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Information-processing systems coordinating across multiple agents and objectives face funda-
mental thermodynamic constraints. We show that solutions with maximum utility to act as coordi-
nation focal points have much higher selection pressure for being findable across agents rather than
accuracy. We derive that the information-theoretic minimum description length of coordination pro-
tocols to precision ¢ scales as L(P) > NK log, K + N2d*log(1/¢) for N agents with d potentially
conflicting objectives and internal model complexity K. This scaling forces progressive simplifica-
tion, with coordination dynamics changing the environment itself and shifting optimization across
hierarchical levels. Moving from established focal points requires re-coordination, creating persis-
tent metastable states and hysteresis until significant environmental shifts trigger phase transitions
through spontaneous symmetry breaking. We operationally define coordination temperature to pre-
dict critical phenomena and estimate coordination work costs, identifying measurable signatures
across systems from neural networks to restaurant bills to bureaucracies. Extending the topological
version of Arrow’s theorem on the impossibility of consistent preference aggregation, we find it re-
cursively binds whenever preferences are combined. This potentially explains the indefinite cycling
in multi-objective gradient descent and alignment faking in Large Language Models trained with re-
inforcement learning with human feedback. We term this framework Thermodynamic Coordination

Theory (TCT), which demonstrates that coordination requires radical information loss.

I. INTRODUCTION

Agents in complex systems face fundamental
information-theoretic constraints as finite resources
must model environments of arbitrary complexity.
Working memory limitations force agents to function
with a smaller subset of available information, creat-
ing a bottleneck [I]. While coordination with other
agents having different objectives can increase collective
capacity, information is both compressed and lost at
every emergent hierarchical level [2]. This principle
that any tractable macroscopic description requires
information loss by coarse-graining over microscopic
degrees of freedom, has deep parallels in the quantum
origins of the classical world [3]. We elaborate how this
establishes a fundamental tension between scaling and
accuracy. The Free Energy Principle (FEP) describes
how individual systems minimize surprise by updating
internal models using prediction errors from sensory
inputs through Bayesian inference [4}, [5], but no current
formalisms address the information-theoretic costs and
emergent behavior when multiple agents must coordinate
their predictive models across potentially conflicting
objectives. This is the gap this paper addresses.

Anderson showed ‘more is different’ [6], i.e., collective
properties emerge at scale that cannot be reduced to con-
stituent behaviors. We quantify this emergence mech-
anism for information-processing systems: coordination
requires radical simplification because agents must con-
verge on Schelling focal points [7] despite having differ-
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ent objectives and limited communication capacity. This
convergence forces systematic information loss. When
selection pressures for findability, accuracy, and other
objectives compete, emergent dynamics determine which
information the system preserves and which it discards.

This framework builds upon computational thermo-
dynamics results to establish our scaling bounds. Lan-
dauer’s principle provides the minimum energy for in-
formation erasure [§]. Bennett extended this thermody-
namic cost to general computation [9]. Wolpert’s synthe-
sis connects stochastic thermodynamics to computation
theory [I0], while his no free lunch theorems [II] and
work on physical limits of inference [12] establish that
no universal optimization exists. We leverage these re-
sults to prove multi-objective coordination cannot have
a general solution and that coordination has thermo-
dynamic costs that scale super-linearly. In parallel,
information-theoretic approaches to prediction [13] and
decision-making [14] establish optimal behavior and ener-
getic costs that we will show multiply when agents must
coordinate. Information theory [15] provides the mathe-
matical foundation for our quantification of these costs.

The theoretical foundation also rests on computa-
tional impossibility results that constrain achievable co-
ordination. The free energy requirements of biolog-
ical organisms demonstrate that maintaining organi-
zation against entropy imposes unavoidable metabolic
costs [I6]. These combine with coordination limitations
from Hayek’s knowledge problem which identified the in-
compressibility of distributed information [I7]. Ashby’s
Law of Requisite Variety states that controllers must
match environmental complexity [I8], but we will show
this becomes impossible as N increases. Dunbar’s num-
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ber provides empirical evidence for coordination limits
in human groups [19], which we explain as the point
where our derived communication protocol length vastly
exceeds collective working memory.

Arrow’s impossibility theorem [20] proves no perfect
preference aggregation exists, which Chichilnisky ex-
tended topologically [21] to continuous preference spaces.
Chichilnisky showed that continuity and anonymity ax-
ioms can enable possibility results. However, these ax-
ioms require homogeneous agents with smooth prefer-
ences, a condition violated in most real-world scenarios
involving heterogeneous agents coordinating across dis-
crete objectives. We use the impossibility aspect of this
topological framework for an alternative derivation of our
Theorem 1.

Recent work has approached the multi-agent FEP from
various angles. Constant et al. examined regimes of so-
cial expectations [22], focusing on conformity rather than
the accuracy tradeoffs we quantify. Ramstead et al. ex-
plored cultural affordances as scaffolding [23], providing
qualitative insights we now formalize. Vasil et al. [24]
treated communication as active inference, but here we
will show that perfect communication is impossible at
scale. Predictive processing frameworks [25] explain per-
ception as prediction error minimization but have not
been extended to multiple agents and conflicting objec-
tives. Further, we identify phase transitions to different
focal points at critical “coordination temperatures” that
are suggested by our scaling laws and theorems. These
theoretical predictions align with recent observations in
machine learning, where multi-objective gradient descent
exhibits indefinite cycling [26, [27], suggesting our bounds
are fundamental rather than algorithmic.

We explicitly consider classical systems making quan-
tum effects such as entanglement-assisted coordination
outside our scope. We analyze open systems coupled
to environmental energy reservoirs, deriving how ex-
ternal flux modifies coordination bounds. We term
this framework Thermodynamic Coordination Theory
(TCT), which establishes fundamental limits on achiev-
able multi-agent, multi-objective coordination accuracy.
We show that coordination costs scale super-linearly even
with parallel communication, and that findability pres-
sure on utility dominates accuracy, define operational
and measurement protocols for theoretical quantities,
identify scaling laws and phase transitions near critical
points, explain observed Large Language Model (LLM)
behavior and other complex systems, and discuss falsifi-
cation criteria.

This paper synthesizes insights from multiple fields but
is largely self-contained. While we cite literature from
statistical mechanics, information theory, computer sci-
ence, and social choice theory for context, the main ar-
guments require only basic familiarity with information
theory (measured in bits) and probability. Readers from
different backgrounds may find some sections more intu-
itive than others. The rest of the paper is organized as
follows. In Sec. II, we illustrate our theoretical frame-

work with the example of bill-splitting or “bistromath-
ics”. The main results and their derivations are provided
in Sec. III. The expected critical phenomena and phys-
ical parameters are described in Sec. IV. We conclude
and discuss the implications of TCT in Sec. V.

II. RESTAURANT BILL SPLITTING AS
ILLUSTRATION

To understand why coordination forces simplification,
consider the familiar example of N diners attempting to
split a restaurant bill in accordance with d objectives.
This simple problem exhibits the same information-
theoretic constraints that govern all multi-agent coordi-
nation.

