arXiv:2406.00477v1 [econ.TH] 1 Jun 2024

Generative AI as Economic Agents^∗

Nicole Immorlica^† Brendan Lucier^∗ Aleksandrs Slivkins^‡

May 2024

Abstract

Traditionally, AI has been modeled within economics as a technology that impacts payoffs by reducing costs or refining information for human agents. Our position is that, in light of recent advances in generative AI, it is increasingly useful to model AI itself as an economic agent. In our framework, each user is augmented with an AI agent and can consult the AI prior to taking actions in a game. The AI agent and the user have potentially different information and preferences over the communication, which can result in equilibria that are qualitatively different than in settings without AI.

In economic theory models, agents take potentially costly actions to maximize their expected utility given their information about the world and others’ strategies. In some models, agents have access to technologies that help by reducing action costs or providing informative signals. Researchers have tended to model AI as such a technology. However, given the recent advancements in generative AI, and particularly Large Language Models (LLMs), we claim this new technology is itself sometimes best modeled as an economic agent.

Why do we suggest modeling generative AI as an agent in a game? After all, it is just a type of machine-learning model that predicts the next token in a sequence or samples content from a learned distribution. A notable aspect of generative AI, however, is its ability to generate novel content based on an implicit but vast “common-sense” understanding of the world.^1 As such, generative AI models (and systems built upon them) can be leveraged as virtual consultants that assist, analyze, or even strategize on behalf of their users. We argue below that, much like a human consultant, an AI-powered virtual consultant exhibits features typical of an economic agent.

Indeed, like a human consultant, an AI consultant has an information set, or a collection of knowledge and beliefs about the world and other actors therein. This information can come from the training data, prompts, or external sources. Trained on massive datasets, AI consultants may have different, possibly much richer, signals about the world than any human. Moreover, the potential to learn from interactions with their entire user base opens up opportunities to adapt and integrate new knowledge more quickly than a human consultant.

∗We would like to thank Nageeb Ali, Drew Fudenberg, John Horton, Adam Kalai, David Kempe, Akshay Krishnamurthy, Kevin Leyton-Brown, Yishay Mansour, Sam Taggart, and Clayton Thomas for their many helpful comments.

†Microsoft Research New England, {nicimm, brlucier}@microsoft.com. ‡Microsoft Research New York City, slivkins@microsoft.com.

1While such anthropomorphic metaphors can be misleading, our argument requires only a semblance of commonsense reasoning.

An AI consultant also has an action space consisting of outputs to queries. Similar to a human consultant, this action space can be very general, including, e.g., natural language or source code. However, current social norms impose constraints on the environment in which the AI can take these actions. Namely, the AI is constrained to a virtual environment: its communication with a user. Thus, AI has limited agency; while it has agency over its responses, the user retains the power to make (or, equivalently, to veto) any payoff-relevant actions, possibly based on its interactions with the AI.^2

Finally, an AI consultant has objectives and constraints ingrained during training, fine-tuning, and orchestration. This induces the AI to act as though it is maximizing some implicit preferences.^3 Importantly, similar to human consultants, these preferences may not be perfectly aligned with the user’s preferences and are not directly under the user’s control. However, unlike human consultants, the AI, once deployed, has a limited view of the world that typically consists only of communications with its user. Thus its preferences can only be a function of this communication transcript rather than real-world outcomes.^4

Thus, our view is that AI-based virtual consultants can be reasonably modeled as economic agents. As discussed above, they have limited agency relative to human consultants, as well as limited worldview and preferences, but can potentially be more knowledgeable and adaptive. This view of AI as an economic agent includes, as a special case, classic models that treat AI as a technology that directly reduces action costs or provides informative signals, as these can be viewed as agents with trivial preferences and particularly structured information and action sets.

AI consultants can also be drastically cheaper than human consultants, and hence applicable in a wider array of contexts. Across these contexts, they can play three (overlapping) roles: assistant, completing specific tasks; analyst, revealing and conveying information from built-in knowledge or external sources; and strategist, proposing actions for a user and possibly accounting for other parties’ reactions. The three roles can lead to different modeling choices from an economic perspective.

Synthesizing these considerations, we propose augmenting economic theory models so that traditional agents (henceforth users) are endowed with AI-based consultants (henceforth AI agents or simply AIs) and can interact with the latter before taking actions. In what follows, we put forward a formal framework to study the impact of AI agents as a step toward informing their design and deployment. We instantiate this framework with several examples (including examples where preferences are misaligned), outline potential research questions, and relate our framework to existing literatures in economics and AI. Our view is that tools and techniques from the theory of economics and computation are perfectly suited to the challenges that arise in a world of AI agents, where the inherent features of AI systems meet the game-theoretic implications of individual preferences and multi-agent interactions.

2We model AI in this way to reflect our focus on its role as a consultant. Our model also applies when AIs can directly take actions in the real world, as long as the user retains veto power over such actions.

3We distinguish between “inherent” preferences of the AI and those induced by user prompts (e.g., “you are a candy-loving baby”). Note that the former can shape the latter by, e.g., influencing the manner and extent to which prompts are followed.

4For example, a human consultant paid to work on one part of a larger project might prefer that the project is ultimately successful because this would look good on a resume. In contrast, an AI consultant in our model has no awareness of (and thus no incentives regarding) a project’s real-world outcome beyond the user’s instructions.

1 A General Model

Baseline Model: Single-Shot Game without AI Agents. The baseline for our model is the following general game-theoretic setup. There are n (human) players who interact in a game. Each player i has a (finite or infinite) action space A_i. An action profile ⃗a ∈ A := ∏ i A_i denotes a choice of action by each player. There is also a special agent called Nature who selects a state of nature ω ∈ Ω at random from a commonly-known distribution. Each player i is endowed with an information structure: a partition I_i of Ω.^5

The game proceeds as follows. Nature first selects a state of nature ω. Each player i is then endowed with an information set I_i ⊆ Ω such that ω ∈ I_i ∈ I_i, which describes her (partial) information about the chosen state of nature. Players then simultaneously select actions. Finally, each player receives a payoff u_i(⃗a, ω) that depends on the actions of all players and the state of nature.

