-arithmetic theorem (Moore et al., 2009)
with simultaneous confidence sets (Clopper and Pearson, 1934; Hoeffding, 1963), in the spirit
of hypothesis-testing approaches to risk control (Angelopoulos et al., 2025); sharper sequential
constructions (Waudby-Smith and Ramdas, 2024) would lower the required sample sizes further.

9 Discussion
Testability is a property of experimental design. The same-function pair shows what makes
implementation-dependent claims empirical. Behavior at the response delay cannot separate the two
systems, but a single internal recording can. Every equivalence we constructed is tied to a delay, a set
of terminals or a recording; in each case another recording, readout time or intervention separates
the systems. The unfolding argument therefore shows that behavior alone cannot decide between
implementations, not that implementations cannot be told apart.
Two kinds of uncertainty, two kinds of remedy. Uncertainty about 𝜑 has two sources that call
for different responses. Incomplete observation leaves mechanisms indistinguishable; it is fixed
by access—more units, later readouts and, when several units are hidden, interventions. Sharp
edges belong to the measure; they are fixed by warranted structural knowledge, by reporting what
can be certified (the lower envelope, or a robust region), and ultimately by measure design. The
scalar, the full cause–effect structure and the selected system responded very differently to the same
perturbation, so empirical claims should name which of them they establish.
Implications for AI. Claims that an AI system is, or is not, a candidate for consciousness on causal-
structure grounds are claims about its mechanism, and our results say what evidence they require:
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access to the declared units at the declared grain, interventions wherever units are hidden, and
robust rather than pointwise statements. The same logic applies to architectural indicators such as
recurrence or a global workspace, which behavior cannot reveal either. For brains, partial access is
a constraint; for neural networks, it is a design choice—up to the grain a theory declares, which
for IIT is the physical substrate rather than the logged activations (Findlay et al., 2024). Complete
access does not remove the third barrier: a value computed at a point near an edge stays fragile—a
comparison tolerance of 10−13 already creates an edge that would take more than 9.66 × 1023
transitions to resolve—and a stochastic or physical substrate still has to be identified from data. Nor
is the barrier specific to IIT. A circuit whose size or faithfulness is reported after it has been chosen
by a thresholded or penalized score (Conmy et al., 2023) is a select-then-report metric, and it jumps
wherever the selection switches between candidates with different reported values. Such metrics
should be mapped for edges before they are estimated.
A design-first workflow. The results combine into a workflow that can be simulated under candidate
models before an experiment begins. (i) Declare the system, its grain, its time scale and the claim.
(ii) Check separability: compute the divergence between the data distributions that the claim
distinguishes under the planned design. (iii) Compute the identification floor over mechanisms
the design cannot separate. (iv) Check stability: locate the selection edges of the measure near
the plausible mechanisms. (v) Design calibration and inference to reach the required confidence,
propagating calibration uncertainty. (vi) Test model adequacy and its power against plausible
violations. (vii) Where possible, certify robust claims by containment.
Limitations and outlook. Exact analysis requires small networks with declared units, known wiring,
controlled interventions and simple sensor errors. Exact 𝜑 is also expensive: the number of directed
cuts grows from 150 at four units to 1,061 at five and super-exponentially beyond, so for systems
of realistic size, floors, edge maps and certificates must be computed on coarse-grained models or
tractable proxies, and whether the barriers keep their size there is open. Certification is costly even
at four units (7.5 million controlled transitions at the center of the proved region and 28 million
halfway to its boundary), and the parity-network magnitudes at ties depend on the tie rule (Sections 4
and 5). Each assumption opens a direction: networks with many hidden units, inferred connectivity,
channel-specific errors, continuous time, competing causal grains (Marshall et al., 2026), inference of
full cause–effect structures, and trained artificial systems. The tools carry over directly: divergences
between candidate data laws, identification floors over observational equivalence classes, edge maps
of the measure, and certificates over robust regions.

10 Conclusion
Whether a mechanism-level property can be measured is not settled by how much data an experiment
collects. It is settled by what the experiment touches, by the mathematics of the measure, and by
whether the claim is robust to what remains unknown. For integrated information we have made
each of these exact: behavior can carry no evidence at all, hidden units set floors that only access
and intervention lower, the measure has cliffs, most of them quantized, across which no estimator
is uniformly reliable, and one-sided claims can nonetheless be certified from finite interventions.
Behavior underdetermines mechanism; partial observation can leave it unidentified; targeted access
and certificates establish what finite data can. These are questions that can be answered before an
experiment is run—for brains and for machines.
Code availability. Code for the exact computation of 𝜑, for the exact analyses and computational
experiments (same-function pair, identification floors, edge scans and slices, product symmetry,
surrogate fits, one-sided certificates and certification power) and for all figures is provided as ancillary

17



files with this article. Results of the simulation studies of Sections C.1 to C.4, of the structural-
assumption comparison in Figure 5A, of the cause–effect-structure and system-selection comparison
in Figure 4A and of the Monte Carlo certification runs enter the scripts as tabulated values; the
bounds in Figure 7D are evaluated from the closed-form expressions of Section B.6, whose exact
rational verification is part of the proof. Figures were made with Matplotlib (Hunter, 2007) at final
print size.
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A The target: system integrated information
States, cuts and repertoires. States are integers 0, . . . , 2𝑛 − 1 whose bit 𝑖 − 1 is the state of unit 𝑖.
The current state 𝑥 is declared before any analysis, and past states receive a uniform interventional
prior. Conditional on a past state, units update independently, so 𝐾 (𝑦 | 𝑥) =