Sample Bill-Splitting Problem: N agents must coordi-
nate payment for shared consumption with d constraints.
For example, agents may choose d = 1: equally split
the total amount (protocol communication dominates),
d = 2: individual items and fairness, d = 3: add who
could not eat what (limited quantities, dietary restric-
tions, etc.), d = 4: add wealth disparities (who can afford
what).

Human working memory capacity is limited to approx-
imately 4 + 1 chunks [T} 28], which we estimate for this
paper to be O(10%) bits when accounting for the infor-
mation content of meaningful stimuli [29].

For simplicity, we assume each agent’s internal model
complexity is 10 bits for each objective, and each pair-
wise resolution to desired cost splitting precision needs 5
bits. These numbers are illustrative order of magnitude
estimates, and we shall see they quickly exceed human
memory capacity (~ 100 bits) for any reasonable values.

For N = 4 diners to completely coordinate with d = 2
(items and fairness): Each diner must communicate
items consumed, e.g. “I had the soup ($8), half the cala-
mari ($6), two beers ($12)” yields K ~ 20 bits (prices,
quantities, shares, customizations), and (;l) X (g) =6
pairwise reconciliation (~ 5 bits each), e.g. “Did we
split the calamari evenly?”. Total communication: 80
+ 30 = 110 bits. For an explanation of multiplication in
the pairwise reconciliation, see the topological obstruc-
tion created by preference cycling of objectives described
in the topological derivation of Theorem 1 in Supplemen-
tary Section I.

Note: We use the combinatorial notation (];/) =

NV=1) 1y this section, we use the more intuitive (Z) for

simplicity when discussing pairwise objective conflicts,

though the full coordination cost in Theorem 1 includes

both the mean vector and covariance matrix elements
C 13 d(d+3)

yielding ==5—.

For N = 8 with d = 4 (full constraints): individual
consumption data, K = 8 x 40 = 320 bits; pairwise nego-
tiations for all objectives and agents = (g) X (g) x5 = 840
bits; total conflict resolution protocol ~ 50 bits. In total,
320 4+ 840 4 50 = 1, 210 bits of information is exchanged.

This exceeds human working memory by an order of



magnitude, creating a bottleneck that forces dimensional
reduction to findable focal points [7], e.g., “Split evenly”
(ignoring individual consumption), “Separate checks”
(avoiding coordination entirely), “I'll get it” (single payer
absorbs complexity costs). When coordination costs ex-
ceed perceived utility gains, agents may accept arbitrary
errors to avoid coordination. Further, agents become
averse to attempting accurate bill-splitting in future din-
ners preferring their previously coordinated focal points.

This problem termed “bistromathics” by Douglas
Adams in book two of his five-part Hitchhiker’s Guide to
the Galaxy trilogy shows bill calculations become non-
absolute (focal) points [30], representing phase transi-
tion to simplified coordination. Conflict resolution pro-
tocols include restaurants imposing terms like “3 cards
maximum” or “20 % minimum gratuity for parties of 6
or more”, and agents declaring they do not use digital
peer-to-peer payments or carry cash. Varying N is qual-
itatively explored in Section IIT of the Supplementary.
Finding the non-absolute focal points (Adams’ recipriver-
sexclusions) involves Level IT chaos [3I] which is beyond
this paper’s scope.

Level II Chaos (Definition): A term for a spe-
cific subclass of Complex Adaptive Systems (CAS), the
formal framework for systems of interacting, adaptive
agents [32]. In these dynamics, agents continuously at-
tempt to update their internal models to predict the sys-
tem’s future state, which in turn alters their and the
system’s behavior. This reflexive feedback loop is partic-
ularly evident in financial markets, where the collective
forecasting efforts of participants shape the very price
movements they attempt to predict [33]. Unlike Level
I chaos (e.g., weather, N-body dynamics), whose dy-
namics are unaffected by prediction, Level II chaos is
an emergent property of this process: the unpredictabil-
ity of macro-state is compounded by the act of trying
to forecast it. While Level II systems exhibit their own
reflexive dynamics, they remain susceptible to Level I in-
fluences, for instance, stock returns correlating with local
sunshine [34].

This definition is crucial for our framework as co-
ordination attempts fundamentally alter the landscape
being coordinated. Established focal points exhibit
metastability and path-dependent hysteresis, making re-
coordination thermodynamically costly. Level II Chaos
with the Bistromathics example is illustrated in Section
IIT of the Supplementary.

III. MATHEMATICAL DERIVATIONS

This section derives the quadratic N2d? scaling term
in the complete coordination protocol length (Theorem
1), and findability dominating accuracy whenever coor-
dination increases survival (Theorem 2).

For a given time-bound event of arbitrary duration,
consider N classical agents each with finite memory B
bits, operating in an environment with Kolmogorov com-

plexity bits. Kenw > B trying to coordinate around d
uniquely defined and potentially conflicting objectives.
The system is open and exchanges energy and informa-
tion with environment at rate F.,,. These results stated
here are independent of the system Hamiltonian. For this
event, each agent ¢ uses internal model m; with practical
complexity K; < B, where we define K; operationally
as the minimum bits needed to compress agent i’s model
to reconstruction error € using standard algorithms (e.g.,
Lempel-Ziv) [I5]. For consistency, we use the same ¢ as
the consensus precision throughout the protocol.

A. Theorem 1: Coordination Info Scale as N2d?

In the first interaction, agents cannot assume correla-
tion without coordination to discover it. Even if agent
models have almost complete overlap, they must ex-
change sufficient information to identify that overlap,
which itself requires the full information exchange. Only
after this initial coordination can hierarchical structures
or factions emerge that exploit discovered correlations
but shift coordination up a level (see end of section).

Variable Definitions: N is number of agents which
could mean human annotators for Als or employees for
organizations, K is Model complexity in bits such as com-
pressed parameter count for Al or utilized working mem-
ory for humans, Ky is the environmental Kolmogorov
complexity (typically > K), d is dimensionality of ob-
jective space (number of potentially conflicting goals +
1 for ALL approximately compatible goals), Feyy is envi-
ronmental free energy flux (resources available per unit
time), p is averaged pairwise model overlap (correlation
between agent models, between 0 — 1).

Definition (Coordination Protocol): A coordina-
tion protocol P is a set of rules specifying, (i) message
generation, u; : m; — M; mapping agent states to mes-
sages, (ii) message processing, m; : (m;, {M,};2;) — m)
updating states based on received messages, (iii) schedul-
ing which agents communicate when.

The protocol complexity L(P) is the minimum num-
ber of bits required to specify P to reconstruction error €.
This equals the protocol’s Kolmogorov complexity K(P)
up to additive constants [35]. L(P) consists of Lodels =
bits needed to specify agent models relevant to coordi-
nation, Lc¢omm = bits that must be communicated be-
tween agents, and L,yes = bits to specify protocol rules.
Lyyies = O(log N) for large N and neglected for stricter
lower bounds, though this term may dominate the sim-
ple case of extreme model overlap, p =~ 1, and d = 1. log
uses base 2 in this paper unless explicitly stated.

Theorem 1 (Multi-dimensional Coordination
Protocol Scaling): For N heterogeneous agents coor-
dinating across d-dimensional objective functions, where
each agent ¢ has a model m; of complexity K; bits, the
minimum description length L(P) of any coordination
protocol P that achieves e-approximate consensus satis-



fies:
L(P) Z Lmodels + Lcomm

S )P os1/e) ()

— NKlog K h(p) + (N>d(d+3)

where, K = & 3, K; is mean model complexity, h(p) =
1 — p is the approximate model non-overlap factor, and
€ is the coordination precision.