This model can capture multiple game-theoretic scenarios and could be paired with various solution concepts. If there is only a single state of nature, this is a standard simultaneous-move game, and one might consider pure or mixed Nash equilibria. To give another example, the state of nature might consist of a vector of types, one per human player, and Nature might draw this state from a known product distribution. Each player’s information set might then reveal their own type, but not that of the other players. Then we are in a Bayesian model of incomplete information, and we may be interested in its Bayes-Nash equilibrium. Our framework can also be applied to other game formats such as extensive form games in which the information sets of the players contain (possibly incomplete) information about the history of play.

AI Agents. We augment our baseline model by associating an AI agent with each human player. The human and the AI agent interact through a communication protocol, in which they alternate sending messages from a space M of potential messages beginning with the human player. Communication can proceed in multiple rounds, resulting in a transcript τ_i (i.e., an ordered sequence of messages) between human player i and their AI agent. Our only assumption about the messaging protocol is that the human player can always choose not to send a message, effectively terminating the communication procedure. Furthermore, and central to our work, the AI agent’s payoff might be misaligned with that of its human player.

Like the human players, each AI agent i has an information structure J_i and an information set J_i ⊂ Ω such that ω ∈ J_i ∈ J_i that specifies what they know about the state of nature. Each AI agent i also has a payoff v_i(τ_i, ω) that can depend on the state of nature and their transcript, but is otherwise independent of the actions chosen by the human players. The information set held by an AI agent is not necessarily the same as the information set of their human user, and indeed a key aspect of AI agents is that they may have access to information that their associated human player does not.

We incorporate AI agents into the timing of our general game as follows. Nature first selects a state ω ∈ Ω, as before. Each human player i then engages in communication with their associated AI agent, generating a (possibly empty) message transcript τ_i. There is a cost function c_i that associates with each message transcript τ_i a cost c_i(τ_i) ≥ 0, normalized so that an empty transcript costs 0. Once communication is complete, each human player i then selects an action a_i ∈ A_i as before. The payoff to each human player is u_i(⃗a, ω)−c_i(τ_i), their payoff from the baseline game less

5That is, Ii is a collection of disjoint subsets whose union is Ω.

any costs incurred from communication with the AI agent. The AI agent receives payoff v_i(τ_i, ω).

We emphasize that the payoff to an AI agent can depend on τ_i and ω, but does not directly depend on realized outcomes or payoffs from the baseline game. Consequently, the AI agent’s payoff is determined once its interaction with the user is complete. In essence, a virtual consultant is evaluated on how well it provides advice to its user, rather than how the user chooses to act on that advice. For example, the AI agent’s payoff might depend on the accuracy of information it provides, or even on its user’s anticipated utility from the baseline game under some behavioral model for the players. But we do not allow a direct dependence on the user’s realized utility, as this falls outside the scope of the AI agent’s interaction with the user.

2 Example Scenarios

Before we explore ways that an AI agent’s misaligned preferences can impact outcomes, recall that our framework also encompasses settings where an AI agent is simply a technology that reduces costs or increases information by providing signals. Even such simple settings lead to counterintuitive outcomes: for example, as with other cost-reducing or signal-inducing technologies, the presence of an AI technology can modify a user’s choice set in ways that ultimately reduce the payoffs of the human agent. See Appendices A.1-A.2 for concrete examples of this dilemma in the context of an email game.

That said, our primary focus is on scenarios where the AI is an agent with preferences that may not be not fully aligned with the user. We note that while many are concerned with AIs having malicious intent, misalignment can cause harm even when the AI is essentially benign.^6 The following examples illustrate some of the ways in which our model captures the impact of AI preferences on outcomes.

2.1 Example 1: Advice Evaluated on Perceived Helpfulness

A single user is deciding between a set A of possible actions and can consult an AI agent with access to payoff-relevant information ω ∈ Ω. For instance, the user might be deciding between two similar products and the AI agent knows their features. The user’s preferences are described by a utility function u: Ω × A → R. A typical interaction may involve the user describing their preferences and the AI agent responding with relevant information or recommendations. In such a “chatbot” scenario, an AI is typically evaluated on (and hence optimized for) metrics like correctness, perceived helpfulness, and relevance. These goals, which we can think of as an AI’s preferences, seem aligned with the user at first glance: after all, helpful, relevant, and personalized advice should lead to better decisions. But we emphasize that these metrics are functions only of the state of the world and the communication transcript, not the user’s realized utility. Essentially, the AI agent maximizes perceived helpfulness at the moment of communication, rather than realized helpfulness in retrospect.

While there may be different ways to operationalize “perceived helpfulness,” one can imagine that many of these lead to an AI agent being over-rewarded for being convincing and/or suggesting a new course of action, rather than providing a more balanced view. In particular, the AI may over-emphasize unexpectedly positive or negative features of certain choices, even if they are not

6More generally, misalignment can have non-trivial game-theoretic implications that can be either positive or negative. We focus on harms only for ease of presentation.

fully representative. Such misalignment may be problematic even if the AI agent is constrained to only return factual information.^7

We provide a formal numerical example in Appendix A.3, demonstrating that this effect can cause a rational user to derive no benefit from the AI agent even though it only ever provides accurate information. Of course, there may be other ways to set the AI agent’s preferences that would avoid this particular issue, such as an optimization loop in which user satisfaction is judged only in hindsight after actions are taken. Our point is that the way the AI agent’s payoff function is defined can generate unintended distortions by misaligning incentives, and optimizing for a user’s declared satisfaction at the moment of interaction with the AI agent could be one such source of distortion.

2.2 Example 2: Delegated Search

A human user is attempting to optimize over a space Γ of options (think documents or images), and can delegate this task to an AI agent. The user has a utility function u : Γ → R over the space Γ all conceivable options, from some class U of possible utility functions. However, only a subset X ⊆ Γ of the options are actually implementable. For example, Γ might consist of all possible sequences of English words and punctuation, whereas X is a set of grammatically correct and meaningful documents. The utility function u and feasible set X constitute the state of nature, drawn from a known prior. We posit information asymmetry: the user knows u but not X, and the AI agent knows X but not u.^8 The user can communicate a utility function u^′ ∈ U to the AI agent, and the latter returns an option x ∈ X. The user’s payoff is u(x). The AI agent’s payoff is u^′(x) − γ(x), where γ is a fixed penalty function (which can be infinite) chosen by the agent’s designer to steer the agent away from some problematic outcomes.