∏
𝑖 𝐾𝑖 (𝑦𝑖 | 𝑥). For

every partition of the units into 𝑘 ≥ 2 parts, each part is assigned one of three directions—sever all
connections into it, out of it, or both—and the union of these directed cuts defines a cut matrix 𝐶
with 𝐶 𝑗𝑖 = 1 when past unit 𝑗 is replaced by noise as an input to unit 𝑖. Removing duplicates leaves
22 cuts for three units, 150 for four and 1,061 for five. The edge count 𝑒𝐶 is the number of entries
equal to one, including severed connections that happen to be irrelevant to a unit’s function. Under a
cut, each unit’s firing probability is averaged over uniform assignments to its severed inputs (causal
marginalization), and the unit factors are multiplied afterwards to give 𝐾𝐶.
Specification, loss and cap. Let 𝐸(𝑦) = 𝐾 (𝑦 | 𝑥), 𝑈 (𝑦) = 2−𝑛∑

𝑧 𝐾 (𝑦 | 𝑧), 𝐻 (𝑧) = 𝐾 (𝑥 | 𝑧) and
𝐵(𝑧) = 𝐻 (𝑧)/∑𝑤 𝐻 (𝑤). The specified effect 𝑦∗ maximizes 𝐸(𝑦) log2{𝐸(𝑦)/𝑈 (𝑦)} and the specified
cause 𝑧∗ maximizes 𝐵(𝑧) log2{2𝑛𝐵(𝑧)}. The raw effect loss of a cut is 𝐸(𝑦∗) log2{𝐾 (𝑦∗ | 𝑥)/𝐾𝐶 (𝑦∗ | 𝑥)}
and the raw cause loss is 𝐵(𝑧∗) log2{𝐾 (𝑥 | 𝑧∗)/𝐾𝐶 (𝑥 | 𝑧∗)}, keeping the uncut cause background. Their
nonnegative minimum is 𝐿𝐶. The intrinsic cap 𝐼 is the minimum of the effect specification, the cause
specification, − log2 𝐸(𝑦∗) and − log2 𝐵(𝑧∗) (Mayner et al., 2026).
Selection and reporting. Table 2 lists the rules compared in this paper. The target 𝜑 follows IIT 4.0
(Albantakis et al., 2023) and the documented PyPhi default (Mayner et al., 2018): the cut minimizing
𝐿𝐶/𝑒𝐶 is selected; exact ties go to the larger raw loss, then to a fixed cut order; the reported value is
min{𝐼, 𝐿selected}. Applying the cap before selection would define a different object. We consider the
declared system only and do not search over candidate subsystems or grains (Marshall et al., 2026).
In the version of Mayner et al. (2026) that we consulted, the displayed partition-selection equation
is written with a maximum while the adjacent text describes a minimum; we follow the text and
the PyPhi default. A normalized-maximum variant changes the values but not the select-then-report
structure that creates edges.
A.1 Closed form for the parity network
In the first parity network each unit computes the parity of the other three (input masks 14, 13, 11, 7)
and is correct with probability 𝑝𝑖 ∈ [1/2, 1], independent of the past state; the closed form holds
on this whole range and gives 𝜑 = 0 when some 𝑝𝑖 = 1/2. The map is linear and invertible, so the
output prior is uniform and the correct output and its unique inverse cause both have probability
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Table 2. Selection and reporting rules. All rows share the transition law, the allowed cuts and the cap.

Quantity Partition selection Role
𝜑 (target) minimum loss per severed connection;

ties to the larger raw loss
IIT 4.0 system integrated information

𝜑raw minimum raw loss comparison, not part of the theory; con-
tinuous in the parity family, jumps only
where the specified states switch

𝜑𝜏 as 𝜑, with comparison tolerance 10−13 values saved by software
Φ — sum over the full cause–effect structure

(all distinctions and relations)

𝑞 =
∏

𝑖 𝑝𝑖. Under a cut, unit 𝑖 becomes a fair coin exactly when one of its parity inputs is severed,
and the remaining parity rows stay independent. If 𝐴(𝐶) is the set of affected units, the cause and
effect losses both equal 𝐿𝐶 = 𝑞

∑
𝑖∈𝐴(𝐶) log2(2𝑝𝑖). Each affected unit has at most three severed inputs,

so 𝐿𝐶/𝑒𝐶 ≥ 𝑞 log2(2𝑚)/3 with 𝑚 =min𝑖 𝑝𝑖, with equality exactly for cuts that sever all three inputs of
affected units that attain 𝑚. The larger-raw tie rule selects the cut affecting all 𝑟 weakest units, so
the selected raw loss is 𝑟𝑞 log2(2𝑚). The cap is min{𝑞 log2(16𝑞),− log2 𝑞}, which gives Equation (3).
At 𝑝𝑖 = 421/512 all four units are weakest and the cap binds (1.1292943 bits); a perturbation that
makes one unit uniquely weakest gives the limit 𝑞 log2(2𝑝) = 0.3280781 bits. Selecting by raw loss
always chooses a single weakest unit, which gives 𝜑raw.
A.2 Validation of the implementation
We implemented the general recipe for arbitrary small networks (four and five units in this paper),
vectorized over batches of mechanisms. It reproduces Equation (3) to within 3 × 10−16 on 20,000
random parity laws, all seven reference values from an earlier exact-rational implementation (Table 3),
𝜑 = 0 for the feed-forward chain at every state, and the bound of Theorem 6 on 8,000 random and
corner laws of the proved region at all 16 states (smallest value found 1.0197 bits).