Corollary 1: Even with optimal compression and
d = 2 objectives, the quadratic term dominates for any
practical system size, making coordination information
scale as O(N?2d?).

Corollary 2: The model complexity K (P) of coordi-
nated systems is bounded by: min{environmental com-
plexity, combined protocol expressiveness or L(P), col-
lective working memory (< BN)}

Proof: We derive each term by analyzing the
information-theoretic requirements for coordination.

Part 1: Model Specification Complexity (Lmodels)

For agents to coordinate, they must share sufficient
model information to predict each other’s objectives.
Each agent i has internal model m; with Kolmogorov
complexity K;. When models have overlap p, the con-
ditional complexity K(m;|m;) = K;(1 — p). To spec-
ify all models given pairwise communication: Lyodels >
NK log K h(p). The log K factor arises from addressing
or indexing overhead within each agent’s model during
protocol execution [35].

In practice, model complexity K may depend on both
N and d. Each additional objective typically requires ad-
ditional state representation, suggesting K scales at least
linearly with d [36], i.e. K > K, + Ksd for some base
complexity K} and K per objective. The Bistromathics
example in Section [l uses K}, = 0, K5 = 10. Addition-
ally, agents may need to model other agents’ states, im-
plying K could scale with IV for small groups. However,
cognitive limits in humans [I], and bounded rationality
forces categorical simplified representations rather than
individual models at large N [37]. Here we treat K as
largely constant to derive lower bounds, noting that any
dependence K (N, d) would only worsen the coordination
challenge.

Even with constant model complexity, additional com-
plexity emerges when K exceeds working memory capac-
ity B, as agents face an internal coordination problem
analogous to multi-agent coordination. The system must
aggregate preferences from model components that can-
not be simultaneously evaluated, potentially encounter-
ing Arrow-like impossibilities in selecting optimal subsets
of the internal model. This suggests the log K addressing
overhead represents not just indexing costs but the cost
of preference aggregation across model fragments.

Part 2: Communication Complezity (Lcomm)

For d-dimensional objective communication, agents
must resolve:

Local objective representation: Each agent i estimates
local objective function R; : R* — R from finite samples.

Minimal representation assuming a Gaussian model (or
any 2 parameter model in general) to precision log(1/e¢)
bits requires:

Mean vector p; € R%: d log(1/¢) bits

Covariance matrix 3; € R¥™9 with diagonal and sym-
metric off-diagonal elements needing:

d—+ (Z) = w log(1/e)bits (2)

Total per agent is thus O{d?log(1/¢)} bits.

Basis alignment: Even with identical objectives,
agents must agree on (i) Coordinate system = d! permu-
tations ~ dlogd bits, (ii) Sign conventions: 2¢ choices
= d bits, (iii) Degenerate subspace handling: O(d?) bits
worst case (excluded from calculation).

Pairwise communication: Using information-theoretic
minimum optimal protocols with no fault tolerance over-
heads, the bits each pair of agents must exchange come
primarily from the mean and covariance of models:

d(d+3
Ipm,:%log(l/gw dlogd + O(d) (3)

basis alignment  overhead

objective params

For pairwise resolution with N agents:

Lcomm Z M ! Ipair
_ (J;f > ML) og1/e)- (1 00/} (1)

Combining terms:

L(P) Z Lmodels + Lcomm + Lrules

log(1/e)  (5)

L(P) > NK log K h(p) + (N> dld+3)

2 2

For large N, if K saturates (=~ B = 100) and p is high
(= 0.9 e.g.), the second term dominates even when d = 2.
With practical values, N = 100, d = 2, ¢ = 0.01:

Linodets >100 - 100 - 1og(100) - 0.1 =~ 6.6 x 10° bits

100 - 99
2

> -5 -1og(200) ~ 7.6 x 10* bits  (6)

Lcomm

We provide an independent derivation of Theorem
1 via the topology of preference spaces from the
Chichilnisky extension of Arrow’s Impossibility theo-
rem [21], confirming the N2d? scaling through geometric
reasoning (Supplementary Section I). This convergence
of information-theoretic and topological approaches sug-
gests the scaling is fundamental, not algorithmic. There-
fore, no protocol innovation can reduce this bound with-
out sacrificing coordination accuracy. Figure [l| panel (a)
shows a graphical representation of how L(P) scales with
N and d.



Why Scaling as N2d? is Unavoidable: Alterna-
tive aggregation approaches might avoid quadratic scal-
ing but be unable to maintain the accuracy needed for
complete coordination.

Star topology (centralized): Reduces messages to O(N)
but (i) Each center must process N - d?log(1/e) bits,
(ii) Single point of failure requires redundancy requir-
ing O(N?) bits, (iii) Byzantine fault tolerance requires
f < N/3 confirmations [3§].

Sampling/sketching: Reduces communication but
Johnson-Lindenstrauss requires O(log N/e2?) dimen-
sions [39]. As we show using Chichilnisky’s theorem, for
d objectives with potential conflicts, no consistent sketch
exists. Adversarial agents can exploit sampling similar
to Byzantine generals problem.

Hierarchical aggregation: With branching factor b and
depth logy N (i) Information loss per level = ejpya =
1 — (1 —¢)/Mos N (i) Total error: eopm = 1 — (1 —
61CVC1)1°ng ~ elog, N. To maintain target e, must re-
duce per-level error reverting to O(N?) bits (see below).

Information in Hierarchical Coordination: To further
address whether hierarchical organization can overcome
the N2d? scaling, consider N agents organized into M
groups of size N/M each. Let diy < d represents the re-
duced dimensionality of objectives at hierarchical bound-
aries and within them. Assuming K also remains the
same within and between groups, the total coordination
length is:

Ly = (N 4+ M)Klog K h(p)+ (7)
N2—-NM MM —1)] du(du + 3)
i + 5 5 log(1/¢)

where the first term represents model sharing, the sec-
ond within-group coordination, and the third between-
group coordination. See Supplementary Section II for
full derivations. Minimizing in the limit of large N over
M yields M,y = N%/3 and:

, o 1
L7 ~ NK log K h(p) +§N4/3dH(dH+3) log(1/¢) (8)

This reduces communication scaling from O(N?) to
O(N*/3) but remains superlinear. Since typically dy <
d, Ly can be much lower than L(P), but it comes at the
tradeoff of abandoning complete coordination.

Multi-level hierarchies with branching factor b and
depth log, (N) can theoretically achieve:

2
b—1
1
+ N0 du(dn + 3)log(1/¢) (9)

Lmulti ~ NK logkh(p)

However, this assumes perfect information aggregation
at each level, which Arrow-Chichilnisky’s theorem shows
is impossible. In practice, hierarchy transforms but does
not eliminate the fundamental information scaling con-
straint.

B. Theorem 2: Findability Dominates Accuracy

Theorem 2: In multi-agent coordination with utility
U = Q[A] - [[ Fi, the selection pressure for findability
exceeds accuracy by factor Q[A]/(F;-Q'[A]), diverging at
accuracy extrema.

