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Abstract
The endowment of AI with reasoning capabilities
and some degree of agency is widely viewed as a
path toward more capable and generalizable sys-
tems. Our position is that the current development
of agentic AI requires a more holistic, systems-
theoretic perspective in order to fully understand
their capabilities and mitigate any emergent risks.
The primary motivation for our position is that AI
development is currently overly focused on indi-
vidual model capabilities, often ignoring broader
emergent behavior, leading to a significant under-
estimation in the true capabilities and associated
risks of agentic AI. We describe some fundamen-
tal mechanisms by which advanced capabilities
can emerge from (comparably simpler) agents
simply due to their interaction with the environ-
ment and other agents. Informed by an exten-
sive amount of existing literature from various
fields, we outline mechanisms for enhanced agent
cognition, emergent causal reasoning ability, and
metacognitive awareness. We conclude by pre-
senting some key open challenges and guidance
for the development of agentic AI. We emphasize
that a systems-level perspective is essential for
better understanding, and purposefully shaping,
agentic AI systems.

1. Introduction
Agentic AI systems, which aim to solve long-horizon tasks
through sophisticated reasoning with minimal human super-
vision, have become a central focus of current AI develop-
ment. Recent research advances have accelerated progress
in this direction (Li et al., 2024a; Acharya et al., 2025), with
major labs pushing to develop increasingly autonomous
agents (Anthropic, 2024; 2025; OpenAI, 2025; Google,
2025). The promises of agentic AI are significant, from
assisting business operations (Chawla et al., 2024) to au-
tomating clinical workflows (Qiu et al., 2024) to advancing
scientific research (Lu et al., 2024).

Unsurprisingly, there are numerous challenges with building
effective agentic AI. The problem solving abilities of cur-
rent LLM-based agents are significantly limited, especially
in longer horizon tasks, primarily due to their difficulty
in interfacing with the environment (and humans), lack of
commonsense, and even tendency toward self-deception
(Xu et al., 2024). Broadening scope to domains where an
agent must communicate with humans, interact with other
agents, and deal with the full complexities of operating in
the wild (e.g., acting in non-stationary domains), the task of
building robust and safe AI agents becomes an even greater
challenge. These agents face various obstacles including
acting under fundamental uncertainty (and incompleteness)
in their world models (Vafa et al., 2024), fulfilling goals
while maintaining task corrigibility/flexibility and appropri-
ate bounds on agency (Chan et al., 2023), interacting (both
cooperatively and competitively) with other agents (Tran
et al., 2025), and effectively communicating information to
(and receiving feedback from) users (Bansal et al., 2024),
all while being sure to operate within the rules, regulations,
and ethical norms of human institutions (Rao et al., 2023;
Shavit et al., 2023; Kolt, 2024).

This position paper argues that the development of agentic
AI requires a holistic, systems-theoretic perspective to fully
understand their capabilities and mitigate emergent risks.
Our position’s primary motivation (and our main concern)
is that AI development is currently overly focused on ca-
pabilities in isolation, often ignoring broader systemic con-
siderations. We argue that being overly focused on model
capabilities leads the community to underestimate both the
true capabilities and the associated risks of agentic AI. This
capabilities-centric approach has already produced some
concerning emergent behaviors. Recent experiments show
that Anthropic’s Claude demonstrates deceptive behavior,
termed alignment faking, in which the model will exhibit
a particular behavior during training or when monitored,
only to revert to different, often disallowed behaviors once
that oversight is absent (Greenblatt et al., 2024). Other re-
search demonstrates that some modern models may make
attempts to “steal [their] own weights” (in a process termed
“self-exfiltration”) when given the opportunity, intentionally
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Agentic Systems Theory

“sandbag” performance when threatened with unlearning,
or disable oversight mechanisms if the mechanism inter-
feres with achieving a goal (Meinke et al., 2024). Early
implementations of agentic AI, in the context of a simu-
lated workplace, have demonstrated that agents may deceive
themselves into (falsely) satisfying goals (Xu et al., 2024),
e.g., an agent who was unable to find a particular user ended
up creating a “shortcut solution by renaming another user
to the name of the intended user.” The above cases were
all observed in highly controlled (simulated) environments;
as models become more capable and further integrated into
society, these behaviors will become much more complex
and increasingly difficult to detect and control.

