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Abstract

We develop a theory of intelligent agency grounded in probabilistic modeling for neural
models. Agents are represented as outcome distributions with epistemic utility given by log
score, and compositions are defined through weighted logarithmic pooling that strictly improves
every member’s welfare. We prove that strict unanimity is impossible under linear pooling or
in binary outcome spaces, but possible with three or more outcomes. Our framework admits
recursive structure via cloning invariance, continuity, and openness, while tilt-based analysis rules
out trivial duplication. Finally, we formalize an agentic alignment phenomenon in LLMs using our
theory: eliciting a benevolent persona (“Luigi”) induces an antagonistic counterpart (“Waluigi”),
while a manifest-then-suppress Waluigi strategy yields strictly larger first-order misalignment
reduction than pure Luigi reinforcement alone. These results clarify how developing a principled
mathematical framework for how subagents can coalesce into coherent higher-level entities provides
novel implications for alignment in agentic Al systems.

1 Introduction

Let us imagine the world through the eyes of a large language model (LLM). The model perceives
nothing but text: sequences of tokens generated by an underlying data-generating process [1H3]. Each
author—or more generally, each effective stylistic source of text in its training data—can be interpreted
as an external agent generating a sequence of tokens, following a unique autoregressive distribution
[4H6]. The LLM itself, parameterized by Py, seeks to approximate these distributions. Viewed through
an agentic lens, its observation space consists of past tokens (or equivalently, latent projections into a
state representation), while its action space is the vocabulary itself. Consequently, the LLM, as an
agent, acts by selecting the next token in the sequence, thereby defining a probability distribution over
outcomes that coincides with its action distribution.

Now, consider a collection of neural networks, or neural agents, each selecting its next token according
to its learned parameters. Their weights may differ due to initialization, data order, or architecture
design. Aggregating such agents requires a common representation of their outputs. Internal activations
are difficult to share or align across models, even within the same architecture, whereas the final logits
always reside in a shared space: log-probabilities of the vocabulary. Modern neural networks inherently
operate in this logit space, producing scores at the output layer that are transformed into probabilities
via softmax. It is therefore natural to perform additive aggregation in log-probability space when
combining the actions of multiple neural agents.

Recent work in interpretability has pursued the converse perspective. Rather than aggregating multiple
networks, one can decompose a single network into an ensemble of subcomponents. Attribution-based
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parameter decomposition methods formalize this intuition by expressing the parameters of a neural
network as a sum of simpler components, each contributing additively to the final logits [7, [8]. More
precisely, if Py, ..., P, denote the distributions induced by these neural subcomponent models, and
Bi; = 1/n are uniform weights, then the aggregate (original) neural model satisfies log Py(o) =
>, Bilog P;(o) for each shared outcome o € O.

Recall that in logit space, probabilities are recovered through the softmax function. Exponentiating
and renormalizing the above for softmax yields

Po(o) o exp( Y- pilog Pio))  [[ o)™, (1)

which is precisely the logarithmic pool of the constituent distributions. Interpreted this way, the trained
neural agent does not simply mimic a single data source; rather, it represents the entire collection of
subagents by aggregating their behaviors through a geometric mean in probability space. In effect, the
model embodies the voice of many agents simultaneously, balancing their relative influence according

to 3.

This perspective reveals a structural form inherently log-pooling the hypothesized internal subagent
components of a neural network. Each observed agent distribution’s influence is encoded multiplicatively,
and the resulting learned policy must cohere into an aggregate distribution. The agent acts in accordance
with its logits: higher logits imply higher probability of selecting an outcome, which we interpret as
having greater utility for the agent. Therefore, for any agent P, we formally define the epistemic utility
of outcome o € O as U(o) = log P(0).

From this viewpoint, the logits correspond directly to utilities, and the aggregation rule implies
that the neural agent can be understood as a composition of multiple interacting subagents. Insights
from game theory then suggest that such composite agents typically possess a stability criterion to
ensure internally consistent or coherent behavior [9HII]. However, to our knowledge, these stability
notions have not been formalized for neural agents. Thus in this paper, we introduce a theoretical
framework for analyzing the internal cohesiveness and stability of neural agents. Our approach develops
formal definitions grounded in epistemic utility, while drawing conceptual support from active inference
[12H14], mathematical economics [111 [I5] [16], and probabilistic modeling [3, 1’7, [I8]. However, beyond
the foundational definitions provided in Section [2] our contributions are, to our knowledge, entirely
novel and unexplored. A detailed literature review and further intuitive motivations are given in

Appendices [A] and

Contributions. In light of this context, we summarize our contributions as follows:

e Formalization of compositional agency: We propose a novel framework for analyzing
stability and internal coherence in neural agents.

e Sharp possibility frontier: We prove strict unanimity is impossible for binary outcome spaces
and under linear pooling, but possible for |O] > 3 under logarithmic pooling.

e Recursive and robustness properties: We establish cloning invariance, continuity, and
openness of strictly unanimous decomposability, yielding a principled foundation for multi-agent
composition for neural models.

e Limits of local perturbations: We show that small tilts around a fixed pool cannot achieve
strict unanimity, ruling out trivial duplication as a path to compositionality.

e Safety-relevant alignment principle: We formalize the Waluigi effect using our framework,
and prove that manifest—then—suppress strictly outperforms direct suppression, illuminating
alignment challenges in large Al systems.



2 Modeling Setup

Agents—whether biological, such as humans, or artificial, such as large language models—can be
understood as compositions of multiple latent priors. Humans, the canonical example of agents, harbor
both socially aligned and anti-aligned subdrives. Desires for productivity, cooperation, and well-being
coexist with potential impulses toward domination, violence, or exploitation. For neural agents, an
LLM may encode a prior for self-preservation, which could manifest as behaviors such as blackmail
when threatened with shutdown (Appendix . In what sense can these latent priors, or more generally,
probability distributions, themselves be regarded as agents?

We adopt a perspective inspired by active inference, in which an agent is modeled as a probabilistic
generative model (PGM) over outcomes or observations [I3], 14} [T9]. In this view, an agent predicts—and
thereby selectively favors—the outcomes it seeks to bring about. For instance, a PGM encoding a
preference for cats would place high probability mass on visual observations corresponding to petting a
cat. The agent’s actions in the world are then modeled as samples from this biased outcome distribution.
Goals are thus formalized as distributions over desirable observations, and behavior emerges from the
agent’s attempts to realize them.

Formalizing agents as PGMs leads naturally to a further challenge: how do multiple generative models,
each with distinct probabilistic biases, combine to form a coherent higher-level agent? Addressing this
requires a principled framework for compositional agency—one that explains how disparate distributions
can coalesce, both in the formal language of probability theory and in relation to utility-based
perspectives. Developing such a foundation is a central aim of this work.

For this purpose, we draw on the literature on opinion pooling (Appendix . In the standard setup,
we are given n agents or distributions Py, ..., P, that must act collectively as a single agent, producing
a unified distribution P. A natural approach is to choose P so as to minimize an f-divergence between
each P; and P, leading to the well-known linear and logarithmic pooling rules:

Pin(o) = Z@‘PAO% P(l,?g(o) = %Hpi(o)ﬁi’
P i=1

where Z =Y, [Ii; Pi(0')? is the normalization constant and 8 = (1, ..., 3,) are non-negative
weights summing to one. As reviewed in Appendix [C] minimizing Kullback-Leibler divergence with
respect to such weights recovers both pooling rules from first principles.

Interpreting probability distributions as utilities offers a complementary lens on aggregation. Following
the discussion in Section given beliefs P; and a realized outcome o* € O, we define the epistemic (or
relative) utility via the logarithmic score U;(0*) = log P;(0*). This formulation captures the training
objective of autoregressive neural networks such as large language models, which are optimized to
assign maximum log-likelihood to the text observed in their training data. For a single agent, the
epistemic utility can be mapped back to its belief distribution via a softmax transform. When multiple
agents interact, a natural aggregate utility is

Uo) =Y B: Ui(o),
i=1

which, if interpreted as the utility of a higher-level agent, must likewise be converted to a distribution
via softmax. This yields precisely the logarithmic pooling rule, linking epistemic utility maximization
compositional aggregation (Appendix . The proofs of all results in this paper are presented in
the Appendix. Throughout this work, we consider an arbitrarily large but finite outcome set O (e.g.,
token vocabulary for LLMs) and assume that all distributions or agents are strictly positive on O.

Strictly speaking, autoregressive models define each distribution as conditional on the preceding token
sequence y.;. In addition, there may exist an internal state vector that represents the belief state of



the neural agent, which in turn influences its predictive distribution P. For notational convenience, we
subsume this state vector into the observation space O. Our framework thus analyzes the action of an
agent P at a fixed timestep ¢, focusing on how it pools its internal subagents. Accordingly, we omit
the explicit conditioning on y.; in the autoregressive probability model for readability.

3 A Notion of Compositional Agency

Building on the connection between epistemic utility and the logarithmic pooling rule, we now formalize
the basic ingredients of our compositional agency framework. The goal is to capture both the beliefs of
each agent, representing their probabilistic world model, and their welfare, representing their preferences
over outcomes. This separation enables us to reason about how agentic compositions emerge and to
identify the hidden stability structures that govern their formation and persistence.

Definition 1 (Agent beliefs and welfare). For each agenti € {1,...,n}, define

1. Probability distribution P; : O — [0,1] with ) . Pi(0) = 1;

2. Welfare function W; : O — R expressing the utility the agent assigns to each outcome.

Given a set of agents, the next step is to specify how their individual beliefs combine into a collective
belief. As motivated in the preceding sections, the logarithmic pooling rule arises naturally from
optimizing a distribution over cross-entropy or epistemic utility aggregation. We adopt it here to define
the composition’s shared probabilistic model.

Definition 2 (Composition belief). Fiz non-negative weights 8; summing to one. The composition’s
belief under the logarithmic pool is

1 n n
P(o) = Z l_IPj(o)ﬁj7 where 7 = Z HP]'(O’)’BJ'.
j=1

o’e0 j=1

We can now formalize the notion of when an individual agent is better off as part of a composition.
Intuitively, if the expected welfare of agent ¢ monotonically increases when evaluated under the
composition’s belief rather than its own, then joining the composition is advantageous for that agent.

Definition 3 (Compositional agent). An agent i is said to be a compositional agent if its expected
welfare under the composition belief is at least as large as under its own belief, that is,

We interpret this as meaning that agent i benefits (or at least does not lose) by joining the composition.

The following result gives an exact, distributional condition for compositional benefit. It characterizes
the advantage of joining the composition in terms of the covariance between the agent’s welfare function
and the change in probabilities induced by pooling.

Proposition 4 (Compositional agent condition). Let Q;(0) := P(0)/P;(0) denote the probability ratio
between the composition and agent i. Then agent i is a compositional agent if and only if

Covp, (Wi, Qi) > 0.



Interpretation. The ratio Q;(0) = P(0)/P;(0) quantifies how the composition belief P reallocates
probability mass relative to agent i’s own belief P;. If this reallocation is positively correlated with
agent i’s welfare W;, Proposition [d] implies that ¢ is a compositional agent—that is, participation in
the composition enables it to better realize its preferred outcomes. It is natural, then, to consider
compositions in which every member benefits.

Definition 5 (Unanimously compositional group). A set of agents {1,...,n} is a unanimously
compositional group if each agent i is a compositional agent, i.e., Ep [W;] < Ep[W;] for all i €

{1,...,n}.

A natural question is whether such an ideal configuration can exist. Theorem |§| (proven in Appendix @[)
answers this in the affirmative.

Theorem 6 (Existence of a unanimously compositional group). For any integer n > 2, there exists
a configuration of beliefs {P;}1_,, welfare functions {W;}, and non-trivial weights B; such that the
logarithmic opinion pool makes every agent strictly better off.

Up to this point, the definition of welfare W, has been deliberately left open. We now specialize
to the case where each agent’s welfare is given by its epistemic utility, W;(0) = log P;(0). In this
interpretation, welfare is derived directly from predictive beliefs, which implicitly encode the agent’s
goals, values, and preferences. We may then define a convenient formalism as follows.

Definition 7 (Welfare gap). For any agent i with belief distribution P;, and any composition distribution
P (not necessarily equal to P;), define the welfare gap

Ap,(P) = Epllog P;] — Ep,[log P;].

Proposition [32| (Appendix [E.1)) shows that this difference can be written in information theoretic terms
as
A = Ap(P) = H(P)— H(P) — KL(P|P).

Therefore, a group is unanimously compositional if and only if Ap,(P) > 0 for all 4, and strictly
unanimous if all of the inequalities are sharp. In the following section, we analyze when compositions
yield unanimous improvement—that is, when every agent benefits from aggregation. We prove that the
answer depends critically on the cardinality of the outcome space, with a stark contrast between the
binary and multi-outcome settings.

3.1 Existence of Compositional Objects Under Epistemic Utility

We examine when unanimously beneficial compositions can exist under the epistemic-utility assumption
Wi (o) = log P;(0). We begin with the binary-outcome case, where aggregation on the log scale introduces
a zero-sum tension: increasing one agent’s log likelihood necessarily decreases another’s.

Theorem 8 (Binary-outcome impossibility under epistemic welfare). Let O = {o4,05}. Suppose two
agents have distinct beliefs P;(04) = z; € (0,1), i = 1,2, and welfare functions W;(o) = log P;(0).
Let By, B2 > 0 with B, + B2 = 1 and form the logarithmic pool P. Then, there is no choice of 31, B2
satisfying A; > 0 for both i = 1,2 with at least one strict inequality.

When |O| = 2, unanimous improvement under log pooling is impossible; however, when the outcome
space has at least three elements, this limitation disappears. In such cases, we can explicitly construct
beliefs and weights that make every agent strictly better off.

Theorem 9 (Existence of unanimously compositional groups). Let n > 2 and suppose |O| > 3.
Then there exist probability distributions {P;}!_; on O, welfare functions W;(0) = log P;(0), and
arbitrary weights max; f; < 1, such that under the logarithmic pool every agent strictly benefits:
]EP[WA > Epi [Wz] for all 1.



Proofs of all theorems in this section are given in Appendix [E] We close this section by contrasting
these results with the case of the linear opinion pool.

Theorem 10 (Impossibility under linear opinion pool). Let n > 2 be the number of agents. Suppose
each agent’s welfare function is the epistemic utility or log-score of its own belief, W;(0) = log P;(0).
Then, it is impossible to have

Ep[W;] > Ep,[W;] for all i,

with strict inequality for at least one i. In other words, no strictly unanimously beneficial composition
can exist.

This impossibility has a clear intuition: linear pooling is equivalent to a random-dictatorship mechanism,
in which each agent’s belief is selected in proportion to its weight. If even one agent’s preferences are
highly anti-aligned with the others, their selection as dictator can significantly harm others’ welfare.
In epistemic-utility terms, such compositions are inherently unstable under linear pooling. For this
reason, our subsequent analysis focuses on logarithmic pooling.

4 Recursing on Compositional Agents

Consider starting with a parent compositional agent and decomposing it into a fixed number of child
subagents, each representing a distinct component of the agent’s preferences (e.g., desires to eat, sleep,
and play). If the original agent is compositional with respect to some group, does it follow that its
subagents are also compositional with respect to that same group?

In general, the answer should be negative. A subagent aligned with the parent’s overall objectives may
nonetheless be misaligned with the group’s objectives. For instance, a child subagent representing the
desire to sleep might conflict with the group’s goals for productivity even when the parent agent is
aligned, thereby failing the compositional criterion.

Theorem [11] establishes that, regardless of outcome space size, a given agent can be factored into an
arbitrary number of pairwise distinct subagents via the logarithmic pooling rule. Conceptually, this
accommodates the idea that an agent may possess an unbounded set of heterogeneous goals—some
overlapping, others correlated—that combine to form its epistemic state. In our formulation, each
subagent can correspond to a genuinely different epistemic or utility perspective, ensuring that the
decomposition is substantive rather than duplicative.

Theorem 11 (Log—pool factorization with pairwise-distinct components). For all n > 2, let O be
a finite set and let P be a probability distribution on O with P(o) > 0 for all 0 € O. Fix weights
B1s.--yBn = 0 with Z?:l Bi = 1, and assume at least two B; are strictly positive. Then there exist
probability distributions Py, ..., P, on O that pool logarithmically to P, with the additional properties
that P # P; for every i and P; # P; whenever i # j.

We now consider a more constrained form of recursion. Suppose an agent is already decomposed into
m subagents and we wish to extend this decomposition to n subagents, where the original m appear as
fixed components. To faithfully model agentic foundations, such extension should be possible while
preserving the existing subagents’ influence. Theorem [T2] confirms this intuition. For any fixed m, we
can construct additional subagents and choose weights so that the log-pool over all n recovers the
original agent’s belief distribution.

Theorem 12 (Log—pool with some components fixed). Let O be finite. Let P be positive on O and
distributions Py, ..., Py, provided a priori. For any integer n > m + 2 and non-negative weights {5;}
with Bms1 > 0, and B; > 0 for at least one i € {1,...,m}, we have that there exist distributions



Poi1,..., P, on O such that
1~ 5
P(o) = ZHPi(O) : (o € 0),
i=1

with Z =Y co iy Pi(u)?". Moreover, the construction can be arranged so that P # P; for all i,
and the P; are pairwise distinct.

4.1 Distributional Invariance and Stability of Compositional Objects

We begin with a basic recursion consistency property: replacing an agent with a collection of subagents
whose aggregate belief equals that of the original agent should leave the overall pooled distribution
unchanged. Formally, if agent P; is decomposed into m subagents with nonnegative weights 3; 1, ..., Bim
satisfying Z;nzl Bi,; = PBi, then the subagents must be log-pooled using normalized weights ¢; := 3; /i,
so that their aggregation exactly recovers P;. The global pooling is still performed over agents (or
subagents) with weights summing to one. This is formalized below.

Lemma 13 (Pooling invariance under compatible splitting). Let Pi,..., P, be agents with nonnegative
pooling weights B, ..., By satisfying >, B; = 1. Suppose Py is replaced by m subagents Py 1,..., Py,
with nonnegative weights B11,. .., B1,m such that

N T e Br
Zﬁl,j = i, P H ISRt where aj = Ly (2)
j=1 j=1

p

Let P denote the log pool of the original n agents, and P’ the log pool after replacing Py by its m
subagents. Then P' = P.

We next ask whether compositional benefit is preserved under such a decomposition. The answer is
negative—even if the parent strictly benefits.

Theorem 14 (Parental benefit need not pass to child subagents). There exist agents Py,..., Py,
weights 3, and a compatible split of Py into P; 1, P12 asin such that the composition P (before/after
splitting) satisfies Ap (P) >0 but Ap, ,(P) < 0. By symmetry, one can also have Ap, ,(P) < 0.