Table 3. Reference values of 𝜑 in the first parity network (all states). 𝛿 is the decrease of one reliability from
421/512.

Case 𝜑 (this work) 𝜑 (earlier implementation) 𝜑raw

𝛿 = 0 1.129294308 1.129294308 0.328078083
𝛿 = 2−24 0.328078011 0.328078011 0.328078011
𝛿 = 2−16 0.328059756 0.328059756 0.328059756
𝛿 = 15/4096 0.323686219 0.323686219 0.323686219
𝛿 = 1/32 0.291027385 0.291027385 0.291027385
(0.78, 0.80, 0.83, 0.85) 0.282429091 0.282429091 0.282429091
(0.56, 0.62, 0.68, 0.74) 0.028565034 0.028565034 0.028565034

B Proofs

B.1 Same function, different integration
Write each unit as a spin 𝑆𝑖 = (−1)𝑥𝑖 and number the units 1, . . . , 4. In the parity network 𝑆𝑖 (𝑡 + 1) =
𝑍𝑖 (𝑡 + 1)∏ 𝑗≠𝑖 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑡) with independent noise spins of mean 𝑎𝑖 = 2𝑝𝑖 − 1. Expanding twice,

𝑆1(2) = 𝑍1(2)
∏
𝑗≠1

𝑍 𝑗 (1) · 𝑆1(0)3
∏
𝑘≠1

𝑆𝑘 (0)2 = 𝑍1(2)
∏
𝑗≠1

𝑍 𝑗 (1) 𝑆1(0),
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because unit 1’s initial spin enters all three of its inputs’ updates and every other initial spin enters
twice. The output is the input times an independent spin of mean 𝐴 =

∏
𝑖 𝑎𝑖 = 0.155232, whatever

the other initial states. In the chain, 𝑆3(2) = 𝑍3(2)𝑍2(1)𝑆1(0) with link fidelities
√
𝐴 = 0.394 (copying

reliability (1 +
√
𝐴)/2 ≈ 0.697), so the output is again the input times an independent spin of mean

𝐴. Hence the two input–output laws coincide from every initial state; the output equals the input
with probability (1 + 𝐴)/2 = 0.577616. In the chain, the cut that severs every connection into unit 1
leaves 𝐾 unchanged, so its loss is zero and 𝜑 = 0 for any capping rule. The equivalence is specific to
this delay: comparing unit 1 of the parity network with unit 𝑑 + 1 of the chain after 𝑑 updates gives
largest total-variation distances 0.477 (𝑑 = 1) and 0.074 (𝑑 = 3).
Proposition B.7 (Unfolding). For every network 𝐾 of the form Equation (1) on 𝑛 units and every horizon
𝑇, there is an acyclic feed-forward network on 𝑛(𝑇 + 1) units whose law of (layer-𝑇 units at time 𝑇) given
(layer-0 units at time 0) equals the law of (𝑆(𝑇) | 𝑆(0)) under 𝐾, and whose integrated information is
zero at every state.

Proof. Let layer-0 units be fair coins with no inputs, whose state at time 0 is set by the intervention,
and let unit 𝑖 of layer 𝑡 ≥ 1 update from layer 𝑡 − 1 with 𝐾𝑖. Because 𝐾 is a product kernel, layer 𝑡 at
time 𝑡 has law 𝐾 (· | layer 𝑡 − 1 at time 𝑡 − 1), and induction down to layer 0 at time 0 reproduces
the 𝑇-step law. A layer-0 unit has no inputs, so the cut severing all connections into it leaves the
transition law unchanged; its loss is zero and 𝜑 = 0. □

B.2 Marginalization and two-step moments
For a product kernel, observing coordinates 𝑂 gives 𝑄(𝑦𝑂 | 𝑥) =

∏
𝑖∈𝑂 𝐾𝑖 (𝑦𝑖 | 𝑥); summing an

unobserved factor over its output gives one, so its parameters vanish from every one-step design. For
the all-but-self parity network started from all spins +1, expanding a product over a recorded subset
𝑈 at time two shows that each first-step noise spin 𝑍 𝑗 (1) appears |𝑈 | − 1{ 𝑗 ∈ 𝑈} times; even powers
equal one, so

𝔼
[∏

𝑖∈𝑈 𝑆𝑖 (2)
]
=

{∏
𝑖∈𝑈 𝑎

2
𝑖
, |𝑈 | even,∏𝑛

𝑖=1 𝑎𝑖, |𝑈 | odd,
for a network of any size. A common sensor spin of mean 1−2𝜂 preserves even moments andmultiplies
odd moments by 1 − 2𝜂. Pair moments 𝑢𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑎2

𝑖
𝑎2
𝑗
identify each recorded fidelity, 𝑎𝑖 = (𝑢𝑖 𝑗𝑢𝑖𝑘/𝑢 𝑗𝑘)1/4,

and a calibrated odd moment identifies ∏𝑖 𝑎𝑖, from which one hidden fidelity follows by division.
Lowering the hidden unit’s reliability by 1/32 from 421/512 leaves every one-step word probability
unchanged; after two steps it moves only the words 000 and 111, in which all recorded units agree,
by ∓0.0080 at sensor error 0.02 (∓0.0067 at 𝜂 = 0.10).
B.3 The identification floor
Let 𝑃𝑎