Proof: Consider a system where at least M stakehold-
ers or emergent factions out of IV agents need to accept
solution s € S in the solution space for it to have any
utility, where N > M > 1 for large systems, similar to
voting thresholds or quorum requirements.

We define F;(s) € [0,1] as the probability of agent 4
finding and accepting solution s, and A(s) € [0,1] as the
accuracy of solution s. We are agnostic about the ex-
act normalization across d objectives needed to calculate
A(s) in this work.

The probability of system-wide coordination on s is:

M
P(coordinate on s) = P(s) = [[ Fi(s) ~ (10)

which decays almost exponentially as M increases, while
A(s) remains constant with respect to M.
We define the utility function as:

U(s) = Q[A(s)] x P(coordinate on s) (11)

where 2 : [0,1] — RT is an unspecified monotonic func-
tion weighting accuracy. This multiplicative form follows
from network reliability theory [40] where system utility
requires both solution quality and successful propagation
through the agent network, analogous to series reliability
or bootstrap percolation [41]. Note that this formulation
assumes independent discovery and acceptance probabil-
ities, though correlations could be incorporated.

The selection pressure or marginal utility on findability
for agent 7 is:

ou
OF;

— Q[A(s)] x [[ Fi(s) ~ QA(s)] x P(s)  (12)
Jj#i

which is independent of F;(s)! As F;(s) — 1, agent i en-
ters an “absorbing state”ﬂ by being locked onto s. Note
that this represents a dynamic process: as agents find
and accept s, the only way to increase marginal utility
of s is to recruit remaining agents, potentially triggering
cascade dynamics. This is shown in Figure [1| panel (b)
where each cell represents an agent and the color repre-
sents which solutions each agent can accept.
The selection pressure on accuracy is:

g—g = Q'[A(s)] x P(coordinate on s) (13)

1 a state where all future time evolution keeps the agent locked in
the same region of phase space



Therefore, at or near any local or global extrema of
Q[A(s)] where Q'[A(s)] — 0 the ratio of selection pres-
sures is:

oU/OF; Q[A(s)]
OUJOA — Fi(s) x V[A(s)]

> 1 (14)

This demonstrates that findability dominates accuracy
in coordination dynamics and also implies systems at per-
ceived accuracy maxima experience overwhelming pres-
sure to simplify and propagate rather than improve ac-
curacy further. Note that P(coordinate on s) = 0 if any
F;(s) =0, as observed in systems with veto power (e.g.,
UN Security Council).

IV. CRITICAL PHENOMENA, AND PHASE
TRANSITIONS

We define measurable parameters expected phe-
nomenologically from our two theorems. The definitions
are subject to revisions, and re-derivation from a micro-
scopic Hamiltonian in subsequent work. Empirical mea-
surement presents challenges discussed in the next Sec-
tion.

A. Coordination Temperature

We define coordination temperature T, as the variance
in the content of each agent’s models normalized by the
mean model complexity:

N
1 E : — 112
Tco - W 2 Hmz — mH (15)

where m = + >, m; is the mean model description. In
practice, m; might be difficult to know precisely and
the variance will need to be estimated through system-
specific proxies. This connects to physical temperature
through Landauer’s principle [§]: each bit of agent’s
model and coordination protocol requires minimum en-
ergy kpTpnysical IN(2) to erase during coordination. The
actual energy costs will be much higher due to inefficien-
cies and overheads.

A higher T, implies a more disordered system (also see
Figure ), in which the findability pressure would lead
to a simpler coordination focal point. Physical interpre-
tation will be system-specific. For example in neural net-
works, T, could corresponds to layer activation variance,
and bid-ask spread normalized by price for markets.

B. Renormalization Group Flow

We propose a schematic renormalization group analy-
sis showing system flow toward simplified models:
dK

o —yr (K — Ko) (16)

where K is model complexity (bits), [ is the dimensionless
RG flow parameter (number of coarse-graining steps), Ky
is the simplest stable coordination focal point (bits), and
yx > 0 is the dimensionless scaling exponent. This at-
tractive fixed point suggests repeated coordination drives
K — K, representing the minimal model complexity
maintaining system viability, or the “focal point” selected
by thermodynamic pressure.

C. Critical Transitions

While a rigorous derivation is beyond our current
scope, we propose a plausible scaling relation for the crit-
ical temperature where systems undergo phase transition
to simplified solutions based on the system’s key param-
eters:

Tc co = KO/K
™ log(N)

(17)

The log(N) scaling emerges from hierarchical coordina~
tion (Equation[9) requiring O{log(IN)} levels, each intro-
ducing noise. This is analogous to how network diameter
scales as log(NN) in small-world networks. The RG flow
becomes unstable when thermal fluctuations exceed the
per-agent capacity to maintain coordination, yielding the
critical temperature. Systems exhibit metastability, per-
sisting at suboptimal focal points until fluctuations over-
come coordination barriers. Beyond T¢ .., accurate coor-
dination becomes thermodynamically prohibitive. The
order paramEter 1/1 = (Kabsolute - Krelative)/Kabsolute
measuring model deviation should exhibit rapid tran-
sitions near T¢ .o, with width AT ~ /T, .. Here,
Kapsolute 1s the true system complexity, and Kciqtive 1S
the coordinated model complexity, with K cjqrive = Ko
at the focal point. This order parameter displays hys-
teresis characteristic of first-order transitions with groups
maintaining 1 values despite crossing Tt ., until pertur-
bations trigger reorganization.

Note that the phase transition may occur to a focal
point of similar complexity as the immediately preceding
one, but it will most likely differ in accuracy. Hybrid
phase transitions which combine signature of first order
(a sharp, discontinuous change in an order parameter)
and second order are also possible.

D. Energy for Metastable Coordination

From Theorem 2, we expect coordination across larger
groups and more objectives requires simpler coordina-
tion focal points. However, since each hierarchical level
(Equation E[) introduces agent model prediction errors
due to information loss, complexity cannot spontaneously
increase or be maintained at a simpler level without ex-
ternal work.

Wolpert’s no free lunch theorems [11} 42] says no uni-
versal optimizer exists across all problems. The TCT



description for this would be: no coordination protocol
can simultaneously minimize both information loss and
energy cost across all agent distributions. To move from
coordination temperature T to To(< T¢ co < T1) to keep
the system stable at the same coordination point, the
system has to expend approximate work (in bits):

This is conceptually represented in panel (d) of Figure

V. DISCUSSION

As Thermodynamic Coordination Theory (TCT) ap-
pears to span systems across orders of magnitude, we ex-
pect and attempt to find signatures across multiple fields
and domains.

A. Empirical Validation

Artificial Intelligence: The indefinite cycling observed
in multi-objective gradient descent [e.g. 26] directly sup-
ports this framework, in particular the extension of
Chichilnisky-Arrow’s Impossibility Theorem. While dif-
ferent “gradient surgery” methods have been proposed
to manage conflicting objectives, and indeed do improve
convergence, the problem remains algorithmically in-
tractable. Increased computational capacity cannot es-
cape these bounds as larger systems require coordination
among more agents (annotators, users, developers) with
more objectives, causing N2d? to dominate any linear
capacity increase, i.e. computational scaling laws do not
scale [43]. Reinforcement learning from human feedback
could be making the problem worse [44], and leading to
alignment faking [45]. Large Language Models (LLM)
provide the ideal conditions to test the TCT framework
with comparatively simpler ways to measure the parame-
ters needed (N, d, K, &, m;). Detailed analysis of these
results and their implications for machine learning sys-
tems are topics for further work.