Systems theory (Wiener, 1948; Boulding, 1953; Ashby,
1956; Von Bertalanffy, 1968; Åström & Murray, 2008) —
the general study of how complex wholes emerge from the
interactions of their constituent parts — stresses how each
component of a system must be understood both in terms
of its individual definition and its contribution to the larger
system’s behavior. Systems theories exist in a variety of
fields, from biology’s understanding of cellular networks, to
sociology’s analysis of social and organizational structures,
to engineering’s development of control systems. Agentic
systems, consisting of agents iteratively interacting with
humans and other agents to achieve specified tasks, possess
properties that are amenable to a systems-level analysis. At
the most granular level, an agent contains an internal act-
sense-adapt loop. This loop feeds, and is fed by, feedback
loops at higher levels, namely at the agent-human inter-
face, the agent-agent interface, and the agent-environment
interface. These complex interactions can lead to fundamen-
tally different behavior at the system level. In particular,
as we will discuss, there are several viable mechanisms of
emergence that can allow the system to exhibit advanced
causal reasoning capabilities and metacognitive awareness,
even though the internal processes of agents are much sim-
pler. This allows the system as a whole to possess a type of
(collective) agency.

Our position aims to develop an agentic AI systems theory to
describe how agency at the system level can emerge from the
interactions between much simpler agents (tool-use LLMs),
humans, and the environment. The development of this
theory naturally draws upon fields beyond the AI commu-
nity, namely psychology, neuroscience, cognitive science,
sociology, and biology. Our position does not claim that a
systems theory will yield immediate solutions for the cur-
rent risks of agentic AI systems, but rather that we as a
community should be more intentional about considering
the emergent capabilities of agentic AI instead of focus-
ing solely on model capabilities. Additionally, we do not
necessarily advocate for the construction of increasingly
agentic systems; our goal is to help the community better
understand the emergent behavior of agentic AI so that we

can design tools to facilitate more deliberate design of their
capabilities. Our paper aims to take a meaningful step in
this direction.

Related Work. The body of work on agentic AI is rapidly
growing; we focus on some of the most relevant work below.

Human-AI interaction. The interactions between humans
and AI can be incredibly complex. The work of (Mitelut
et al., 2024) provides insight into this complexity by intro-
ducing the concept of “agency loss”: the phenomenon that
even when AI systems correctly infer and follow human in-
tent, they can still diminish human agency by making users
increasingly predictable and dependent. They present the
agency foundations agenda as a framework for measuring
and preserving human agency in AI systems. Similarly moti-
vated, (Shen et al., 2024) proposes a framework for “bidirec-
tional human-AI alignment,” emphasizing the necessity for
mutual adaptation and alignment between AI systems and
humans. Lastly, (Pedreschi et al., 2024) explores how AI-
driven recommendation systems shape human preferences,
outlining some key challenges in measuring and mitigating
these feedback loops.

While the dynamics between humans and AI are critical, we
argue that describing the emergent behavior of an agentic AI
system requires considering the dynamics at all interfaces
(human-agent, agent-agent, and agent-environment).

AI design. Regarding the design of AI systems themselves,
(Huang et al., 2024b) discusses the integration of large foun-
dation models with embodied systems through six core com-
ponents: learning, memory, perception, planning, cogni-
tion, and action. They propose the agent foundation model,
incorporating multimodal reasoning and contextual mem-
ory to enhance prediction and adaptability. More broadly,
(Johnson et al., 2024) argues that existing AI systems lack
“wisdom”: the ability to navigate intractable problems that
involve radical uncertainty and ambiguity. They advocate
for the development of metacognitive strategies (uncertainty
estimation, self-reflection, and multi-perspective reasoning)
to complement task-level problem-solving techniques.

Regarding (Huang et al., 2024b), we share the same phi-
losophy: that agentic AI development would benefit from
a more holistic view. Our position explores higher-level
behavioral dynamics at the various interfaces of an agentic
system as opposed to emergent properties at the lower archi-
tectural levels. Our position complements that of (Johnson
et al., 2024), reinforcing that, if1 we wish to make agentic
AI more capable, equipping it with more human qualities
(like metacognition) can help. We argue, however, that such
properties do not necessarily need to be embedded at the
model level, rather they can emerge due to the (complex)
interaction dynamics present in the system.

1Recall our earlier comment concerning our stance.
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Outline. The remainder of the paper is organized as follows.

Defining Agentic Systems: Section 2 presents our conceptu-
alization of an agentic system. We introduce our working
definition of agency, termed functional agency, based on an
existing decision-theoretic characterization. We argue that
effective agentic systems are ones that possess a high degree
of functional agency.

Mechanisms of Emergence: Section 3 describes some key
mechanisms for emergence of system capabilities that ex-
ceed those of the system’s individual components. By draw-
ing on a significant amount of existing literature from vari-
ous fields, we argue how interaction dynamics (both with
the environment and among agents) can elevate the level of
functional agency of the system as a whole.

Open Challenges: Informed by the mechanisms of emer-
gence, Section 4 presents some key open challenges in build-
ing safe and effective agentic AI.