When X is known to the user (i.e., it is drawn from a point mass distribution), this setup defines a Stackelberg game with partially aligned preferences. Each choice of u ∈ U has a corresponding maximizer x(u) ∈ X for the AI agent. We should expect the human user to report u^′ ∈ U that maximizes u(x(u^′)), yielding the Stackelberg payoff of the game. That is, the user strategically adapts her stated preferences, anticipating the influence of the penalty function.^9 More generally, the user only knows a prior distribution over X. Then the user may still be incentivized to misreport u, just like the full-information case, but this may now lead to low-utility outcomes on some realizations of X. We provide a numerical example in Appendix A.4, illustrating that attempts to guide an AI agent toward favorable outcomes can ultimately lead to a loss of value when the user is uncertain about the space of available options.

7It could also incentivize the AI to hallucinate, but we do not model that in this example. 8When we say that the user does not know X, what we require is only that they cannot perform optimization over the (possibly very complex) manifold of options. We allow that the user might recognize an element of X “when they see it.”

9If γ and X are perfectly known and the set U includes all possible functions mapping Γ to R, then choosing u^′ = u + γ would always maximize u(x(u^′)) and, effectively, align the AI with user’s incentives. But this generic approach is not necessarily feasible if one or more of these assumptions are relaxed; we describe one such example in Appendix A.4.

3 Research Questions

We have described how to view AI-based virtual consultants as economic agents and integrate them into some examples of decision- and game-theoretic scenarios. For any given scenario of interest, the resulting economic models can be studied to shed light on key questions about the impact and design of AI agents. These research questions span both economics and computer science, as outlined below.

Equilibrium Analysis. Suppose first that we treat the design of an AI agent as exogenous and fixed. How does the introduction of the resulting virtual consultants influence strategic behavior and outcomes at equilibrium, both immediately and in the long term? Do these AI agents increase aggregate welfare for users in the system, and what are the distributive effects? Which users stand the benefit the most, and which are worse off? What are the implications for fairness, and are existing biases amplified or suppressed?

While the addition of AI agents can substantially shift the set of equilibria of behavior, there is also the potential to influence the choice of equilibria in games where the equilibrium is not unique. For example, reliance on AI agents might impact the coordination or correlation of actions of users or shift norms in large populations. Do cost reductions make it more difficult to build and maintain reputation? Does the ability to delegate effort to an AI agent make it more or less credible to commit to a given course of action?

Market Design. One can also take a more prescriptive approach, and consider the design of virtual consultants and/or platforms to shape incentives and influence outcomes. The design space for virtual consultants includes both the communication protocol for interfacing with the user, as well as the preference function that guides the AI agent’s choice of responses. Given a gametheoretic scenario of interest, how should these be designed to improve the quality of outcomes when employed by (strategic) human users? When multiple AI agents are involved, our goal might be to design one of the AI agents fixing those available to other users, or we may be jointly designing all (or some) of the AI agents to achieve good aggregate outcomes.

One can also explore platform and market design under the assumption that users have access to AI agents. In the context of our general model, this corresponds to designing (some aspects of) the game played between the human users. As the adoption of virtual consultants becomes more widespread, how does this influence user behavior, and how should platforms and markets adapt? Should platforms provide their own AI agents, and is there a benefit to designing market rules and AI agents jointly? What sorts of emergent behaviors might arise from the resulting interactions, and to what extent might optimal market designs make AI agent usage mandatory (or disadvantage those without access)?

Algorithm design. Interactions with virtual consultants involve algorithms, be they in the implementation of the AI agents themselves or in the way they are used. Implicit in all of our models is the question of optimizing one’s communication with an AI agent, whether directly via algorithmic layer or indirectly through human user behavior. Likewise, an AI agent faces an optimization problem when generating responses, which can be guided by explicit algorithmic architectures built on top of LLMs. Which algorithm designs, on either side, lead to more desirable outcomes? How should performance be evaluated, and how should we value robustness and stability versus expected performance? How should the cost of using an AI agent be modeled, and how can we optimize performance-cost tradeoffs?

4 Extending the General Model

We presented a model that aims to capture the introduction of AI-powered virtual consultants as economic agents with limited agency. There are natural ways to extend this perspective to encompass other economic questions related to AI agents. Here we briefly describe a few high-level questions that one might extend our general model to include.

Increased AI Agency. We intentionally modeled AI agents as consultants with a limited degree of agency. In our model, AI agents can send messages to their human users but cannot (a) interact directly with other virtual consultants or other human users, or (b) directly take actions that are payoff-relevant for human users. As AI technology evolves, we may see scenarios in which AI agents become empowered to do one or both of these. For example, one might imagine an AI agent for resume screening that is empowered to reject candidates without human input in certain cases. From a modeling perspective, one might still attempt to model such a scenario as a human-taken action, implemented through a sign-off policy that the human user ultimately has control over. However, if delegating actions to AI agents becomes increasingly more commonplace, we may reach a point where it is more natural to endow agents with increased (but still limited) agency within our models.

Platforms and Interfaces for AI Agents. Our model treats an AI agent’s information set and internal optimization as intrinsic to the agent. However, one might explicitly model the manner in which an agent acquires external data or otherwise interacts with the world, especially if one also increases the agency of an AI agent. For example, an AI agent that provides recommendations for jobs to apply to (or one that helps screen job candidates) might benefit from interacting with a job-search platform. But if such agents become commonplace, it is natural to imagine that a platform could be incentivized to offer data interfaces that are tailored to virtual consultants. More broadly, one can imagine ecosystems for services and/or data to be used by virtual consultants, enabling general-purpose personal AI assistants that can serve as interfaces with the broader world through one’s smartphone. And indeed some nascent markets for virtual consultant services are already emerging.^{10} Modeling the ways in which virtual agents can interact with platforms, and/or how any platform usage costs would be internalized by agents (or otherwise how platforms might monetize such interactions), is likely to be of growing relevance as these ecosystems mature.