Other Systems: Empirical signatures of TCT appear
across different contexts and hierarchical levels. Hu-
man reasoning systematically favors coordination over
accuracy [46], with more education paradoxically lead-
ing to worse identity protective cognition [47]. Arrow’s
impossibility appears to extend to an individual’s own
preferences, which can be reversed by simple changes in
how choices are framed [48], suggesting the challenge of
consistent preference aggregation arises from the brain’s
own internal ’society’ of competing subsystems even be-
fore the multi-agent coordination problem begins [49].
This observation originally motivated this theoretical
framework to explain the similar phenomena in LLMs
where scaled systems converge to generic outputs [43-

45]ﬂ Cultural evolution selects for transmissible simpli-
fications [50, [5I]. Scientific paradigm appears to shift in
episodic “Kuhn cycles” instead of development by accu-
mulation [52]. We predict open source projects are ex-
pected to show incremental API complexity decreasing
as a power-law: Kapy o« N~% where a € (0, 1), reflecting
hierarchical coordination requirements (Equation E[)

Market bubbles show critical transitions [53] poten-
tially predictable from trader density, an analysis subject
to future work. The difference in the description length of
model and communication complexity terms in Equation
[6] potentially explains the paradox noted in behavioral
finance: why do similarly trained professionals make op-
posite trades on identical information [54]? High model
overlap does not imply preference alignment.

Falsification: To disprove the predicted scaling rela-
tion in Theorem 1 identifying a system working around
the coordination costs should be sufficient, i.e., show a
large multi-objective system which maintains stability
without utilizing resources to keep the coordination tem-
perature low for a timescale comparable to environmen-
tal fluctuations or agent “dropout” rates. For example,
Wikipedia might appear to violate the N2d? scaling with
only ~40,000 active editors coordinating to maintain ~7
million articles, but it is consistent with TCT predic-
tions through non-equilibrium dynamics: editors spend
significant resources, averaging 5.8 hours weekly with 12
minutes per edit in 2015 [55], while maintenance back-
logs persist with 48,000 unreferenced articles [56] despite
continuous effort [57]. The system maintains complex-
ity only through constant work against thermodynamic
pressure to simplify.

Other falsifiability criteria is a topic for further work
beyond the present scope. These patterns suggest ther-
modynamic necessity: systems with bounded resources
must sacrifice accuracy for coordinability when interfac-
ing with unbounded environments. Domain specific em-
pirical analysis will be presented in future work.

B. Scale Free Implications

The framework suggests that multiple observations
across scales are system specific manifestations of the
same phenomena. In Al systems, TCT potentially ex-
plains why multi-objective training with human feedback
converges to generic outputs like the “GPT-3 wedding ef-
fect”. Organizations decay in procedural complexity. Bi-
ological systems operate through hierarchy formation and
extreme specialization at coordination boundaries [5§].
Recent empirical work has observed coordination difficul-
ties in multi-agent systems [59] [60], including oscillatory
dynamics and consensus failures.

2 Citations to pre-prints are included due to the rapid pace of
research in machine learning.
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FIG. 1. Thermodynamic Coordination Theory: Key Relationships. (a) Information scaling showing log,, of coordination
protocol length L(P) as a function of number of agents N and objectives d. Cyan dashed line marks human working memory
limit (100 bits), demonstrating how even modest multi-agent coordination exceeds human capacity. Contours show information
growth in orders of magnitude. Parameters: mean agent model complexity K = 10 bits, conflict resolution precision £ = 0.1.
(b) Distribution of solutions across agent space. Each cell represents one agent and the color represents which solution(s)
they can find and agree to implement. Findable solutions (green+yellow) form extended connected regions reaching into
corners; accurate but “invisible” solutions (red-+yellow) exist as isolated islands. Yellow regions indicate where both solution
types are available. The green+yellow network forms a spanning cluster enabling system-wide coordination, while red+yellow
regions remain disconnected. This collective marginal utility increase drives selection for findable solutions over more accurate
one, connecting to topological constraints from Arrow’s impossibility theorem (see Supplementary Section I). (¢) Coordination
temperature states visualized through variance in agent models. Each circle represents one agent’s internal model state. Circular
clusters from left to right show: ordered state with tightly aligned models (low T¢,), critical coordination state with moderate
variance, and disordered state with maximal model divergence (high T5). (d) Minimum thermodynamic work required to
cool system from initial temperature 77 to final temperature T>(< 7T1). Bottom axis shows temperature ratio T5/7%; top axis
shows absolute final temperature 75 assuming 77 = 1. Curve height represents work in bits. Critical temperature Tt co ~ 0.128
determines stability: systems with 75 < 7. ¢ (green region) can maintain coordination without additional energy input; systems
with T5 > Tt co (red region) require continuous resource expenditure for metastable coordination. Parameters: N = 50, K =20,
Ko = 10 bits.



The topological extension [21] of Arrow’s impossibility
theorem [20] applies when L(P) exceeds collective work-
ing memory as the systems must always make a decision.
Multi-objective optimization faces the same impossibil-
ity: no consistent aggregation of conflicting gradients ex-
ists, forcing cyclic behavior [27] analogous to voting para-
doxes. Cycling could be the least worst option among
chaotic wandering, convergence to limit cycles, or other
dynamics. The required information needed to explore
the phase space in the absence of an optimal aggregation
method exceeds system capacity.

C. Limitations

TCT is descriptive of statistical trends, and not pre-
scriptive about exact patterns. It implies that the dy-
namics are bounded, but cannot determine exact trajec-
tories due to Level II chaos. It is possible that instead
of avoiding coordination overheads, systems converge to-
wards simplification due to selection pressure for robust-
ness, generalization, or ease of transmission. However,
other selection pressures remain qualitatively similar to
coordination and most likely have their own information-
theoretical bottlenecks.

All systems which successfully survive and propagate
most likely discover workable ways around paying the
full N2d? coordination costs, such as using hierarchical
coordination protocols (Equation [9)).

Further, effective N, K, ¢, d, and utility change dy-
namically and finding them is not straightforward, which
limits the calculation of other parameters which depend
on them.

D. Suggested System Design Strategies

Systems face an irreducible trade-off between explo-
ration (scaling with N and d) and coordination costs
(scaling as N2d?). Any meta-strategy to resolve this
trade-off most likely adds an objective, worsening the
original problem. Even the minimum set of objective in-
herent in the formulation of this framework has d = 2:
exploration and coordination, as both are needed to sur-
vive environmental fluctuations. This creates the para-
dox that low N, d systems lack exploratory capacity while
high N, d systems face prohibitive coordination costs.
Further, coordination attempts push the whole problem
up one level of emergent complexity.