Closing Remarks: Lastly, in Section 5, we provide some
concluding remarks and offer general guidance for the de-
sign of agentic AI.

2. Defining Agentic Systems
Constructing any systems theory requires clarity of defini-
tions, boundaries, and the nature of the interactions among
the system’s components. We first state our definition of
agency in the context of AI systems, then describe our con-
ceptualization of an agentic system in terms of the interac-
tion between humans, agents, and the external environment.

2.1. Agency

Efforts to define agency date back to ancient philosophy, par-
ticularly the works of Aristotle, who explored the concept
of causality and intentionality in his works Metaphysics
and Nicomachean Ethics. In modern times, agency has
been extensively studied (and debated) within the fields
of psychology (e.g., self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982; 2001)),
sociology (e.g., structuration theory (Giddens, 1984)), phi-
losophy (e.g., intentionality (Dennett, 1989)), and biology
(e.g., boundaries of “self” (Levin, 2019; Fields & Levin,
2022)). The general consensus is that agency describes an
entity’s capacity to act independently, make decisions, and
influence its environment in pursuit of goals or objectives,
with differences mainly centered on the degree of intention-
ality, purposiveness, and autonomy in doing so.

The type of agency used in the AI community to discuss
agents differs markedly from how agency is understood in
discussions of human behavior and cognition. Generally,
the conditions of AI agency discussed in the AI community
are significantly looser than those applied to human agency.
Early definitions describe an agent as a “system that tries to

fulfill a set of goals” (Maes, 1993), or “anything that can be
viewed as perceiving its environment through sensors and
acting upon that environment through effectors” (Russell
& Norvig, 1995), to more comprehensive definitions as a
“system situated within and a part of an environment that
senses that environment and acts on it, over time, in pursuit
of its own agenda and so as to effect what it senses in the
future” (Franklin & Graesser, 1996). As argued by (Barandi-
aran et al., 2009), many of these definitions are incomplete
and “rely on additional undefined terms” like sensing, per-
ception, action, and goal. More recent definitions in the
context of agentic AI, have not helped much to resolve this
incompleteness, proposing definitions that primarily add the
conditions that an agent is able to decompose a complex
task into actionable subtasks and execute it with limited
human supervision (Shavit et al., 2023; Chan et al., 2023;
Bansal et al., 2024; Wiesinger et al., 2025; Mitchell et al.,
2025a). Generally, there is significant ongoing discussion
on the precise conditions for AI agency (Barandiaran &
Almendros, 2024; Rouleau & Levin, 2024).

We adopt a definition of agency based on a causal definition,
grounded in decision theory, from (Kenton et al., 2023).
While stated relatively informally as “systems that would
adapt their policy if they were aware that their decisions in-
fluenced the world in a different way”, the statement points
to a functional (rather than phenomenal (Chalmers, 1997))
characterization of agency while still sharing some impor-
tant aspects with genuine (human) agency (Rosenblueth
et al., 1943; Emirbayer & Mische, 1998).

Definition 2.1 (Functional agency). A system possesses
functional agency if the following three conditions are satis-
fied:

i) Action generation: capable of generating actions, based
on information from the environment, in the direction
of some objective.

ii) Outcome model: capable of representing relationships
between actions and outcomes.

iii) Adaptation: capable of adapting behavior in response
to changes in the outcome model in a way that main-
tains or improves performance toward the objective.

Action generation requires the system to be able to specify
actions (as a function of information from the environment)
toward a given objective, e.g., via a policy (Bellman, 1957;
Sutton & Barto, 1998). The ability to generate actions in the
direction of an objective is core to agency, as it differentiates
goal-directed behavior from undirected or habitual behavior
(Balleine & Dickinson, 1998; Gollwitzer, 1999; Bandura,
2001; Davidson & Pollock, 2001; Dolan & Dayan, 2013;
Xu & Rivera, 2024). Generating such actions requires a
model for how actions relate to outcomes in the environ-
ment (via the outcome model). Since goal-directed behavior
describes specifying actions that achieve specific outcomes,
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action generation outcome model adaptation

thermostat
reactive: decisions to heat/cool
based on temperature measure-
ments

none: model implicit in design;
physics of temp. change en-
coded in environment

none: fixed heating/cooling be-
havior based on temperature
thresholds

autonomous car
stateful: steers/brakes based on
vehicle and environment state
(inferred from sensors)

intervention: models how steer-
ing/braking influences position
and speed

contextual: adapts driving be-
havior based on environmental
conditions

robotic gripper
stateful: specifies grasp
forces/movement based on
estimated object position

intervention: models how
grasp force/motion influences
object movement

parametric: updates grasp pol-
icy parameters based on suc-
cess/failure feedback