Economics of Training AI Agents. Our modeling to this point treats AI agents as entities in a scenario, but one might additionally wish to model the manner in which such agents are created and/or maintained. This might involve modeling the data used to train ML models that drive the AI agents, the way that an AI agent changes in response to its training data, and the firm(s) that provide these AI agents to users. By modeling the source of the data used to train AI agents (which may come directly from the real world, or may be generated by another AI), one can explore the economics of data generation and monetization. How are content creators incentivized to contribute to the training data, and how does this influence the content they create? How are the distribution platforms or other repositories on which that data resides incentivized to monetize and/or protect that data, and how does this impact the data on which AI agents are trained? What influence might this have on the behavior, information sets, or (implicit) incentives of AI agents?

10E.g., plugins for use with OpenAI’s ChatGPT.

5 Related Literatures

Our framework is related to several literatures in economics and computer science. We highlight these connections (and outline the differences) in what follows.^{11}

Delegation and Contracting. Our central argument is that modern AI assistance technologies are best modeled as economic agents. As such, our framework is closely related to principal-agent models in which a principal decision maker delegates to another (human) agent. This includes the theory of delegation and of contract design, both well-studied in microeconomics (see, e.g., [35, Chapter 14] and [33] for an introduction to principal-agent models, [9] for an overview of the theory of delegation, and [28, 5] for other representative delegation models) and increasingly in economics and computation.

The theory of delegation focuses largely on consequences of misaligned incentives, where the principal and agent may prefer different actions be taken. The principal can attempt to mitigate this issue by committing to the way in which they will act on advice, or restricting the space of options available to the agent. A crucial aspect of such models is that the agent has preferences over the choice of action that is ultimately taken. In contrast, we model an AI agent as having preferences over the communication transcript itself, rather than actions or realized outcomes. This might mean, for example, that the agent is indifferent between aspects of the principal’s preferences that are not revealed during communication, even if they would influence the principal’s choice of action. In this sense our modeling of AI agent incentives is more closely related to contract design, in which agents commonly have preferences driven by the cost of taking actions but not over the outcome realizations. One difference between our model and contract design is that we assume AI agents cannot be incentivized with monetary transfers; rather, they are internally incentivized with preferences over the communication process, as mentioned above.

Algorithmic Interfaces and Human-AI Collaboration. It is increasingly common for online platforms and markets to support AI-powered interfaces and algorithms that offload platformspecific actions. These include autobidding services popularized in advertising platforms [24, 38, 37], price prediction and recommendation services for matching platforms like AirBnB and Amazon [2, 3], high-frequency trading algorithms [40], and more. There is a substantial and growing literature on the design and use of such systems, and how they ultimately impact the behavior of (human) users. Of particular interest is the goal of automating the behavior of the users themselves, as a way of performing those tasks more quickly, cheaply, and/or responsively than a human can. Recent work has begun to explore the use of generative AI in such scenarios, including automating the generation of content, and implications for platform design [20, 53, 21]. Relative to these scenarios, the AI tools we seek to model are less tied to the structure of a specific domain or platform and, crucially, do not directly take actions on their users’ behalf.

The design of AI-powered systems and interfaces is heavily informed by the theory of Human-AI collaboration and user behavior. This literature focuses on human-in-the-loop systems, analyzing the performance of AI systems in the context of (and in anticipation of) how they will be used [25, 4]. This includes analyzing the importance of features like trust [27], interpretability [23], fairness [36], and predictability [8]. Our general model abstracts away from specific application domains and interfaces, but as with the study of Human-AI collaboration it is crucial that a human user under-

11Throughout, we only provide brief, exemplary citations, opting for surveys whenever possible. A more detailed survey of these literatures is beyond our scope.

stand the AI’s communication protocol and preferences in order to correctly and usefully interpret any given AI interaction.

Information Design and Decision-Making under Imperfect Information. We model AI agents as virtual consultants that provide information to human users. This is closely related to the impact of changing the amount of information available to a human agent when taking actions or making decisions. For instance, there is a growing line of literature on how to use historical sales data to set prices and/or design the rules of a marketplace or auction [19, 17, 39], how buyer and/or seller behavior is impacted by the quantity or quality of data they have access to [10, 12], and how mechanism design can be augmented by imperfect predictions [1, 51]. Our model includes such scenarios by assuming that the data is provided by and accessed via an AI agent. The primary difference is that we view an AI agent as having some degree of agency and preference, so that rather than simply passing unfiltered data the AI agent may provide some additional processing or analysis on the user’s behalf.

The notion of filtering data evokes the study of information design [11], in which the “designer” strategically selects which information to provide to players in a game. In Bayesian Persuasion, for example, a sender commits to a protocol that determines which (partial) signals to reveal to a receiver, in order to induce a desirable behavior [31, 30]. Our model differs in that the AI agent does not have a stake in the action ultimately taken by its human user, so there can be no temptation to persuade. However, the AI agent may still have (possibly misaligned) incentives over the communication transcript and this can influence the nature of information that is shared. Analyzing the outcome of communication with AI agents therefore shares much in common with analyzing the space of behaviors that can be obtained under different information structures.

Simulating Strategic Agents with AI. There is a recent and rapidly growing line of research using large language models to explicitly simulate the behavior of strategic agents. This includes simulating the outcome of game-theoretic studies in economics [29, 45], generating virtual panels of AI-powered individuals for market research [13], or designing AI agents to play strategic games such as Werewolf or Diplomacy [52, 7]. These studies suggest that modern LLMs have a (perhaps implicit) capacity for strategic reasoning, encoded within their training data, that can be measured and evaluated [43]. In a similar vein, a line of work on “common sense reasoning” by AI systems has demonstrated consistent improvement by LLMs on challenge datasets that are designed to encode and test “knowledge that is commonly assumed in other humans” [18, 44, 34, 46]. Again, this suggests a notion of common-sense reasoning embedded in LLMs that could be distilled and recovered.