These results suggest that current approaches to Al
alignment, organizational management, and social coor-
dination may be fighting thermodynamics. Understand-
ing these bounds enables design improvements within
constraints rather than attempts to transcend them.
Most natural systems maintain accuracy to some extent
against coordination pressure through explicit resource
allocation or modular architectures that minimize effec-
tive IV and d at coordination boundaries, and have miti-

gation strategies to pay the hierarchical prediction errors
which emerge.

Building on Arrow’s impossibility theorem, any co-
ordination mechanism must violate at least one funda-
mental condition. Systems can restrict universal domain
by requiring single-peaked preferences, abandon Pareto
efficiency by overriding unanimous preferences, violate
independence of irrelevant alternatives (IIA) through
ranked-choice voting where additional options affect bi-
nary comparisons, or implement single-agent determi-
nation through designated decision-makers. Each vio-
lation creates a distinct coordination focal point with
compromises: domain restriction reduces expressiveness,
abandoning Pareto efficiency permits collectively subop-
timal outcomes, violating ITA enables path-dependent
outcomes through ordering effects, and single-agent de-
termination concentrates all influence in one decision
node. Rather than allowing these violations to emerge
through system failure, conscious selection enables de-
signers to match the sacrificed principle to system re-
quirements. Note that selecting which condition to vio-
late itself faces Arrow’s impossibility as there exists no
consistent meta-procedure for choosing among violation
strategies.

Further, TCT shows that systems inevitably simplify
to focal coordination points that are findable rather than
optimal. However, given the network effects of Theo-
rem 2, this could enable better design principles to work
within these constraints. The suggested minimum de-
sign protocol to capitalize on the feedback loop created
by reflexive dynamics is to ask “What is the current fo-
cal point?” at each transition which necessitates sim-
plification, as well as periodically to check for lock in
effects decoupled from environmental feedback. Main-
taining parallel hierarchies and redundant non-dominant
focal points, even if they are comparable in model com-
plexity, could enable rapid switching when the environ-
ment inevitably shifts.

E. Conclusions

We have derived fundamental bounds on multi-
objective coordination accuracy in classical multi-agent
systems from a combination of information theory, social
choice theory, and statistical mechanics. The core result
is that the information needed for coordination scales
as L(P) > NKlog K(1 — p) + (§) 42 10g(1/¢), but
every algorithm to reach an optimal solution faces Ar-
row’s Impossibility, and as the system collectively always
decides something, the selection pressure for findability
across agents far exceeds accuracy. This implies that
large systems cannot maintain accuracy across multiple
objectives.

The framework unifies diverse phenomena through fo-
cal point selection. Whether in AI alignment, organi-
zational decay, market dynamics, or scientific paradigm
shifts, the pattern is identical: systems sacrifice accu-



racy for coordination when L(P) exceeds available re-
sources. Future work will develop this framework further
and build upon domain specific applications.

For multi-agent multi-objective classical information-
processing systems, TCT suggests a universal principle:
more leads to the emergence of simplified focal points,
which is different.
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This supplementary material includes the topological
derivation of the Theorem 1 in the main text, elaborates
on the minimum description length of communication
protocols in hierarchical coordination, and details char-
acterization of Level II chaos dynamics using the bistro-
mathics (restaurant bill splitting) example.

I. SUPPLEMENTARY: TOPOLOGICAL
DERIVATION OF COORDINATION SCALING

We sketch an extension of the topology of spaces
of preferences [21] and rederive the conflict resolution
~ N2d?log(1/e) bits needed in Theorem 1 through geo-
metric reasoning.

A. Preference Spaces and Their Topology

Consider d > 2 objectives that agents must coordi-
nate over. Each agent ¢ has continuous preferences rep-
resented by a utility function u; : {1,2,...,d} = R.

The space of all possible preference orderings forms
a preference space Py. With continuous utilities, this
becomes an infinite-dimensional space that inherits non-
trivial topology even for d = 2:

e Multiple connected components corresponding to
different preference orderings

e Non-trivial fundamental group (contains cycles
that cannot be continuously deformed to a point)

e These cycles arise from the transitivity require-
ment: if A>B and B>C, then A>C must hold

The “holes” in preference space represent fundamental
conflicts where no continuous path exists between certain
preference configurations while maintaining transitivity.
These topological obstructions are what make continu-
ous, fair aggregation impossible.

Non-Contractibility: Specifically, Py contains cycles
that cannot be continuously shrunk to a point.

Ezxample for d = 2: With two objectives, say preserv-
ing wealth and seeking high returns while investing. Con-
sider evaluating three stock alternatives A, B, C. A pref-
erence cycle might be:

* latma.anand@Qrochester.edu

e A: high on safety, low on payoff
e B: medium on both objectives
e C: low on safety, high on payoff

An agent weighting safety heavily prefers A>B>C.
One weighting payoff prefers C>B>A. One weighting
both equally prefers B>A and B>C. These create cy-
cles in preference space that represent the fundamental
tradeoffs between objectives or topological “holes”. Fig-
ure [I] summarizes this.

B. Chichilnisky’s Impossibility Result

Chichilnisky considered continuous aggregation func-
tions that map N individual preferences to a collective
preference. Even with continuous (infinite) preference
options, certain fundamental conflicts cannot be resolved
without forcing compromises.

Theorem (Chichilnisky, 1980): For d > 2 objec-
tives evaluating 3 or more alternatives, and N > 2 agents,
there exists no continuous function F' : Pév — Py that
satisfies:

L. Anonymity: F(ug(1y, ... ,un) for

any permutation o

aua'(N)) = F(ula

2. Unanimity: If all u; agree on = > vy, then
F(uy,...,un) has . >y

3. Continuity: F is continuous with respect to the
natural topology

Chichilnisky’s formulation maps to Arrow’s [20] as
follows: universal domain is implicit in the topologi-
cal preference space P4, non-dictatorship is strengthened
to anonymity, Pareto efficiency is equivalent to unanim-
ity, and Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives (ITA) is
replaced by continuity. This topological reformulation
demonstrates that preference aggregation impossibility
is robust to different axiomatic choices.

C. From Topology to Information

The impossibility arises from fundamental conflicts be-
tween objectives that force compromises.

To approximate the impossible continuous map to pre-
cision €, we must specify:

Per compromise: logy(1/¢) bits to desired resolution
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Topological Obstructions in Preference Space

Preference Cycle Creates Non-Contractible Space

A=>=B=C

Topological
"Hole"
B>C >; Payoff

salient

Preference Space Has Non-Trivial Topology

= preference cycle
—— Contractible loop

-1
; 0
Obfect,'v ey 1

Sigh, ¢ 2 3 -3

Left: Preference cycles cannot be continuously deformed to a point (non-contractible)
Right: Preference space topology is equivalent to a torus - cycles around the hole cannot shrink

FIG. 1. Topological Obstructions in Preference Space. Left: Preference cycle A > B > C > A emerges when agents
evaluate options across multiple objectives. Different objectives dominate pairwise comparisons: safety considerations favor
A > B, balanced criteria prefer B > C, and payoff maximization selects C' > A. This creates a non-contractible loop around
a topological “hole” in preference space. Right: The preference space has non-trivial topology equivalent to a torus. The
blue curve shows the preference cycle that cannot be continuously deformed to a point, while the red dashed curve shows a
contractible loop. This topological obstruction shows no consistent preference aggregation exists (Chichilnisky’s extension of
Arrow’s theorem), forcing multi-objective systems to cycle rather than converge. This geometric constraint contributes to the
N2d? scaling in coordination complexity as each agent pair must reconcile incompatible preference topologies.