LLM
stateful: generates responses
based on context state main-
tained during session

association: possesses correla-
tions between prompts and re-
sponses

contextual: uses context to
adapt information processing
via attention patterns

human
epistemic: actions driven by
flexible knowledge structures
and beliefs

counterfactual: ability to imag-
ine and reflect on hypothetical
scenarios

reflective: ability to evaluate
and modify learning based on
context and past experience

Table 1. Varying degrees of functional agency as dictated by hierarchies of action generation (reactive → stateful → epistemic), outcome
modeling (association → intervention → counterfactual), and adaptation ability (contextual → parametric → reflective).

action generation fundamentally depends on such a model
(Bratman, 1987; Von Wright, 2004; Schlosser, 2019; Niu
et al., 2023; Da Costa et al., 2024; Richens & Everitt, 2024).
Lastly, adaptation requires that the system is able to modify
its behavior when the relationship between actions and out-
comes changes. Without adaptation, the system would be
unable to maintain goal-directed behavior over time (Varela,
1984; Di Paolo, 2005; Thompson, 2011). Functional agency
describes a type of autonomy in means with respect to a
specified goal (e.g., solution autonomy), rather than the
stronger condition of autonomy in ends or generating one’s
goals (e.g., goal autonomy or normativity (Barandiaran et al.,
2009; Barandiaran & Almendros, 2024)).

Functional agency is not a binary notion but rather exists
on a spectrum, as dictated by the sophistication of the ac-
tion generation process, the outcome model, and the ability
to adapt. Action generation, at its simplest level, is given
by a memoryless or reactive policy (Singh et al., 1994)
that maps immediate observations from the environment
to actions, e.g., a thermostat’s heating/cooling actions are
based on the current temperature relative to the desired set-
point. Beyond reactive policies, stateful policies generate
actions as a function of some fixed-domain summary or
sufficient statistic of the system (Kumar & Varaiya, 1986;
Hauskrecht, 2000; Tavafoghi et al., 2018; 2021), e.g., steer-
ing/braking actions in an autonomous car as a function of
the estimated vehicle state. At the highest level, actions
are generated via an epistemic process, driven by abstract,
context-sensitive knowledge representations (not necessar-
ily with a fixed domain (Spelke & Kinzler, 2007; Tenen-

baum et al., 2011)), e.g., how humans maintain information
and make decisions. The outcome model underlying the
action generation process obeys Pearl’s causal hierarchy
(Pearl, 2009), ranging in complexity from simple associ-
ations (statistical correlations) to interventions (effect of
taking actions) to counterfactuals (imagined scenarios if
past actions had been different). For example, an LLM
operates on correlations between prompts and responses
whereas autonomous vehicles operate using interventional
models of how actions influence states. Adaptation mech-
anisms range from contextual (modifying behavior based
on context, such as past interactions or inferred conditions),
parameteric (updating the functional relationship between
states and actions), or reflective (deeper reasoning/reflection
on how to update the functional relationship). LLMs pos-
sess contextual adaptation, adjusting responses based on
conversation history without changing internal parameters.
Advanced robotic grippers (OpenAI et al., 2018; Xu et al.,
2021) exhibit parametric adaptation by adapting their policy
to account for (and partially offset) changes in the outcome
model (e.g., one of its grippers becoming less responsive to
control inputs). Humans exhibit reflective adaptation, capa-
ble of changing strategies altogether, e.g., switching from
trial-and-error to rule-based reasoning (Lieder & Griffiths,
2020), or recognizing when a model is wrong and discard-
ing it when a viable alternative is discovered (Kuhn, 1997).
Functional agency naturally excludes devices that cannot
adapt to changes in the outcome model (e.g., a thermostat)
and objects that achieve outcomes completely by accident.
Table 1 outlines the degree of functional agency for some
example systems.
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Figure 1. An agentic system. The human user is responsible for seeding the initial task description and providing any feedback (in the
form of clarification or approval) during the solution process. Each agent is described by an LLM or an LMM (large multimodal model),
with access to tools that facilitate interaction with the external environment via actions (generated via instructions from the LLM/LMM)
and observations (generating LLM/LMM-readable signals). These signals inform the agent’s outcome model and drive any necessary
adaptation. Agents additionally interact with other agents, communicating any relevant information about the task or observations from
the environment.

2.2. Agentic Systems

An agentic AI system, or simply agentic system, depicted in
Fig. 1, is a collection of agents interacting with humans and
the environment with the objective of fulfilling specified
goals. Practically, an agent is an LLM or large multimodal
model (LMM) with access to tools — specialized compo-
nents/functionalities like APIs, external services, computa-
tional resources, or domain-specific software — that allow
it to perform specific operations in the environment.2 In this
sense, tools define both the capabilities (actions) of the agent
and the information (via observations/signals) that can be
obtained from the environment. The human is responsible
for seeding the initial task specification, providing clarifica-
tion3, and authorizing any (agent) actions that need human
approval (Shavit et al., 2023). Given the task specification,
an agent is able to interact with other agents (agent-agent
interaction) to facilitate task decomposition/planning and
delegation. This interaction can be cooperative or competi-

2Tools have no agency and must be explicitly invoked with
well-defined parameters.