𝜃
be the observation law after action 𝑎, and let the policy choose actions from the transcript

and independent randomization. If 𝑃𝑎
𝜃
= 𝑃𝑎

𝜃′ for every allowed action, then by induction over
steps the transcript laws coincide at every finite horizon. Let an interval 𝐼 cover 𝜑(𝜃) and 𝜑(𝜃′)
each with probability at least 1 − 𝛼. Under the common transcript law, the union bound gives
Pr{𝜑(𝜃), 𝜑(𝜃′) ∈ 𝐼} ≥ 1 − 2𝛼, on which event |𝐼 | ≥ |𝜑(𝜃) − 𝜑(𝜃′) |; hence 𝔼|𝐼 | ≥ (1 − 2𝛼)𝐷. For
the baseline design, 𝐷 is the range of 𝜑 over the hidden reliability 𝑝4 ∈ [1/2, 1]. With recorded
reliabilities 421/512, the exact four-way tie gives 0.9 × 1.1293 = 1.016 bits. On a grid of 200,001
values that excludes it, the floor is 0.940 bits (maximum 1.0441 at 𝑝4 = 0.8723, where the three
recorded units remain tied); if ties are broken toward the smaller raw loss, 𝜑 = 𝜑raw, whose maximum
0.399 bits at 𝑝4 = 1 gives a floor of 0.359 bits. With no ties, it is 0.299 bits for recorded reliabilities
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(0.78, 0.80, 0.83) and 0.336 bits for (0.80, 0.82, 0.84); for (0.78, 0.80, 0.83) the exact tie at 𝑝4 = 0.78
raises it to 0.467 bits.
B.4 The product symmetry
Let 𝑅 be the recorded units and 𝐻 the 𝑘 ≥ 1 hidden units, 𝑊 (𝑡) =∏

ℎ∈𝐻 𝑆ℎ(𝑡) and 𝑃𝑅 (𝑡) =
∏

𝑗∈𝑅 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑡).
For a recorded unit 𝑖, 𝑆𝑖 (𝑡 + 1) = 𝑍𝑖 (𝑡 + 1)∏ 𝑗∈𝑅, 𝑗≠𝑖 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑡) ·𝑊 (𝑡), so hidden spins enter recorded updates
only through 𝑊. For a hidden unit, 𝑆ℎ(𝑡 + 1) = 𝑍ℎ(𝑡 + 1)𝑃𝑅 (𝑡)𝑊 (𝑡)𝑆ℎ(𝑡); multiplying over 𝐻,

𝑊 (𝑡 + 1) =
(∏

ℎ∈𝐻 𝑍ℎ(𝑡 + 1)
)
𝑃𝑅 (𝑡)𝑘𝑊 (𝑡)𝑘+1,

which equals ∏ℎ 𝑍ℎ(𝑡 + 1)𝑊 (𝑡) for even 𝑘 and ∏
ℎ 𝑍ℎ(𝑡 + 1)𝑃𝑅 (𝑡) for odd 𝑘. Thus (𝑆𝑅 (𝑡),𝑊 (𝑡)) is a

Markov chain driven by the recorded noise and by the single spin ∏
ℎ 𝑍ℎ(𝑡 + 1), whose law is fixed by

its mean ∏
ℎ 𝑎ℎ. The initial 𝑊 (0) is known, so the law of every recorded trajectory depends on the

hidden fidelities only through their product. A common sensor flip is independent of the network
and of the hidden fidelities and complements all recorded bits of a trial together, so the observed
law is a fixed mixture of transformed recorded laws and likewise depends on the hidden fidelities
only through their product. Setting a hidden unit by intervention makes𝑊 at that time no longer
a function of the chain, which is why a single intervention can break the symmetry; we verify that
it does for two hidden units by exact enumeration. Exact enumeration also confirms the theorem:
with recorded reliabilities (0.78, 0.80, 0.83) and hidden fidelity pairs (0.40, 0.80) and (0.50, 0.64),
recorded trajectories over horizons one to four differ by at most 1.1×10−16 in total variation, whereas
a pair with a different product differs by up to 0.015; setting hidden unit 4 or 5 at the first step and
reading the second gives 0.018 and 0.011. With recorded reliabilities 421/512 the corresponding
values are 1.4 × 10−16, 0.016, 0.021 and 0.013, and an equal-product triple among six units likewise
agrees to 10−16.
B.5 Edges, envelopes and two-point bounds
Proof of Proposition 4. On one side of the switching surface the selected cut is 𝑎 and 𝜑 =min{𝐼, 𝐿𝑎};
on the other it is 𝑏 and 𝜑 = min{𝐼, 𝐿𝑏}. Uniqueness of the specified states makes 𝐿𝑎, 𝐿𝑏 and 𝐼