Per agent: Total information to navigate all compro-
mises across d objectives needs pairwise comparison to
precision e:

Ligent = (g) 10g2(1/€) = @ 10g2(1/€)

Each compromise corresponds to a pair of objectives
that cannot be simultaneously maximized, creating a
topological obstruction in preference space as shown in
Figure While continuous preferences create infinite
variations of each conflict, we count only the fundamen-
tal basis, i.e., the d(d-1)/2 pairwise conflicts from which
all higher-order conflicts arise. This represents the “ba-
sis” or the minimum spanning set for the theoretical min-
imum information required for coordination.

1. Multi-Agent Coordination Requirements

With N agents, agents must specify the raw weight
and variance of their preferences pairwise (compare to
mean and variance of the Gaussian model):

Iy = <J;]> 2d log,(1/e) = N(N — 1)d logy(1/¢) (1)

Pairwise Coordination Each pair of agents must coor-
dinate their navigation around each topological obstruc-
tion to maintain consistency (compare to off diagonal el-
ements of the covariance matrix of the Gaussian model):

Fenti = (' ) X5 toma(1/2)
= MDD o0 )

Model Complexity Term: The coordination protocol
must also specify how agents’ internal models relate, con-
tributing (same as the information-theoretical proof):

[models = NK IOgKh(p)

where K is mean model complexity and h(p) =1 — p
captures model diversity.



2. Total Information Requirement

Combining all terms:
L(P) Z Imodcls + Iwcight + Iconﬂict
= NKlog K h(p) + N(N — 1)dlog,(1/¢)
n N(N —1)d(d—-1)

1 log,(1/¢) 3)
= NKlog K h(p) + N(N2_ D) d(d; 3) log,(1/¢)

which is the same as Theorem 1 in the main paper.

D. Interpretation

The topological derivation reveals why coordination
conflict resolution requires O(N?2d?) information:

e Preference spaces contain @ fundamental ob-
structions
e Each obstruction requires log,(1/¢) bits to resolve

e N agents create (1;7 ) pairwise coordination require-

ments
e Total  scaling: (];) @ log,(1/¢) ~
O(N?d?log(1/e))

This suggests that the information-theoretic bound
in the main text reflects fundamental topological con-
straints, not algorithmic limitations. The convergence of
these independent derivations strengthens the conclusion
that coordination complexity scaling is quadratic.

II. HIERARCHICAL COORDINATION

We provide detailed analysis of the description length
of communication protocols in hierarchical structures and
show the tradeoffs involved in overcoming the N2d? scal-
ing limitation.

A. Single-Level Hierarchy

Consider N agents organized into M groups of size
N/M. Following the structure of Theorem 1, in-group
coordination requires:

2 2

Lin — Nkin log Rinh(pin>+M (N/M) w

(4)
Between or out-group coordination among M represen-
tatives requires:

2 2

Lout - MKout IOg Kouth(pout)'i‘
(5)

log(1/e)

log(1/¢)

Total description length: Ly = Liy, + Lous
If we assume the in-terms equal the out-terms, this
changes to:

Ly =(N + M)Kulog Kuh(pn)+ (6)
[N ;AiVM N M(MZ - 1)} dH(dg +3) log(1/2)

Taking %Lﬁ = 0 and assuming the second term domi-

nates communication:

9 [N? N MM-1) N2 1
— | = =— M—-==0
oM [2M 2 + 2 ] 2M?2 * 2
For reasonably large N and M:
N2 N2/3 03
_W“FM%O - MOPt:Tl/:; ~ N% (7)
Substituting back:
- - - du(d 3
L ~ N Ky log Kyh(p) + N*/? il I;+ ) (1/¢)

B. Multi-Level Hierarchy

For a complete tree with branching factor b and depth
D =log,(N), at level ¢ there are n, = N/b* nodes, each
node has internal coordination cost:

b(b — 1) du(dg + 3)

ce = bK log Kh(p) + 2 5

log(1/¢) (9)

Summing across all levels:

log, (N)—1 N
Lmulti = Z ﬁcﬁ (10)
£=0

Since agents communicate once at the base of the hi-
erarchy and then each hierarchy representatives shares
their aggregate model of the hierarchy within the con-
fines of Arrow’s impossibility, in the limit of large N the
complexity term sums to:

log,, (N)—1 B _ B 3 b2
> 47V log Kh(p) = NKlog K h(p)
{=0

(11)

with the caveat that the K is extremely likely to saturate
at the working memory capacity (B) at each boundary.

The communication term, using the geometric series
D—lp—t _ b(1-N—1) .

{=0 b—1
log, (V) -1
Z g 1 log(1/¢)
£=0
Nb2dy(d
Ml 3 1m0 - Ny



For large N:

2
b—1
1
+ ZszdH(dH + 3)log(1/e) (13)

Lmulti "%NK lOgK h(p)

This achieves O(N) for both the model and commu-
nication term, K typically saturates at working memory
capacity B, and typically dg < d . However, this analy-
sis assumes: (1) Perfect information aggregation at each
level with no loss, (2) Fixed model complexity K(~ B)
and objective count dy across hierarchical levels, (3) Zero
inter-level coordination overhead. These assumptions ef-
fectively bypass Arrow’s impossibility theorem by assum-
ing perfect preference aggregation, which is violated in
practice. Information theory requires that perfectly sum-
marizing b agents’ states into one representative requires
at least the mutual information between them, which
scales with agent model variance. Thus, while hierar-
chies can drastically reduce coordination costs, it trans-
forms the problem into information loss at boundaries,
where simplification to focal points becomes thermody-
namically necessary. The prevalence of hierarchical orga-
nization in biological systems [568] suggests it may provide
efficiency advantages that could include reduced coordi-
nation costs.

III. LEVEL II CHAOS: HOW COORDINATION
CHANGES THE SYSTEM

The restaurant bill example exhibits Level II chaos as
attempts to coordinate fundamentally alter the coordina-
tion landscape itself. We analyze this through the evolu-
tion of system states and emergent feedback loops.

A. Bistromathics as a Dynamical System

Consider the state evolution with the same 10 bits
needed per objective per agent, and 5 bits for each pair-
wise conflict resolution:

Initial State (t=0): N=6 diners, simple split assumed

e System state: So = {N = 6,d = 1,T = 0} where
everyone expects even split

e Coordination cost: L(P) =6 x 10 = 60 bits (Note:
same 10 bit model for each diner, so p — 1, but we
ignore the resulting reduction)

e Focal point: “Split evenly”

Perturbation (t=1): One diner mentions they only had
salad

e Triggers cascade: d : 1 — 4 (items, fairness, dietary
restrictions, wealth)

e New state: S; ={N =6,d=4,T =1}

4

e Coordination cost (Theorem 1): L(P) = 6 x 40 +
15 x 14 x 5 = 1,290 bits

e System now unstable: L(P) > human working
memory capacity (441 chunks or O(100) bits de-
pending on encoding [28])

Level I Response (t=2): Attempt itemized split
e 3 diners start calculating, 3 give up
o Effective IV splits: Nyctive = 3, Npassive = 3
e Creates two subsystems with different objectives
e Temperature rises: T¢, o variance(m;) increases

Level II Chaos (t=3): Coordination changes envi-
ronment

e Waiter, observing chaos, announces: “I need this
table”

e Time constraint added: 7,,,, = 5 minutes

e Someone suggests: “Salad guy pays separately, the
rest just split evenly”

e New focal point emerges from coordination failure
itself

B. Mathematical Framework for Environmental
Feedback

Unlike systems with rigid Markov blankets, coordina-
tion exhibits fluid boundaries: N changes, e.g. old diners
skip in frustration or last minute plan changes, d morphs
as new constraints emerge, e.g. “I'm gluten-free”, and
cluster membership shifts with each failed attempt. The
cycling frequency becomes non-stationary, making pre-
cise prediction impossible. This framework might be de-
veloped further in future work.