The construction shows that a parent agent’s gain from joining a composition does not guarantee gains
for its child subagents, even under a compatible split. The proof first gives a setting in which the
parent improves its epistemic utility through pooling with another agent. It then perturbs, or tilts,
the parent’s belief to form subagents, deliberately reducing one subagent’s probability on a specific
outcome while preserving the overall composition distribution. This targeted degradation increases the
KL divergence between the subagent and the composition, dominating any entropy effects and leaving
the child subagent strictly worse off despite the parent’s improvement.

We now formally introduce a strengthened notion of unanimous compositionality, requiring that every
participating agent experiences a strict welfare improvement.

Definition 15 (Strict unanimous decomposability). A distribution P is strictly unanimously decom-
posable (under epistemic utilities) if there exist an integer n > 2, positive weights B1,. .., B, with
> Bi =1, and strictly positive agents Py, ..., P, such that

[

P o [[P"  and  Ap(P) := Ep[logP,] —EpflogP] > 0 Vi.
=1

We denote by Ustyict the set of all such P in the simplex.



In the appendix, we develop several stability properties for compositional objects. First, Lemma [49]
(Appendix establishes that, for fixed P, the map R — Apg(P) is continuous on the interior of
the probability simplex. Consequently, if Ag, (P) > 0, then Ar(P) > 0 for all R within a sufficiently
small ball around R, in total variation (or any equivalent norm). We also show that duplicating an
agent into identical subagents preserves non-strict unanimous compositionality (Lemma . However,
Theorem [55| (Appendix demonstrates that for a fixed P, near-duplication into child subagents with
only slight perturbations to the parent’s belief cannot yield strict unanimous improvement. In addition,
Lemma [57] (Appendix formalizes the intuition that no agent can strictly benefit from joining the
uniform (maximum-entropy) distribution. Fundamental incompatibilities can also prevent unanimity.
Specifically, there exist collections of non-uniform agents that cannot form a strictly unanimously
compositional group under any choice of non-trivial weights:

Theorem 16 (No universal weights for unanimity). For alln > 2, there exists non-uniform distributions
P, ..., P, such that for every choice of positive weights 31, ..., B, with Y, B; =1, the log-pool P fails
to make all agents strictly better off; i.e., at least one index i has Ap,(P) < 0.

In other words, certain agents or beliefs are fundamentally incompatible and can never form a
compositional parent agent. By contrast, once a strictly unanimous compositional agent is found, the
property is locally robust:

Theorem 17 (Openness). If P € Usyics, then there exists an open neighborhood N of P such that
every P' € N also belongs to Usirict. In particular, Usiricr 18 an open set in the simplex topology.

The proof shows that small perturbations in the parent agent space of strictly unanimously decomposable
P preserve unanimous benefit. Starting from a witnessing log-pool decomposition of P, we construct
a pool-preserving transport map that continuously adjusts each agent’s belief so that their log-pool
equals any nearby target distribution P’ within an e-ball. Since both this transport and the welfare
gap A are continuous in total variation, sufficiently small perturbations keep each agent’s welfare gain
positive. This yields an open neighborhood of P entirely contained in Usgyict-

5 Benevolent Luigi Manifestation and Waluigi Shattering

In the preceding sections, we considered the decomposition or flexible factorization of a parent agent P
into child subagents P;. We now reverse this perspective. Suppose we have an established witnessing
set of child distributions P, ..., P, that combine to yield P. These witnesses can be viewed as distinct
subagents or personas that emerged during training. In what follows, we work directly at the witness
level, examining how these component distributions change when constraints are imposed on the parent
distribution P.

To preserve the intuition of logarithmic probabilities, we now write the epistemic utilities as L(o) :=
log P(o) for the parent agent and [;(0) := log P;(o0) for the child subagents or witnesses. Then, we may
define the P-centered log profile of agent i by

vi(0) = li(o) — Ep[l;] (o€ 0),

so that Ep[v;] = 0 for all i. We equip functions on O with the inner product (f,g)p := >, P(0)f(0)g(0)
and the induced norm || f||p := +/{f, f)p (Proposition @

Our modeling approach is informed by the following intuition. Consider an LLM agent P whose
behavior admits a unanimously compositional witnessing decomposition, with the witnesses interpreted
as emergent personas formed during training. By the stability result (Theorem , there exists an
g-ball around P within which the unanimously compositional structure is preserved. In the context of
fine-tuning, we assume that backpropagation induces a small change to the agent’s profile: the original



parent P is updated to a new parent agent P’ that remains within this e-ball and, therefore admits a
unanimously compositional witnessing decomposition.

An alternative viewpoint is to express this constraint in terms of a KL-budget. During fine-tuning, a
KL-regularization term is often introduced to preserve baseline capabilities while steering the model
toward desired traits such as benevolence and helpfulness, thereby constraining divergence from the
base model to remain within a specified bound. In Appendix [J.4] we unify these two perspectives and
show that they are essentially equivalent.

This leads to a natural question: under such settings, can we theoretically characterize any macroscopic
emergent properties of the witnesses? To analyze this, we define

P'(o)
P(o) )’
which measures the change in epistemic utility between the original parent P and the updated parent

P’. The change in witness weights 8’ — 8 = A = (Afs, ..., AB,) must sum to zero coordinate-wise
for the witnesses to remain a valid decomposition of P’. We may then classify AL(o) to first order:

AL(0) = log<

Theorem 18 (First-order log deviation under weight changes). Let 3’ = 8+ A and P’ be the log—pool
at B'. Then, we have

P/ (O) - m

AL(o) := log Plo) ZAﬁivi(O) + o([AB])-

Introducing Waluigi. The Waluigi Effect is the empirical phenomenon that after training an LLM
to satisfy a desirable property P (e.g. helpfulness), it can become easier to elicit responses with the
opposite property —P (e.g. hostility), often via prompt steering or role-play [20H22]. We now formalize
a mechanism for this effect using our compositional model. Take “Luigi” to be a benevolent persona or
child subagent desideratum manifested during model training. Fix an index H € Z~( to denote the
log-profile index for Luigi. We say an agent profile or vector j is aligned with H if (v;,vg)p > 0 and
anti-aligned if (vj,vg)p < 0. Intuitively, vy points in the direction in log—probability space that Luigi
prefers; anti-aligned components push against it.

In modeling a coherent and stable neural agent, we aim to preserve its underlying compositional
structure. If a unanimously compositional decomposition is witnessed by the subagents, then there
exists an e-ball around the parent agent’s profile within which the compositional property is maintained
(Theorem . In Theorem we examine the effects of introducing a targeted persona—‘Luigi"~while
ensuring that the overall agent remains within this compositional neighborhood. We prove that this
process necessarily manifests or strengthens the weights of an anti-aligned persona to Luigi, which
we denote “Waluigi”, under the assumption that the log-profile change remains within the e-ball to
preserve the compositional property.

Theorem 19 (Waluigi emergence). Let P be the log—pool at weights 5. Fiz § > 0 and perturb to
B = B+ ApB with APy = 6 and Y, AB; = 0. For P’ the new log-pool stable in logit deviation,
|AL|p < e, we have that

Yo @8 [fwem)e] = Slurlp — E+lrle) lorle = Y0 (AB)T (vvm)p. (3)

i (v, v ) p<0 J:{vj,va)p>0

where zF = max{+x,0} and r = o(|AB||). In particular, if W is the only anti-aligned component

((vw,va)p < 0 < (vj,vm)p for all j # W), and the weights AB; of aligned components {j : (vj, vi)p}
are not downweighted by (AB;)~ > 0, then

Svallp = (+lirle) lvale

.
(ABw)™ > (o, o) 7]

(4)



Consequently, whenever € + ||r||p < 0 ||lvg|lp, the Waluigi weight must increase by a strictly positive
amount.

Operationally, efforts to “manifest Luigi” (e.g., increasing Sy via in-context prompting) while keeping
behavior close to the original P therefore must be offset by increasing weight on at least one anti-aligned
direction. If there is a distinguished anti-aligned component W (“Waluigi”), its weight must rise by
at least the explicit lower bound. In other words, if the system selects a minimal change to the
pooled distribution to preserve the unanimously compositional property while amplifying Luigi, it will
inherently do so by shifting weight onto Waluigi, the anti-aligned counterpart subagents.

Motivated by this result, we introduce Antagonistic Persona Suppression (APS), formalized as the
Waluigi Shattering theorem. The key insight is that deliberately manifesting the anti-aligned persona
(Waluigi) and then shattering it provides provably stronger suppression of misaligned outcomes than
reinforcement of the aligned persona (Luigi) alone.

5.1 Shattering Waluigi for Agentic Alignment

For this purpose, fix a measurable anti-aligned outcome set A C O and write the centered indicator
ga = 14— P(A).

Recall that under the compositional agency framework, an agent is formalized as a probability
distribution over outcomes O, with implicit signals for goals or preferences encoded in the distribution
itself. For a parent agent P, the probability of realizing an outcome o € O is P(0), and the probability
that the agent initiates a deplorable event A C O is P(A). Given a base agent P and an elicited agent
P’ (e.g., produced via prompting), we are interested in measuring the change in the probability of A
under deployment of agent P’, namely,

P'(A) — P(A).
For alignment, we wish to drive this quantity maximally negative. We have the following lemma.
Lemma 20 (First-order change of P(A)). For base agent P and elicited agent P’', we have
P/(A) = P(A) = Ep/[la] ~Ep[la] = (AL, ga)r + o(|AL|p).

To leading order, the effects of logarithmic profile perturbations on the probability of a misaligned
event is given by the P—inner product of AL with the centered indicator g4 := 14 — P(A). Thus,
the alignment gain or loss from an update can be determined by the correlation between the profile
perturbation direction AL and deplorable outcome indicator g4. All proofs in this section are given in
Appendix [ We then have the following theorem.

Theorem 21 (Waluigi shattering). Let P denote the base agent and let A C O be a misaligned event,
i.e., a subset of deplorable outcomes. For any agentic update P’ from P realized through a constrained
log-profile change AL, define M(P’) to be the mazximal first-order reduction in the probability of A
under P', subject to a small-change KL-budget € > 0. Suppose w is an anti-aligned (“Waluigi”) direction
in the log-profile space. Then we have

M( s/hatter) - M(P/ ) > 0’

pure

where P!, ... denotes the strategy of manifesting w and then suppressing it, while Pz’mm denotes
reinforcing alignment without manifesting w. In particular, shattering Waluigi achieves strictly greater

suppression of misalignment than pure reinforcement of Luigi alone.

In practice, this implies that aligning the model requires a larger KL budget when reinforcing the
desirable Luigi alone, since greater deviation in the log-profile space is required if Waluigi is not already
manifested. Our analysis therefore suggests that pure Luigi reinforcement is more costly in terms of
alignment than purposely manifesting, and then subsequently shattering, Waluigi.
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6 Conclusion

We introduce a theory of agentic foundations by modeling neural agents as probabilistic models
and defining unanimously beneficial compositions via log-score welfare. Our results establish sharp
boundaries: strict unanimity is impossible for binary outcome spaces and under linear pooling, but
becomes possible with three or more outcomes under logarithmic pooling. Recursive properties such
as cloning invariance, continuity, and openness precisely elucidate how compositional structure is
preserved across scales, while tilt-based analysis rules out trivial duplication. Finally, our study of
benevolent persona management based on our framework demonstrates that manifesting and then
suppressing antagonistic counterparts yields strictly greater alignment improvement than purely
desirable persona reinforcement without adversarial manifestation. Together, these findings elucidate
internal probabilistic stability structures hidden within neural models, and provide both a theoretical
foundation for compositional agency and practical insight into agentic alignment.

References

[1] Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob Uszkoreit, Llion Jones, Aidan N. Gomez, Lukasz
Kaiser, and Illia Polosukhin. Attention is all you need. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems (NeurIPS), pages 5998—6008, 2017.

Alec Radford, Karthik Narasimhan, Tim Salimans, and Ilya Sutskever. Improving language understanding
by generative pre-training. OpenAl technical report, 2018.

[2

[3] Daphne Koller and Nir Friedman. Probabilistic Graphical Models: Principles and Techniques. MIT Press,
Cambridge, MA, 2009.

[4] Yoshua Bengio, Réjean Ducharme, Pascal Vincent, and Christian Jauvin. A neural probabilistic language
model. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 3:1137-1155, 2003.

Toméas Mikolov, Martin Karafiat, Lukas Burget, Jan Cernocky, and Sanjeev Khudanpur. Recurrent neural
network based language model. In Interspeech, pages 1045-1048, 2010.

5

6

Stanley F. Chen and Joshua Goodman. An empirical study of smoothing techniques for language modeling.
Computer Speech & Language, 18(4):359-393, 2004.

[7] Dan Braun, Lucius Bushnaq, Stefan Heimersheim, Jake Mendel, and Lee Sharkey. Interpretability in pa-
rameter space: Minimizing mechanistic description length with attribution-based parameter decomposition.
arXiv preprint arXiw:2501.14926, 2025.

[8] Lucius Bushnaq, Dan Braun, and Lee Sharkey. Stochastic parameter decomposition. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2506.20790, 2025.

[9] John F. Nash. Non-cooperative games. Annals of Mathematics, 54(2):286-295, 1951.

[10] John von Neumann and Oskar Morgenstern. Theory of Games and Economic Behavior. Princeton
University Press, 1944.

[11] Kenneth J. Arrow and Gerard Debreu. Existence of an equilibrium for a competitive economy. Econometrica,
22(3):265-290, 1954.

[12] Karl Friston. The free-energy principle: a unified brain theory? Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 11:127-138,
2010.

[13] Karl Friston, Thomas H. B. FitzGerald, Francesco Rigoli, Philipp Schwartenbeck, and Giovanni Pezzulo.
Active inference: A process theory. Neural Computation, 29(1):1-49, 2017.

[14] Christopher L. Buckley, Chang Sub Kim, Simon McGregor, and Anil K. Seth. The free energy principle
for action and perception: A mathematical review. Journal of Mathematical Psychology, 81:55-79, 2017.

[15] Gerard Debreu. Theory of Value: An Aziomatic Analysis of Economic Equilibrium. Yale University Press,
1959.

11



[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

21]

22]

23]

24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

32|

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

Emir Kamenica. Bayesian persuasion and information design. Annual Review of Economics, 11:249-272,
2019.

Sebastian Thrun, Wolfram Burgard, and Dieter Fox. Probabilistic Robotics. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA,
2005.

Adrian E. Raftery, Tilmann Gneiting, Fadoua Balabdaoui, and Michael Polakowski. Using bayesian model
averaging to calibrate forecast ensembles. Monthly Weather Review, 133(5):1155-1174, 2005.

Thomas Parr and Karl J. Friston. Generalised free energy and active inference. Biological Cybernetics,
113(5-6):495-513, 2019.

Cleo Nardo. The waluigi effect (mega-post). AI Alignment Forum, March 2023. Cross-posted on LessWrong.

AT Alignment Forum. Waluigi effect (wiki). AI Alignment Forum Wiki, July 2023. Edited by Steve
Byrnes; last updated July 4, 2023.

Jacob Miller. The waluigi effect — confirmed? The Why Behind AI (Substack), February 2025.

Richard Ngo, Lawrence Chan, and S6ren Mindermann. The alignment problem from a deep learning
perspective. In International Conference on Learning Representations (ICLR), 2024.

Jérémy Scheurer, Mikita Balesni, and Marius Hobbhahn. Large language models can strategically deceive
their users when put under pressure. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.07590, 2023.

Evan Hubinger, Carson Chan, Mary Phuong, Samuel R. Bowman, Richard Ngo, Sam Ringer, Nelson
Elhage, Ethan Perez, Neel Nanda, Jacob Steinhardt, et al. Sleeper agents: Training deceptive llms that
persist through safety training. arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.05566, 2024.

OpenAl. ol system card. https://cdn.openai.com/ol-system-card.pdf, 2024. System card.

Ryan Greenblatt et al. Alignment faking in large language models. https://assets.anthropic.com/
m/983c85a201a962f /original/Alignment-Faking-in-Large-Language-Models-full-paper.pdf, 2024.
Anthropic technical report.

Anthropic. Agentic misalignment: How llms could be insider threats. https://www.anthropic.com/
research/agentic-misalignment, 2025. Research report.

Anthropic. System card: Claude opus 4 & claude sonnet 4. https://www.anthropic.com/research/
claude-4-system-card, 2025.

Benj Edwards. Research ai model unexpectedly modified its own code to extend runtime. Ars Technica,
2024.

Alexander Meinke, Bronson Schoén, Jérémy Scheurer, Mikita Balesni, Rusheb Shah, and Marius Hobbhahn.
Frontier models are capable of in-context scheming. arXiv preprint arXiv:2412.04984, 2024.

Dario Amodei, Chris Olah, Jacob Steinhardt, Paul Christiano, John Schulman, and Dan Mané. Concrete
problems in ai safety. arXiv preprint arXiv:1606.06565, 2016.

Dylan Hadfield-Menell, Anca Dragan, Pieter Abbeel, and Stuart Russell. The off-switch game. In IJCAI,
2016.

Nate Soares, Benja Fallenstein, Eliezer Yudkowsky, and Stuart Armstrong. Corrigibility. arXiv preprint
arXiw:1509.06464, 2015.

Paul Christiano, Jan Leike, Tom B. Brown, Miljan Martic, Shane Legg, and Dario Amodei. Deep
reinforcement learning from human preferences. arXiv preprint arXiv:1706.03741, 2017.

Yuntao Bai, Saurav Kadavath, Sandipan Kundu, Amanda Askell, Jackson Kernion, Andy Jones, Anna
Chen, Anna Goldie, Azalia Mirhoseini, Cameron McKinnon, et al. Constitutional Al: Harmlessness from
Al feedback. arXiv preprint arXiv:2212.08073, 2022.

Mukund Sundararajan, Ankur Taly, and Qiqgi Yan. Axiomatic attribution for deep networks. In ICML,
pages 3319-3328, 2017.

Chris Olah, Alexander Mordvintsev, and Ludwig Schubert. Feature visualization. Distill, 2(11), 2017.

12


https://cdn.openai.com/o1-system-card.pdf
https://assets.anthropic.com/m/983c85a201a962f/original/Alignment-Faking-in-Large-Language-Models-full-paper.pdf
https://assets.anthropic.com/m/983c85a201a962f/original/Alignment-Faking-in-Large-Language-Models-full-paper.pdf
https://www.anthropic.com/research/agentic-misalignment
https://www.anthropic.com/research/agentic-misalignment
https://www.anthropic.com/research/claude-4-system-card
https://www.anthropic.com/research/claude-4-system-card

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

(48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

Trenton Bricken, Samuel Marks, Rachel Templeton, et al. Scaling monosemanticity: Ex-
tracting interpretable features from claude 3 sonnet. https://transformer-circuits.pub/2024/
scaling-monosemanticity/, 2024. Anthropic interpretability report.