continuous at the surface, so the one-sided limits are their values there. At the surface 𝐿𝑎/𝑒𝑎 = 𝐿𝑏/𝑒𝑏,
so 𝐿𝑎 = (𝑒𝑎/𝑒𝑏)𝐿𝑏 < 𝐿𝑏 ≤ 𝐼, and the one-sided limits are 𝐿𝑎 and 𝐿𝑏; they differ by (1 − 𝑒𝑎/𝑒𝑏)𝐿𝑏. If the
cap binds on both sides there is no jump, and if it binds only on the side of 𝑏 the jump is smaller
than 1 − 𝑒𝑎/𝑒𝑏; the one exception among the 720 partition-switch edges of our four-unit scans is
such a case (4:9, 32.6% instead of 55.6%). The same reasoning shows that every select-then-report
step can create jumps, including the choice of specified cause and effect states; those jumps are not
quantized, and in our random networks 128 of 129 took 𝜑 to or from zero.
Proof of Proposition 5. Define 𝜑∗(𝜃) = lim𝜖→0 inf{𝜑(𝜃′) : 𝜃′ ∈ Θ, ∥𝜃′ − 𝜃∥ < 𝜖}; it lies below 𝜑, is
lower semicontinuous on Θ and is the largest such function. Let 𝐿 have coverage 1 − 𝛼 uniformly over
Θ. For 𝑡 > 𝜑∗(𝜃) choose 𝜃𝑘 ∈ Θ, 𝜃𝑘 → 𝜃, with 𝜑(𝜃𝑘) < 𝑡; then Pr𝜃𝑘 (𝐿 > 𝑡) ≤ Pr𝜃𝑘{𝐿 > 𝜑(𝜃𝑘)} ≤ 𝛼, and
continuity of the data law in total variation transfers the bound to 𝜃. Letting 𝑡 ↓ 𝜑∗(𝜃) gives Pr𝜃{𝐿 >
𝜑∗(𝜃)} ≤ 𝛼 (cf. Donoho, 1988). In the parity family with four free reliabilities, 𝜑raw is continuous,
lies below 𝜑, and equals 𝜑 on the dense set of laws with a unique weakest unit, so 𝜑∗ = 𝜑raw. If the
reliabilities are known to be equal, 𝜑 is continuous on that one-dimensional class (𝑟 = 4 throughout)
and 𝜑∗ = 𝜑. At the equal-reliability source, an interval that also covers 𝜑 must contain [𝜑raw, 𝜑]
with probability at least 1 − 2𝛼, giving expected width at least 0.9 × (1.1293 − 0.3281) = 0.721 bits
under every design.
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Two-point bound. For two laws whose targets differ by more than 2𝛿, any estimator with error below
𝛿 under both would solve the testing problem, whose error sum is at least 1 − TV. With 𝑁 transitions
and per-row divergence at most 𝑑, the chain rule and Pinsker’s inequality give max 𝑗 Pr 𝑗{|𝜑̂ − 𝜑 𝑗 | ≥
𝛿} ≥ {1 −min(1,

√︁
𝑁𝑑/2)}/2 (Yu, 1997). For the equal-reliability source and the same source with

one reliability lowered by 15/4096 (𝑑 = 4.54 × 10−5 nats), 𝑁 = 1,000 gives failure probability
at least 0.42. For the two laws separated only by the software tolerance, rational enclosures give
𝑑 ≈ 1.68×10−24 nats, so 0.2-bit accuracy with failure probability 0.05 requires more than 9.66×1023
transitions.
B.6 The robust region and certification by containment
The second parity network has input masks (6, 12, 15, 7): unit 𝑖 reads the units whose bits are set in
its mask, so unit 1 reads units 2 and 3, unit 2 reads units 3 and 4, unit 3 reads all four units and unit 4
reads units 1–3. Its map from past states to correct next states is again invertible. Each unit outputs
the parity of its inputs correctly with a probability 𝑝𝑖 (𝑥) that may depend on the past state 𝑥; these 64
probabilities lie in [𝑙, 𝑢] with 𝑙 = 1699/2048, 𝑢 = 857/1024 and 𝑤 = 𝑢− 𝑙. Summing Bayes factors over
the bijective output words bounds the correct output’s probability in [𝑙4, 𝑢4] and its inverse cause’s
posterior in [𝑐−, 𝑐+] with 𝑐− = 𝑙4/{𝑙4 + (1+𝑤)4 −𝑢4} and 𝑐+ = 𝑢4/{𝑢4 + (1−𝑤)4 − 𝑙4}. For each cut, let
𝑟 count units whose parity loses a relevant input and 𝑣 units whose severed inputs are all irrelevant;
with 𝐴 = log2{2𝑙/(1 + 𝑤)}, 𝐵 = log2{2𝑢/(1 − 𝑤)} and 𝑈 = log2(𝑢/𝑙), normalized losses lie between
(𝑟𝐴−𝑣𝑈)/𝑒 and (𝑟𝐵+𝑣𝑈)/𝑒 after factoring out the specified probability. Checking all 150 cut signatures
leaves exactly two possible minimizers, with incoming masks (8, 13, 11, 7) and (14, 1, 11, 7), both
with (𝑟, 𝑣, 𝑒) = (3, 1, 10); every other cut’s lower bound exceeds the larger candidate’s upper bound by
more than 0.0125 in these factored units, or 0.0058 bits per severed connection after multiplication
by the smallest specified probability 𝑃−. The scalar then has four uniform lower bounds—selected
raw loss 𝑃− (3𝐴 −𝑈), cause specification 𝑐− log2(16𝑐−), effect specification 𝑙4 log2{16𝑙4/(1+𝑤)4} and
differentiation − log2 𝑃+, with 𝑃± the extreme specified probabilities—equal to 1.0042614, 1.3581242,
1.3639901 and 1.0099379 bits, all above 1.004261431503 as exact rational inequalities. Competing
output words have probability at most 𝑢3(1−𝑙), which keeps the specified states unique. All logarithms
are enclosed by the series ln 𝑡 = 2∑𝑘≥0 𝑧2𝑘+1/(2𝑘 + 1), 𝑧 = (𝑡 − 1)/(𝑡 + 1), truncated after 512 terms
with an explicit tail bound. Finally, an 𝑚-bit cause posterior with specified probability 𝑣 has cause
cap at most min{2−𝑡 (𝑚− 𝑡), 𝑡} with 𝑡 = − log2 𝑣, maximized at 𝐵𝑚 with 𝐵𝑚 (1+ 2𝐵𝑚) = 𝑚; since 𝐵3 = 1,
no candidate of at most three units can exceed one bit.
Lemma B.8 (Certification by containment). Let B be a fixed region with 𝜑 > 𝑐 on B, and let 𝐶𝑁 be a
confidence set with coverage at least 1 − 𝛼. The rule “certify 𝜑 > 𝑐 if 𝐶𝑁 ⊆ B” issues a false certificate
with probability at most 𝛼.