We define the system state:

S(t) = {N(t),d(t), Teo(t), K,e,E(t) }

where £(t) represents environmental conditions modified
by coordination attempts. These particular forms are se-
lected for the lower bounds while maintaining symmetry.
We assume K and ¢ are independent of time for simplic-

1ty.
Evolution Equations:
dN
o =N I[L(P) > Leriticat = M N] (14)
dd . .
i conflicts(t) — 3 - resolutions(t) (15)
dTr 1
E:WZHmi—ijQ—AT (16)
,J
d€ o
i f(coordination attempts, external pressure)
(17)
Where:



e 7n: Rate of agent dropout when coordination fails
e o, 3: Rates of objective emergence and resolution
e \: Cooling rate when coordination succeeds

e I[x]: Indicator function, is defined as:

I[z] =

1 if x is true
0 if z is false

C. Focal Point Dynamics with N and d

The selected focal point depends on the coordination
pressure. Under the optimistic assumption of linear con-
tributions and K saturating at system working memory
capacity, Kpa.x = B:

Focal Point Complexity:

Kfocal(N,d) = Bexp (—L(P))

Lcapacity
where:
L(P) =~ aN + bd* + ¢cN? 4 eN?d?

For the bistromathics example with linear approxima-
tion (coefficients can be found by comparing to Theorem

1):
e FEach additional diner: +a bits
e Each additional objective: +bd bits

e Pairwise coordination: +¢N bits per person [Dom-
inates for small d]

e Full interaction: +ed? bits per person-pair

Note: Even with optimistic linear scaling, the N2 term
dominates for N > 5, explaining why groups larger than
6 inevitably converge to “split evenly” regardless of initial
intentions.

Sample Focal Point Transitions:

For L(P) < 0.3Lcgpacity : Exact calculation
For 0.3Lcapacity < L(P) < 0.7Lcapacity : Category-based

For L(P) > 0.7Lcapacity : Equal split or separate checks

The linear model could be optimistic as it assumes:

e All agents contribute equally (ignores power dy-
namics)

e All objectives combine additively (ignores nonlin-
ear conflicts)

e Perfect information sharing (ignores communica-
tion errors)

In reality:

e Transitions occur at lower N due to communication
overhead

e Power law effects: One “difficult” person affects
system like adding 2-3 average people

e Threshold effects: System suddenly collapses
rather than gradual degradation

N\d d=1 d=2 d=3 d=4

N=2-3 Exact Exact Category Equal
N=4-5 Exact Category Equal Separate
N=6-8 Simple Equal Separate Chaos
N> 8 Equal Separate Chaos Abandon

TABLE I. Sample focal point selection in bistromathics as
function of (N,d). “Exact” = precise calculation, “Category”
= split by meal type, “Equal” = even split, “Separate” =
individual checks, “Chaos” = no consensus and restaurant
intervenes, “Abandon” = someone pays all or table walks out

D. Feedback Loops and Emergent Hierarchy

Loop 1: Complexity-Dropout Feedback
N 1= L(P) 1= dropouts 1= N |

But dropouts change group dynamics, potentially in-
creasing d.

Loop 2: Failed Coordination — Environmental
Change

e Failed split — Impatient waiter — Time pressure

e Time pressure — Forced focal point — Different
optimization landscape

e New landscape — Different coordination problem
entirely

Loop 3: Memory Effects

Bad experience = Future behavior change
= Modified pairwise model overlap (p)

Agents with shared experiences develop correlated mod-
els, leading to spontaneous symmetry breaking into dis-
tinct clusters with high intra-cluster p and low inter-
cluster p. This emergent hierarchy shifts coordination
to the inter-cluster level, e.g. “Remember last time we
tried to split precisely? Let’s never do that again”.

E. Phase Space Analysis

The system exhibits distinct regimes in (N, d, T') space:
Regime I: Simple Coordination (N < 4,d =1)



e Exact calculation feasible

e No chaos and perturbations dampen

e Example: “You had beer, I'll cover the wine”
Regime II: Metastable (4 < N <8,d=2-23)

e Coordination possible but fragile

e Small perturbations can trigger cascade

e Example: “Wait, who ordered the caviar?”
Regime III: Chaotic (N > 8 or d > 3)

e Coordination attempts modify environment

e Multiple feedback loops active

e Forced focal points:
checks”

“Split evenly” or “Separate

F. Signatures of Level II Chaos

1. Hysteresis: Once simplified (e.g., “split evenly”),
groups resist returning to precise calculation even
when N decreases

2. Punctuated Equilibria: Long periods of stable
focal points interrupted by rapid transitions when
L(P) exceeds critical threshold

3. Environmental Coupling: External factors (im-
patient waiter, closing time, social pressure) be-
come dominant when internal coordination fails

4. Emergent Constraints: New rules emerge from
failed coordination:

e “Maximum 3 cards”
e “20% gratuity added for parties of 6+”

e “Separate checks must be requested at order-

ing77
In Bistromathics, potential emergent adaptations in-
clude one diner covering the difference to avoid complex-
ity (N — 1), or in perhaps the most unfalsifiable claim in
this publication, one postdoc convincing a group of =~ 15

potentially inebriated conference attendees into calculat-
ing exactly what they owed while a very patient server
waited while the totals matched and billed everyone in-
dividually.

G. Generalization Beyond Bistromathics

This Level IT chaos appears universally in complex
adaptive systems coupled to the environment when co-
ordination requirements L(P) approach system capacity.
Near that threshold, systems enter a regime where:

e Coordination attempts change the environment,
e.g. failed bill splitting — impatient waiter

e Environmental changes force new coordination,
e.g. pressure from impatient waiter — “just split
evenly”

e These become locked in feedback loops with bidi-
rectional causation

When L(P) is sufficiently below system capacity, en-
vironment is fixed and coordination happens within it.
Above this threshold, coordination attempts and envi-
ronment co-evolve chaotically.

Examples:

e Neural networks: Failed gradient coordination
— Architecture changes

e Organizations: Failed meetings — New meeting
structures — Different coordination problems

e Markets: Failed price discovery — Trading halts
— New market rules

e Democracies: Failed multi-party coordination —
Electoral system changes

Systems don’t just optimize within fixed environments,
but optimization attempts reshape the environment it-
self, creating truly chaotic dynamics where prediction
requires modeling both system and environmental evo-
lution.
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