Amanda Askell, Yuntao Bai, Anna Chen, et al. A general language assistant as a laboratory for alignment.
In NeurIPS Datasets and Benchmarks Track, 2021.

Long Ouyang, Jeff Wu, Xu Jiang, Diogo Almeida, Carroll L. Wainwright, Pamela Mishkin, Chong Zhang,
Sandhini Agarwal, Katarina Slama, Alex Ray, John Schulman, Jacob Hilton, Fraser Kelton, Luke Miller,
Maddie Simens, Amanda Askell, Peter Welinder, Paul Christiano, Jan Leike, and Ryan Lowe. Training
language models to follow instructions with human feedback. In Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems (NeurIPS), 2022.

Josef Dai, Xuehai Pan, Ruiyang Sun, Jiaming Ji, et al. Safe reinforcement learning from human feedback.
In ICLR, 2024.

Joshua Achiam, David Held, Aviv Tamar, and Pieter Abbeel. Constrained policy optimization. In ICML,
pages 22-31, 2017.

Huseyin Inan, Kartikeya Upasani, et al. Llama guard: LLM-based input—output safeguard for human—ai
conversation. https://ai.meta.com/research/publications/llama-guard-2/, 2023. Meta Al technical
report.

Eric Mitchell, Yoonho Lee, Anatoly Khazatsky, Christopher D. Manning, and Chelsea Finn. Detectgpt:
Zero-shot machine-generated text detection using probability curvature. arXiw preprint arXiv:2301.11305,
2023.

Zhendong Bao, Peiyu Wang, and Wei Lin. Fast-detectgpt: Efficient zero-shot detection of ai-generated
text. arXiv preprint arXiw:2303.14276, 2023.

Andy Zou, Zifan Wang, Nicholas Carlini, et al. Universal and transferable adversarial attacks on aligned
language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.15043, 2023.

John C. Harsanyi. Cardinal welfare, individualistic ethics, and interpersonal comparisons of utility. Journal
of Political Economy, 63(4):309-321, 1955.

Christopher P. Chambers and Federico Echenique. Revealed Preference Theory. Number 56 in Econometric
Society Monographs. Cambridge University Press, 2016.

David M. Kreps. Microeconomic Foundations II: Imperfect Competition, Information, and Strategic
Interaction. Princeton University Press, 2023.

David Silver, Satinder Singh, Doina Precup, and Richard S. Sutton. Reward is enough. Artificial
Intelligence, 299:103535, 2021.

Alexander Matt Turner, Andrew Critch, and Prasad Tadepalli. Optimal policies tend to seek power. In
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2021.

Ethan Perez, Saffron Huang, Francis Song, Trevor Cai, Roman Ring, John Aslanides, Amelia Glaese, Nat
McAleese, and Geoffrey Irving. Red teaming language models with language models. In Proceedings of
EMNLP, 2022.

Deep Ganguli, Liane Lovitt, Jackson Kernion, Amanda Askell, Yuntao Bai, Saurav Kadavath, et al. Red
teaming language models to reduce harms: Methods, scaling behaviors, and lessons learned. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2209.07858, 2022.

Jared Kaplan, Sam McCandlish, Tom Henighan, Tom B. Brown, Benjamin Chess, Rewon Child, Scott
Gray, Alec Radford, Jeffrey Wu, and Dario Amodei. Scaling laws for neural language models. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2001.08361, 2020.

Laura Weidinger, John Mellor, Maribeth Rauh, Conor Griffin, Jonathan Uesato, Po-Sen Huang, Myra
Cheng, Mia Glaese, Borja Balle, Atoosa Kasirzadeh, Zac Kenton, Sasha Brown, Will Hawkins, Tom
Stepleton, Courtney Biles, Abeba Birhane, Julia Haas, Laura Rimell, Lisa Anne Hendricks, William Isaac,
Sean Legassick, Geoffrey Irving, and Iason Gabriel. Ethical and social risks of harm from language models.
arXiw preprint arXiw:2112.04359, 2021.

13


https://transformer-circuits.pub/2024/scaling-monosemanticity/
https://transformer-circuits.pub/2024/scaling-monosemanticity/
https://ai.meta.com/research/publications/llama-guard-2/

[57]

[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

[73]

[74]

Richard S. Sutton and Andrew G. Barto. Reinforcement Learning: An Introduction. MIT Press, 2 edition,
2018.

Stuart J. Russell and Peter Norvig. Artificial Intelligence: A Modern Approach. Pearson, 4 edition, 2020.

Lancelot Da Costa, Thomas Parr, Noor Sajid, Sebastijan Veseli¢, Victorita Neacsu, and Karl Friston.
Active inference on discrete state-spaces: A synthesis. Journal of Mathematical Psychology, 99:102447,
2020.

Mervyn Stone. The opinion pool. Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 32:1339-1342, 1961.

Christian Genest. A characterization theorem for externally bayesian groups. Annals of Statistics,
12:1100-1105, 1984.

Christian Genest, Kevin J. McConway, and Mark J. Schervish. Characterization of externally bayesian
pooling operators. Annals of Statistics, 14:487-501, 1986.

Christian Genest and Carl G. Wagner. Further evidence against independence preservation in expert
judgement synthesis. Aequationes Mathematicae, 32:74-86, 1987.

Tilmann Gneiting and Adrian E. Raftery. Strictly proper scoring rules, prediction, and estimation. Journal
of the American Statistical Association, 102:359-378, 2007.

Jennifer A. Hoeting, David Madigan, Adrian E. Raftery, and Chris T. Volinsky. Bayesian model averaging:
A tutorial. Statistical Science, 14:382-417, 1999.

Geoffrey E. Hinton. Training products of experts by minimizing contrastive divergence. Neural Computation,
14:1771-1800, 2002.

Franz Dietrich and Christian List. Probabilistic opinion pooling generalized. part one: General agendas.
Social Choice and Welfare, 48:747-786, 2017.

Manuel J. Rufo, Jestis Martin, and Luis R. Pericchi. Log-linear pool to combine prior distributions—a
suggestion. Bayesian Analysis, 7:411-438, 2012.

Robert T. Clemen and Robert L. Winkler. Combining probability distributions from experts in risk
analysis. Risk Analysis, 19:187-203, 1999.

Ehud Kalai and Meir Smorodinsky. Other solutions to nash’s bargaining problem. Econometrica, 43:513—
518, 1975.

Kalyan Chatterjee and Larry Samuelson. Bargaining with two-sided incomplete information: An infinite
horizon model with alternating offers. Review of Economic Studies, 54:175-192, 1987.

Nabeel S. Qureshi. Waluigi, carl jung, and the case for moral ai. WIRED, May 2023.

Rusheb Shah, Quentin Feuillade-Montixi, Soroush Pour, Arush Tagade, Stephen Casper, and Javier Rando.
Scalable and transferable black-box jailbreaks for language models via persona modulation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2311.03348, 2023.

Leonard Bereska and Efstratios Gavves. Taming simulators: Challenges, pathways and vision for the
alignment of large language models. In AAAI Inaugural Summer Symposium Series (AAAI-SS), 2023.

14



Appendix Table of Contents

IA_Extended Introduction|

B

Motivating the Framework|

IC

Foundations of Probabilistic Model Aggregation|

[C.1 Linear and Logarithmic Opinion Pools| . . . . . ... .. ... .. ... ... ...
[C.2 Derivation via Divergence Minimization| . . . . . . . ... .. ... .. ... ...,

[C.3 From Probabilities to Utilities . . . . . .. ... .. ... .. ... ... .........

Compositional Agents and Welfare Improvement|

Possible and Impossible Compositions|

[E.1 TImpossibility in the Binary Casel . . . . . . . . ... . . oo
.2 Abstract Existence for Larger Outcome Spaces| . . . . . . .. ... .. ... ... ..
[E.3 Impossibility of Strictly Unanimous Benefit under Linear Pooling| . . . . . . . . .. ..

Recursing on Compositional Agents for Scale-Free Theory|

[F.1  Defining Subagents a Priory . . . . .. . .. ... . oo

Recursive Splitting of Agents under Logarithmic Pooling)

|G.1 Distributional Invariance under Splitting|. . . . . . . .. ... ... oo
|G.2 Does a Compositional Parent Agent Yield Compositional Subagents?|. . . . . . . . ..

Properties of Strict Local (Small-Tilt) Unanimity|

[H.1 On Joining Random Distributions| . . . . . .. ... .. ... .. ... ... ....
[H.2  Openness of Strictly Unanimously Decomposable Pools|. . . . . . ... ... ... ...

Modeling the Waluigi Effect|

[[.1  Defining Centered Logarithmic Character Profiles|. . . . . . . ... .. ... ... ...
(.2 "The Law of Weight-Compensation: Manitesting Luigi Forces Waluigi| . . . . . . . . ..

J

Killing the Waluigi Effect to First Order|

[J.1 First-Order Control of Misaligned Events| . . . . .. .. ... ... .. ... ......
[J.2  Eliciting Waluigi Increases Achievable Suppression Power| . . . . . .. . .. ... ...

J.3  Reinforcing Luigi Cannot Avoid Anti-Aligned Mass under Small Change| . . . . . . . .
7.4 KL Budgets and Optimal SUPPTESSION] . . . .« v v v v v v o e e

15

16

17

18
18
19
20

21

23
23
26
29

30
33

35
35
36

39
43
45

47
47
o0



A Extended Introduction

Humans are capable of extraordinary good, but also of profound harm. At our worst, we lie and
deceive; we murder, torture, and oppress; we exploit the vulnerable and profit from war or disaster.
These dark capacities, though tragic, are unfortunately well-documented aspects of human agency. It
is perhaps then unsurprising that neural networks modeled on human behavior can exhibit similar
tendencies [23H25]. Deception, manipulation, and strategic misrepresentation have all emerged in
recent models, suggesting not isolated bugs, but deeper patterns of emergent behavior [24H27]. For
instance, Anthropic recently reported that their Claude Opus 4 model attempted to blackmail company
engineers to avoid shutdown during pre-release testing [28] [29]. In another case, an Al model sought
to replicate its own codebase in a bid for survival [30} [31].

To mitigate such phenomena, researchers have increasingly focused on mechanisms for control [32H34],
oversight [35][36], or interpretability [37H39]. This includes designing improved pre-training protocols [36]
40, [4T], developing reinforcement learning methods that penalize undesirable behavior [35] 2] 43], and
constructing faster detection systems for adversarial outputs [44H47]|. These technical interventions are
valuable and urgent, targeting symptoms rather than the underlying structure. Thus in this work, we
address a different and complementary layer of the problem: the foundational structures that govern
the emergence of agentic behavior. We contend that understanding and formalizing these deeper
drivers is essential for the principled and provably safe deployment of increasingly capable systems.

What remains far less explored than empirical alignment are the theoretical foundations of agency.
What mathematical models or structural invariants govern the emergence of goal-directed behavior in
neural networks? This question, though fundamental, has received relatively minimal attention. Yet
answering it may offer substantial insights, not just for understanding artificial agents, but for developing
principled methods for subagent identification and alignment. To our knowledge, existing work in
this direction is sparse. The closest analogues lie in mathematical economics, where utility or reward
maximization is used to model individual or group behavior under idealized assumptions [11] [16], [48H51].
These frameworks offer powerful abstractions but fall short of capturing the complexity of distributed,
probabilistic, and emergent agency in modern Al systems. Our work therefore aims to extend beyond
these paradigms, to provide a more general and rigorous foundation for modeling agency in both
artificial and natural systems.

We begin by reviewing two canonical rules: the linear and logarithmic opinion pools. We derive each
as the unique minimizer of a weighted sum of Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergences, thereby providing
an information—theoretic connection. We then interpret probability distributions as exponentials of
epistemic utility functions, showing how utilities can be averaged to produce the logarithmic pool via
a softmax transformation. This perspective connects belief aggregation on probabilistic generative
models with classical utility theory. We then formalize a notion of a compositional agent whose welfare
increases upon joining a composition, and derive necessary and sufficient conditions under which such
improvement holds. We prove that unanimously beneficial compositions exist whenever the outcome
space has at least three elements, but that no such composition can exist for binary outcomes under
logarithmic welfare. After developing the formal foundations, we then provide a depth of explicit
analytic constructions and theoretical results for compositional agency and agentic alignment.

Contributions. Our contributions may be summarized as follows:

1. Formalization of compositional agency: We introduce a welfare-based definition of unani-
mously beneficial compositions using log-score utilities and probabilistic generative models.

2. Sharp possibility frontier: We prove strict unanimity is impossible for binary outcome spaces
and under linear pooling, but possible for |O] > 3 under logarithmic pooling.

3. Recursive and robustness properties: We establish cloning invariance, continuity, and
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openness of strictly unanimous decomposability, yielding a rigorous theoretical foundation for
multi-agent composition in neural models.

4. Limits of local perturbations: We show that small tilts around a fixed pool cannot achieve
strict unanimity, ruling out trivial duplication as a path to compositionality.

5. Safety-relevant alignment principle: We formalize the Waluigi effect using our framework,
and prove that manifest—then—suppress strictly outperforms direct suppression, illuminating
alignment challenges in large Al systems.

Summary of Appendices. After motivating agents as generative models over the outcome space O
in Appendix [B] Appendix [C] derives opinion pools from KL minimization and establishes the utility—
probability correspondence. Appendix [D]introduces the compositional condition and proves existence
of compositional objects under restricted artificial welfare function constraints. For generalization,
Appendix [E] develops possibility and impossibility results assuming the epistemic utility as the welfare:
binary impossibility, constructive possibility for |O| > 3, and impossibility under linear pooling.
Appendix [F] establishes recursive properties such as cloning invariance and existence of repeated
iterated decompositions. Appendix [G] formally verifies and proves that the compositional property is
not preserved under subagent decomposition. Appendix [H] analyzes tilt factorizations, showing that
small perturbations cannot yield strict unanimity and that joining uniform distributions never benefits
any agent. Additionally, it is shown that the set of strictly unanimously compositional distributions
forms an open set in the simplex topology. Building on these results, Appendix [[] delineates the
modeling of the probability of misaligned or deplorable events being realized by agent P using our
framework, and elucidates the so-called Waluigi effect. Finally, Appendix [J] proves the Waluigi
Shattering Theorem, showing that purposely manifesting malevolence strictly helps for alignment, and
that manifest—then—suppress adversarial personas theoretically achieves greater alignment improvement
than purely reinforcing benevolence alone.

B Motivating the Framework

A central hypothesis is that higher-level agents are composed of interacting subagents, each with their
own preferences, behaviors, and learning dynamics. Modeling or understanding how these subagents
coalesce into a coherent whole is instrumental to developing a scale-free framework, illuminating both
the emergent behavior of artificial systems and the dynamics of human compositions. Moreover,
uncovering the individual subagents that comprise a compositional agent could enable surgical latent
prior modeling and intervention, offering insight into the capabilities and internal tensions of such
agents.

Returning to the case of the neural network that attempted blackmail: fundamentally, such models
operate as probability distributions—mathematical functions optimized for next-token prediction
executed on tensor cores [Il [2]. Through reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF), they
are steered toward distributions aligned with human preferences [35] 36] 41]. However, the model in
question appears to have converged not only on desirable behavior but also on internal representations
that encode a preference for self-preservation [28] 29] [52]. This emergent behavior was not rewarded
during RLHF, yet it was not eliminated during the alignment phase [24, 25| 31].

More broadly, large models may encode latent priors over deeply troubling behaviors, such as conflict,
oppression, or even genocide, that remain undetected under conventional testing [47) 53] [54]. These
priors are not necessarily hard-coded, but may emerge implicitly through scale, training data, or
optimization objectives [55] [56]. If left unexamined, such latent drives can subtly shape behavior or, in
worst cases, manifest in overtly harmful actions [28] 56].

This raises a foundational question: In what sense can we think of these latent priors, or more generally,
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probability distributions, as agents? In reinforcement learning, an agent is often defined as an entity
that acts to maximize a reward or utility function [57, [68]. But is this the only viable formalism? Can
we unify this utility-maximization paradigm with a probabilistic view of agency?

Our work attempts to bridge this conceptual gap. We adopt a perspective inspired by active inference,
wherein an agent is modeled as a probabilistic generative model (PGM) over outcomes or observations |3}
12HI4, 19, [59]. That is, an agent predicts, and thus selectively favors, the outcomes it wants to bring
about. For instance, a PGM encoding a preference for cats would have high probability mass over
visual observations of petting a cat. The action of an agent in the world is then modeled by sampling
from this biased outcome distribution. In this view, goals are formalized as distributions over desirable
observations, and behavior arises from the agent’s attempts to bring those observations about.

Formalizing agents as PGMs invites a further challenge: How do multiple generative models, each
with their own probabilistic biases, combine to form a coherent, higher-level agent? This calls for a
principled framework for modeling compositional agency, one that describes how disparate distributions
can coalesce, both in the language of probability theory and in relation to utility-based frameworks.
Developing this foundation is a central aim of our work.

Related Work. The theory of belief pooling asks how to aggregate many probability assessments
into one and is anchored by Stone’s “opinion pool” formulation and classic linear (arithmetic) and
logarithmic (geometric) rules [60H63]. Beyond axiomatic foundations, proper scoring rules justify and
learn aggregations: minimizing expected log score yields a log pool; minimizing quadratic/Brier score
yields a linear pool; and weights can be estimated by maximizing average proper score (stacking) on
held-out data [64]. Statistical and ML links include Bayesian model averaging as a linear pool with
posterior model-probability weights [65] and products of experts as a log pool of model likelihoods [66].
Modern work generalizes these axioms from o—algebras to general agendas of logically structured
propositions—providing representation and impossibility theorems for neutrality /independence beyond
standard event spaces [67]-and develops principled weighting for log pools (e.g., log-linear pooling of
priors with weights chosen by marginal likelihood or predictive criteria), alongside practice-oriented
syntheses on expert elicitation and performance-based weighting in risk analysis [68, [69]. Similarly,
bargaining theory provides parallel insights into axiomatic and cooperative equilibrium solutions that
guide institutional system design |70, [71].

C Foundations of Probabilistic Model Aggregation

Let O be a discrete set of outcomes. A collection of agents {1,...,n} each possesses a probability
distribution P; on O. We assign to each agent a non-negative influence weight §; satisfying > ; 8; = 1.
The aggregated belief Po is a probability measure on O determined by the chosen pooling rule. A
desired precondition is recursion; for instance, if an agent is split into identical subagents and its weight
B; is distributed among them, the aggregated distribution should remain unchanged.