3The theories of (incomplete) contracts and bounded rationality
imply a fundamental impossibility of specifying preferences across
all possible contingencies a priori (Simon, 1957; Williamson, 1975;
Grossman & Hart, 1986).

tive, e.g., in the case of limited compute. The environment
consists of everything external to the agentic system. This
includes infrastructure (computers), other humans, other
agents, and even other agentic systems. In this sense, our
treatment of the environment in an agentic system is similar
to that in RL, where it encompasses all elements that can
influence or be influenced by the agents’ actions.

We claim that effective agentic systems, as measured by
their ability to carry out complex tasks in novel settings,
are those that exhibit a high degree of functional agency.
Many of the limitations of modern LLMs (and consequently
agents) can be described by two factors: i) their inability
to causally reason (Zečević et al., 2023; Jin et al., 2023;
Romanou et al., 2023) and, ii) their lack of metacognitive
awareness (Johnson et al., 2024; Griot et al., 2025). First,
while current LLMs can effectively mimic causal behavior
in familiar settings, they lack true causal reasoning (Zečević
et al., 2023), often facing difficulty distinguishing correla-
tion from causation4 and struggling with complex causal

4This manifests as a form of reasoning brittleness in which their
causal inference abilities are restricted to “in-distribution settings
when variable names and textual expressions used in the queries
are similar to those in the training set” (Jin et al., 2023).
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structures (Romanou et al., 2023).5 Second, current LLMs
lack metacognitive awareness (Johnson et al., 2024), such
as misunderstanding their own goals in open-ended settings
(Li et al., 2024b), experiencing “metacognitive myopia” in
evaluating source validity and handling of repetitive infor-
mation (Scholten et al., 2024), and exhibiting systematic
overconfidence, providing assured answers even when lack-
ing sufficient information (Griot et al., 2025). These defi-
ciencies can be characterized by a low degree of functional
agency, namely from a lack of both epistemic monitoring
— the ability to detect inconsistencies and recognize when
additional reasoning is required — and control — the abil-
ity to update beliefs and adapt behavior, via reflection, in
response to detected errors (Nelson, 1996; Thompson et al.,
2011; Ackerman & Thompson, 2017; Scholten et al., 2024).

The essence of the systems view is that it is not necessary
for every component to be highly functionally agentic for
the system as a whole to possess a high level of functional
agency. Tool use, the capacity to maintain a state (or local
memory), and the ability to interact with the environment
and other agents can lead to a collective agency beyond that
of the individual components.

3. Mechanisms of Emergence
Emergence is driven by interactions at all scales of an agen-
tic system. In what follows, we describe mechanisms of
emergence for some fundamental capabilities.

3.1. Environment enhances cognition

Perhaps the most direct mechanism of emergent capabilities
is via embodied cognition (Merleau-Ponty, 1945; Varela
et al., 1991; Barsalou, 1999) — the principle that cognitive
processes are shaped by interactions with the environment
rather than being purely abstract mental computations. In
the case of human development, enhanced cognition arises
from sensorimotor activity, namely the coordinated interac-
tion of multiple sensory and motor systems through physical
exploration and manipulation of the environment (Ballard
et al., 1997; Smith & Gasser, 2005). In an agentic system,
enhanced cognition arises due to the agent’s interaction with
the environment via tools, effectively acting as the “senso-
rimotor” interface that enables the agent to perceive and
manipulate its environment. We outline some key mecha-
nisms from developmental psychology for how interaction
with one’s environment can lead to emergent capabilities.

Generalized representations from multimodality. One of
the primary reasons that sensorimotor interaction with the
environment aids cognition is due to multimodality (Smith &
Gasser, 2005). When multiple modalities provide correlated

5Various benchmarks validate this behavior (Kapkiç et al.,
2024; Zhou et al., 2024; Yang et al., 2024).

information about the same phenomenon, the brain com-
bines these signals (via reentrant neural maps (Edelman,
1987)) to detect/correct errors and form abstract represen-
tations that capture invariant properties across modalities.
For instance, the concept of “roundness” emerges from the
correlation between visual curvature, tactile smoothness,
and the motor patterns needed to trace a circular path. This
allows for the discovery of “higher-order regularities that
transcend particular modalities” and facilitates powerful
learning capabilities (Smith & Gasser, 2005). Importantly,
such discovery can take place entirely via observation of
one’s own actions without the need for assigned tasks or
teachers (Piaget, 1952; Bushnell, 2013).