Proof. A false certificate requires 𝐶𝑁 ⊆ B while the true law has 𝜑 ≤ 𝑐 and so lies outside B, hence
outside 𝐶𝑁 . □

C Experimental protocols

C.1 Recording designs, budgets and intervals
Three designs record the first parity network after a known intervention (Table 4). An intervention
and each update cost one unit, each recorded bit costs 𝑐 ∈ {0.25, 1, 4}, a calibration trial costs 1 + 𝑐,
and installing an extra channel costs 512. A total budget 𝐵 ∈ {8192, 32768, 131072} is split between
calibration (a fraction 𝑓 ∈ {0.05, 0.25, 0.5} of what remains after installation) and recording, so
that 𝑀 = ⌊ 𝑓 (𝐵 − 𝑠)/(1 + 𝑐)⌋ calibration and 𝑁 = ⌊(𝐵 − 𝑠 − 𝑀 (1 + 𝑐))/(1 + 𝑡 + 𝑘𝑐)⌋ recording trials are
run, where 𝑠 = 512 for the four-unit design and 0 otherwise, 𝑡 ∈ {1, 2} is the readout delay and 𝑘
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the number of recorded units. Four sources (equal reliabilities 421/512; one lowered by 15/4096;
heterogeneous (0.78, 0.80, 0.83, 0.85); weak (0.56, 0.62, 0.68, 0.74)), two sensor errors (0.02, 0.10)
and all allocations give 648 cells with 256 datasets each (165,888 datasets). Unless stated otherwise,
results use 𝜂 = 0.10, 𝑐 = 1, 𝑓 = 0.25.

Table 4. Recording designs in the first parity network.

Design Recorded Cost per trial Installation
3 units, 𝑡+1 units 1–3, one update after the intervention 2 + 3𝑐 0
4 units, 𝑡+1 all four units, one update after 2 + 4𝑐 512
3 units, 𝑡+2 units 1–3, two updates after 3 + 3𝑐 0