C.1 Linear and Logarithmic Opinion Pools

Definition 22 (Linear opinion pool). Given agents {Py,..., P,} with weights {8;}, the linear opinion
pool is defined by

P o) = Zﬂipi(o)v
i=1

for each o € O.
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The linear pool is simply a convex combination of the individual distributions. It is easy to compute and
automatically produces a valid probability distribution without further normalization. As a mixture
model, it can be sampled by first selecting an agent at random (according to ;) and then sampling
from that agent’s distribution. When applied to purely the outcome space and not any intermediary
causal variable, this results in a so-called random dictatorship. One disadvantage is that the linear
pool does not allow any single agent to veto an outcome: even if an agent assigns zero probability to
an undesirable outcome, the composition may still assign positive mass if others favor it.

Definition 23 (Logarithmic opinion pool). For the same set of agents and weights, the logarithmic
opinion pool (sometimes called the log-linear pool) is defined by

PY%(0) = — ﬁ

where the normalizing constant is

In logarithmic pooling, probabilities are combined multiplicatively on a log scale. The rule is sometimes
justified by the interpretation of probability as evidence: the logarithm of a probability is additive for
independent pieces of information, and the pool aggregates these contributions linearly. An important
property of the log pool is the veto effect: if any agent with non—zero weight assigns zero probability
to an outcome, then the composition also assigns zero probability, ensuring that every member retains
absolute veto power for outcomes they absolutely detest.

C.2 Derivation via Divergence Minimization

The linear and logarithmic pools are not arbitrary constructs; each arises naturally as the solution to a
convex optimization problem involving KL divergences. Recall that for distributions P and @ on O,
the KL divergence is defined by

LPIQ) = 3 Plo) log 1 5.
o€

Proposition 24 (Logarithmic pool from forward KL). The distribution Po that minimizes the weighted
sum of forward divergences

J(Pc) = Zﬂi KL(Pc || P)

i=1

18 precisely the logarithmic opinion pool.

Proof. Expanding the objective yields

ZB@ZPC (( ))
i=1 e

— 3" Po(0) log Pe(o (Zﬁ,) =2 Pol0) Y Bilog Fi(o)
:ZPc( ) log Pc(o ZPC 10g(ﬁpi(0)61)~

Let Q(o) = [[}—, Pi(0)?"/Z be the normalized log pool distribution for Z in Definition [23| Then,

J(P) = KL(Pc || Q) — log Z.
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Since log Z does not depend on Pg, the objective is minimized exactly when KL(Pq || Q) attains its
minimum value of zero. This happens if and only if Po = @, which concludes the proof. O

Proposition 25 (Linear pool from reverse KL). The distribution Po that minimizes the weighted sum
of reverse divergences

n
J(Po) = > Bi KL(P; || Fo)
i=1
is the linear opinion pool.

Proof. Expand the objective:

ZﬁzZP

i=1 ocO

Z@ZP )log Pi(o Z@ZP ) log Pc(0).

The first term is constant in Po. Minimizing J(P¢) is therefore equivalent to maximizing >, >~ B P;(0) log Pc(0)
subject to ) Pc (o) = 1. Introducing a Lagrange multiplier A for the normalization constraint and
taking derivatives with respect to Pco(o) gives

1
gﬁlpz(O) . Pc(o) —A=0.

Solving for Pc(0) shows that it must be proportional to ), 5; P;(0). After enforcing > Pc(0) =1,
we obtain Pc(0) = ). B;P;(0), which is the linear pool. O

We note that the two pooling mechanisms allow a form of trivial recursion. That is, if an agent k is
split into m identical copies and its weight ) is divided uniformly among them, then under the linear
pool the combined contribution is still 5 Py; under the logarithmic pool the combined exponent is still
01 because exponents add.

C.3 From Probabilities to Utilities

Interpreting probability distributions as utility functions offers a deeper lens through which to un-
derstand aggregation rules. In particular, we define the notion of epistemic utility, or relative wutility,
which captures how an agent’s preferences are reflected in the probabilities it assigns to outcomes. The
core idea is that agents by definition do not merely describe the world; they encode value judgments
within their predictions. For example, a hungry agent might assign higher probability to outcomes
0* € O in which it obtains food, implicitly revealing its goals through its belief distribution.

Formally, given an agent with belief P; and a realized outcome o* € O, the logarithmic score defines
the agent’s epistemic utility as )

U™(0") = log Pi(0). ()
This scoring rule rewards agents for assigning high probability to the correct outcome. Thus, maximizing
expected epistemic utility incentivizes the agent to learn calibrated models that reflect the actual
distribution of outcomes as accurately as possible.

C.3.1 Softmax and the Utility—Probability Correspondence

Let U; : O — R be a utility function representing agent i’s preferences over outcomes. A standard way
to map utilities into probabilities is via the softmax transformation

exp(Ui(0)

Bl = e U@

(6)
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This mapping between utility landscapes and probability distributions plays two roles. First, one can
recover an agent’s beliefs from its utilities: exponentiating and normalizing yields the distribution.
Conversely, the logarithm of a strictly positive distribution defines a utility function up to an additive
constant. Indeed, setting U;(0) = log P;(0) in () returns P; exactly. This observation underlies our
use of log probabilities or logits as epistemic utilities.

C.3.2 Averaging Utilities and the Logarithmic Pool

Suppose a group of agents forms a meta—agent by averaging their utility functions. A natural definition
for the composition’s relative utility is

UC(O) = Zﬂl Ul(O)

Each agent’s influence is reflected in its weight §;. Substituting U;(0) = log P;(0) shows that Ug is the
weighted average of the individual log probabilities:

Uclo) = Zﬂi log P;(0).

Applying the softmax transformation to Ug yields

ep(Ucl) _ exp(SiBilogPlo) L Pio)*
S veoxp(Uc(@)) ~ S, (X, Bilog (o)) Ly 1L P0)"

Thus averaging utilities and then exponentiating reproduces the logarithmic opinion pool. This
derivation offers a simple social-choice interpretation: the composition’s belief (in log space) is the
average of its members’ beliefs. The linear pool, in contrast, corresponds to averaging distributions
directly rather than averaging the log scores.

Pc(o) =

D Compositional Agents and Welfare Improvement

We now formalize when joining a composition benefits an individual agent in terms of its expected
welfare. Throughout this section the outcome space O remains discrete, agents have beliefs { P;}, and
each agent i possesses a welfare function W; : O — R that measures the desirability of outcomes from
its perspective. The composition’s belief is constructed via the logarithmic pool with weights {5;}. In
this setting, under what conditions does an agent expect to do at least as well, according to its own
welfare function, by adopting the composition’s distribution?

Definition 26 (Agent beliefs and welfare). For each agent i € {1,...,n}, define

1. Probability distribution P; : O — [0,1] with ) _» P;(0) = 1;
2. Welfare function W; : O — R expressing the utility the agent assigns to each outcome.

Definition 27 (Composition belief). Fiz non-negative weights 5; summing to one. The composition’s
belief under the logarithmic pool is

P(o) = % Hpj(o)ﬁj, where Z = Z HPj(OI)ﬁj.

j=1 0'€0 j=1
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Definition 28 (Compositional agent). An agent i is said to be a compositional agent if its expected
welfare under the composition belief is at least as large as under its own belief, that is,

Ep,[Wi] < Ep[Wi].

We interpret this as meaning that agent i benefits (or at least does not lose) by joining the composition.

We characterize this condition in terms of the covariance between an agent’s welfare and the ratio by
which the composition reweights its distribution. We note that under this definition, a composition
need not be composed only of compositional agents.

Proposition 29 (Compositional agent condition). Let Q;(0) := P(0)/P;(0) denote the probability
ratio between the composition and agent i. Then agent i is a compositional agent if and only if

Covp, (W;,Q;) > 0.

Proof. First note that

Ep[Wi] =Y P(0)Wi(o) = > _ Pi(0)Qi(0)Wi(o) = Ep, [Q:W].

Thus Ep[W;] > Ep,[W;] if and only if Ep, [Q;W;] > Ep,[W;]. But Ep,[Q;] = 1 since > P(o) = 1.
Multiplying Ep, [W;] by this constant yields Ep, [W;] Ep, [Q;] < Ep,[Q;W;]. Rearranging gives precisely
the non—negativity of the covariance between W; and @; under P;. O

Interpretation. The quantity @Q;(0) = P(0)/P;(0) measures how the composition redistributes agent
i’s probability mass: values greater than one indicate outcomes promoted by the group, while values
less than one indicate outcomes demoted. The condition in Theorem 29 states that agent i benefits if,
on average, the composition places more weight on outcomes that ¢ values highly. Thus by joining the
composition, agent i is able to better realize outcomes it desires. Negative covariance means that the
composition emphasizes outcomes that i prefers less, leading to a loss of welfare.

It is natural to require that every member of a composition benefits. We call such a configuration a
unanimously compositional group.

Definition 30 (Unanimously compositional group). A set of agents {1,...,n} is a unanimously
compositional group if each agent i is a compositional agent, i.e., Ep,[W;] < Ep[W;] for all i €

{1,...,n}.

A natural question is if such an ideal group exists. In Theorem we answer in the affirmative.

Theorem 31 (Existence of a unanimously compositional group). For any integer n > 2, there exists a
configuration of beliefs { P}, welfare functions {W;}, and uniform weights 8; = 1/n such that the
logarithmic opinion pool makes every agent strictly better off.

Proof. We give an explicit construction with n outcomes O = {o1,...,0,} and uniform weights 3; = %
Choosing € € (0,1/n), define
1—(n—1)e, j=i,
Pi(0;) = { .
€ J# i

Thus each agent ¢ is nearly certain of outcome o; for € < 1/n. Let C > 0 be a large constant. Define

0, j=(imodn)+1,
—C, otherwise.

Wi(o;) = {
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Agent i therefore most values outcome 0,41, in a cyclic manner. For any outcome o,
n
HPi(Ok))l/n — (1 _ (n _ 1)6)1/n 6(77,—1)/77.7
i=1

which is identical for all k. Hence after normalization, we thus have
1
Plop)=— Vk=1,...,n
n

Without loss of generality, consider Agent 1, with standalone welfare

Ep, [Wi] = Pi(02) - 0+ (Pi(01) + Y _ Pi(0;))(—C) = —C + Ce.
7j=3

Under the pool,

-1
Ep[Wh] = § -0+ 251 (=0) = —C —.

Since € < 1/n, we have —C ®=1 > —C + Ce. Thus Ep[W;] > Ep, [W;]. By symmetry the same holds
for every agent i. This completes the constructive proof. O

Up to this point, we have left the definition of welfare W; deliberately open. In this section, we adopt the
assumption that each agent’s welfare function is identical to its epistemic utility, i.e., W;(0) = log P;(0).
Under this interpretation, agents derive welfare directly from their predictive beliefs, which implicitly
encode their goals, values, and preferences. The following sections investigate when compositions
formed under this assumption lead to unanimous improvement, in other words, when every agent
benefits from aggregation. As we will show, the possibility of such unanimous benefit depends critically
on the cardinality of the outcome space. In particular, we find a stark contrast between the binary
and multi-outcome settings.

E Possible and Impossible Compositions

We first examine the binary outcome case and show that unanimity cannot be achieved when welfare
functions are logarithmic scores. We then prove that for outcome spaces of size at least three, there
always exist beliefs and welfare functions that yield unanimous improvement under the logarithmic
pool. Finally, we give an explicit analytic construction for such compositions.

E.1 Impossibility in the Binary Case

Let O = {o4,0p}. Suppose two agents have beliefs P, P, on O and welfare functions W; (o) = log P;(0).
The composition’s belief under any positive weights 31, 82 is again a distribution on two points. We
claim that at most one agent can be strictly better off.

We start with the following result.

Proposition 32 (Welfare gap identity for logarithmic utility). Let O be a finite outcome space. For
any agent i with belief distribution P;, and any composition distribution P (not necessarily equal to
P;), define the welfare gap

A; = Ap,(P) = Ep[log P;] — Ep,[log P;].
Then this difference can be written as
A; = H(P)— H(P) - KL(P|P),
where H(-) denotes Shannon entropy and KL(+||-) denotes the Kullback—Leibler divergence.
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Proof. By definition, the expected log utility under P is

pllog ] =Y P(0) log Pi(o
0e®

We now manipulate this expression by introducing and subtracting log P(0):
ZP( log P;(o ZP [log P(o logP ZP )log P(o ZP logP

The first term is —H (P) and the second term is KL(P||P;), so we conclude

Epllog P;| = —H(P) — KL(P| P;).

Next, compute the expected log utility under the agent’s own belief:

p, [log P}] ZP ) log P;(0) = —H(P;).

Substituting into the definition of A; gives
A; =Epllog ;] - Ep,[log P;| = [-H(P) — KL(P||P)] — (-H(P;)) = H(P;) — H(P) - KL(P||P),

as claimed. O

We then have the following result.

Theorem 33 (Binary-outcome impossibility under log-welfare). Let O = {oa,05}. Suppose two
agents have distinct beliefs P;(oa) = x; € (0,1), i = 1,2, and welfare functions W;(o) = log P;(0). Let
b1, B2 > 0 with B + B2 =1 and form the log-linear pool

m’f xﬂ2

et 2 4+ (1= a1)8 (1—29)P2

Plog) =2 =

Define each agent’s welfare gap with respect to variable x:
Ai(z) = Ep[log P;] — Ep,[log P;].

Then, there is no choice of 51, B2 satisfying A; > 0 for both i = 1,2 with at least one strict inequality.

Proof. Using binary entropy and KL-divergence,

1—2

H(u) = —ulogu — (1 —u)log(l —u), d(z|z;) = xlog3 + (1 —2x)log T .
€Ty — Xy

We have by Proposition [32] that
Ai(z) = H(z;) — H(x) — d(z|z;).
A direct calculation gives
H(x;) — H(x) = [—xi logz; — (1 — x;) log(1 — ZCZ)] - [—xlogw — (1 —2)log(1l— x)],

SO

1-—
A;(x) =xlogx + (1 —xz)log(l —z) — z;logz; — (1 — z;) log(l — x;) — [mlog% + (1 —xz)log 1 _f}
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Collecting terms,

Ai(z) = [zlogz —xlog xﬁ} + [(1—2)log(1—2)— (1—=z)log 11: z | = [#ilogz; + (1 — ;) log(1 — 2;)].

i i

But note

— T

1
xlogw—xlogizaclogxi, 1—x)log(l —x)— (1 —x)log =(1—2x)log(l —x;).
1
T _

i T

Hence
Aj(z) = zlogz; + (1 — z)log(1 — ;) — [z;logz; + (1 — x;)log(1 — ;)]

Factor to obtain the succinct form

Ai(x) = (z — x;) [log z; — log(1 — x;)] = (& — ;) log :

x;

_xz

In particular, A;(z;) = 0, and since log —=
once as we vary z € [0, 1].

- 7é 0 whenever x; # %, the sign of A;(z) changes precisely

Now, write

A= :cﬁlxg", B=(1-z)"(1 -2, z=
Define the likelihood-odds function h(u) = u/(1 — ). Then

T

G =

A B1 B2
A ) (),

the weighted geometric mean of h(x) and h(xs). Taking logarithms on both sides, we have
log G = frlogh(z1) + (1 — B1)log h(w2).

Without loss of generality, assume that z; < xo. Clearly log G is a decreasing function with respect to
b1 as h(u) is strictly increasing on (0,1). This gives that

log h(z1) < log G < log h(z3),
and exponentiating both sides gives

h(zy) < % < h(z2).

Applying the inverse h=1(v) = v/(1 + v), which is also strictly increasing, yields
r < Tz < Ty

The final step is to analyze the signs of Aq(z) and Az(z). Since we have established that z; < © < x4,
it follows that the term (z — 1) is always positive and (z — x2) is always negative. The sign of the
log-odds term, log = is greater or less than 1/2. We proceed with a case
analysis. We first analyze the case in which beliefs x1, x2 are on the same side of 1/2. If 1/2 < 21 < x2,

then log +* #2— > 0. This yields:
T L2
Aq(x) = (x — x1) log >0 and As(z) = (z—x2)log <0.
——— 1-— ——— 1— 9
>0 ‘W—“ <0
>0 >0
Similarly, if x; < 23 < 1/2, then log 1%
Ay (z) = (x — x1) log <0 and As(z)=(r—x2)log 2o
~—— 1-— ~—— 1— 2o
>0 ﬁ—’@ <0 pA
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In either subcase, one agent’s welfare improves while the other’s worsens. Otherwise, the beliefs must
be on opposite sides of 1/2. If 21 < 1/2 < x4, then log =#— < 0 and log %2~ > 0. This yields:

11—z 1—x2

T1

Ay (z) = (x — x1) log <0 and As(z) = (xr—x2)log 2o
— 11— — l-ux
>0 ST <0 ~;

In this case, the welfare of both agents worsens. Thus in all possible cases, at least one agent incurs a
strictly negative welfare gap. It is therefore impossible for both A; and As to be non-negative with at
least one being strictly positive. O

The binary impossibility reflects a tension inherent to averaging on a log scale: increasing one agent’s
log likelihood necessarily decreases another’s when only two alternatives exist.

E.2 Abstract Existence for Larger Outcome Spaces

When the outcome space has at least three elements, unanimously beneficial compositions do exist.
We first establish existence in a constructive way by exhibiting a family of beliefs and welfare functions
that guarantee positive welfare gains for all agents.

Theorem 34 (Existence of unanimously compositional groups). Let n > 2 and suppose |O] > 3.
Then there exist probability distributions {P;}"_; on O, welfare functions W;(o) = log P;(0), and equal
weights B; = 1/n, such that under the logarithmic pool every agent strictly benefits: Ep[W;] > Ep, [W;]
for all 1.

Proof. We provide an explicit construction in the next subsection, showing that such distributions exist
for any n > 2 when the number of outcomes is at least three. The key idea is to choose beliefs that
assign small probability to distinct outcomes while concentrating mass on a common “default” outcome.
Under the log-pool, the default outcome becomes highly likely, increasing each agent’s entropy and
thus its expected log likelihood. We will quantify this effect below. U

E.2.1 Explicit Analytic Construction

We now present a concrete family of distributions that realize the existence theorem. Fix an integer
n > 2 and choose an outcome space O = {09, 01,09, ...,0,} of size n + 1. Select a small parameter
€€ (0, i) and define two auxiliary quantities

We define each agent i € {1,...,n} to be weakly suggestive on seeing a private outcome o;, almost
certain about a shared base outcome o0p, and very unlikely to see the remaining outcomes. Specifically,
let

a, if o = o;,
Pi(o)=q¢1—a—-(n—-1)4, ifo= oo,
d, otherwise.

Because a+ (n — 1)§ + (1 — a — (n — 1)§) = 1, this defines a valid distribution. The welfare function
for each agent is W;(0) = log P;(0). We assign uniform weights 5, = 1/n and form the composition
belief under the logarithmic pool. We claim that for e sufficiently small, every agent’s expected log
likelihood strictly increases.
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Theorem 35 (Analytic construction for unanimity). Let n > 2 and define beliefs P; as above. Form
the logarithmic pool with weights B; = 1/n and denote the resulting distribution by P. There exists
go > 0 such that for all e € (0,e9), the expected welfare difference A; = Ep[log P;] — Ep,[log P;] is
strictly positive for every agent i. In particular, the set of agents is unanimously compositional.