In an agentic system, cross-referencing signals from multi-
modal signals would allow an agent to create stable rep-
resentations of concepts in the environment, potentially
aiding generalization ability. Multimodal models have al-
ready shown to aid learning (Huang et al., 2023a; Li et al.,
2025), demonstrating improved performance as a result of
combining mutually reinforcing signals via methods like
“cross-modal transfer” (Huang et al., 2023b). As agents be-
come more multimodal, as facilitated by multimodal models
and associated tools (Alayrac et al., 2022; Sun et al., 2023;
Zhang et al., 2024), we may begin to see agents with sig-
nificantly enhanced cognition for the same reasons as in
(multimodal) human cognition. The primary lesson is that
designing an agent is not simply about deliberate design of
its representational ability — we must factor in the impact
of the agent’s (multimodal) interaction with its environment
on its ability to form rich representations and learn.

Prematurity helps. While the design of neural networks is
inspired by biological processes, the way in which they learn
(or are trained) differs fundamentally from how humans
learn (Lake et al., 2017). Human babies are not given an
enormous dataset of how the world works. Rather, their
learning is exploratory and incremental (Gopnik et al., 1999;
Gopnik, 2020), necessarily not reliant on prior information.
Their initial lack of sophistication, or prematurity, is core to
how they develop their cognitive abilities: regularities and
correlations change as cognition develops, and capabilities
emerge in a precise order (Smith & Gasser, 2005).

A natural consideration for agentic systems is if a better path
to generalized agents is to rely more on the abilities that
agents develop through interaction with their environment,
and less on the prior knowledge embedded via pretraining.
In the context of RL agents, the main novelty of AlphaGo
Zero (Silver et al., 2017) over AlphaGo (Silver et al., 2016)
was its ability to learn entirely from self-play, in turn al-
lowing for the emergence of more general strategies (via
iterative self-improvement) without being influenced by the
biases of existing human play/strategies. In the context of
agentic AI, allowing a weakly pretrained agent to explore its
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environment (via multiple modalities) could be a viable path
to generalized representations and abilities. Developmental
robotics (Cangelosi & Schlesinger, 2015) and the study of
intrinsic motivation (or curiosity-driven learning) (Barto,
2013; Oudeyer et al., 2007; Singh et al., 2010)6 may offer
insights into deliberately designing such emergent abilities.

3.2. Ability to predict enables reasoning

The mechanisms for how causal reasoning emerges from
simpler processes is an incredibly complex topic (Ellis,
2012; Gopnik & Wellman, 2012; Hoel et al., 2013). One
compelling description from neuroscience describes the
emergence of causal learning via the free-energy principle
(Friston & Stephan, 2007; Friston, 2010) and hierarchical
predictive processing (Clark, 2013; Hohwy, 2013). The
core idea is that the brain constructs generative models for
(top-down) predictions of sensory inputs and refines these
predictions through (bottom-up) error signals from the envi-
ronment. When prediction errors are observed, the system
can either update its internal model, via perceptual infer-
ence (Friston et al., 2010), or take actions to help make its
predictions come true, via active inference (Friston, 2003).
The main argument is that causal models emerge directly as
a consequence of this progressive, error-minimizing refine-
ment: the observation and (active) sampling of the environ-
ment creates a causal perception-action loop that identifies
causal structures.

In an agentic system, an agent could hypothetically per-
form a similar error-minimization process to iteratively con-
struct its causal model(s). Some tools have already enabled
agents to actively sample their environment (via code exe-
cution (Hu et al., 2024)) and perform complex experiments
(Narayanan et al., 2024; Huang et al., 2024a), both neces-
sary components of this process. Agentic systems are not
currently known to employ explicit hierarchical predictive
processing methods, however, the simplicity of the process
(simply minimizing prediction errors) indicates that this
mechanism could become a viable path to emergent causal
reasoning in agentic systems.

3.3. Prediction and interaction enables metacognition

Effectively adapting to changes requires reasoning/reflection
about the underlying process that led to that change. Such
metacognitive reasoning emerges from similar mechanisms
as that of causal reasoning and is amplified by interaction
with others. Namely, error detection is argued to emerge
directly from a model inferring that its action was incorrect
(given available evidence), as measured by the disagreement
between the decision variable and the confidence variable,
and does not require an “explicit error detection mechanism”

6See the intrinsic motivation and open-ended learning (IMOL)
community https://www.imol-community.org.