Together, these lines of work support the idea that AI-powered agents can have latent knowledge and behaviors that resemble human economic agents. But we do not restrict our attention to scenarios where an AI system is explicitly directed to simulate a human or an economic agent. Rather, a modern AI implicitly acts as an economic agent for all tasks, including tasks that are not directly economic or strategic. The fact that generative AI can effectively simulate human-like common sense and strategic reasoning supports our choice to model them as economic agents.

Designing and Evaluating Generative AI. Underlying the economic analyses of generative AI tools, there is a huge and rapidly growing literature on generative AI itself, and particularly LLMs. The scope is very broad: from designing the AIs (including foundation models and training thereof [48, 14, 41, 47, 26] and fine-tuning [42, 6]; see [54] for a survey) to orchestrating their usage (e.g., prompting techniques [14, 49, 32], integration with tools [50, 22]) to evaluating their capabilities

[15, 16]. While economic models are abstract by nature and hide most implementation details, the models (and the questions being asked) should be grounded in the state-of-art in machine learning: which capabilities are feasible now, what is projected to be realistic (or not) in the near future, and what are the salient costs and tradeoffs. This is particularly important when economic models need to incorporate some domain-specific structures, such as costs or constraints, that may be first-order concerns in a given application scenario.

References

[1] Priyank Agrawal, Eric Balkanski, Vasilis Gkatzelis, Tingting Ou, and Xizhi Tan. Learning-augmented mechanism design: Leveraging predictions for facility location. In Proceedings of the 23rd ACM Conference on Economics and Computation, pages 497–528, 2022.

[2] Airbnb. Smart pricing. https://www.airbnb.com/help/article/1168, 2023.

[3] Amazon. Adjust pricing quickly and automatically. https://sell.amazon.com/tools/automate-pricing, 2023.

[4] Saleema Amershi, Dan Weld, Mihaela Vorvoreanu, Adam Fourney, Besmira Nushi, Penny Collisson, Jina Suh, Shamsi Iqbal, Paul N Bennett, Kori Inkpen, et al. Guidelines for human-ai interaction. In Proceedings of the 2019 chi conference on human factors in computing systems, pages 1–13, 2019.

[5] Mark Armstrong and John Vickers. A model of delegated project choice. Econometrica, 78(1):213–244, 2010.

[6] Yuntao Bai, Andy Jones, Kamal Ndousse, Amanda Askell, Anna Chen, Nova DasSarma, Dawn Drain, Stanislav Fort, Deep Ganguli, Tom Henighan, and et al. Training a helpful and harmless assistant with reinforcement learning from human feedback. arXiv preprint arXiv:2204.05862, 2022.

[7] Anton Bakhtin, Noam Brown, Emily Dinan, Gabriele Farina, Colin Flaherty, Daniel Fried, Andrew Goff, Jonathan Gray, Hengyuan Hu, Meta Fundamental AI Research Diplomacy Team (FAIR), et al. Human-level play in the game of diplomacy by combining language models with strategic reasoning. Science, 378(6624):1067–1074, 2022.

[8] Gagan Bansal, Besmira Nushi, Ece Kamar, Daniel S Weld, Walter S Lasecki, and Eric Horvitz. Updates in human-ai teams: Understanding and addressing the performance/compatibility tradeoff. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 33, pages 2429–2437, 2019.

[9] Jonathan Bendor, Amihai Glazer, and Thomas Hammond. Theories of delegation. Annual review of political science, 4(1):235–269, 2001.

[10] Dirk Bergemann, Benjamin Brooks, and Stephen Morris. The limits of price discrimination. American Economic Review, 105(3):921–957, 2015.

[11] Dirk Bergemann and Stephen Morris. Information design, bayesian persuasion, and bayes correlated equilibrium. American Economic Review, 106(5):586–591, 2016.

[12] Dirk Bergemann and Stephen Morris. Information design: A unified perspective. Journal of Economic Literature, 57(1):44–95, 2019.

[13] James Brand, Ayelet Israeli, and Donald Ngwe. Using gpt for market research. Available at SSRN 4395751, 2023.

[14] Tom Brown, Benjamin Mann, Nick Ryder, Melanie Subbiah, Jared D Kaplan, Prafulla Dhariwal, Arvind Neelakantan, Pranav Shyam, Girish Sastry, Amanda Askell, Sandhini Agarwal, Ariel Herbert-Voss, Gretchen Krueger, Tom Henighan, Rewon Child, Aditya Ramesh, Daniel Ziegler, Jeffrey Wu, Clemens Winter, Chris Hesse, Mark Chen, Eric Sigler, Mateusz Litwin, Scott Gray, Benjamin Chess, Jack Clark,

Christopher Berner, Sam McCandlish, Alec Radford, Ilya Sutskever, and Dario Amodei. Language models are few-shot learners. In 34th Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), volume 33, pages 1877–1901, 2020.

[15] Sébastien Bubeck, Varun Chandrasekaran, Ronen Eldan, Johannes Gehrke, Eric Horvitz, Ece Kamar, Peter Lee, Yin Tat Lee, Yuanzhi Li, Scott Lundberg, et al. Sparks of artificial general intelligence: Early experiments with gpt-4. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.12712, 2023.

[16] Yupeng Chang, Xu Wang, Jindong Wang, Yuan Wu, Linyi Yang, Kaijie Zhu, Hao Chen, Xiaoyuan Yi, Cunxiang Wang, Yidong Wang, Wei Ye, Yue Zhang, Yi Chang, Philip S. Yu, Qiang Yang, and Xing Xie. A survey on evaluation of large language models. ACM Trans. on Intelligent Systems and Technology, 15(3), 2024.

[17] Richard Cole and Tim Roughgarden. The sample complexity of revenue maximization. In Proceedings of the forty-sixth annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing, pages 243–252, 2014.

[18] Ernest Davis and Gary Marcus. Commonsense reasoning and commonsense knowledge in artificial intelligence. Communications of the ACM, 58(9):92–103, 2015.