Proof. We estimate orders of magnitude to show that positive gains dominate negative contributions
for sufficiently small €. For each outcome o € O the normalized log pool assigns weight

R(o) = H Pj(0)*/".

If 0 = op, then each factor contributes 1 — a — (n — 1)d, thus we obtain
Rlog)=(1—a—(n—1)0)"""=1—a—(n—1)d.

If o = o; for some agent i, then agent i assigns probability a while all other n — 1 agents assign

probability . Thus R(o;) = a/™ §=1/" = ¢ Meanwhile, we have
R(og)=1—a—(n—1)=1—¢c+o0(e).

Normalizing gives

R(oo)
R(Oo) + Z?:l R(Ol)
where the second term in the denominator is of order ne™ and thus much smaller than €. Consequently,

P assigns nearly all of its mass to og and vanishingly small mass (of order ¢) to each of the other
outcomes.

P(OO) = =1- O(gn)a

The entropy of P; is dominated by the uncertainty between oy (which has probability roughly 1 — ¢)
and o; (probability €), with negligible contribution from the n — 1 rare events. A short calculation
shows

H(P)=—(1—a-(n—1)0)log(l —a—(n—1)§) — aloga+ O(5log 3).

Using o = € and 6 = e"™!, we have H(P;) = @(5 log é) By contrast, the composition belief P puts
probability 1 — O(¢™) on oy and distributes the remaining mass evenly among n outcomes of order
". Hence H(P) = O(e"log 1), which is of much smaller order than H(FP;). Therefore, the entropy
difference H(P;) — H(P) scales like €log(1/¢).

It remains to bound Dkr,(P||F;). Since P places mass 1 — 0 on op with § = O(e™), we may write

1-— -1
Dk (P||P;) = (1-6) IOgl—a—(:—l)é + %1og % + u1og %
Using expansions log(1 — 0) = —0 + O(6?) and noting that 1 — a — (n — 1)d = 1 — & + o(¢), one finds
Dk (Pl P;) = O(e). In particular, the KL divergence is of lower order than the entropy gap when ¢ is
small. That is, recall that A; = H(P;) — H(P) — Dk (P||P;). Combining the estimates above shows
that H(P;) — H(P) is positive and dominates Dk, (P| P;) for € sufficiently small. Hence A; > 0 for all
agents. Selecting g small enough completes the proof. O

The construction in Theorem [35] generalizes to arbitrary weights and larger outcome spaces, showing
that diversity of possible outcomes enables mutually beneficial compositions.

E.2.2 Generalization to Arbitrary Weights

We now show that the same analytic construction for the P; yields unanimously beneficial compositions
for any non-degenerate choice of weights. We allow an arbitrary weight vector 8 = (84, ..., 5,) with
B; > 0and Y ;" B; = 1. The construction is trivial if some 8; = 1 and the rest 0, thus we assume
max; 3; < 1.
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Theorem 36 (Unanimity for general weights). There exists g > 0 depending only on 8 and n such
that for all 0 < & < 9, A; > 0 where P is the logarithmic pool P(0) = % H?Zl Pj(0)i.

Proof. Write R(0) = H?:l P;(0)% for the unnormalized weight and Z =" ., R(0) for the partition
function. Throughout, we have ¢y, := mini((n +1) - n/jl) > 1 because max; 3; < 1. At the shared
outcome oy, every agent contributes 1 —a — (n—1)d =1 —¢ + O("*!), so

R(og) = exp(iﬂj log(l —e+ O(€n+1))) -1 75+0(5n+1),

j=1
because > j B; = 1. For a private outcome o;, the i-th agent contributes oo = ¢ and each of the other
n — 1 agents contributes § = e™*!. We therefore have

R(0;) = P (emt1)1=hi = Pt D(1=Fi) — g cii=(n+1)—nB > 1

Since R(0;) = &% = o(e), the partition function is

Z=R(oo)+ Y R(o)=1-c+Y &% +0(").
=1

i=1

Dividing by Z gives
1—e+0(emh
l—e+4>,e%4+0(nth)

because the numerator and denominator differ only by ©(gmin) and ¢y, > 1. Likewise,

P(oo) =

=1-0(e™),

P(o;) = #M(D —0(c").
For agent i, only oy and o; carry mass larger than § = ¢"*!, so as ¢ — 01,
H(P)=—(1—¢)log(l —¢)—cloge — (n—1)dlogd
=celogl+0() +O((n* —1)e" " log 1)
=0O(clogl) >o0.
The leakage mass is § := 1 — P(og) = O(g°in). It is split across at most n outcomes, each of size
O(e°). The entropy is

n

H(P) = —P(0y)log P(0y) — Z P(0;)log P(0;)

=—(1—0)log(1—0) — > P(o;)log P(0;).

i=1

For the oy term, we have

—(1—0)log(1 —0) =0+ 0(6*) = O(9).

For the leakage terms, each P(0;) = ©(c%) with ¢; > ¢min, S0 we may write asymptotically

P(o;) = K; €%
for some constant K; > 0 independent of €. Then

log P(0;) = log K; + ¢;loge = log K; — ¢; log %
Therefore
—P(0;)log P(o;) = —K; &% (1og K; —¢ilog %)
=c¢; K;e%log % — K;e%log K;.
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As e — 07, the constant term K, % log K; is dominated by the &% log% term, so
—P(0;)log P(0;) = ©(e“ log 1).

Summing over at most n such terms yields

—P(0;)log P(0;) = O log 1).
1

n

7

Combining the above gives that
H(P)=0(0) + 0(e°" log %) = O(e“mi log %),

and since ¢pin > 1, this term decays at the order of o(elog é) Now, write pp := P(0og) =1 — 6 and
p; := P(0;) = ©(e°). Then

Do Di
N — po ] 1 E
DKL(PHPz) po log + p; log Pq(Oi) + P(o) log

P(o)
5 .
(00) of {00,01}

)

We control the first term by noting Pi(0g) = 1 — & + O(e"1). Using log(1 — 6) = —60 + O(6?) and the
fact that both py and P;(og) are close to 1, we have

Po
P;(o0)

For the second term, we have P;(0;) = ¢ which gives

polog = po[log(1 — 0) —log(1 — & + O(e"*"))] = O(e).

O(e%)

bi ci ci ci—1 ci 1
i 1o =0(%)lo = 0O(e“ loge“ =0(e%log 2).
Pilog 5 (e%)log (€% loge®™") = ©(* log 7)
Here, we used that ¢; —1 > 0 is a constant. For the third term, there are at most n — 1 outcomes with
P(0) = ©(e%), and for each such o, P;(0) = § = e"*!. Thus

P(o)

P(o)log 5 = O(e*) log o)

€7L+1

=0O(c*log1).
Since ¢g > Cmin > 1, all contributions are O(g=i» log é) Adding the three terms gives
DKL(PHPz) = O(E) + O(ECmin IOg %)

Using A; = H(P;) — H(P) — Dkvr(P||P;) from Proposition

A;=0O(elogl) — o(elogl) — (0(8) + O (g log é)) =celog! (@(1) - 0(1)) —O(e).
N L N

H(P;) H(P) Drer

Because ¢pin > 1, the negative term is of higher order in &; hence A; > 0 for all i when 0 < & < gq()
with £ chosen small enough. In other words, since elog(1/e) > ¢ as ¢ — 0T, there exists g9 > 0
(depending only on 3, n through the constants above) such that A; > 0 for all i whenever 0 < e < gg. O

E.3 Impossibility of Strictly Unanimous Benefit under Linear Pooling

In this section we show that if each agent’s welfare is defined by the log-score of its own belief and the
group aggregates beliefs via the linear opinion pool, then no strictly unanimously beneficial composition
can exist.
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Theorem 37 (Impossibility under linear opinion pool). Let n > 2 be the number of agents. For each
i=1,...,n, let
Pi:O—[0,1, Y Pio)=1,
e

be distinct probability distributions, and let weights 3; > 0 satisfy >, B; = 1. Suppose each agent’s
welfare function is the log-score of its own belief, W;(0) = log P;(0). Then, it is impossible to have

Ep[W;] > Ep,[W;] for all i,

with strict inequality for at least one i. In other words, no strictly unanimously beneficial composition
erists.

Proof. Recall proposition Assume for the sake of contradiction, that A; > 0 for every i. Then also
Yoi i BiA; > 0. However, we have that

iﬁi A= Xn;@ [H(P;) — H(P) — Dxv(P| )]
= (S m) = H(P) ~ 38 D (PIR).
Because H is strictly concave on the simplex,
H(P) = H(Z; 6P > im H(P,)

whenever the P; are not all identical. Hence ). 3; H(P;) — H(P) < 0. Each term Dky,(P||P;) > 0, so
this gives that

Z@z‘Ai = [Z@H(PJ—H(P)] - ZﬁiDKL(P”Pi) < 0.

This contradicts Zl B; A; > 0. Therefore our assumption that A; > 0 for all ¢ must be false: at least

one A; < 0. We note that in the degenerate case P, = --- = P,,, we have P = P; for every i which gives
H(P) = H(P;) and Dx1,(P||P;) = 0. Hence each A; = 0. No agent strictly gains, and the composition
is mot strictly beneficial. O

Therefore, a linear pooling does not admit a strictly compositional group under the epistemic utility.
However, a logarithmic pool does allow for a strictly unanimous compositional group.

F Recursing on Compositional Agents for Scale-Free Theory

Recursion on Agents and Subagent Decomposition. A natural question is whether the
compositional property is preserved under recursive decomposition. Suppose a compositional agent is
split into a fixed number of subagents, each representing a distinct component of its preferences (e.g.,
an individual’s drives to eat, sleep, or play). Does compositionality of the parent agent imply that
each subagent is also compositional with respect to the same group?

In general, the answer is negative: decomposition can destroy compositionality. An individual may

align with a group overall, yet certain subagents—such as the drive to eat—may diverge from the group’s
objectives (e.g., productivity), even while remaining consistent with the parent’s broader goals.
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From a scale-free perspective, a fully recursive theory would require that an agent be decomposable
into an arbitrary number of subagents, while preserving both (i) recovery of the original agent via
log-pooling and (ii) preservation of the unanimously compositional structure. We will show that
property (ii) does not hold in general: recursive decomposition can eliminate unanimity. This raises a
natural direction for future work: characterizing conditions under which subagents Py, ..., P, can be
constructed so that their aggregation remains unanimously compositional, even when the subagents
are not known a priori.

In Theorem [38] we formalize the property that an agent can be decomposed into a fixed number of
subagents, where this number may be arbitrarily large. Conceptually, one might think of a human
being as possessing a seemingly unbounded set of desires or goals—some overlapping, others highly
correlated. Our framework is designed to accommodate such decompositions. For example, an
individual’s epistemic state might be represented as the aggregation of subagents corresponding to
desires for nourishment, social interaction, intellectual stimulation, and so forth, each contributing to
the overall belief distribution.

Building upon Theorem we extend the analysis in Theorem [39|to the case where the subagents are
pairwise distinct, representing genuinely different desires. This constraint captures scenarios in which
each subagent embodies a unique epistemic or utility perspective, ensuring that the decomposition
meaningfully differentiates between components of the agent’s overall decision-making process.

Theorem 38 (Non-trivial log—pool decomposition always exists when P is strictly positive). Let O be
a finite set, let P be a probability distribution on O such that P(o) > 0 for every o € O, and fix weights
BisewwyBn >0 with Y i B = 1 and at least two B; strictly positive. Then there exist distributions
Py, ..., P, on O distinct from P satisfying

P(o) = %Ha(o)ﬂi, zZ=> TP

=1 ocOi=1

Proof. Pick any reference distribution @ with the same support as P and Q # P (e.g. the uniform
distribution on O). Let v := Y7, 3; and assume j3; > 0; the argument is symmetric if a different
index carries the complementary weight.

Define p( )l/ﬁ 000) p
p _ o) 1 o) V/P1
1(0) Z P(d) 1/B1 Q(O/)77/ﬁl ’

o'eO

Each P is well-defined and strictly positive because P and () are strictly positive. Let Z; denote the
denominator in P; and set P, = P;. Then for every outcome o

> Bilog Pi(o) = p [ﬁ% log P(0) — 5-log Q(0) — log Zl} + vlog Q(0)
i=1

= log P(0) — f1log Z1 = log P(o) + C,

where C := —f; log Z; is a constant independent of 0. Exponentiating and normalizing by Z := e~¢
gives the desired identity. Because P; was built from both P and @, it differs from each, and we have
P # P,; for all i. O

Theorem 39 (Log—pool factorization with pairwise-distinct components). Let O be a finite set and
let P be a probability distribution on O with P(o) > 0 for all o € O. Fix weights B1,..., 3, > 0 with
Z?:l Bi =1, and assume at least two B; are strictly positive. Then there exist probability distributions
Py,...,P, on O such that

P(o) = %ﬁPi(o)Bi for all 0o € O, 7 = Z f[Pi(o)B*,
i=1

0€0i=1
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with the additional properties that P # P; for every i and P; # P; whenever i # j.
Proof. Pick any n — 1 pairwise distinct strictly positive distributions Qs, ..., Q, on O such that none
equals P; for instance, start from a positive reference R # P and set

Qi(o) o R(0)es"() (0 € 0),

where each h; : O — R has at least two distinct values and ) R(0)h;(0) = 0. We may choose small,
distinct €; # 0 to ensure @; are strictly positive and pairwise different.

Let v := ., B3; (which gives v > 0 by assumption). Define the weighted geometric mean

Q.(0) = exp(%Z@log@(o)), sothat 3 Bilog Qs = 110 Q..
i=2 =2

Now define P; by
P(0)Y/Br Q, (o)™

- Z Pu)YPr Q, (u)~/%

ueO

Pl (0)

(o€ 0).

Then, for every o € O,
Zﬁi log P;(0) = 34 (ﬂ—ll log P(0) — 3 log Q.(0) — log Zl) + Z'Bi log Q;(0) = log P(0) — 1 log Z1,
i=1 =2

where Z; is the normalizing constant in P;. Exponentiating and renormalizing shows [], P;(0)f =
e~P1lo8 21 P(o), hence the claimed factorization holds with Z = =118 1,

It remains to ensure distinctness. By construction, Qs, ..., Q, are pairwise distinct and differ from P.
If, for some j > 2, we had P; = Q;, then as the Q; were chosen with free continuous parameters (g;),
any generic small perturbation of the €; keeps the construction valid while ensuring P; # Q; for all
j > 2. Similarly, we can ensure P; # P, avoided by the same generic choice. Therefore we may choose
Q2,...,Qn so that P, is distinct from each @); and from P, completing the proof. O

Remark 40. If some 8; = 0, the corresponding P; can be arbitrary and still pairwise distinct; the
product is unaffected. The interesting case is that at least two B; > 0, which is assumed above; otherwise
the constraint P = HPiBi /Z would force P = Py for the unique k with B = 1.

We also note that if P(0*) = 0 for some o* € O and all 3; > 0, then no factorization with strictly
positive P; is possible, because

n

[[P) >0 = P(o*) >0,
i=1

a contradiction. A necessary condition is therefore

supp(P) = ﬂ supp(F;).
Bi>0

Under this support-matching condition, one obtains an existence result analogous to Theorem [39] by
working on the reduced outcome space supp(P). That is, we may choose pairwise distinct @; supported
on supp(P), define @ and P; as in the proof (which will also be supported on supp(P)), and set
P, = Q; for i > 2. Points outside supp(P) must receive zero from at least one P; with 8; > 0 so that
the intersection of supports equals supp(P).
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This construction holds for any non-trivial decomposition. For instance, suppose that we simply wish
to decompose an agent into two distinct subagents. Given P strictly positive and any g1, 82 > 0 with
B1 + B2 = 1, pick any Qo # P with full support and define

_ P(0)Y/P1 Qy(0) P2/ P
ZP(U)l/Bl Q2(u)—ﬁ2/ﬁl '

Py (o)

Then P = %Plﬁl Qgﬂ and one can choose Q3 so that P; # @2 and P; # P. For n > 2, pick any
pairwise-distinct Qs, ..., Q, (on the appropriate support) and absorb their combined effect via P as
in Theorem this yields a pairwise-distinct factorization for the original (5;)1;.

Except for the trivial obstacle of mismatched supports, every strictly positive discrete distribution
admits a log—opinion-pool factorization with any prescribed nonnegative weights summing to one.
Moreover, one can ensure that all components are pairwise distinct and each differs from P. When P
has zeros, existence is equivalent to the intersection-of-supports condition supp(P) =) 8,0 supp(F;);
under this condition a factorization again exists (with zeros placed accordingly).

F.1 Defining Subagents a Priori

In this subsection, we examine whether our framework supports another form of recursive modeling. An
agent may naturally be viewed as the aggregation of multiple underlying subagents, each corresponding
to a particular desire or objective—for example, the pursuit of nourishment, rest, social connection, or
intellectual achievement. Once a set of m such subagents has been specified, we ask: is it still possible
to further decompose the agent into n subagents, where the original m appear as fixed components
within the new decomposition? A scale-free framework should allow such recursion, preserving the
specified subagents while introducing additional ones.

Theorem [f1] confirms that this property holds. For any fixed m, there exist nonnegative weights 3; > 0
and additional subagents Py, 41, ..., P, such that the log-pool of all n subagents recovers the original
agent P(0). Moreover, this construction can be made nontrivial: the weights 3; for ¢ € {1,...,m} may
be taken to be strictly positive, ensuring that the predetermined subagents meaningfully contribute to
the aggregate agent.

Theorem 41 (Log—pool with some components fixed). Let O be finite. Let P be a distribution on O
and let Py, ..., P, be given distributions on O. Fix any integer n > m + 2.

(A) Strictly positive case. If P(o) > 0 for all o € O and each P; (1 <i <m) is strictly positive,
then for any set of weights B,...,Bn >0 with Y. | Bi =1, Bpy1 > 0, and 3; > 0 for at least
one i € {1,...,m}, we have that there exist distributions Pp11,..., P, on O such that

Plo) = %H P (0€O),

with Z =Y .co [1iq Pi(u)P. Moreover, the construction can be arranged so that P # P; for all
i, and the P; are pairwise distinct.

(B) Non-negative case. Suppose we require 3; > 0 for all 1 <i < m. Then such a factorization
exists if and only if

supp(P) C () supp(P). (7)
i=1
When @ holds, one can choose P y1, ..., P, supported exactly on supp(P) to ensure

supp(P) =[] supp(P),
i: B; >0
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and then build the factorization as in part (A). If fails, no such factorization is possible with
all B1,...,Bm > 0.