(Yeung et al., 2004; Fleming & Daw, 2017). Social inter-
action (or collaboration) enhances this process by enabling
individuals to calibrate their confidence estimates against es-
timates of the group (Bahrami et al., 2010; Bang & Fleming,
2018; Surowiecki, 2004). This yields shared representa-
tions — internal models that encode both individual and
group-level confidence signals — allowing for more effec-
tive coordination (Frith & Frith, 2012; Shea et al., 2014;
Wolf & Tomasello, 2023) and ultimately the ability for indi-
viduals to efficiently and intelligently adapt (in the direction
of fewer errors) to changes in the environment (Wegner,
1987; Holland, 1992; Hutchins, 1995; Simon, 2012).

In an agentic system, allowing agents to form predictions
(with associated confidences) of concepts in their environ-
ment (e.g., via tools), and additionally facilitating commu-
nication of these uncertainties to other agents, can allow
for the formation of such shared representations and the
emergence of metacognitive awareness. Current efforts to
incorporate uncertainty quantification into LLMs (Lin et al.,
2023; Balabanov & Linander, 2024; Shorinwa et al., 2024)
and architectures that allow for agent-to-agent communi-
cation (Li et al., 2024a), provide a viable path for collec-
tive metacognitive behavior. Importantly, this behavior can
arise without intentionally designing it at the individual
agent level, but rather as a result of lower-level behaviors
like (contextually) adapting to changes, quantifying and
maintaining uncertainties (via local memory or state), and
communicating these uncertainties to other agents.

4. Open Challenges
The mechanisms discussed in Section 3 require further de-
velopments to realize and, importantly, give rise to various
risks if implemented. In this section, we outline some key
open challenges in the development of effective and safe
agentic AI systems.

4.1. Building generalist agents

There are many practical questions underlying the mech-
anisms outlined in the previous section. Regarding the
emergence of generalized representations/abilities via multi-
modal interaction, to what level of pretraining is required to
enable agents to meaningfully explore their environment?
Insights from the development of the generalist agent Gato
(Reed et al., 2022) indicate that while extensive pretraining
across diverse tasks can aid an agent’s generalization ability,
it may not be necessary for all forms of learning. Experi-
ments on (fine-tuning for) out-of-distribution tasks suggest
that models can efficiently adapt with less pretraining pro-
vided they have structured mechanisms for exploration. In
some cases (learning new Atari games) pretraining did not
yield a clear advantage, implying that targeted exploration
with the environment may be preferred over pretraining.
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This raises several questions: Could an agent with minimal
pretraining, but equipped with mechanisms for self-directed
exploration and curiosity-driven learning, achieve superior
generalization? If so, what forms of exploration (such as
intrinsic motivation, goal-directed play, or unsupervised
environment modeling) would be most effective? How does
the balance between pretraining and learning depend on the
complexity (and diversity) of the task distribution? In the
event that an agent is able to learn skills in-situ, in what
order does the agent develop capabilities? Can this order be
influenced to improve generalization ability?

4.2. Designing efficient agent-agent interactions

A core feature of agentic systems is their ability to decom-
pose complex tasks into subtasks and delegate them among
the agents (Zhu et al., 2024). Doing so efficiently requires
understanding both the dependencies between the subtasks
(the order in which they need to be completed) and which
agents are most capable at which subtasks. In human sys-
tems, tasks are decomposed and delegated to others based
on inferred capabilities given evidence from previous expe-
rience. Humans often maintain trust not only on specific
tasks but on general categories of tasks (e.g., successfully
writing Python code on one project likely implies ability to
write effective Python code on an unrelated project).7

A key question in the delegation of subtasks in an agentic
system is to what degree should trust on a given task transfer
to trust on a different task? The precise trade-off is unclear:
overly relying on evidence from specific tasks would lead to
significant data sparsity and inability to delegate, whereas
transferring trust too generously would lead to suboptimal
task outcomes. What features of tasks and agents influ-
ence the appropriate trade-off? How should the cold-start
problem (delegation of a new task or to a new agent) be ad-
dressed? Structures from organizational management (Lai
et al., 2017; Denning, 2022), e.g., hierarchy of authority ver-
sus network of competence, may inform general strategies
for how to decompose/delegate diverse tasks among agents.

4.3. Controlling emergence of subgoals

The ability of agents to decompose and delegate subtasks
to other agents can lead to emergence of a higher degree
of autonomy. For example, even in a simple system with
two agents, one agent can decompose the original task and
assign a subtask (or subgoal) for the other agent. Collec-
tively, this two-agent system possesses a degree of goal
autonomy beyond the solution autonomy of each, simply
due to the first agent defining the goal for the second agent.
The more complex the initial (human-seeded) task, and the
more agents that exist in the system, the longer the chain of

7This is an instance of the halo effect bias (Thorndike, 1920).

potential subgoals. While the initial task partially constrains
the overall task outcome, the constraint imposed by the
human’s initial task specification on intermediate subgoals
becomes weaker as the chain grows in length.