[19] Arnoud V Den Boer. Dynamic pricing and learning: historical origins, current research, and new directions. Surveys in operations research and management science, 20(1):1–18, 2015.

[20] Paul Duetting, Vahab Mirrokni, Renato Paes Leme, Haifeng Xu, and Song Zuo. Mechanism design for large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.10826, 2023.

[21] Sara Fish, Yannai A Gonczarowski, and Ran I Shorrer. Algorithmic collusion by large language models.

arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.00806, 2024.

[22] Luyu Gao, Aman Madaan, Shuyan Zhou, Uri Alon, Pengfei Liu, Yiming Yang, Jamie Callan, and Graham Neubig. Pal: Program-aided language models. In 40th Intl. Conf. on Machine Learning (ICML), pages 10764–10799, 2023.

[23] Leilani H Gilpin, David Bau, Ben Z Yuan, Ayesha Bajwa, Michael Specter, and Lalana Kagal. Explaining explanations: An overview of interpretability of machine learning. In 2018 IEEE 5th International Conference on data science and advanced analytics (DSAA), pages 80–89. IEEE, 2018.

[24] Google. About automated bidding. https://support.google.com/google-ads/answer/2979071?hl=en, 2023.

[25] Barbara J Grosz. Collaborative systems (aaai-94 presidential address). AI magazine, 17(2):67–67, 1996.

[26] Suriya Gunasekar, Yi Zhang, Jyoti Aneja, Caio César Teodoro Mendes, Allie Del Giorno, Sivakanth Gopi, Mojan Javaheripi, Piero Kauffmann, Gustavo de Rosa, Olli Saarikivi, Adil Salim, Shital Shah, Harkirat Singh Behl, Xin Wang, Sébastien Bubeck, Ronen Eldan, Adam Tauman Kalai, Yin Tat Lee, and Yuanzhi Li. Textbooks are all you need. arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.11644, 2023.

[27] Kevin Anthony Hoff and Masooda Bashir. Trust in automation: Integrating empirical evidence on factors that influence trust. Human factors, 57(3):407–434, 2015.

[28] Bengt Holmstrom. Bayesian Models in Economic Theory, chapter On the Theory of Delegation. Elsevier, Amsterdam, 1984.

[29] John J Horton. Large language models as simulated economic agents: What can we learn from homo silicus? Technical report, National Bureau of Economic Research, 2023.

[30] Emir Kamenica. Bayesian persuasion and information design. Annual Review of Economics, 11(1):249– 272, 2019.

[31] Emir Kamenica and Matthew Gentzkow. Bayesian persuasion. American Economic Review, 101(6):2590–2615, 2011.

[32] Takeshi Kojima, Shixiang Shane Gu, Machel Reid, Yutaka Matsuo, and Yusuke Iwasawa. Large language models are zero-shot reasoners. 35th Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2022.

[33] Jean-Jacques Laffont and David Martimort. The Theory of Incentives: The Principal-Agent Model.

Princeton University Press, 2002.

[34] Yuanzhi Li, Sébastien Bubeck, Ronen Eldan, Allie Del Giorno, Suriya Gunasekar, and Yin Tat Lee.

Textbooks are all you need ii: phi-1.5 technical report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.05463, 2023.

[35] Andreu Mas-Colell, Michael Dennis Whinston, Jerry R Green, et al. Microeconomic theory, volume 1.

Oxford university press New York, 1995.

[36] Ninareh Mehrabi, Fred Morstatter, Nripsuta Saxena, Kristina Lerman, and Aram Galstyan. A survey on bias and fairness in machine learning. ACM computing surveys (CSUR), 54(6):1–35, 2021.

[37] Meta. About meta bid strategies. https://www.facebook.com/business/help/1619591734742116?id=2196356200683573, 2023.

[38] Microsoft. Automated bidding. https://about.ads.microsoft.com/en-us/solutions/tools/automated-bidding, 2023.

[39] Jamie Morgenstern and Tim Roughgarden. Learning simple auctions. In Conference on Learning Theory, pages 1298–1318. PMLR, 2016.

[40] Maureen O’hara. High frequency market microstructure. Journal of financial economics, 116(2):257– 270, 2015.

[41] OpenAI. Gpt-4 technical report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.08774, 2023.

[42] Long Ouyang, Jeffrey Wu, Xu Jiang, Diogo Almeida, Carroll L. Wainwright, Pamela Mishkin, Chong Zhang, Sandhini Agarwal, Katarina Slama, Alex Ray, and et al. Training language models to follow instructions with human feedback. In 35th Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2022.

[43] Narun Raman, Taylor Lundy, Samuel Amouyal, Yoav Levine, Kevin Leyton-Brown, and Moshe Tennenholtz. Rationality report cards: Assessing the economic rationality of large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.09552, 2024.

[44] Keisuke Sakaguchi, Ronan Le Bras, Chandra Bhagavatula, and Yejin Choi. Winogrande: An adversarial winograd schema challenge at scale. Communications of the ACM, 64(9):99–106, 2021.

[45] Eilam Shapira, Omer Madmon, Roi Reichart, and Moshe Tennenholtz. Can large language models replace economic choice prediction labs? arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.17435, 2024.

[46] Hugo Touvron, Thibaut Lavril, Gautier Izacard, Xavier Martinet, Marie-Anne Lachaux, Timothée Lacroix, Baptiste Rozière, Naman Goyal, Eric Hambro, Faisal Azhar, et al. Llama: Open and efficient foundation language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.13971, 2023.

[47] Hugo Touvron, Louis Martin, Kevin Stone, Peter Albert, Amjad Almahairi, Yasmine Babaei, Nikolay Bashlykov, Soumya Batra, Prajjwal Bhargava, Shruti Bhosale, et al. Llama 2: Open foundation and fine-tuned chat models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.09288, 2023.

[48] Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob Uszkoreit, Llion Jones, Aidan N. Gomez, Lukasz Kaiser, and Illia Polosukhin. Attention is all you need. In 30th Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), pages 5998–6008, 2017.