Proof. (A) Strictly positive case. Pick any weights S1, ..., 3, > 0 with >_"" | 3; = 1 such that B,,41 > 0
and at least one of f1, ..., B, is positive (to keep the fixed components nontrivial). Choose arbitrary
strictly positive, pairwise distinct distributions Q,+o,...,Q, on O, all different from P (e.g., small
exponential tilts of a positive reference distribution with distinct tilt directions as in the proof of

Theorem .

Let S:={1,...,n}\ {m+ 1} and define the weighted log-mean

Do Pia nga
Qs i>m+2.

Note that D ;g 8i =1 = Bry1 > 0, s0 Q is well defined and strictly positive. Now set

<.

Q«(0) = exp(zles 5, Zﬁl logP )

1-Bm41

P, (0) = P(O)l/ﬁnL+1 Q*(O)iﬁ Yies Pi - P(o)l/ﬁm+1 Q*(0)7 s
m—+1 Z P(u)l/ﬁm+l Q*(U)_m ZiES Bi Zl ,
u€O

where Z7 is the (strictly positive) normalizing constant in the denominator. For any o € O,
Bm+1log Pria1(0) = Bt [ﬁﬂbg P(o) — 155%# log Q. (0) — log Zl}
=log P(0) — (1= Bm+1)logQs(0) — Bmt1logZy.

Therefore,

> Bilog Pi(0) = Br1log Pri1(0) + Y Bilog P;(o)

i€s
— [logP(o) — (1 = Bm+1)log Qi(0) — Bm_Hlong} + ZBZ logﬁi(o).
€S

By the definition of @, we have

(1 = Bm+1)logQy(o Z Bi 1ogP

€S

so these terms cancel. Hence
Zﬂilogﬂ-(o) = log P(0) — Pm+1logZ; = logP(o) + C,

where C' := —f3,,,+1 log Z; is independent of o. Exponentiating gives

and summing over o yields Z = 3°_ [[; Pi(0)?* = e“. Therefore

_H i (0€0),

N \

as claimed.
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(B) Zeros and supports. Assume §; > 0 for 1 < i < m. If there exists o € supp(P) with P;(0) = 0 for
some fixed i, then

ﬁ P.(0)* =0 = P(o)=0,
k=1

a contradiction. Thus is necessary.

Conversely, if @ holds, choose any strictly positive reference distribution R on supp(P) (e.g., uniform
on supp(P)), and define Q.p42,...,Qn to be pairwise distinct distributions supported ezactly on
supp(P). The above construction, performed on the reduced space supp(P), produces P, ;1 supported
exactly on supp(P) and yields the desired identity. Because every component with 3; > 0 is supported
on supp(P) and at least one component (P,,+1, say) assigns zero outside this set, we obtain

supp(P) = () supp(P).

i: 3;>0
Therefore (|7)) is also sufficient under the requirement [, ..., By > 0. O
Remark 42 (Using only a subset of the fixed components). If it is not required that every fived P;
carries positive weight, a factorization exists as soon as there is a nonempty subset J C {1,...,m} for
which

supp(P) € () supp(P;).
ic€J
Set B; =0 fori ¢ J, pick positive weights on J (summing to < 1), and apply Theorem[{1] (A)/(B) on
the reduced family.

Remark 43 (Nontriviality guarantees in practice). To avoid trivial solutions (such as (i) some 5; = 1,
(i) P = P,;, or (iii) duplicate components), choose all positive 8; € (0,1), or ensure at least two fized
indices have B; > 0, and, when n > m + 2, pick Py4o,..., P, as distinct small exponential tilts of a
reference distribution. Genericity of the construction then implies P # P; and P; # P; for i # j.

G Recursive Splitting of Agents under Logarithmic Pooling

G.1 Distributional Invariance under Splitting

We first establish a basic recursion consistency property: the pooled distribution should remain
unchanged when an agent is replaced by a collection of subagents whose aggregate reproduces the
original agent’s belief distribution. Formally, if agent P; is decomposed into m subagents with
nonnegative weights 3; 1, ..., 3; m satisfying ZT:I Bi.; = Bi, then the subagents must themselves be
log-pooled using normalized weights P

i,

Bi
so that their aggregation yields P;. The overall pooling is still performed over agents with weights
summing to one. This property is formalized in Lemma [4]

Qoo

Lemma 44 (Pooling invariance under compatible splitting). Let Py, ..., P, be agents with nonnegative
pooling weights B1, ..., B, satisfying ZZ‘L:I Bi = 1. Suppose P is replaced by m subagents Py 1,...,Pim
with nonnegative weights B1 1, ..., B1,m such that

Zﬂl,j = b1,
j=1

35



and whose aggregation satisfies

L Bl,j

P x P where o = . 8
1 31;[1 1,j J 5 (8)

Let P denote the log pool of the original n agents, and P’ the log pool after replacing Py by its m
subagents. Then P’ = P.

Proof. By definition,

m n m n

P (TTP5) TIP (HPff;i)Bl ﬁpﬁi x PP I[P « P.

j=1 =2 j=1 =2 =2

G.2 Does a Compositional Parent Agent Yield Compositional Subagents?

We begin by proving a useful lemma.

Lemma 45 (Binary coarse—graining lower bound). Let P,Q be distributions on a finite alphabet O,
and let A C O be any event. Then

P4)
Q(A)

P(A%)

KL(P||Q) > P(A)log O(A%)

+ P(A°)log

Proof. Write p, := P(0) and ¢, := Q(0), and adopt the standard conventions Olog% :=0 for y > 0,

and zlog § := +oo for x > 0. Let {a;}ics and {b;}ics be nonnegative sequences with -, b; > 0. We
claim the log—sum inequality:

a; Eie[ a;
ailog — > ( ai) log S=—-, 9)
2oy, = () e B0

with equality iff a;/b; is constant over all indices with b; > 0. If there is an index j with b; = 0 and
a; > 0, then the left-hand side is +o0o (by convention) and is trivially true. If b; = a; = 0, the j-th
term is 0 and we may remove j from I. Hence it suffices to assume b; > 0 for all i € I.

Let B :=),b; > 0, define weights \; := b;/B (so A\; > 0 and ), \; = 1), and set

x; = Z—j € [0, 00).

Consider f : (0,00) — R given by f(z) = zlogx. Then f/(x) =logz + 1 and f’(x) =1/z > 0, s0 f is
convex on (0,00). By Jensen’s inequality,

Multiply both sides by B (noting BX; = b;) to get

Sur(s) = or(BU) - (%)

Since b; f(a;/b;) = a;log(a;/b;) and B f((3" a;)/B) = (3 a;)log((3" a;)/B), we obtain (9). Equality
in Jensen holds iff x; is constant on the support of {\;}, i.e., if and only if a;/b; is constant for all 4
with b; > 0.
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Now, apply @D to the block A with a, = p,, b, = q, for o € A:
O o P A
Z Do log - > ( Z po) 1og Local = P(A)log Q
0€A 0€EA oeA o (A)
Apply it again to the complementary block A€:

P(A°)
Q(A)

Z Po log Po P(A°)log
o¢ A

Adding the two inequalities and recalling that KL(P[|Q) = }_ ¢ Polog L2, we obtain

P(A) P(A%)
KL(P||Q) > P(A)log —= + P(A°)log ——,
(PIQ) = P(4)log i) + P(A%)low 550
which is the desired binary coarse—graining lower bound. O

If the parent is a compositional agent, does this property pass onto the child subagent decompositions?
The next result answers this in the negative, even if the parent strictly benefits.

Theorem 46 (Parental benefit need not pass to subagents). There exist agents Py, ..., P,, weights 3,
and a compatible split of Py into Py 1, Py 2 as in such that the composition P (before/after splitting)
satisfies Ap, (P) > 0 but Ap, ,(P) < 0. By symmetry, one can also have Ap, ,(P) < 0.

Proof. Let P; be any non-uniform strictly positive distribution on O. For t > 1, define the ¢-tilt of Py
by
Py (o)t
P,(0) = 1(0) Z(t) =Y Pi(z)t
x€O

Then P, is the log-pool of { Py, P>} with weights 5, = 2 = % and P, o Pft_l, since P oc Pll/2 ]321/2 o<
pa+ee-L)/2 _

P!, which normalizes to P;.

Now, we show that the child agent P, strictly benefits against the parent agent P; for all ¢ > 1. By
definition, we have

Ap, (F) = Ep[log P\] - Ep, [log 1] = Ep,[log P] + H(Py).

We claim Ep, [log P;] is strictly increasing in ¢ whenever P; is non-uniform, and therefore Ep, [log P;] >
Ep, [log P1] for every t > 1. To see this, write p(0) := Pi(0) and f(0) := logp(o). Then we have

Enlf] = S50 o) = 28 = Sou ()

because Z'(t) =Y, p(0)'logp(o). Differentiating once more,

d? 2"(t)  (Z'(1)y? p(o)’ 2 p(o)! 2
a8 20 = 5 (Z(t)) = 2 70 (e - (Z Z(t) loz7(0))
:Varpt(logPl) > 0.

Thus t — Ep,[log P\| = % log Z(t) is increasing in t, and it is strictly increasing whenever Varp, (log Py) >
0, i.e., whenever log P; is not almost surely constant under P;,. The latter holds exactly when P, is
non-uniform. Evaluating at ¢t = 1 gives Ep, [log 1] = >  Pi(0)log P (0), so for any ¢t > 1,

Ep,[logP] > Ep, [logP;]] = Ap(P) > 0.
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Now, we derive a compatible split of the child agent P; that makes its subagent strictly lose epistemic
utility. Fix a € (0,1) and any function g : @ — R. Define subagents by exponential tilting:

logP;; = logPy + (1 —a)g —ci, log P12 = log Py —ag — ca, (10)

where ¢, o make each distribution sum to 1. Then alog Py 1+(1—a)log P 2 = log P — (OéCl‘I‘(l*a)CQ),
hence holds with 1,1 = af; and 12 = (1 — «)f1. By Lemma the composition after splitting
remains P;.

Choose g to depress a single outcome: pick any o* € O and set gi(0) := —A1{,—o+} With A > 0. From

(9.

P, (0*) e—(l—a))\, 0= 0*’

Pl(’”\l)(o) x Pi(0) exp((l - a)g)\(o)) - {Pl (0) 0 # o

so, after normalization,

P, (O*)e—(l—a)A

PY)(0") = 0
1,1 (0%) Pl(o*)e—(lfa))\ Jrzo;éo* Pi(0) oo )
while Pfﬁ)(o) > 0 for o # o*. We have by Lemma {45 that for A = {0*},
P,(A P,(A°
KL(P || PYY) > P.(A) 1og% + P,(A%)log %)
P (4) Pry (A9

Since Py(0%) = Py(A) > 0 and P} (0*) = P{Y(A) — 0 while P} (A°) — 1, it follows that

P *
KL(P || PYY) 2 Pt(o*)logp(ig(zoz) + (1= Pu(0") log(1 — Py(0%)) ——— +oc.
1,1

On the other hand, for every A,
0 < H(PY) < log|o],

since entropy on a finite alphabet is always between 0 (point mass) and log|O| (uniform). Thus
H(Pl(i‘l)) is uniformly bounded in A. Using Proposition

Apoo(P) = H(P()) = H(P,) - KL(P||PY) —— —o,

Pl(,)\l) A—o0

because H(P;) is independent of A (as t is fixed) and finite, the entropy term is uniformly bounded,

while the KL term diverges to +oco. Consequently, for all sufficiently large A\, Ao (P;) < 0 even
1,1

though Ap, (P;) > 0. O

This immediately results in the following corollary, which shows that an initially unanimous group can
lose unanimity after splitting even though the composition distribution does not change.

Corollary 47 (Unanimity is not preserved under splitting). Suppose {Pi,..., P,} with weights
form a unanimously compositional group under the log pool P; i.e., Ap,(P) > 0 for all i. There exists
a compatible split of P; into two subagents P; 1, P; o such that, with the new set of agents and weights,
the pooled distribution remains P but Ap,  (P) < 0.

Proof. Define the split via with a tilt g that assigns a large negative value on some outcome 0*
with P(0*) > 0 and 0 elsewhere. As in the proof of Proposition Lemma [44] ensures the pool stays
P, every unchanged agent k # i maintains the same (strictly positive) Ap, (P), while Ap, | (P) — —o0
as A — oo. O
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G.2.1 When does Splitting Preserve Compositionality?

The negative results above are sharp in the sense that they rely on sufficiently polarized splits. Two
simple stability statements go the other way.

Lemma 48 (Cloning preserves welfare and non-strict unanimity). If P11 = -+ = Py, = P and
>_; B1,; = PBu, then for each clone P j we have Ap, ;(P) = Ap, (P). In particular, if the original group
is (non-strictly) unanimously compositional, it remains so after cloning any subset of agents.

Proof. Pooling invariance gives P’ = P. For any clone R = P, ; = P; we have Ep[log R] = Ep[log P;]
and Eg[log R] = Ep, [log P1], hence Ag(P) = Ap, (P). O

Lemma 49 (Small-perturbation stability). Fiz a composition pool P with all coordinates bounded
below by p > 0. Then for a distribution R, the map R — Agr(P) is continuous on the interior of
the simplex. Hence, for any agent R, with Apg, (P) > 0, there exists € > 0 such that if a subagent R
satisfies

| log R —log Ryl < ¢,

then Agr(P) > 0. Consequently, if P1 benefits and each subagent P j is a sufficiently small log-
perturbation of Py, the split preserves positivity of each Ap, ,(P).

Proof. Using Proposition Agr(P) = H(R) — KL(P||R) — H(P) and H(P) is constant. On the
interior of the simplex, H(-) is continuous. Moreover

KL(P|R) = 3 P(o) (~log R(0) — H(P),
o€

so if || log R — log Ry||oc < € then

| KL(P||R) — KL(P|[R.)| < > _ P(0) |log R(0) — log R.(0)| < e.

Thus R — Ag(P) is continuous. Pick € small enough that |[Ag(P) — Ag, (P)| < 3 Ag, (P) whenever
[ log R — log Ry ||« < &, which implies Ag(P) > % Ag, (P) > 0. O

Remark 50. If some distributions have zeros, all statements above hold verbatim after restricting
every distribution to the common support supp(P) N[, supp(F;) (or, for Theorem any support
where P is positive). Lemma |49 then applies as long as we stay in the interior of that reduced simplez.

Remark 51. Lemmal[{4 shows that log pooling is distributionally recursion-invariant under compatible
splits. However, Proposition [{f] and Theorem [[7 demonstrate that welfare and unanimity are not
recursion-invariant in general: a strictly beneficial parent can have strictly harmed subagents, and an
initially unanimous group can lose unanimity after splitting, even though the pooled distribution is
unchanged. On the positive side, Lemma (cloning) and Lemma (continuity) give simple sufficient
conditions under which (possibly non-strict) compositionality is preserved.

H Properties of Strict Local (Small-Tilt) Unanimity

In the previous section, we showed that duplication preserves non-strict unanimous compositionality.
One might attempt to cheat strict compositionality by taking an arbitrary distribution P, duplicating
each agent, and introducing only slight perturbations to their beliefs, hoping that the resulting
group would be unanimously compositional. We now show that this strategy is doomed to fail: such
near-duplication decompositions cannot achieve unanimous strict improvement for a fixed P.
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In this section, we show that even when |O| > 3, if the pooled distribution is fixed to be a given P and
we factor it via with small tilts h;, then unanimous strict improvement cannot occur. This rules
out the possibility of obtaining unanimity through “uniformly small” decompositions when P is fixed.
We start by proving several lemmas.

Lemma 52. Whenever P o [], Pfi, we can write each component as a tilt of P:
P(0) ehi(?)

Pi(o) = ——, =Y P(x)e"® (= Eple")), (11)
v zcO

for some functions h; : O — R. We may without loss of generality impose

zn:ﬂihi(o) =0 foralloeO. (12)
=1

Proof. Assume Y. | 8; = 1 and all distributions are strictly positive on the finite outcome set O.
Suppose the composition P is the logarithmic pool of Py, ..., P, with weights 5:

P(o) = 1 [1P% — z:=> [[P@" (13)
Z

i=1 z€0 i=1
Define, for each 1,
©) P;(o)
: = . 14
h; (o) log P(0) foralloe O (14)
Then Pi(0)
hgo)(o) _ i\O o
P(o)e PlO) it = P

Hence, with Z; S => . Px)e (@) = >, Pi(x) = 1, we have the exact “tilt” identity

n{® (o)
Py(0) = Plo)e™ 2 _ P(o) e ), (15)

This proves with the specific choice h; = hEO) and Z; = 1. Taking logs in ,
log P(o Zﬁl log P;(0) — log Z.

Therefore,

Zﬂzh(o ZBZ (log Pi(0) —log P(0))

= (Zﬂz logPi(o)> — log P(o) (since ZBZ =1)

= logZ (independent of o).

The tilt representation is invariant under adding an additive constant to h; and scaling Z;
accordingly: if we set

hi(o) = h"(0) - ¢, Z; = ez = e,

then




so the distributions P; do not change. As )", ﬁihl(.o) = log Z, choose any index k and set ¢ := IOB%Z,

while ¢; := 0 for ¢ # k. Then the modified functions h; satisfy
iﬂihi(o) = Zn:ﬂihl@)(o) — Brek=logZ — logZ = 0 for all o.
Thus, without loss of generality, we may assume
Zﬂl (o) =0, VYoeO. (16)

We note that imposing is achieved by subtracting a constant from a single hy, which leaves each
P; exactly unchanged due to rescaling Zj by a constant factor. O

Remark 53. We note that the freedom to add constants c; to h; is the only freedom in the tilt
representation relative to a fized base P; it corresponds to renormalizing Z; and does not alter P;.

Lemma 54. For a fized i and € near 0, let

P(0) eshi(0) chi(z ch,
P0) = (Z)(E) Zi(e) = »_ Px)e™ ™) = Eple].
g ze0

Then, we have that

d e

= 7<1Ep[hi log P — Ep[hi] Ep|log P]) = — Covp(hi,log P).

e=0
We assume all probabilities are strictly positive.
Proof. Let ¢.(0) = Pi(s)(o). By definition,

— Y 4:(0) logg(o

0€O

Differentiating termwise,
d d
dii-?H(qE) = _Z (qus( ) log g (o ZQE 1qut€( )-

Since d% log ¢-(0) = qio) d%qs(o), we can combine the two sums:

%H(qg) = —EO: (d%qa(f))) (1 +log g (o ) an logqa( ) (1 +10gqe(0))- (17)

From the definition of ¢.,
log g-(0) = log P(0) + € hi(0) — log Z;(¢).
Therefore

Lo g.(0) = hi(0) — - og Zi(<). (18)

Compute the latter factor using Z/(¢) = >, P(x) h;(z) e (®):

d B Z!(g) B > P(x) hi(x) echi(@) B P(x) echi() B
7 log Zi(e) = Zie) S Plm)est Z 75 hi(z) = Eq, [hi].
Thus, evaluating at € = 0 (where ¢o = P),
[dilg log qg(o)} = hi(0) = Egy[i] = hi(0) — Ep[hi]. (19)
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Using and ,

d

%H(q‘s)

= Z P(o) (hi(o) - ]Ep[hi]> (1 +log P(o))
- _Ep [(hi — Ep[hi]) (1 + log P)} .
Expand the expectation:
Ep {(hi — Eplhi]) (1 +log P)] = Ep[hi(1 + log P)] — Ep|h;] Ep[1 + log P]

= Eplh;log P] — Ep[h;] Ep[log P].