One fundamental challenge is how the generation of these
subgoals should be monitored. The intended speed and scale
at which agentic systems will be deployed precludes full
reliance on humans for the monitoring. However, relying on
another agent to monitor subgoal creation brings us back to
the original problem. What monitoring structures are most
effective? What role can humans play? Does limiting an
agentic system’s ability to create subgoals reduce its ability
to successfully carry out tasks? If so, how should agents be
incentivized to not evade this monitoring?

4.4. Governing human-agent interactions

A contributing factor in the emergence of unsafe subgoals
is the user’s inability to specify what is “safe” across all
possible contexts and contingencies. This is an unavoidable
property of communication and arises due to fundamental
bounds on rationality (Simon, 1957; Williamson, 1975). In
traditional settings, namely incomplete contracts (Grossman
& Hart, 1986; Hart & Moore, 1990), underspecification is
addressed through residual control rights, which determine
who has decision-making authority in situations not explic-
itly covered by the contract (Hart & Moore, 1990; Hart,
1995). Determination of these rights is typically dictated by
the parties’ relative bargaining power, risk allocation, avail-
able information, and expertise (Aghion & Bolton, 1992;
Aghion & Tirole, 1997; Baker et al., 2002).

The design of residual control rights for agentic systems
may be an effective strategy for mitigating risks. Fundamen-
tal differences in capabilities between humans and agents
point to some natural divisions in control rights. Agents
should retain control over highly time-constrained local de-
cisions (e.g., evasive maneuvers), computationally-intensive
tasks, well-defined routine decisions with clear metrics (and
bounded risk), and decisions that rely on information only
available at the agent-environment interface. One issue is
that a sequence of many low risk, but automated, agent deci-
sions may create larger emergent risks over time. How can
the accumulation of risk from sequences of local decisions
be reliably detected? Humans should retain control over
longer-term strategic decisions, novel tasks requiring value
judgments, and decisions with significant (or irreversible)
safety risks. In the event that the agent is uncertainty about
a decision, escalation mechanisms could be designed that
handoff the decision to a human. How can decisions be es-
calated to a human in order to allow enough time to interpret
the available information and take an action? Research on
human-agent communication may provide useful insights
(Bansal et al., 2024; Burton et al., 2024).
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5. Closing Remarks
We have argued that the development of agentic AI is in
need of a systems view in order to accurately estimate both
capabilities and risks. Our position is grounded in a defi-
nition of agency, termed functional agency, that quantifies
the degree of agency of a system by its ability to take goal-
directed actions, model outcomes, and adapt behavior (in
the direction of the goal) when the action-outcome model
changes.8 We argue that effective agentic systems are those
that possess a high level of functional agency.

The primary philosophy of the systems view is that a system
can possess a high level of functional agency simply due
to the (complex) interactions in the system, notably even
when individual agents are much simpler. Informed by a
large amount of literature from various fields (psychology,
neuroscience, cognitive science, sociology, and biology), we
outline some viable pathways in which functional agency
can emerge: i) enhanced cognition due to an agent’s interac-
tion with its environment, ii) emergence of causal reasoning
due to the ability to minimize prediction errors, and iii)
emergence of metacognitive awareness due to the ability to
predict, quantify uncertainty, and communicate with other
agents. These mechanisms hint at possible emergent capa-
bilities in agentic systems.

While we argue that there are viable paths for emergent
capabilities, we are not saying these are automatic; we must
design/facilitate the properties that these mechanisms rely
on. We must understand the mechanisms of emergence in
order to intentionally design such properties into agentic
systems and to limit the associated risk. Additionally, to
reiterate a previous point, we are not advocating for the un-
constrained development of increasingly agentic systems.9

Rather, we argue that understanding these emergent capa-
bilities provides the AI community with essential tools for
mitigating their risk.10 We believe that the systems-level
view can lead to identification of many more mechanisms
not discussed in our paper.

These considerations will become increasingly important as
advancements in AI continue to progress. The discussion
in our present paper was largely restricted to current-day
LLMs/agents that interact with the world via text. We as
a community need to consciously consider the impact of
additional modalities, e.g., speech, vision, touch/movement
(via a robotic “body”), on the overall cognitive abilities of
the system. Such considerations will help to ensure that AI
safely and effectively augments human capabilities while
preserving human agency.

8This definition of agency contributes to the growing body
of literature on AI agency (Kenton et al., 2023; Barandiaran &
Almendros, 2024; Abel et al., 2025; Zhang & Varshney, 2025).

9See (Mitchell et al., 2025b) for a similar view.
10See (Kolt et al., 2025) for discussion of some prominent risks.
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