Exact 99% Clopper–Pearson intervals (Clopper and Pearson, 1934) for the recorded frequencies
and the calibration rate are combined by a union bound into a simultaneous 95% confidence set
and transported through Equation (3) with conservative analytic enclosures. For one-step data the
observed error frequency of unit 𝑖 is 𝜂+ (1−2𝜂) (1− 𝑝𝑖), which is inverted to bound 𝑝𝑖; an unrecorded
unit retains 𝑝𝑖 ∈ [1/2, 1]. Empty compatible sets count as coverage failures and receive the full scale
as width. For directional contrasts, independent 97.5% intervals for conditions A and B give the 95%
interval [𝐿𝐴 − 𝑈𝐵, 𝑈𝐴 − 𝐿𝐵] for Δ𝜑; the conditions share recorded reliabilities (0.78, 0.80, 0.83) and
𝜂 = 0.10 and differ only in the hidden unit (0.85 versus 0.55), with 256 paired datasets per design
and per-condition budget (32,768 or 131,072).
C.2 Two-step inference: Moment, Box and Joint
Three recorded endpoints after two steps have sufficient statistics in five groups of words, with
probabilities 𝑔0 = (1 + 𝑠)/8 + 𝑣/2, 𝑔7 = (1 + 𝑠)/8 − 𝑣/2 and three pair terms, where 𝑠 = 𝑢12 + 𝑢13 + 𝑢23
and 𝑣 = (1−2𝜂)∏𝑖 𝑎𝑖. Moment inverts one single-unit and three pair moments to a box of reliabilities.
Box uses all five sufficient counts and projects the probability region onto a box by exact linear-
fractional optimization. Joint uses the same constraints but bounds 𝜑 over their joint compatible
region, enumerating the 15 strata of possible weakest-unit ties and bisecting surviving boxes to depth
eight. On all 55,296 saved two-step datasets, mean widths over 216 cells were 1.11 (Moment), 1.14
(Box) and 0.91 bits (Joint), with minimum cell coverage 247/256 for Joint; most of the gain came at
weak reliabilities (59% narrower there, 4–9% elsewhere). A depth-sensitivity analysis on a fixed
subset shows the remaining outer-to-inner gap shrinking between depths 6 and 12 from 0.39–0.43
to 0.09–0.10 bits at the equal, near-equal and heterogeneous sources, and from 0.18 to below 0.001
bits at the weak source.
C.3 Calibration experiment
The estimator knows only the wiring and that 𝑝𝑖 ∈ [1/2, 1]. Sensor inversions with probability
0.02 or 0.10 are common to all recorded channels of a trial; in a block condition one inversion
persists for 32 trials. Each of 96 cells has 256 datasets, with 𝑁 ∈ {512, 4096, 32768} recording and
𝑀 ∈ {128, 1024} calibration trials. “Ignore” sets 𝜂 = 0; “plug-in” replaces 𝜂 by its point estimate;
“calibration-aware” bounds 𝜂 jointly with the recording frequencies; “known” uses the true 𝜂 and is
an oracle. With block-correlated errors, treating trials as independent lowered coverage to as little as
212/256; block-aware bounds restored it.
C.4 Logistic networks and model checks
Eight four-unit stochastic logistic networks were drawn with off-diagonal weights uniform on
[0.45, 1.45], self-weights uniform on [−0.30,−0.05] and biases equal to minus half the incom-
ing weight sum plus a uniform offset on [−0.25, 0.25]; probabilities are rounded to multiples of 2−16.
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Weights and biases are known except for the bias 𝑑 of the hidden unit. Balanced interventions visit
all 16 states, and 𝜑 is evaluated at four states fixed in advance. Two continuous model families are
compared: Bias, with 𝑑 ∈ [−1.5, 1.5] and 𝜂 ∈ [0.01, 0.20], and Bias+history, which adds a hidden
self-history term ℎ ∈ [−0.25, 0.25]. A model is rejected when no parameter value is compatible
with all simultaneous constraints, which has probability at most 0.05 for a correct model. Scenarios
include in-model truths, a hidden self-history shift and shifts of a recorded unit’s bias by 0.05, 0.10
and 0.20; 576 cells have 128 datasets each (73,728 datasets). At the largest budget and finest grid,
mean widths were 0.21, 0.034 and 0.035 bits for the three designs. Equal-trial controls reproduce
the detection ordering (90%, 85% and 12% at shift 0.20), and grid-resolution analyses show that
the ranking between four units and the later readout depends on budget and grid. In a separate
comparison on four other logistic networks (hidden bias 0.25, budget 32,768), a finite catalog
of 21 laws (seven hidden biases, three sensor errors; mixture-likelihood confidence set) covered
the out-of-catalog truth with four recorded units in only 60% of evaluations, against 99% for the
continuous Bias family.
C.5 Edge prevalence, product symmetry, certification power and surrogate fits
Edge prevalence (Figure 4). Two families of 200 random four-unit logistic networks: excitatory,
drawn as in Section C.4 without rounding; and mixed-sign, with weights N(0, 2.52) and biases equal
to minus half the input sum plusN(0, 0.252). For every state with 𝜑 > 0 (631 states of 200 excitatory
and 357 states of 117 mixed-sign networks; the other 83 mixed-sign networks have 𝜑 = 0 at every
state) we drew two random unit directions in the 20-dimensional parameter space and evaluated 𝜑

and 𝜑raw on 2,001 points of [−1, 1]; every step larger than 10−3 bits and ten times the median step
was bisected 45 times and kept if the jump persisted. Edge counts and specified states on each side
were recorded to test Proposition 4. Five-unit networks (30 parameters, 1,061 cuts): 60 per family
drawn the same way, one random direction per state with 𝜑 > 0 (143 states of 60 excitatory and 116
states of 37 mixed-sign networks), 1,001 points on [−1, 1], same bisection rule (Table 11). The slices
in Figure 4B vary one weight (𝑤43) and one bias (𝑏2) of a mixed-sign network on a 420 × 420 grid.
Product symmetry and 𝜑 (Figure 3E–G). All-but-self parity networks of five units with recorded
reliabilities (0.78, 0.80, 0.83) and hidden fidelities (𝑎4, 𝑎5). Recorded trajectory laws were computed
exactly by forward recursion over all recorded histories. 𝜑 was computed at the all-zero state on a
240 × 240 grid offset to avoid exact ties, along equal-product curves (601 points each, also avoiding
ties), and separately at the two exact ties on the curve 𝑎4𝑎5 = 0.32, (𝑎4, 𝑎5) = (0.56, 0.32/0.56) and
its mirror image, where 𝜑 = 0.380 bits.
One-sided certificates at an edge. At the parity source with all four reliabilities equal to 421/512,
and at the source with one reliability lowered by 10−4, we drew 𝑁 complete transitions (256 datasets
per cell), formed simultaneous Clopper–Pearson intervals [𝑙𝑖, ℎ𝑖] for the four reliabilities at level
1−0.05/4 each, and reported 𝐿 =min{𝑞𝑙 log2(2𝑚𝑙), 𝑞𝑙 log2(16𝑞𝑙), − log2 𝑞ℎ} with 𝑞𝑙 =

∏
𝑖 𝑙𝑖, 𝑞ℎ =

∏
𝑖 ℎ𝑖

and 𝑚𝑙 =min𝑖 𝑙𝑖. Since 𝜑raw increases in 𝑞 and 𝑚 through its first two terms and decreases through
the third, 𝐿 ≤ 𝜑raw ≤ 𝜑 whenever the intervals cover, so 𝜑 > 𝐿 is a valid certificate on both sides of
the edge (Table 9).
Certification power (Figure 7). For each confidence construction (Hoeffding, Chernoff–KL and
Clopper–Pearson, each at familywise 𝛼 = 0.05 by a union bound over 64 cells), the acceptance range
of counts in each cell was found by bisection, and the certification probability is the exact product of
64 binomial probabilities. The exact Hoeffding power agrees with the Monte Carlo rates of Table 8
(0.008349 at the center with 223 transitions, observed 2/256; 0.096025 halfway with 225, observed
30/256).
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Learned surrogates (Figure 5). For 100 random networks per family whose largest state value
exceeds 0.02 bits, we drew 𝑁 ∈ {210, 212, 214, 216, 218} complete transitions under balanced in-
terventions, 64 times each, fitted four logistic regressions (one per unit) by Newton’s method,
and computed the plug-in 𝜑̂ and 𝜑̂raw at the target state, together with the predictive divergence
𝔼𝑥 KL(𝐾𝜃(· | 𝑥) ∥ 𝐾𝜃(· | 𝑥)). The trajectory in Figure 5B runs full-batch gradient ascent on the log-
likelihood from zero initialization for a mixed-sign target selected for having an edge within distance
0.03.