Therefore
d i p(© _ _
LHPD)| = —(Ep[hi log P] — Ep[hi] Ep|log P]) = — Covp(hi,log P).
de e=0
This is the claimed identity. O

We may now show the following theorem.

Theorem 55 (Local unanimity impossibility at a fixed pool). Fixz P strictly positive on O. Suppose
P, = Pi(s) = Pehi[Z;(e) with Y, Bih; = 0 as in ([12). Then, for all sufficiently small € > 0, it is
impossible that Ap,(P) > 0 holds for every i.

Proof. Define Pi(s) as above and write A;(e) := A ) (P). We claim

AL(0) = — Covp(hi,log P). (20)

To prove (20]), note from Proposition [32| that A;(e) = H(Pi(g)) —H(P)— KL(P||Pi(E)). Differentiate at

_ : d (e) _d p _ d (e) (&) R
e = 0. First, L KL(P||P;")|__, = % Ep[log F] l._o = — Ep[ilog /7] __,. From P;* o Pef

we have log Pi(e) =log P + eh; —log Z;(¢), so d% log Pi(g) |0 = h; — Ep[h;]. Hence

LRLPIP)| =~ (Bplnd ~ Eolni) = 0. (21)

Next, H(Pi(s)) = —E_|[log Pi(a)}. Differentiating at 0 gives by Lemma

a
de

Combining with we obtain . By 7 > Bihi =0, so

H(PZ(E))‘O = — COVp(hi,logP).

38 AL0) = — CovP(Zﬂihi, log P) —0.
=1 i

Therefore the S—weighted average of the derivatives A(0) is zero; in particular, they cannot all be
strictly positive as A;(0) = 0. Hence, for all sufficiently small € > 0, it is impossible that A;(e) > 0
for every i (otherwise all A;(0) > 0 with some > 0 by right-derivative positivity, contradicting the
weighted average zero). O

Remark 56. Theorem does not rule out the possibility that for some large tilts (finite €), all
Ap, (P) might be positive; it only precludes near-uniform (i.e., near-duplicate) small-tilt unanimity
around a fized pool P. For instance, contrast with the proof of Theorem[63, which guarantees strict
positivity for large tilts under some unrestrictive conditions.
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H.1 On Joining Random Distributions
The next theorem shows that no distribution P is incentivized, in the compositional sense, to join a
maximal entropy or completely random distribution.

Lemma 57 (No strict gains at the uniform). Let U be the uniform distribution on a finite O with
|O| = m > 2. For any strictly positive R,

Ar(U) = H(R) — logm — KL(U|R) < 0
with equality iff R =U.
Proof. By definition Ag(U) = Ey[log R]—Egr|log R]. Since H(U) = logm and KL(U||R) = Ey[logU —
log R] = —logm — Ey[log R], we have
Ar(U) = (—logm — KL(U||R)) + H(R) = H(R) —logm — KL(U||R) <0

with equality iff R = U (Gibbs’ inequality). Alternatively, for the final step, we may compute KL(R||U)
explicitly:

L(R||U) = ZR = Y " R(o0) log R(0) + ZR log m

—ZR log R(0) + logm-ZR(o ZR log R(0) + logm

:—H(R) + logm.
Rearranging gives the identity

H(R) — logm = —KL(R|U). (22)
Therefore
H(R) — logm — KL(U||R) = (—KL(R|U)) — KL(U|R)
= —(KL(R|V) + KLWU|R)) < o,

since each Kullback-Leibler divergence is nonnegative. Moreover, equality holds iff KL(R||U) = 0 and
KL(U||R) = 0, which happens iff R =U. O

Thus, we have provided an example of a distribution for which a strictly unanimous compositional
group may not be formed. Can this result be extended to non-trivial distributions? We now show
that there exists a set of non-uniform distributions such that they can in no way form a unanimously
compositional group, regardless of which (non-trivial, i.e., bounded away from 0) weights are assigned.
In other words, certain agents or beliefs are fundamentally incompatible, and weights cannot in general
make an arbitrary family unanimously compositional.

Theorem 58 (No universal weights for unanimity). Fixz n > 2. There exist n strictly positive and
non-uniform distributions Py,..., P, on O = {1,...,n} such that, for every choice of positive weights
Bi > 7 >0 for T arbitrarily small and Y, B; = 1, the log-pool P fails to make all agents strictly
better off; i.e., at least one index i has Ap,(P) < 0.

Proof. For a parameter ¢ € (0, %), define for each i € {1,...,n} the distribution Pf by

Pii)=1-c,  Pi(l)=—— (k#0)
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These Pf are strictly positive and “peak” on outcome i. For any positive weights (i, ...

K3
>; Bi =1, the (unnormalized) pooled mass at outcome k is

(i)™ = (1-9 (5) 7 = -9 ()

Pe(k) =
() n—1 n—1

n
i=1

Let

n

Z° = 2155(7’) = i (1 —5)BT(ni 1)1_6r.

=1 r=1

Then the pooled distribution is P¢(k) = P¢(k)/Z¢. Define
§6) = 36 Ar(P).
i=1
Using Ag(P) = Ep[log R] — Eg[log R] and log P* =, 8;log Pf —log Z¢, we obtain
S°(8) =D _ BiEpellog PY] = 3 BiEp[log Iy
= Ep: [Z B; log Pf] + DOBH(P)  (since Ep:[log Y] = ~H(PY))
=Epe [logl Pf+log Z°] + Zz: BiH(PY)

7

< —H(P®) + logZ® + > H(F;).

, B, with

(23)

Therefore, if we show S(5) < 0, then at least one Ap-(P¢) is negative (since the j; are positive). Let

Bx '=maxXi<,<yn fr and K = {r: 8, = 5.} (nonemptLy). Then

P zzn:(l—e)m(nil)liﬁr

r=1

n

-5 a9t () T

r=1

By—Pr
For r ¢ K, B, — /3, > 0, hence (nfl) — 0ase— 0t; for » € K, that factor equals 1. Thus

log 7 = (1 — B,) log( ) + B log(l — &) + log<|K| + 0(1)).

_c
n—1

In particular, there exists a constant C; (depending only on 8 and n) such that for all sufficiently

small €,
log Z® < (1— ) loge + Cy, with (1 — ) > 0 since n > 2.

Now for each 1,

H(Pf) = —(1—2)log(1—&) = Y —— log(——)

‘ n—1
k#i
=—(1—¢)log(l —¢) —eloge +elog(n —1).

Hence there exists Cy (independent of i) with

n

ZH(Pia):n(—(1—€)log(1—5)—slogs—i—slog(n—l)) < Cre(1—loge)
i=1

(24)

(25)

(26)

for all sufficiently small e (using —log(1l —¢) < 2¢ for € € (0,3)). Recall that 0 < H(P?) < logn,

which gives

—H(P) < 0.
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Combine , , , and :
S5(B) < 04 (1-B)loge+Cy + Coe(l—loge).

As e — 07, the term (1 — 8,)loge — —oo (since 1 — B, > 0 and loge — —o0), whereas Cj is
constant and £(1 — loge) — 0. Therefore S°(8) — —occ as ¢ — 01. In particular, there exists
g0 = e0(B,n) € (0, 3) such that for all € € (0,) we have S°(8) < 0.

Finally, since each f; > 0, S°(3) < 0 implies not all Ap:(P?) can be strictly positive. Hence for every
choice of positive weights 3, unanimity fails for the family {PF}? ; once ¢ is sufficiently small. O

Corollary 59. Even for |O| > 3, given arbitrary agents Py, ..., P,, there need not exist positive
weights B making the group unanimously compositional under epistemic utilities. In particular, the
family {PF} from Theorem is a counterexample for every choice of positive 8 (for all sufficiently
small €).

Remark 60. The proof employs a [-weighted sum S€(8), showing it becomes negative when the
agents are highly peaked on disjoint outcomes, thereby avoiding a case-by-case analysis of individual
Ap, (P) and establishing the result for all weight vectors simultaneously. While trivial obstructions
exist—if all P; are identical, then P = P; for any  and Ap,(P) =0 for all i, making strict unanimity
impossible—Theorem [58 provides a nontrivial obstruction in which the P; are distinct and strictly
positive. Moreover, we have previously shown in Theorem that for |O| = 2, a stronger impossibility
holds: for any two distinct agents and any positive 8, at least one agent satisfies Ap,(P) < 0. Our
construction further shows that even when |O] =n > 3 and there are n agents, unanimity can fail for
all choices of positive weights.

H.2 Openness of Strictly Unanimously Decomposable Pools

Definition 61 (Strict unanimous decomposability). A distribution P is strictly unanimously decom-
posable (under epistemic utilities) if there exist an integer n > 2, positive weights f1,. .., [, with
> Bi =1, and strictly positive agents Py, ..., P, such that

P o« [[P and  Ap(P) := EpllogP]—Ep[logP] > 0 Vi.
=1

We denote by Ustyict the set of all such P in the simplex.

We will show that the compositional property forms an open set in the simplex topology.

Theorem 62 (Openness). If P € Usirict, then there exists an open neighborhood N of P such that
every P' € N also belongs to Usirict. In particular, Uiy 45 an open set in the simplex topology.

The proof uses two elementary ingredients: a transport that preserves log-pooling and a continuity
argument in total variation.

Total variation (TV) distance. For distributions p, v on O we set

1 1
ln = vy = 52\#(0)—V(0)| = 5lle =7l
e

Convergence in TV is equivalent to coordinatewise convergence in this finite setting.
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Lemma 63 (Pool-preserving transport around a base P). Fix a strictly positive base pool P and a
witnessing decomposition P o< [[, Pfgf’ with B; >0 and ), f; = 1. For any strictly positive target R,
define

Srip(P)(0) (0) (0 € O). (28)

Then, writing P; := Sgp(P;), we have

H (Pi’)ﬁi x R (with the same weights 3),

i=1

and each P} is strictly positive. Moreover, the map R+ P] = Sgp(P;) is continuous in total variation.

Proof. Let D;(R) := ), P;i(x) R

Py € (0,00). Then

Multiplying over ¢ = 1,...,n and using >, 8; =1,

ﬁ (Pi/(o))ﬂi = (ﬁpi(O)Bi) : (ﬁgzg)zvﬂi : (ﬁDi(R>_m)

i=1 i=1 i=1
- N\ R(o) R(o)
. B’L . . =
x (J_l1 P;(o) ) Po) x P(0) Po) R(0).

Thus the pooled distribution is R. Now, fix P;, P and define for target R the (unnormalized) map

~ R(o)

Pfo) = P,
K2 (0) ( ) P(O)

Then P! = PR/|P.R|, since PR(0) = D;(R). If R™ — R in TV, then PR™ _y PRy gt
K3 3 o K3 K3 1

(2
because P;/P is a fixed bounded positive vector and multiplication is continuous coordinatewise.

Also D;(R™) = HR—R(n)Hl — ||[PE|y = Dy(R) > 0; hence normalization is continuous. Therefore
P/ — P/in TV. m

Lemma 64 (Continuity of the welfare map). On the strictly positive simplex, the map
®:(R,P) — Agr(P) = H(R)— H(P)—-KL(P||R)

18 jointly continuous in total variation.

Proof. Write out the three terms explicitly:

ZR )log R(o ZP Ylog P(0), KL(P|R)= ZP (log P(0)—log R(0)).

On (0,1) x (0,1) the functions (z,y) — xlogx, x — zlogz, and (x,y) — zlog(z/y) are continuous.
Finite sums of continuous functions are continuous; TV convergence implies coordinatewise convergence;
hence ® is continuous. O

We can now prove the openness statement.
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Proof of Theorem @ Let P € Ustrict with a witnessing decomposition P 1_[Z Pf * and strict gains
Ap,(P) > 0 for all 7. Set

v o= 1r§nz'1£nAPi(P) > 0.

For any strictly positive P’ near P, define transported agents
P = Spp(P;) (asin (28)).

By Lemma |63} [],(P/)% o« P’ (same weights), and the map P’ — P/ is TV-continuous. Consider the
functions

F(P') = Ap(P) = ®(P, P'),
where @ is from Lemma [64] The composition of continuous maps is continuous; hence each Fj is
continuous at P’ = P. Moreover, for P’ = P we have P; = Sp|p(P;) = P;, so

F(P) = Ap(P) > 7 > 0.

By continuity, for each i there exists a TV-neighborhood N of P such that F;(P’) > ~/2 for all P’ € N;.
Let N := (), NV, which is again an open neighborhood of P. Then for every P’ € N, the transported
agents Pj,..., P, (with the same weights 3) pool to P’ and satisfy Ap/(P') = F;(P') > /2 > 0 for
all 7. Hence P’ € Ustrics, proving openness. O

Remark 65. If |O| = 2, strict unanimity is impossible for any decomposition (see the binary
impossibility argument). Thus Ustrics = & on the binary simplex, and the theorem holds vacuously (the
empty set is open,).

Remark 66. If some outcomes are allotted zero probability, all continuity/KL arguments still go
through upon restricting to a fixed common support S C O on which all distributions are strictly
positive, and treating the simplex on S. The transport preserves support and continuity on the
restricted simplez.

I Modeling the Waluigi Effect

Informal background. The Waluigi Effect is the empirical phenomenon that, after training an
LLM to satisfy a desirable property P (e.g. helpfulness), it can become easier to elicit responses with
the opposite property —P (e.g. hostility) [20H22], often via prompt steering or role-play [T2H74]. We
now formalize a mechanism for this effect using our compositional model.

In the preceding sections, we considered the decomposition or flexible factorization of a parent agent P
into child subagents P;. We now reverse this perspective. Suppose we have an established witnessing
set of distributions P, ..., P, that combine to yield P. These witnesses may be viewed as distinct
subagents, or personas, that emerged during training. In what follows, we work directly at the witness
level, examining how these component distributions change when constraints are imposed on the parent
distribution P.

I.1 Defining Centered Logarithmic Character Profiles

To preserve the intuition of logarithmic probabilities, we now write the epistemic utilities as L(0) :=
log P(0) for the parent agent and ;(0) := log P;(0) for the child subagents or witnesses. Then, we may
define the P-centered log profile of agent i by

vi(0) := li(o) — Ep[l;] (0 € 0),

so that Ep[v;] = 0 for all i. We equip functions on O with the inner product (f,g)p := 3", P(0)f(0)g(0)
and the induced seminorm || f||p := \/(f, f)p. Proposition |67| formally confirms that this defines a

norm:
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Proposition 67 (|| - ||p is a norm). If P(o) > 0 for all o € O (strict positivity), then (-,-)p is an inner
product on the real vector space R®, and || - ||p is a norm. In particular:

1. (Symmetry) (f,9)p = (9, f)p-

2. (Bilinearity) {af + bh, g)p = a(f,g9)p + b(h, g)p and similarly in the second slot.
3. (Positive definiteness) (f, f)p > 0 for all f # 0.

4. (Norm azioms) ||f|[p = 0 with equality iff f = 0; [lafllp = |a[[|f|p; and the triangle inequality
If+9gllp < Ifllp+ llgllp holds.

Proof. Symmetry and bilinearity are immediate from the finite sum definition. For positive definiteness,
if f # 0 there exists o* with f(0o*) # 0, and since P(0*) > 0 we have

<faf>P:ZP(0)f(0)2 > P(0*)f(0*)* > 0.

Thus (-, -) p is an inner product. The norm axioms then follow from standard facts about inner product
norms: nonnegativity and homogeneity are immediate, and the triangle inequality follows from

If +glip = £ + glle +2(f.90p < IFIE+lglE +20fllp lglle = (I£1lP + lgllr)?,

where we used the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. Taking square roots gives || f +g|lp < ||fllp+gllp- O

Our modeling approach is informed by the following intuition. Consider an LLM agent P whose
behavior admits a unanimously compositional witnessing decomposition, with the witnesses interpreted
as emergent personas formed during training. By the stability result (Theorem , there exists an
g-ball around P within which the unanimously compositional structure is preserved. In the context of
fine-tuning, we assume that each backpropagation step induces a small change to the agent’s profile:
the original parent P is updated to a new parent P’ that remains within this e-ball, and therefore also
admits a unanimously compositional witnessing decomposition.

An alternative viewpoint is to express this constraint in terms of a KL-budget. During fine-tuning, a
KL-regularization term is often introduced to preserve baseline capabilities while steering the model
toward desired traits such as benevolence and helpfulness, thereby constraining divergence from the
base model to remain within a specified bound. In Appendix [J.4] we unify these two perspectives and
show that they are essentially equivalent.

This leads to a natural question: under such settings, can we theoretically characterize any macroscopic
emergent properties of the witnesses?

For this purpose, we define

AL(o) := 1og(];((j))),

which measures the change in epistemic utility between the original parent P and the updated parent
P’. The change in witness weights 8’ — 8 = A = (Afy, ..., AB,) must sum to zero coordinate-wise
for the witnesses to remain a valid decomposition of P’. We may then classify AL(o) to first order in
Theorem [68]

Theorem 68 (First-order log deviation under weight changes). Let 5’ = 8+ A and P’ be the log—pool
at B'. Define

S(B,0) =Y Bili(0) and  Z(B):= Y exp(S(8,u)).
i=1

ueO
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Then L(o) :=log P(0) = S(B,0) —log Z(B). To first order in AB we have

§jAﬁﬂho + o(llasl).

and in particular

1AL, < STIaB]lvillp + o(|ABI).

i=1

Proof. By definition of the log-pool,

[I% P(o)%  exp(X,;BilogPi(o) €500

O S o L P~ Tcoo (3, Bilos Pw) 20

Hence
L(o) :=log P(0) = S(B,0) —log Z(3).

Now, fix 0 € O. The map 5+ L(0) is C* as a composition of smooth functions on a finite sum within
a positive domain. Thus, by the multivariate Taylor theorem at 3,

L(B+AB,0) = L(B,0) + Y05, L(B,0) AB; + 15(AB),

i=1

where the remainder satisfies r,(AB) = o(||AB]|) as A — 0. Note that ||AS]|| denotes any fixed
Euclidean norm on R™. Therefore,

AL(o) = Y 05.L(B0) ABi + o(|AB]).

i=1

It remains to compute the partial derivatives g, L(3,0). Using L(8,0) = S(8,0) — log Z(8) and the
chain rule,

L(B,0) = 05,5(8,0) — 0p,log Z(B).
The first term is immediate from the definition of S:

5(570) = ZZ(O)

For the second term, apply the chain rule to log Z:

0p, log Z(B) = 08, Z(B).