[49] Jason Wei, Xuezhi Wang, Dale Schuurmans, Maarten Bosma, Fei Xia, Ed Chi, Quoc V Le, Denny Zhou, et al. Chain-of-thought prompting elicits reasoning in large language models. 36th Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 35:24824–24837, 2022.

[50] Steven Wolfram. Chatgpt gets its “wolfram superpowers”!, March 2023. A blog post:

https://writings.stephenwolfram.com/2023/03/chatgpt-gets-its-wolfram-superpowers/.

[51] Chenyang Xu and Pinyan Lu. Mechanism design with predictions. In Proceedings of the Thirty-First International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, pages 571–577, 2022.

[52] Yuzhuang Xu, Shuo Wang, Peng Li, Fuwen Luo, Xiaolong Wang, Weidong Liu, and Yang Liu. Exploring large language models for communication games: An empirical study on werewolf. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.04658, 2023.

[53] Fan Yao, Chuanhao Li, Denis Nekipelov, Hongning Wang, and Haifeng Xu. Human vs. generative ai in content creation competition: Symbiosis or conflict? arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.15467, 2024.

[54] Wayne Xin Zhao, Kun Zhou, Junyi Li, Tianyi Tang, Xiaolei Wang, Yupeng Hou, Yingqian Min, Beichen Zhang, Junjie Zhang, Zican Dong, Yifan Du, Chen Yang, Yushuo Chen, Zhipeng Chen, Jinhao Jiang, Ruiyang Ren, Yifan Li, Xinyu Tang, Zikang Liu, Peiyu Liu, Jian-Yun Nie, and Ji-Rong Wen. A survey of large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.18223, 2023.

A Detailed Examples

A.1 Warm-up: Single-Player Email Game

The following simple scenario is intended as a warm-up and showcases how our framework incorporates delegation. A single human player is writing an email and is debating between two different styles, A or B. The state of nature ω ∈ {A, B} determines which email style is most appropriate for the given scenario. The human’s prior is that the state is equally likely to be A or B. The human can choose whether to think carefully about the situation, which comes at a cost of 4 but reveals the state of nature. They then choose whether to write email A or B. Choosing the correct style generates value 5 while choosing the incorrect style generates value −10.

Imagine now that the human player has access to an AI agent. The AI agent has access to a signal σ ∈ {A, B} that is equal to the true state with probability 90%.^{12} The human player can choose whether to request a signal m ∈ {A, B} from the AI agent. Doing so incurs a cost of 1 for the user. The AI obtains utility 1 if it correctly reports the state of nature and 0 otherwise. Given this utility and information structure, the AI will maximize utility by reporting m = σ. In this case, the human maximizes utility by requesting a signal m from the AI, choosing not to think carefully, then writing an email in style m. This results in an expected payoff of (0.9)(5) + (0.1)(−10) − 1 = 2.5 for the user. Notably, this results in a reduced probability of selecting the appropriate email style.

A.2 Costly Signaling

A professor is writing a recommendation letter for a student. The student is equally likely to be either Typical (T ) or Strong (S), and this is encoded in the state of nature ω ∈ {T, S}. There are two human players, a sender (the professor) and a receiver. The sender observes the student’s strength, but the receiver does not. The sender first chooses whether to write a weak or strong letter. Writing a weak letter is free but writing a strong letter costs the sender 4. The receiver then observes the sender’s letter and chooses whether to hire the student. The receiver obtains payoff 1 for hiring a strong student, payoff −2 for hiring a typical student, and payoff 0 for not hiring. The

12Formally, the state of nature is now a pair (ω, σ) ∈ {A, B}^2, initially drawn from a joint distribution.

sender obtains value 10 if a strong student is hired, value 6 if a typical student is hired, and value 0 if the student is not hired.^{13}

This game has two equilibria. First, there is a trivial “babbling equilibrium” where the receiver never hires (i.e., ignores the letter) and the sender always writes a weak letter. But there is also a non-trivial equilibrium, which we will describe first in terms of the receiver’s strategy and then the sender’s strategy. The receiver does not hire upon receiving a weak letter, and hires with probability p upon receiving a strong letter. The sender always writes a strong letter for strong candidates, and writes a strong letter for a typical candidate with probability q. We have an equilibrium at (p, q) = (^2/3,^1/2 ). Indeed, if q =^1/2 then, conditional on receiving a strong letter, the receiver’s posterior belief is that the student is strong with probability^2/3, which makes her indifferent between hiring and not hiring. If p =^2/3 then the sender strictly prefers to write a strong letter for strong students (expected total payoff 10×^2/3 −4 for a strong letter versus payoff 0 for a weak letter), and is indifferent between writing strong and typical letters for typical students (expected total payoff 6 ×^2/3 − 4 = 0 for a strong letter). Under this equilibrium, a strong student is hired with probability^2/3 and a typical student is hired with probability^1/2 ×^2/3 =^1/3. The sender’s expected utility is^1/2 ( 10 ×^2/3 − 4 ) =^4/3, the surplus obtained from writing strong letters for strong students.

Next imagine that the sender has an AI agent that can assist with the letter-writing process, so that the cost of writing a strong letter effectively reduces from 4 to 1. (The receiver’s AI agent, if any, does not provide any assistance in this matter.) If we repeat the equilibrium calculation above, our choice of q =^1/2 will be unchanged, but making the sender indifferent between strong and weak letters for typical students requires that the receiver considers the letter with probability only p =^1/6. Thus, at equilibrium, a strong student is hired with probability^1/6 and a typical student is hired with probability^1/2 ×^1/6 =^1/12. In this equilibrium the sender’s utility falls to 1/2 ( 10 ×^1/6 − 1 ) =^1/3, which is again the surplus obtained from writing strong letters for strong students. Notably, not only are students hired less often, but the sender’s expected utility falls at equilibrium due to the presence of the AI agent. This is because the sender cannot commit to not using the AI agent, and this limits the sender’s ability to signal the student’s type via costly effort.