D Additional results

Table 5. Directional contrasts between two conditions that differ only in the hidden unit (recorded reliabilities
(0.78, 0.80, 0.83); Δ𝜑 = 0.2433 bits; 256 paired datasets per row; budgets are per condition). Every interval
covered the true difference and none supported the wrong sign.

Budget Design Sign resolved Unresolved Mean width of Δ𝜑 interval (bits)
32,768 3 units, 𝑡+1 0 256 2.41
32,768 4 units, 𝑡+1 256 0 0.98
32,768 3 units, 𝑡+2 0 256 1.62
131,072 3 units, 𝑡+1 0 256 2.21
131,072 4 units, 𝑡+1 256 0 0.43
131,072 3 units, 𝑡+2 256 0 0.97

Table 6. Two-step inference on identical data (55,296 datasets, 216 equally weighted cells). Left: overall.
Right: Joint by source, and its change relative to Box.

Procedure Mean width (bits) Min. cell coverage
Moment 1.112 248/256
Box 1.138 256/256
Joint 0.914 247/256
4 units, 𝑡+1 (own data) 0.693 255/256

Source Joint (bits) Joint − Box
equal 1.063 −0.044
near-equal 1.066 −0.041
heterogeneous 1.029 −0.103
weak 0.498 −0.710

Table 7. Eight random logistic networks, hidden bias 0.25, budget 131,072 (Bias family). Widths and coverage
at the finest grid; rejection rates for unmodeled shifts of a recorded unit’s bias at the coarse grid (equal-cost
designs).

Design Mean width (bits) Coverage Reject, shift 0.05 Reject, 0.10 Reject, 0.20
3 units, 𝑡+1 0.214 0.976 0.067 0.228 0.952
4 units, 𝑡+1 0.034 0.986 0.033 0.153 0.851
3 units, 𝑡+2 0.035 0.993 0.001 0.011 0.120
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Table 8. Certification of 𝜑 > 1.004 bits. Left: Monte Carlo results with the Hoeffding rule (256 datasets per
cell); every one of the 3,072 confidence sets contained its true law. All four test sources have 𝜑 > 1.004 at every
state, so these runs measure power and conservativeness; false certificates are bounded by 𝛼 (Lemma B.8).
Right: transitions needed for 95% certification probability under three exact confidence constructions.

Source 𝑁 = 223 225 227

center 2/256 256/256 256/256
halfway 0/256 30/256 256/256
boundary 0/256 0/256 0/256
one cell outside 0/256 0/256 0/256

Confidence set center halfway
Hoeffding 12.5M 47.6M
Chernoff–KL 8.9M 33.6M
Clopper–Pearson 7.5M 28.2M

Table 9. One-sided certificates at the edge of the parity network (256 datasets per row). The certified lower
bound is valid in every dataset on both sides of the edge, while the plug-in estimate with four free reliabilities
fails at the tie.

Source true 𝜑 𝑁 mean bound smallest bound bound valid plug-in MAE
four equal reliabilities 1.129 212 0.288 0.265 256/256 0.798

216 0.318 0.312 256/256 0.801
220 0.326 0.324 256/256 0.802

one lowered by 10−4 0.328 212 0.287 0.266 256/256 0.015
216 0.318 0.313 256/256 0.004
220 0.325 0.324 256/256 0.002

Table 10. Learned surrogate models: median predictive divergence of the fitted model (nearly identical in the
two families) and probability that the plug-in value errs by more than 20% (100 random networks per family,
64 fits per network and sample size).

Excitatory Mixed-sign
𝑁 median KL (nats) 𝜑 𝜑raw 𝜑 𝜑raw

210 9.5 × 10−3 0.164 0.098 0.541 0.489
212 2.4 × 10−3 0.045 0.003 0.303 0.257
214 5.9 × 10−4 0.020 0 0.114 0.088
216 1.5 × 10−4 0.013 0 0.032 0.019
218 3.7 × 10−5 0.008 0 0.010 0.002

Table 11. Edges in random four- and five-unit logistic networks. Each scan follows one random direction
through a state with 𝜑 > 0 over a parameter distance of one on either side (two directions per state for four
units, one for five); every discontinuity is confirmed by bisection. Networks: those with at least one state with
𝜑 > 0, of the number drawn. Jumps are relative to the larger side.

Units Family Networks Scans Edges Edge within distance 1 Median jump Jumps ≥ 25%
4 excitatory 200/200 1,262 424 26% 25% 100%
4 mixed-sign 117/200 714 425 44% 50% 99%
5 excitatory 60/60 143 73 33% 33% 99%
5 mixed-sign 37/60 116 76 48% 45% 97%
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