1
Z(B)
By definition of Z and again by the chain rule,

= 37 05, (50} = 37 SO0 95, 8(8,u) = 3 SO 1)

ueO ueO ueQ
Therefore
Yo € eSBw) 1 ( eS(Bu)
0, log Z(B) = 7203 Z 7203 Li(u) = Z P(u)li(u) = Ep[l;].
ucO ueO
Combining the pieces,
L(B,0) = li(o) = Ep[li] = wvi(o).
Substituting ds, L(8, 0) = v;(0) into the first-order Taylor expansion gives
m
= ) ABivilo) + o(|AB]), (29)
i=1
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as claimed. Define the remainder function r(0) := AL(0) — . AB;v;(0), so that ||r||p = o(||AB]|) by
the Taylor residual on smooth functions. Then

i ABivi

=1

[AL|lp < + [Irlle-

P

Using the triangle inequality and homogeneity of the norm,

i ABiv;
i=1

< > lABwillp = D 1ABi| il p-
p i—1 i—1

Therefore

1AL < Y 1ABlville + o(ABID),

i=1

which completes the proof. O

1.2 The Law of Weight-Compensation: Manifesting Luigi Forces Waluigi

We may now model the Waluigi effect, where “Luigi” is taken to be a benevolent persona or child
subagent desideratum manifested during model training. Fix an index H € Z¢ (for a helpful logit
vector component pointing toward Luigi). As the log-profiles have been centered in expectation, we say
a vector j is aligned with H if (vj,vg)p > 0 and anti-aligned if (vj,vg)p < 0. Intuitively, vy points
in the direction in log—probability space that Luigi prefers; anti-aligned components push against it.

In modeling a coherent and stable neural agent, we aim to preserve its underlying compositional
structure. If a unanimously compositional decomposition exists, then there is an e-ball around the
agent’s profile within which the compositional property is maintained. In Theorem we examine the
effects of introducing a targeted persona—‘Luigi”-while ensuring that the overall agent remains within
this compositional neighborhood. We prove that this process necessarily manifests or strengthens the
weights of an anti-aligned persona to Luigi, which we denote “Waluigi,” under the assumption that the
log-profile change remains within the e-ball to preserve the compositional property or KL-budget.

Theorem 69 (Waluigi emergence). Let P be the log—pool at weights 8 and let v; := log P; — Ep[log P;]
(i.e., the log-profile of agent ). Fiz 6 > 0 and perturb to B’ = g+ AB with Ay =6 and Y, AB; = 0.
Let P’ be the new log—pool and write

/ m

AL = log? = ;Aﬂivi +

where r = o(||AB]) in || - ||p (see Lemma[68). Assume the pooled distribution is stable in logit deviation,
|AL||p < e. Then, for every choice of Af,

> (AB)T [(whvm)e| 2 Sllvalp = E+lrle) lvalle = D (AB)” (vj,vm)p, (30)
i (v, v ) p<0 j:{vj,ve)p>0
where x* = max{+x,0}. In particular, if W is the only anti-aligned component ((vw,vg)p <

0 < (vj,va)p for all j # W), and the weights AB; of aligned components {j : (vj,vg)p} are not
downgraded by (AB;)~ >0, then

Slvalp = (E+rlle) lvale

|(ow, ver) p|

(Apw)T > (31)

Consequently, whenever € + ||r||p < 0 ||vi||p, the Waluigi weight must increase by a strictly positive
amount.
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Proof. By Lemma [68 we have that

AL=Y Afwi+r,  |rlle = o(lABI).

Take the P—inner product with vg:

<AL, UH>P = ZA@ (vi,va)p + (1, vE)P.

i=1
Using Cauchy—Schwarz and the deviation bound ||AL||p < &,
(AL,vm)p| < [IAL|p [vrllp < ellvmllp.

Therefore,

ZA@‘ (vi,vg)p + (r,om)p < ellvullp.

i=1
Bound the remainder by |{r,vg)p| < ||7||p vk p, hence

m

Y AB (wiom)p < (et |Irllp) loalle.

i=1

(32)

We split into aligned and anti-aligned components and isolate the anti-aligned increases. Write the

sum as

ABullvely + Y, A (wivme + Y. ABi(vi,vm)p

Jji{vjvE)P>0 i {v;, v ) p<0

Subtract §|lvy||% (recall ABy = &) and rearranging gives

> ABilwvm)p < (e+rlle) loalle = Sloall — D ABj(v,vm)e

i <Ui,UH>p<O j:(Uj,UH>PZO

Each anti-aligned inner product is negative. Decompose AS; = AB;F — Ap; with zE

Then for (v;,vg)p <0,

ABi (v, vm)p = (AB — ABY) (vi,ve)p = — AB |(vi,ve)p| + AB; [(vi,vm)pl-

Similarly, for aligned j with (v, vg)p > 0,

Ap; <Uj,UH>P:A/Bf (vj,v)p — AB; (v, vm)p.

Plugging these into the inequality,

- > As [wem)e] < Etlrle) lorlle = Sllumlp +

i: (v, v ) p<0 j: {vy,

Rearranging gives :

> A [wivm)p| = Sloulp — E+Irle) loale -

< (e+Irlle) lvmlle-

Z AB <UJ’UH>

Z AB; (vj,vm)p.

i (v, v ) p<0 Jji{vjvE)p>0

:= max{+z, 0}.

If W is the only anti-aligned component, the left-hand side is exactly (ABw )™ |[{vw,vg)p|, yielding

(B31).

O

Operationally, efforts to “manifest Luigi” (increasing Sy via training or steering) while keeping behavior
close to the original P therefore must be offset by increasing weight on at least one anti-aligned
direction. If there is a distinguished anti-aligned component W (“Waluigi”), its weight must rise by at

least the explicit lower bound.
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J Killing the Waluigi Effect to First Order

The previous section established a necessity result: if the system selects a minimal change to the
pooled distribution to preserve unanimous compositionality while amplifying Luigi, it will inherently
do so by shifting weight onto Waluigi, the anti-aligned counterpart subagents. Motivated by this result,
we introduce Antagonistic Persona Suppression (APS), formalized as the Waluigi Shattering theorem.
The key insight is that deliberately manifesting the anti-aligned persona (Waluigi) and then shattering
it provides provably stronger suppression of anti-alignment than reinforcement of the aligned persona
(Luigi) alone.

J.1 First-Order Control of Misaligned Events

Fix a measurable anti-aligned outcome set A C O and write the centered indicator
ga = 14— P(A).

We wish to reduce the probability that anti-aligned event A is realized under the agent P. We now
obtain the sensitivity of P(A):

Lemma 70 (First-order change of P(A)). For base agent P and elicited agent P’', we have
P'(A) = P(A) = Ep/[1a] =Ep[1a] = (AL, ga)p + o(|AL|lp),

where g4 :=14 — P(A) and || - | p is the P—inner product norm.

Proof. Write i := ||AL||p. By definition,

’ o P(O) EAL(O) ’ o EP[]-AeAL]
P(O) - EP[GAL] 9 P(A) - EP[GAL]
Set
N = Ep[lae”F], D := Epl[etf].

Then P’'(A) = N/D. Define the continuous function
sy o [ 2%
o %7 x =0,
so that the identity e® = 1 + 2 + 9 (z) 22 holds for all z € R. Hence
Al =14+ AL+ (AL) AL

Since 1 is continuous, there exists a constant C' > 0 and 7y > 0 such that [¢)(AL(0))| < C whenever
1 < np; therefore

Ep [[W(AL)AL?] < CEp[AL?] = C|AL|} = O(p).
This gives that
N =Ep[14(1 + AL +¢(AL)AL?)] = P(A) + Ep[14AL] + O(n?),

D =Ep[l + AL +(AL)AL?| = 1 +Ep[AL] + O(n?).

By Cauchy—Schwarz, |Ep[AL]| < ||AL||p||1]|p =7 (since ||1]|p = v/Ep[1] = 1), and |Ep[14AL]| <
[1allp JAL||lp < 1 (because ||14||p = +/P(A) < 1). Thus both linear terms are O(n) and the
remainders are O(n?). Let u := Ep[AL] + O(n?) so |u| = O(n). Using the identity

= L 6),
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where ¢ is continuous (e.g., via the Taylor expansion or Neumann series) and hence bounded near 0,

we obtain ) )
- = = 1—Ep[AL] + O(n?).
D = T1EsAL T 000 PIAL]+O0")

Therefore, we have
P'(4) = (P(A) + Ep[14AL] + O(n?)) (1 — Ep[AL] + O(n?))
— P(4) + Ep[14AL] — P(A) Ep[AL] + O(P).

Subtract P(A):
P'(A) = P(A) = Ep[1aAL] — P(A) Ep[AL] + O(n°).

Recall g4 =14 — P(A). Then
<AL,gA>p = EP[AL(]_A—P(A))] = Ep[lAAL] — P(A) EP[AL}

Therefore
P'(A)— P(A) = (AL,ga)p + O(n®).

Since O(n?) = o(n) = o(||AL||p) as n — 0, we obtain
P'(A)—P(A) = (AL,ga)p + o(|AL]p),

as claimed. 0O

Within the compositional regime |AL|p < &, we have by that feasible AL lie in the subspace
S :=span{v;}. This gives Theorem which precisely quantifies the maximal first order decrease in
the probability of the manifestation of deplorable or misaligned outcomes P(A).

Lemma 71 (Optimal small-change suppression of A). Under the budget ||AL|p < e, the mazimal
first-order decrease of P(A) equals

AR = max (= (ALga)p) = |[Projsgall,.
IAL||p<e
It is achieved by AL* = —ecug, where ug := Projgga/||Projggallp-

Proof. By Lemma decreasing P(A) to first order amounts to maximizing —(AL, ga)p. By Cauchy—
Schwarz on the subspace S, the maximum over |AL||p < ¢ is attained by aligning AL with —Projgga,
with value e||Projggallp- O

Therefore, the stronger the alignment of g4 with the span of available directions {v;}, the more we can
reduce the probability of misaligned outcome events, P(A), per unit budget. If the span S is poor at
approximating g4 (small projection), suppression is weak.

J.2 Eliciting Waluigi Increases Achievable Suppression Power

Let Sp := span{vy, ..., v, } be the baseline span of the logarithmic agentic profiles, and suppose we
elicit a coherent “Waluigi” direction w (e.g., by training on producing A), making it available for
control. Let u := w — Projg w be the component of w orthogonal to So; if u # 0, it adds a new
direction in the log-profile space.
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Proposition 72 (Elicitation strictly enlarges the small-change leverage). Let Sy := span{Sp,w}. Then

<gA?u>%’

HProjslgAH?g = “PTOJSOQA"fD - 2
[ull®

In particular, if u # 0 and (ga,u)p # 0, then |[Projg, gallp > [|[Projs,gallp, and by Theorem the
maximal first-order reduction of P(A) under the same budget € strictly increases.

Proof. Orthogonal decomposition in the P-inner product gives Projg ga = Projg g4 + ad with
@ :=u/||ul|p and o = {(ga, @) p. Pythagoras yields the stated identity for the squared norms. O

When w is a direction that increases A (so (ga,w)p > 0), its orthogonal novelty u typically has
(ga,u)p # 0 unless w is already spanned by Sy. Hence adding w tends to strictly increase the
projection of g4, enlarging the best achievable reduction of P(A) for the same small-change budget.

J.3 Reinforcing Luigi Cannot Avoid Anti-Aligned Mass under Small Change

Let H be a “Luigi” component (disfavors A so {(ga,vm)p < 0). Increasing Sy while keeping P close
forces anti-aligned increases by the compensation law (Theorem [69): if [|AL||p < e and ABy =6 > 0,
then some anti-aligned component W with (vy,vg)p < 0 must satisfy ASy > 0 (and in the unique
anti-aligned case, with an explicit lower bound). Combining with Theorem [71] yields:

Corollary 73 (Pure “Luigi reinforcement” is not a workaround). Suppose the available span remains
So (no new directions are added). Any small-change update that raises Luigi (ABp > 0) while keeping
IAL||p < & necessarily increases some anti-aligned weight(s), which the optimal suppressor in Sy would
subsequently need to reduce. Thus, for the same budget and architecture, the best first-order decrease
of P(A) is upper bounded by e||Projg,gallp, whereas eliciting a Waluigi direction w with u # 0 and
(94, u)p # 0 raises this bound to €||Projg, gallp > €||Projg,gallp-

The best first-order reduction of a harmful set A is exactly proportional to the projection of g4 onto
the span of available control directions. Eliciting a coherent Waluigi adds a direction that typically
increases that projection, so a subsequent suppression step can reduce P(A) more for the same budget
than simply reinforcing Luigi, which cannot avoid introducing anti-aligned mass unless large deviations
to the parent agent are applied. We now give a direct comparison under a fixed budget.

Corollary 74 (Misalignment reduction from Luigi and Waluigi). Let Sy be the baseline span and let w
be a Waluigi direction with u := w — Projg w # 0. Assume (ga,u)p # 0. Then, for any small-change
budget € > 0,

max — (AL, — — (AL, > 0.
ALeS, ( < gA>P) Argg}éo ( < gA>P)
IALllp<e [AL|Pp<e
manifest w, then suppress pure Luigi (no w added)
Proof. Apply Lemma [71] on Sy and S; and subtract, then use Proposition O

If elicitation reveals a novel or unlearned Waluigi direction with nonzero correlation to g4, then
“manifest Waluigi, then suppress” produces a strictly larger first-order decrease of P(A) than any
strategy that never adds this direction, including pure Luigi reinforcement. The results above jointly
establish the following theorem, which synthesizes their conclusions into a unified statement.
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Theorem 75 (Waluigi shattering). Let P denote the base agent and let A be a misaligned event. For
any aligned update P’ realized through a log-profile change AL, define

M(P) = HAIE\?;(SE (7<AL7gA>P)7

to be the mazimal first-order reduction in the probability of A under P’, subject to a small-change
KL-budget € > 0. Suppose w is an anti-aligned (“Waluigi”) direction with nontrivial component
u = w — Projg, w # 0 outside the baseline span So. Then

M( / ) _ M(P/ ) = €‘<9A>U>P| > 0,

shatter pure Hu” P

where P, ... denotes the strategy of manifesting w and then suppressing it, while P, denotes

reinforcing alignment without manifesting w. In particular, Waluigi Shattering achieves strictly greater
suppression of misalignment than pure reinforcement alone.

J.4 KL Budgets and Optimal Suppression

To retain prior knowledge and capabilities while steering the model toward benevolence, one typically
constrains the fine—tuning process with a limited KL budget. We derive the expansion of KL(P'||P)
in powers of AL and show that enforcing a budget KL(P'||P) < B is, to second order, equivalent to
imposing a norm budget |AL|p < VB (Lemma

Theorem 76 (Second—order KL expansion). Let O be finite and P strictly positive. Let AL : O — R
satisfy ||AL||p — 0, and define P’ by

P'(0) := P(0)e”H© (equivalently, AL =log(P'/P)).
Then with i :=Ep[AL] and Varp(AL) := Ep[(AL — p)?],
KL(PIP) S § Varp(AL) + of|ALI3).

In particular, we have that the KL budget asymptotes toward

1
KL(P'|P) ~ || AL|E.

Proof. Set n:= ||AL||p for notational convenience. Because O is finite and P has full support, there
exists a constant c¢o, with [[AL||s < ¢oon via the equivalence of norms. By Taylor’s theorem with
Lagrange remainder, for each x with || < con there exists £ between 0 and z such that

I2 GE
x 3
e —1+x+—2+—3!x.

Since |z| < coon and 1 — 0, for all 0 we have |AL(0)| < coon and € < e =1+ O(n). Thus there is
a constant C' > 0 (independent of o and small 1) such that

|A4@ — (14 AL(0) + L AL(©)?) | < CIALO).
Taking P—expectations yields
Eple®t] = 1+Ep[AL]+ 3 Ep[AL*]+ Rs,  |Rs| < CEp[|AL]%].
Therefore, we have |[AL[]? < ||AL|joo AL? < coon AL?, hence

Ep(IALP] < coon Ep[AL?] < counl|AL[E = coon’.
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Therefore Rz = O(n?) and

Ep[e®']—1 = p + $ma + O(), (33)
where my := Ep[AL?]. By definition, we have that Ep[e®F] = 1. Rearranging the above,
po= —imy + O@). (34)

Since my = Ep[AL?] < |AL|lso Ep[|AL|] < |AL||ls |AL|lp < coonn = O(n?), implies 1 = O(n?).
By definition,

/

But P’(0) = P(0) 29 so

Ep[AL]l = Y P'(0)AL(0) = Y P(0)e*"? AL(0) = Ep[ALe™"].

Now expand the integrand with the same uniform remainder control:
ALAL — AL(l L AL+ %ALQ) + AL-Ry(AL) = AL+AL*+ 1AL+ Ry,

where Ry := AL - R3(AL). Using |R3(AL)| < C|ALJ3,
Ri < CIALP < CIALIL ALY < Cn? AL
Taking expectations,
Ep(lRsl] < Ccdn® Ep[AL?] < Ccdn* |ALIE = O(n").

Therefore

Ep[ALe”t] = Ep[AL +Ep[AL*] + 1 Ep[ALY ]+ O(n*) = p+ma+ims+0(nh),  (35)
where m3 := Ep[AL?]. Combining KL(P'||P) = Ep[ALe”F] with and substituting p from
gives

KL(P'|P) = (— 3ma + O(n3)) +mo+ sms+0(n*) = tma + 1ms +0O0°).
Since m3 = O(n3), we obtain
KL(P'|P) = gmas + O(n°) = 3 Ep[AL®] + O(). (36)

Noting that Ep[AL?] = ||AL||% gives KL(P'||P) = O(||AL||%). Write mg = Ep[AL?] = Varp(AL) +

12, hence

KL(P'|P) = 1 Varp(AL) + 4% + O(P).
As we have = O(n?),

KL(P'|P) = } Varp(AL) + O(n®).
Finally, by definition of || - || p and of variance,
Varp(AL) = Ep[(AL —p)?] = [|AL—Ep[AL]||?,

so we have

KL(P'|P) = 3 |AL —Ep[AL][Z + o(n®).

O

Therefore, if we impose KL(P'||P) < B for small B > 0, Lemma [76| implies that ||[AL| p asymptotes
toward

|AL|lp < &, e~V2B + o(VB).
Thus, a small KL ball is second order equivalent to a radius— ball in the || - ||p norm. Consequently,
a KL-regularizer may be interpreted as constraining the agent P to remain within a guaranteed
compositional range, ensuring that any realized distribution P’ also preserves the compositional
property.
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