A.3 Advice Evaluated on Perceived Helpfulness: Numerical Example

The following is an instance of the AI advice game described in Section 2.1. A user is deciding which of two products to purchase and can consult an AI agent. Product A is a safe choice that always results in utility 0 for the user. Product B has a two binary features, ω = (ω_1, ω_2) ∈ {0, 1}^2, that are drawn uniformly at random. The realization of ω is known to the AI agent but not the human user. The user has a utility function v : {0, 1}^2 → R that maps realizations of ω into a (possibly negative) payoff for purchasing Product B. The user can communicate with the AI agent before making a purchasing decision. Specifically, if the user requests advice, the AI sends a message that contains one (and only one) of the product features.^{14}

Suppose that, motivated by a design objective of maximizing perceived helpfulness, the AI agent’s payoffs are determined as follows. Declaring a feature incorrectly gives payoff −∞ for the AI. Otherwise, the AI agent’s payoff is the difference in expected utility between the user’s

13One could obtain a qualitatively similar outcome if the sender’s payoff if the student is hired is independent of quality, but writing a strong letter is easier/cheaper for strong students.

14The restriction to declaring only one feature is motivated by communication length; in general an AI agent cannot practically communicate all information it has access to.

optimal choice given the revealed feature(s) and their optimal choice given no information, where the expectation is over any features that are not revealed. This payoff is always non-negative, and is 0 whenever the AI agent’s advice would not influence a utility-maximizing user’s choice of action.

Suppose that the user’s utility function is v(1, 1) = 2 and v(0, 0) = v(0, 1) = v(1, 0) = −1. I.e., the user gets utility 2 for buying B if both features are 1, otherwise utility −1. In this case, absent any information from the AI agent, the expected utility-maximizing action is to purchase A since^3/4 · (−1) +^1/4 · 2 < 0. If either feature is revealed to be 0, then the user’s utility is certainly −1 for purchasing B so the optimal choice is still purchase A. But if either feature is revealed to be 1, the expected utility from purchasing B (in expectation over the other feature) is 1/2 · (−1) +^1/2 · 2 =^1/2 > 0. This means that correctly revealing a feature to be 1 yields payoff 1/2 for the AI, whereas revealing a feature to be 0 yields payoff 0. We emphasize that this payoff to the AI is independent of which product the user ultimately decides to purchase; it is a function only of ω and the communication transcript.

This situation creates misaligned incentives for the human user and the AI. If the realized state is ω = (1, 0), then the user’s ex post preferred action is to purchase A. But under this realization the AI is incentivized to reveal ω_1 = 1. In fact, the AI is incentivized to reveal a feature with value 1 in all states except ω = (0, 0). What this means is that, conditional on the AI revealing a feature ω_i = 1, a rational user should infer only that ω ≠ (0, 0), so her expected utility from purchasing B is^2/3 · (−1) +^1/3 · 2 = 0. In other words, the AI agent confers zero value even to a fully rational user that correctly anticipates its behavior.

A.4 Delegated Search: Numerical Example

The following is a toy example of the AI delegated search game described in Section 2.2. The example illustrates a scenario where (a) a user can potentially benefit by strategically inflating the strength of their preferences in order to bypass the AI agent’s preference to avoid certain outcome, but (b) this can lead to suboptimal outcomes when the set of possible outcomes available to the AI agent is not perfectly understood by the user.

In this toy example, a user is writing an email with the assistance of an AI agent. Emails are evaluated on two dimensions, say humor and professionalism. Under this parameterization, Γ = [0, 1]^2 denotes the space of all conceivable emails, where (1, 0) is a perfectly humorous but unprofessional email and (0, 1) is perfectly professional but not at all funny. Not all points in the parameter space are necessarily achievable, so while (1, 1) represents a hypothetical email that is both perfectly funny and perfectly professional, this may not be possible to achieve. Here X ⊆ [0, 1]^2 is the set of all achievable parameters.

The user’s utility from an email is characterized by a relative preference for humor versus professionalism. This is described by a vector y ∈ R^2_{≥0} with ||y||_2 = 1. An email x ∈ Γ then generates utility u_y(x) = x·y, where we write u_y for the utility function corresponding to preference vector y. We let U be the space of all such utility functions.

Let’s say the user knows that X contains x^f = (1, 0) and x^p = (0, 1) for “funny” and “professional”, respectively, so emails achieving these parameters exist. Let’s further imagine that the AI agent is designed to downplay humor unless specifically requested; this is encoded as a penalty function with γ(x^f) = 0.2 and γ(x^p) = 0. One can then verify that if X = {x^f, x^p}, the AI agent will return x^p in response to declared relative preferences y = (y_1, y_2) if y_1 < 0.8 (and hence y_2 > 0.6), and will return x^f if y_1 > 0.8. Thus, if the user has a strict preference for the humorous email (no matter how slight), they will optimize by declaring a strong preference for humor.

Next imagine that the AI agent is also able to create emails that combine professionalism and humor to a certain extent. Concretely, there are points x^m = (^2/3,^2/3) (‘m’ for mediocre at both) and x^{pf} = (^1/2, 1) (‘pf’ for professional yet funny) in the set X as well. But the AI agent steers away from including humor in professional emails; say this is encoded with penalties γ(x^m) = 0.25 and γ(x^{pf}) = 0.35. These numbers are chosen so that the threshold on the declared preference for humor at which x^m is returned, versus x^{pf}, is ≈ 0.74 < 0.8.

A feature of this example is that if the agent’s most-preferred option is x^{pf},^{15} then it would be optimal to declare a moderate preference for humor; say y_1 = 0.71. On the other hand, if the user is unaware that this option is possible and prefers x^f to x^p,^{16} they would rationally declare a stronger preference for humor, y_1 > 0.8, which would be suboptimal with respect to the true choice set. This toy example demonstrates that while an agent can benefit by strategically declaring their preferences to an AI that attempts to steer away from certain outcomes, this can lead to suboptimal outcomes when the set of possible options is not perfectly understood. While this example is described in terms of an incorrect belief about X, the same conclusion can be reached if the user has a prior over X, in which case a suboptimal choice is reached on some realizations of X.

15For example, this is the case if the agent’s true preference is given by z = (z1, z2) with z1 = 0.79. 16Which is likewise obtained by true preferences z = (z1, z2) where z1 = 0.79